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I. Introduction "i~,f •:ij~, 

Local governments finance their expenditures through a combination of. -~1 
property taxes, user charges and provincial-local transfers. In the absence of . jfl: 
such transfers, large differences in· assessment bases imply that communities,/./· 
can offer similar levels· of services only · if the poorer ones levy higher tax(_ 
rates. These differences in fiscal capacities can be offset · by ·,i 

provincial-municipal equalization grants which enable poorer jurisdictions to~.,~.~ 
provide levels of services at mill rates reasonably comparable to the-}; 
wealthier ones. Thus equalization can ensure that all provincial residents,. -ti 
regardless of their particular location, receive equal fiscal treatment, and · ri¥,: 
"fiscal equity" is achieved between otherwise-similar individuals in different J!i 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the impacts of the current .} i.:"· 

provincial-municipal equalization grant programs in the Maritime Provinces on ,~ 
municipal fiscal capacity. In 1963 the Report Qf 1M Royal Commission 2ll .~-:~ 
Finance illil Municipal Taxation in. Brunswick, known as the Byrne Report : * 
after its chairman, recommended that the N .B. government institute an· , !J\ 
equalization grant program to lessen differences in fiscal capacities among · ;·) 
local governments. In 1974 the Nova Scotia government received similar· liz 
recommendations from the Scotia Royal Commission on Education, Public /:;i<t 
Services a.rul Provincial-Municipal Relations, Services and Provincial-Municipal-. ~~~ 
Relations, known as the Graham Report after its chairman. We review the, 

1

'¥,' 
recommendations of the two royal commissions with respect to equalization. We ··}l5tl; 
compare them to the programs currently in place in the Maritime Provinces,. ... 
briefly . exp!aining their mechanics and comparative statics. We simulate thtti;., 
grants implied by each of the current programs on a base of twenty-three~JJ ., 
independent cities in Ontario and then use this base to examine the impacts of\;k · 

! ,j I 

the differentials · and affecting the fiscal capacity rankings, among, \1 
municipalities. We conclude that the N.S. formula best achieves the goals or· I 
equalization as laid out by the Byrne · and Graham commissions. The N.B. and·'JII 
P.E.I formulas give similar grants in per capita terms to all municipalitie5' -1 
and have minimal impacts on differences in fiscal capacity. We recommend that' .if~. 
they be replaced with formulas similar to the N.S. program. .·wg 

The data base used in this paper was constructed from the MARS base 0£ -~ 
the Ontario Ministry of Municipal Affairs. We selected the 23 independent oc··.:~ 
single-tier c!ties _in Ontario as the sample and used the 1arants each city )lr 
actually received in the years 1980 to 1982 as our base case. The total grant'.,, ~ 

~ool available for equalization under each formula was constrained to equal _i;f 
the total amount actually paid to the 2:

4

cities, $586,761,083. I 
Ji 
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II. Equalization In New Brunswick 
A. The Byrne Report 

85 MUNICIPAL EQUALIZATION 

1963 Byrne _Report recommended that the N.B. government institute an 
uncond1t1onaJ grant program for local governments with two components: a flat 
grant and an equalization grant. The Report argued that grants were necessary 
to: • 

"implement the principle of fiscal equity ..... with respect to local as 
well as to general services, so that it would be possible to provide 
both types of services at good standards at about the same tax burdens 
throughout t~e province that ~. so that a citizen' living in a given 
type· of locahty would receive about the same fiscal treatment as if he 
lived in a similar type • of locality anywhere else in the province." 
(p.273) 

The unconditional grant program was to have six characteristics (pp. 
274-S): 

1) the program must provide "substantial" revenues that all local 
governments can provide "good standards of local services" with 
"reasonable local property taxes"; 

2) the program must provide "sufficient" equalization so that all 
municipalities can provide a "good uniform standard of local 
services with a similar tax burden•; 

3) the grants must be sufficient that local govern·ments on average 
keep their property levies reasonably low; 

4) municipalities with good administrations should be rewarded with 
lower local tax rates; poor ones with higher rates; 

5) the program should be flexible so that local governments can have 
higher levels of services providing. they pay for them; 

6) the program must not be sensitive to the status of the 
municipality. 

The Byrne Report recommended that the· unconditional grant program be 
based on- a formula developed by Graham (1963) which contained both flat-rate 
and equalization components. In the Report~ municipalities are · divide9 into 
groups according to character and population size. The flat grant G is 40 
percent of each municipality's standard expenditure, defined as the average 
per capita. gross expenditure for each group of local governments 

3
multiplied by 

population of the municipality~ We can represent" the flat grant by: 

Ge• g (EGE/EN) N, (1) . 

where GE is gross expenditure, · N is population and g is the flat rate. The 
equalization grant G is (pp.277-8) 'the amount necessary to enable all 
municipalities in each group to provide for the balance of the. standar~ 
expenditure (60 percent) with a uniform• tax ~urden'. Thus the flat ~rant JS 
subtracted from standard expenditure to determme the amount to be f manced 
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from equalization. A standard tax rate T, based on the lowest rate necessary 
to cover the balance in any municipality, is applied to each assessment base A 
to determine standard revenues. This amount is subtracted from standard· 
expenditure to determine the equalization grant G in the following manner:. '~ 

:1,V 

(2): ir;.r 
. .;f!ll -,~rr 

G • (I - g) (DGE/EN) N - (t*A) 

where T • [(I - g) (EGE/EN) N1) / Al ; ·.,;, 

and j is the community with largest gap between standard expenditure 
assessment base. The Byrne Report stipulated that the total package· should~~fi 
not exceed 70 percent of gross expenditure net of non-tax revenue R: •~--.~:}} 

Ge + G .7 (GE - R) 
. ·.,-/~~; 

(3) . ' ; ; r:•,;1; 
' ~f.i~ 

· •.,~ 
I .(~ 

The · N.B. government experimented with a version of the equalization;:~!£ 
pro~~ recommended by Byrne but scrapped it whe? . it _f~iled to provide; :j 
suff1c1ent revenues to the larger and more vocal mumc1paht1es. The current : ,ff 
N.B. unconditional grant program was instituted in 1978 and bears· little:, .. J 
relation to the Byrne Report. The flat grant was dropped except for small, ·i 

· local service districts which receive 45 percent of their net spending. The---t~ 
current equalization formula is explained below. · :,;f 

. :r~~?: B. The Current New Brunswick Equalization Program 
Program N.B. municipalities receive equalization based on the 

formula: 

G • [.0IA • XY/(.0IA • XY + .0IA)] [(GE-1 - R-1) (1 + r)] • F 

,,l r~r 
-ffi following;·)·:1,~-

where X • [ (DA/EN)/ A/N + 0.25 (DA/DK)/ A/K ] ~;.:) 
;-\~ 1 -

' L 
Y • [ I + (N· -· 5000)/200,000 ] r ~-· I :•i·' ;:-. ~r.1<. 

:. ,'~; 1~.1, 
The iirst term in square· brackets is the percent of grant support %GS; . tfi~1 

second square-bracketed term is·. the· shareable expenditure SE. The %GS ratioi is•,~ 
multiplied by SE, the excess . of last year's gross budgeted expenditure of die.{ 
municipality over non-tax cfevenue increased by an inflation factor r, to- givet;-
the pre-adjusted grant G The· total of the pre-adjusted grants (negativa\,-. ~-
grants are set equal to zero) is divided into the amount available: fo~.{ll 
equalization. This fraction, F • Grant Pool/Do, multiplied by GO determines 
final grant G. · :· .:i~ 

• • .f.J ;,Jt1t 
The %GS term applies three· adjustments to the initial grant base (.01 A· oi(;;: 

percent of total local assessment): (I) (EA/EN)/ A/N, correcting for taxable, i ~:-
assessment_ per capita . relative· to the provincial average; (2) 0.2S(EA/EK)/ A~.~·lJ; 
A correcting for assessment per kilometre relative to the provincial average. :'.!( . '"JI -~- a 
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where K is a weighted total of kilometers of roads (local roads have a weight 
of l, provincial roads 1/2); and (3) Y, a graded population adjustment 
reflecting the higher per capita costs of large municipalities. These three 
adjustments give the fully adjusted grant base FAGB, the numerator of the %GS 
term, which is then divided by itself plus the tax base to give %GS; i.e. 
FAGB/(FAGB + .0IA) • %GS. • 

First note the initial grant base .0lA disappears from (4) since it is in 
both the numerator and denominator of %GS. The ref ore assessment does not 
directly influence the grant, but only indirectly through the ratio XY /(XY + 
1). We can analyze this. ratio by initially assuming Y • l; i.e. the municipal 
population is smaller than 5000, so that the· ratio- reduces to X/(X + I). If we 
take the representative· municipality we see from (1) that X must be 1.25 so 
X/(X + 1) equals .555; i.e. fo'r a small town with average per capita and per 
kilometre assessment, %GS is 55.5 percent. For a very rich, small town (i.e. 
as X --> 0) %GS approaches zero; for a very poor, small town (i.e. as X rises) 
%GS is asymptotic to I. Thus, as a small locality's fully-adjusted grant base 
grows, its %GS grows more and more slowly (see Figure · I). If the graded 
population adjustment exceeds 1, the %GS line shown in Figure I for an 
average, small town shifts upwards. For example, if Y • 2, %GS increases from 
.555 to .714; if Y • 2.2853 (the popuiation size of London, our largest city 
in· the sample) %GS climbs to .7407. Thus for any given X the larger is Y the 
larger the upward shift in the %GS line. If the municipality is wealthy, the 
upward shift is smaller (e.g. for X • I, %GS for London would be .69) whereas 
for a poor municipality the shift is larger (e.g. for X • 2, London's %GS 
would be .8205). The shift in the %GS line widens since for larger grant 
bases, the bigger the population the larger the increase in %GS. The highest 
%GS would go to a large population city, poor in same %GS if one is . wealthy 
and high population· and the other poor and small. 

Given %GS. the· actual grant also depends on SE, shareable expenditure. 
Since larger · and wealthier· municipalities will have larger gross expenditure 
net or· non-tax revenue, SE biases the grant· in favour of large, high 
expenditure cities. This variable tends to reward tax effort since it is 
sensitive , to the local mill rate and penalize· cities with high charges and 
other non-tax revenue. 

Comparing the· current formula (4) to that- proposed in the Byrne Report 
(1,2,3) we· see that the current formula bears- no resemblance to (2), Byrne's 
equalization component. However, (4) looks· remarkably like Byrne's individual 
grant constraint (3): a fraction· multiplied by gross expenditures net of 
nontax revenues for each municipaljty. Since the· SE term is biased towards 
larger and wealthier cities, the only equalizing in the N.B. formula must 
occur through· the%GS fraction~ The comparative statics· of the N.B. formula are 
summarized in Table 1. Increases in X, Y, K, SE and N increase the grant 
whereas A reduces it. SE also tends to reward tax effort since it is sensitive 
to the local mill rate andto penalize cities with high charges and other 
non-tax revenue.If another city raises its assessment (AJ rises) or reduces 
its kilometrage (KJ falls) the provincial average and the scale factor rise, 

I 1 
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. .'1 ... 

•'..!~ ., . 
.'J increasing the grant. ·, :{/ 

}l 
·1.· V\'1 

C. Simulation of the New Brunswick Formula . ~<-j 
To simulate the N.B. formula using our Ontario data base, we made two::::.t1: 

adjustments ti the program. First, assessment was measured as total equalized~; 
assessment •A plus the grossed-up value of payments in ligu of taxes · P··· (tOi}:\ 
include nontaxable property in the municipality); i.e. A • A + I000P/m where1:,f'i 
is the commercial mill rate for equalization purposes in Ontario. Second~.:t~ 
shareable expenditure was proxied by current tax revenue since (i) Ontaria,i 
local governments cannot deficit budget; and (ii) we assumed last year's ' 
revenue grossed up by an inflation factor could be safely · proxied by curreri"' 
tax~~ . 

Table 2 gives the 1982 ratios that determine the %GS term for the : ~ ; 
independent cities in Ontario. The Y values vary from 1.0~ (citi~ 8 and: IS;'~l};.~ 
Trenton and Pembroke) to 2.29 for London. The %GS ratio varies from .57'-'JI 
(cities 1, IO, 11. 13 and 16) to .71 for Windsor. Larger cities have higher/:1.··L · 
%GS as can be. seen from comparing cities Guelph and London. Both cities haver;:· . 
A/N near the mean $24,452. and A/K well above the mean $3,520,910. However~l·}~ 
%GS for Guelph with Y • 1.34 is .617 whereas London's %GS is much higher atY~ 
.727. Also small, poor · cities · receive the same %GS as large, rich ones;;:}f 
compare cities Owen Sound and Trenton with city Thunder Bay (all have %GS, . il,\ 
.62). l 'r~;; 

The simulated grants for the 23 municipalities are shown in Table 3 •. The/ ' 
1982 scale factor F is .0994 showing that the N.B. formula uncapped would give:: 
ten times the grants of the Ontario program. This is not surprising since New· 
Brunswick is a. mostly rural province without any large cities. A form~ . 
designed to give large grants to high population centers would be much more'.,~· 
expensive in Ontario. The largest grants go to the largest population centers~ 
London (19% of the total) and Windsor (20%), while the smallest grants go .. t1 

the smallest centers, Pembroke and Trenton (I% each). If we compare the'. ~-
rankings as proxied by current. tax revenues (see Table 6) with the predicte , 
grants we see that the SE ranks are almost the. same as the grant ranks. Om; . 
per capita basis, the largest grants go to Windsor- and city Brockville,. whUI 
the smallest per capita grants go to Chatham and Pembroke. The. rank~ o 
per capita SE against the major determinant of the G/N rank; however, in· thif (j 
case %GS has more influence. For example, London ranks first in terms of %G~ 
but 17th in terms of per capita SE; however its per capita grant rankin&~t · 
7th. However, cities 11, 16 and 10 rank second, third and fourth in termsr,o 
per capita grants because their per capita SE rank 2, 3 and 4 although1 the•· 
%GS ranks are 21, 23 and 19. . ,:,if:~, 

N.B. grants are positively related to assessment, in total and per capitaf 
terms, as the OLS regressions below demonstrate: , , 

G • -160,250 + .00156 A (ajusted R2
• .959) 

G/N • -9.474 + .002 A/N (adjusted R2 = .296) 

.-· 
. .,, .......... - ·-- . 

. , . . 

.. 
• I. • 

i. ' r . 

' 



, __ 

ACEA PAPERS XV 89 MUNICIPAL EQUALIZATION 

Note the positive sign on A/N. If we regress G against taxable municipal 
income: 

G • -506.680 + 3 .. 696 I (adjusted R2 • .916). 

This is not surprising since assessment ana income are closely related: 

I • 116,391 + 0.0004 A (adjusted R2• .968). 

However, regressing G/N against I/N showed no relationship. Since the purpose 
' of equalization is to reduce differences in fiscal capacities between local 

governments; this formula appears. to do exactly the reverse. 

III. Equalization In Prince Edward Island . 
A. The Prince Edward Island Equalization Program 

The P .E.I. government, unlike New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, did not hold 
a royal commission on provincial-municipal relations. Currently, there are two 
unconditional grant programs in P.E.I., a per capita entitlement that 
increases with population size, and equalization. The equalization program 
introduced in 1980 is similar to the N.B. one. The grant formula is: 

G • [Z/(z· + A)] ({(E + E )/2) (1 + r)] *' F 
-1 -2 (5) 

where Z • (EA/EN) • N + 0.25 [(EA/EK) * K + (EA/EN) * (N - 2000)] 

The first square-bracketed term is the . equalization grant factor · line EGFL; 
the second square-bracketed term is projected current expenditures PE. EGFL is 
multiplied by PE, an average· of the previous two year's current expenditure 
multiplied by an inflation factor r, to give the· pre-adjusted grant G0which 
multiplied by F, the scale factor for· the grant pool (F • Grant Pool/EG0), the 
adjusted grant G. The- PE variable: is larger for· larger, wealthier cities and 
positively affected by the· local mill rate,. as in. the N~B. formula. 

The variable Z, the. adjusted grant base. line,. makes · three adjustments to 
the grant base; adjustments 2 and 3 have a 2S percent weight (i) (EA/EN)*N 
calculates the total assessment base a municipality would have if it had 
average per capita. assessment; (ii) (I:A/EK)•K calculates the total kilometers · 
of roads (local roads. have· a, weight of 1, . provincial roads of 1/2) a 
municipality would have if it had ave~ge. per kilometre· assessment; and (iii) 
(I!A/EN)*(N - 2000 adds a correction. factor for populations in excess of 2000 
to adjust for higher costs associated with larger population (if N < 2000 this 
factor is set to zero). Once Z is calculated, the fraction Z/(Z + A) • EGFL. 

The major difference between %GS in the N.B. formula and EGFL in the 
P.E.I.f ormula· is the population· adjustment factor. We can see· this as follows. 
First note that if we divide (5) through by A, EGFL becomes (Z/ A)/(Z/ A + 1) 
Where: 

I 
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Z/ A • (EA/EN)/ A/N + 0.25 ({EA/EK)/ A/K + (EA/EN)/ A/(N - 2000]{6) _ ;·1 
. ·-~ Comparing this with X*Y from the New Brunswick f onnula: . :; :t 

X*Y • [(EA/EN)/ A/N + 0.25 (EA/EK)/ A/KJ [! + (N - 5000)/200,000](7)1_:'.:.;!f , 
.. . ~, , .. 

We see that the major difference is the population adjustment factor whic~· 
given significantly more weight in the N.B. formula. If N < 2000 the tw1 · 
equations are exactly the same; if N < 5000 (Z/ A) is larger than X*Y; but,;_fo 
populations in excess of 5000, Z/ A grows proportionately faster than X*Y. -JJ{ 
EGFL curve is graphed in Figure 2. Comparing %GS with EGFL, i.e. X*Y/(X~y,~ · 
as a function of X, with Z/A/(Z/A + 1) as a function of (Z/A}, we see· · 
both curves monotonically increase and are asymptotic to one. However-~ 
population increases cause upward shifts in the %GS curve but movements: aloit 
the EGFL curve. A small, average municipality under the P.E.I. formula has. Z/. .. · 
• 1.25 so that. EGFL equals .555 as in the N.B. formula. A large, average.- city1, 
has Z/A • I.so that EGFL equals .6 whereas in N.B. the %GS could be as high,U\' 
.7 or .8. That is, a city with average A/N and average A/K receives. a.,:'Jt{ 
proportionately larger grant under the N.B. formula because Y enters; ·,_ 
multiplicatively into the %GS ratio whereas the population adjustment factoc,{f 
enters ~~ditively into the EGFL ratio. Hence the N.B formula tends to reward~_, 
large c1t1es more than the P.E.I. formula. · - · -··,I{ 

Give EGFL the actual grant depends on projected expenditure. Again this{:4~~~ 
variable will be larger for larger, wealthier cities and positively affecte~.'I 
by the local mill rate, as in the N.B. formula. Note that the N.B. formula., .. 
however formula uses current expenditure. To the extent that a city has- larg~ 
capjtal expenditure, and/or small non-tax revenue, SE exceeds. projectedt'; 
expenditure. The comparative statics of the P.E.I. formula are summarized · int: 
Table 1. The direction of the effects is similar to that of the N.B. formula~-

B. Simulation of the Prince Edward Island Formula 
The adjustments to the P.E.I. formula to accommodate the data base, ar, . 

straightforward: A • A
O+ l0OOP/m , and this year's current expenditure- WI$, 

substituted for the grossed-up· average of the past two years. ·f ·\ 
Table 2 shows EGFLs for the 23 Ontario cities. The-lowest EGFL is .56-J~r.:-t'"'-~· 

large, wealthy Thunder Bay (compare its %GS at .62) and the highest is .66 fotP\ 
small, poor Pembroke (compare its %GS at .63}. The N.B. formula gives- higher,~ 

to larger cities compared to the P.E.I. formula. For example, comparinl(;:,
1
-A 

c1t1es 19 Guelph and 12 London, EGFL • .59 and %GS• .62 for Guelph but EGFI:--, -
.58 and %GS • .73 for much larger London. (See also city 4 Windsor.) -~ '.I, 
1982 is .084, slightly smaller than for N.B., indicating that the- pre-adjusted;. ~1 • 

The simulated P.E.L grants are shown in· Table· 4. The scale factor F· for1 ;-,.: .• 

grant total for P.E.I. is larger than for N.B. The· largest grants again go to-.. ': . 
Windsor and London ( 16% each) while the- smallest go to Pembroke and TrentoDi : , I 
(I% each). If we compare grant rankings with rankings of current expenditure.: j 

.-- . 
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(see Table 6) we see that the correlation is almost 100%· EGFL has little 
influence othe rankings. In per capita terms the P.E.I. fo~mula gives larger 
(smaller) per capita grants to the smaller (larger) cities than does the N.B. 
formula. Cornwall #18 receives the largest per capita grant; Woodstock the smallest. 

The OLS regressions below shows , the positive and strong relationship 
between grants and assessment and grants and income with coefficients 
significant at the I% level. 

G • 302,759 + 0.0012 A (adjusted R2 • · .956). 
I 

G • 36,492 + 2.9407 I (adjusted R 3 • .903). 
I 

A and I are closely related, but G/N and 1/N or A/N were insignificant. 

IV. Equalization In Nova Scotia 
A. The Graham Report 

The 1974 Graham Report recommended that the old N.S. structure of 
conditional grants be replaced by general purpose transfers indexed to the 
growth in provincial revenues. The Report recommended an equalization grant, 
capital grants and a few specific conditional grants. Equalization would 
"permit all municipalities to provide a standard level of services with the 
same tax burden, regardless . of the· level of their own fiscal resources" 
(Vol.II, Ch.24, p.54). The. proposed program would be in two tiers; one 
equalizing county, the other area, services. The formula for county 
equalization proposed in the Report was: 

G • (ENE/EN • ·N) - (t • A) (8) 

where t • (ENE/EN •· N) / (EA u /EN • N) 

The first bracketed term in (8) is standard expenditure· and the second revenue 
yield: where- t is- the standard tax rate.. Standard expenditure measures the 
spending a municipality would make if it had the provincial average per capita 
net expenditure and its own population. (If actual expenditure were less than 
this, actual expenditure is used.) The standard tax rate- is standard . 
expenditure divided by standard assessment, the per capita average of the top 
three per· capita-assessments. times own population. The standard tax rate times 
own assessment is · the· revenue· yield, the tax revenue the municipality would 
have· if it had the average tax rate. Standard expenditure minus revenue yield 
equals the equalization grant for each municipality. 

The programs proposed by the Byrne and Graham reports are- quite similar 
(compare (2) and (8)); this is not surprising since Byrne's proposal was based 
on Graham (1963). The Graham Report. however, did not recommend a flat grant, 
arguing that deficiency payments were not necessary in the N.S. case. Graham's 
recommendations were more successful than Byrne's · since the 1980 N .S. 
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' I 
equalization program closely follows its royal commission's recommendations. 

B. The Nova Scotia Equalization Program 
In 1980 the N.S. government repoperating grant with a revenue guarantee•'. '.' 

a capital grant replaced shared debt charges and payments in lieu of ta~1 
were made equal to full taxation. The basi~perating or equalization grant isi" 
designed to reflect disparities in need and ability to pay amongJ 
municipalities. Local governments are divided into five classes depending·· onif~ 
their number of households. The current grant f onnula is: •' :i.~,'ilui 

G • [{ E(E - C) / EH) • H - STR • A] • F 

where STR • [E(E - C) - GP]/ EA 

GP• [E(E - C)/EE(E- C)J • EGP 

(9t 

'<tt;1 
~.;~i:~ 

<' ,, .r . ,, 1R_ 

In (9) E is current expenditure and C is conditional grants, E - C is net::!l 
expenditµre. Summing per household net expenditure for all municipalities in a ':j 
particular class, E(E - C)/EH, gives standard per household expenditure SPH£: ( 
that class. Multiplying SPHE by total households determines standard : 
expenditure for each city. The standard tax rate STR is measured as total net : 

-~ 
expenditure for each class minus the grant pool for that class, divided by·, J 
total assessment for the class. The class grant pool GP is measured by the 1:~ 
fraction total net expenditure for one class is of total net expenditure for : 
all classes times the provincial pool EEGP. STR is multiplied by actual '; 
assessment for the municipto determine the revenue yield. Subtractbng the.. ·t 
revenue yield from standard expenditure gives the first-round grant G. These:.· J 
grants are totalled and co?Jpared to the available grant pool for that class. A ; ·~ 
scale factor F • GP/EdG calculated and the actual grant is the first-round:' 
grant times F. ;}~ 

There are many similarities between the current formula and that proposed·'. ".J 
in the Graham Report. Firs~ compare the standard expenditure terms in (8) aru1::

1
i 

(9): H · replaces N and net expenditure subtracts conditional grants; otherwise-1 ·'1:.1 
the definitions are· the same; (A~o note the similarity with Byrne'!) -1 
defi~ition in (2).) Secong,. the standard tax rate terms are similar. In (9): }( 
STR reduces to ENE/EA smce the N terms cancel. In (8) total assessment for , }i 
the class replaces assessment of the top three counties; NE is defined as.· ;;;-
above and an extra term is added to numerator - GP. Subtracting GP, the class· :S 
grant pool, from the numerator of STR reduces the standard tax rate and hence-,, 1\ 

'r reduces the· revenue yield, STR • · A. This increases the grant size and has a :~ 
similar effect to reducing the assessment base from l:A to EA u which Graham ) 
proposed. Third, in the Graham Report the pool grows at the rate of provincial ~J 
revenues; this provides a cap to the program~ In the N.S. formula each grant 
is capped by the class grant pool. 

If we substitute the STR and GP definitions into (9) G collapses to: 

.• -· 

.. 
,,. 

""· .... 
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G • E(E - C) [H/EH - w • A/EA ] • F 

where w • [l - EEGP/EE(E - C)] 1 

(10) 

The ratio w measures the gap between total net expenditure of all 
municipalities and the provincial grant pool. (In 1984 w • .83 in Nova 
Scotia.) This arrangemenis similar to the 1967-82 federal equalization 
formula: G • ETR [N/EN - EB]. Class net expenditure, E(E - C), is similar but 
smaller than ETR, total revenue H/EH replaces N/EN; and A/EA replaces B/EB 
where· B is the tax base. Thus· the N.S. formula is a revenue equalization 
program, equalizing the difference between the share of households and the 
(weighted) share of the tax base. ' · 

The comparative stati~ of the N.S. formula are summarized in Table 1. 
Increases in A., own assessment, lower a municipality's grant whereas 

l 

increases in A. for a city in the same (a different) class raise (leave 
J 

unchanged) the grant. A rise in own net expenditure, E. - C., or that of a 
l , l 

municipality in same class, E. - C., probably raises G 1 ; a rise in net 
J J 

expenditure of a different class reduces the grant. Changes in households have 
the- same effects as population changes in the N.B. and P.E.I. formulas. 

C. Simulation of the Nova Scotia Formula 
To simulate the N.S. formula we ignored the separate classes of 

households, putting all 23 cities in the first class,• and A • A + 1000 P/m 
as before. The constants or provincial averages in our 1982 sample were SPHE • 
$1,522.83, STR •.022639 and w • .940. Since w in Nova Scotia was .83 the N.S. 
grant pool in I 98· was larger (i.e.. more generous) relative to total N.S.. net , 
expenditure· than the Ontario · grant pool is here. The scale factor F equal 
.155, much higher than for either N.B. or P.E.I.; as we see below this is 
because the N.S. formula gives zero grants to several large cities, reducing 
EG and thus . raising F. It is easy to calculate an individual city's grant. For 
example using (9), city 16 Barrie's grant is [SPHE • H - STR • · A] • F • 
[$1,522.83 • · 15,740 - .022639 • Sl,048,785,794] • .755 • $170,541. The actual 
grant shown in Table 5 is $170,328; the difference due· to rounding. To simply 
determine whether or not a city receives a grant it is faster to calculate G/H 
• [SPHE - STR· • A/HJ • F. If SPHE < STR • A/H9 the city does not receive a 
grant; eg. city 23, Thunder Bay has A/H • $79,331 so STR • A/H • $1795.97 
which exceeds SPHE • $1522.83. Since SPHE and STR are constants for any one 
year, which cities do/do not receive a grant basically depends on their per 
household assessment. An alternate method is to compare H/~H with A/EA • w as 
in ( l 0). Table 6 shows these ratios; usi118 .94, one can. quickly scan the table 
to see which cities do not receive grants. 

The simulated N.S. grants are shown in Table S. Three cities, Windsor, 
Sault Ste. Marie and Thunder Bay do not receive grants; in each case their 
share of the· assessment base (weighted by .94) exceeds their share of 
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households (see Table 6 for the distributions). The largest total grants go to;.':~4 
London followed by Kingston. In per capita terms, the N.S. formula gives the:~}l!.,;-
largest grants to the poorest cities: St. Thomas, Trenton and Pembroke. Th, 
N.S. formula is clearly biased towards low (iscal capacity municipalities .. and 
can afford to give thfse cities large grants because other, wealthier citi · 
receive no grants at all. • .J: / 

The OLS regressions of N.S. grants against assessment are· interestin 
because, unlike N.B. and P.EJ., the N.S. grants are not related . t, 
assessment. (For G the coefficient is significant at the IO% level; for G/H:1ia 
the I% level.) 

G • 2,688~500 + .000595 A (adjusted R 2 
• .1246) 

but per household grants are negatively related to per household assessment: 

G/H •.· 899.59 - .0127 A/H (adjusted R2 
• .8808) ... i'i. , .. ,..,;\ 

V. Equalization and the Redistribution of Wealth ;f 
In this section we measure how successful the three equalization programsr ;:I 

are at offsetting differences in fiscal capacities. Per capita · assessments'i-·{:i 
vary frooi $18,508 to $29,514 among the 23 cities. According to our OLS1· ·}~!: 
regressions only the N.S. program would lessen these disparities since it,.· Jj 
gives grants inversely related to per household assessment. Here we see if ~fif; 
this presumption is correct using GINI, RIC and HI indexes as- our tests. · · ;[ .• 

Our first test calculates pre and post-grant GINI coefficients. If grantslt,1~ 
are used to provide local public goods or to reduce local mill rates, they.-'. r"' 
should be fully capitalized into property values. Thus larger grants should~\~i..,,, 
raise per household wealth as measured by total equalized assessment. Since: ';l' 
Ontario has had an equalization program for several years, these grants should~( 
already be capitalized into assessment values. Our pre-grant measure of wealth· I 
is th~re~ore determined by subtra~ting the capitalized value_ o~ the Ontario--,< 
equalization grant from total equalized assessment for each city. We assume: • - :. 
capitalization factor of 0.2 and an infinite life for the· property and· the: ·, 
grant (See Eden and Auld (1987) for details.) The GINI coefficient ran.ks': I&~" 
cities from poorest to richest and cumulates the gap between each city's per. - ·i:• 
household assessment and the provincial average, EA/I:H. The pre-grant GINI • · · '·!: 
.0710, indicating small, but clear evidence of fiscal inequity. The post-grant 1,., 
GINI adds the capitalized grants to the pre-grant wealth measure. The l!~ 
post-grant GINI ratios· are N.B. • .0703, P.E.I. • .0671 and N.S. • .0317; that ,i 
is, the N.B. equalization program reduces pre-grant wealth inequities by l :l:' 
percent, P.E.I. by S.5 ~ercent and N.S.by 55.4 percent. Clearly, th~ ~-~- and .. 1J~ 
P.E.I. programs have httle effect; the N.S. program, however, s1gn1f1cantly , ; 
lessens differences in· fiscal capacities. '. ··· 

As an alternative measure of the impact of equalization on fiscal equity. -~ 
we also computed the Resource Inequality Coefficient index or RIC (see Paglin, ~it 
1975 and Smith, J 978). This measure does not require of municipalities and .'d ... 

..... 
.~ 
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hence is easier to calculate. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate this difference; the 
RIC simply adds the areas (each block is one city) above and below the 
provincial-average benchmark whereas the GINI ratio is the area M divided by 
the area M + N. The pre-grant RIC· is .1008, slightly larger than the GINI, and 
the post-grant RICs are: .1006 for N.B. (a 0.2% improvement), .0976 for P.E.I. 
(3.17%) and .0429 for N.S. (57.44%). Thus the RIC coefficient also shows that 
N.B~ and P ..E.I. programs do little to improve inequity relative to the· N.S. program. 

Plotnick's (1981) HI index or income inequalities can be, used to test for 
horizontal inequalities between municipalities. Plotnick defines horizontal 
equality in terms of ranks: two cities with the same rank before the 
government tax should have the same rank after the tax. The Hl index is zero 
if the ranking. of cities in the pre-tax situation is identical to the· post-tax 
ranking; as the number of rerankings increase the index rises and in the limit 
reaches 1. Here we use the HI index to determine whether equalization grants 
cause wealth reranking among the municipalities .. We redefine the HI index as: 

M N 
HI • · E . 1. W! - W. I / 2 E . I W 

1 
- W 1 

l l l l (11) 

where W is post-grant wealth of municipality i W is mean post-grant wealth p • . , , 
W lS rank-preserving level of wealth for i, N is total number of 
municipalities and M is. total number of reranked municipalities. HI is zero if 
M • 0 (complete· horizontal equality) and HI • 1 if M • N (complete. horizontal 
inequality). 

Since little · reranking occurs in the N.B~ and P.E.I. programs HI - o. The 
explanation for this is simple: the N.B. and P.E.I. grants are closely related 
to assessment; adjusted R 2in both cases exceeds . . 9. Because these programs . use 
provincial averages as, their benchmarks the per- capita-- grants are not large 
and. do not vary much between cities ( the range is $27 to. $49 in· N.B. and. $21 
to $43 · in· P.E.I.). Hence . it is'. not surprising· that little . reranking occurs. 
Under the· N.S .. program, however,. the number of rerankings is substantial and 
HI - .25.. Per· capita grants arr strongly and negatively related to per 
household assessment (adjusted R • · .88) and the range is also significantly 
wider in Nova Scotia (from SO to $132). Since larger absolute and relative 
grants . are~ more likely to cause rerankings, a high HI index for Nova· Scotia is 
expected. The basic reason why so 'much reranking occurs in the N.S. program, 
however, lies in the nature of the formula. In practice, all equalization 
programs in· Canada are gross programs that is, their minimum grant is zero 
since units above- the benchmark cannot receive· negative grants. Since the 
program benchmark is the provincial average and no city above the average 
receives a. negative· grant~ the rankings of the top cities are unaffected by 
equalization. The only way a redistributive program such as N.S~ _can increase 
the fiscal capacity of poor cities is at the expense of the middle wealth 
cities since they must suffer a drop in rank in order to raise the poor ones. 
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In absolute terms, the middle cities are better off since they receive gran~.~, 
?ut ~n relative terms t?eir wealth has deteriorated. Reduc~ions in . fiscal .'.gi 
!nequ1t! . are thus achieved at the expense of worsenmg honzontat 'iJ; 
mequahties. . ;, ,.,,t 

,,., 
• 'J'' : -,;.,.:. :l~ 

VI. Conclusions 11~1 ,,, __ 

The Byrne Report recommended an equalization program for New BrunswictaC 
based on fiscal equity, one that would offset differences in fiscal capaciti~ 
between municipalities. The Commission proposed an individual grant ceilin 
no grant should exceed 70 percent of gross expenditure net of all charg 
payments in lieu of taxes and grants. The ceiling is the only component 0£· th, 
proposal that is, g,e, legislation. The current f onnula bases the gran~·t o 
the percent of grant support times share: ')le· expenditure. The grant, botlr1:: iij/! 
total and per capita terms, is positively -~lated to assessment and mill rates?, 
and only indirectly to measures of fisc;~, inequity. Since the highest %GS, 
ratio is 72 percent and shareable expenditure is as defined above, in practice·. 
the ceiling proposed in· the Byrne Report does . hold, although fiscal equity , ist{ 
not achieved. The N.B. formula thus appears to degenerate into a per capita>: 
flat grant. The f onnula is also biased towards large population, .. 
municipalities. Since these tend to be the welathier centers this can be-
regarded as a poorly designed feature of the program. One could argue that· .•,:". 
since large population centers have higher needs for police, fire, etc. due to, ·: r-
congestion, the formula compensates for differences in costs among- cities (see, ~i ,: 
Bradbury et al., 1984). If this is true, then the program could compensate for, :: 
fiscal need differences~ However, in the absence of objective measures of' ~-
needs, it is hard to justify such a bias. . . ,'f!I: 

The P .E.I. formula uses an equalization grant factor line multiplied by, , :i 
current expenditure where· EGFL is a ratio similar to %GS but less generous,. tot ) 
large population municipalities~ The grant is driven by current expenditure; .-~· 
ie.the grant rankings correspond to municipal expenditure rankings. Like N.B.,. ,~ 
this formula also appears to degenerate into a per capita flat grant. 

The Graham Report recommended an equalization program based on fiscaL·, · 
equity, and the· current N.S. program is a true fiscal equity formula. sin~) 
differences in· f'iscal capacities· are reduced significantly by. the grant. Ther':~ 
formula·. is similar to the: federal program; cities with a larger (smaller)/r 

. ., . 
share of' households than of weighted assessment receive positive (zero}, .\. 
grants. While the· N.B. and P.E.I. formulas give similar levels of S30-S40 pes.1 ',It· 
capita to all cities, the N.S. program gives grants that vary from zero t(Jf ·1;' 
$132 per capita. - ,11 / ~ ' 

However, there are-· problems with the N.S. formula. First,. the grant J 
scheme · is so complicated that. it is hard to believe that either the donor oi;. --~ 
recipient governments fully understand it. The. calculation of the standard. we. -~ 
rate· with its internal grant pool (is w really necessary?), the application · ot: -f:,;: 
STR and SPH to· determine the initial grant and the capping by a. second grant.. ·: ,; 
pool is too complex a procedure; Since the mathematics eventually boil down to-! J 
a formula similar to the federal one (a well-understood program) it would t,e,. -

··.A:;. 
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simpler and clearer to strip the formula of its excess jargon and mathematics 
and bring . it down to its basic principles. Second, Table I shows that 
separating municipalities into classes, each with its own grant pool, can 
cause individual grant changes if there is an exogenous change in another 
municipality depending on whether or not it is in the same class. Similar 
effects occur in the 1982-87 federal program which has classes of provinces 
depending on whether a-- province "is in or out of the revenue base (see 
Courchene, 1984). Since the purpose of arbitrarily segregating municipalities 
into classes .is- probably a concern for costs related to population, an 
alternative solution could be to include variables correcting for fiscal need. 
(Need variables are included in th~ N.B. and P.E.I. programs; however, since 
they only affect th& %GS and EGFL ratios, they have little' actual impact.) 
Third, most equalization formulas use population rather than households. In 
terms of the median voter model, it is the household that pays property taxes 
and makes . the decisions on local public goods. Thus for fiscal capacity 
definitions number of households is a more appropriate concept than 
population. However, environmental costs are imposed by people so that for 
measures of needs, population is the preferred concept. The N.B. and P.E.I. 
formulas use population; the N.S. f onnula uses households. Perhaps a more 
accurate· program should. measure cost disparities in population terms and 
fiscal. disparities in household terms? And fourth, the N.S. program causes 
significant reranking of cities in terms of wealth if the grants are 
capitalized into property values. Since the purpose of equalization is to 
lessen inequities in assessment bases and the grant pool is not large enough 
to handle such redistribution where grants must be nonzero, the result is that 
low wealth cities gain at the expense of middle wealth cities. One solution 
could be to tum the program· into a net scheme supplemented by a per-household 
flat grant; all citieswould receive· the flat grant but the equalization 
component would be negative for wealthy cities~ Alternatively, the provincial 
pool and provincial standard could both be raised, the grant ceiling removed 
altogether or the scale factor changed from a constant fraction to a sliding 
scale inversely related to municipal assessment per household. 

We conclude that the N.S. program best achieves the fiscal equity goal 
outlined in the two royal commissions. The N~. and P.EJ. formulas bear 
little· relation to fiscal equity: in fact they appear to be flat grants in 
disguise. They should be replaced with formulas more closely based on the N.S. a. program. · 

FOOTNOTES 

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the annual meetings of 
the A.C.E.A. at Mount Allison University, October 1986. I would like .. to thank 
the discussant, John Mersereau, and the participants for their comments. It is 
partly based on research conducted by myself and D.A.L. Auld, School of 
Natural Resources (see Eden and Auld, 1987}. The project was financially 
supported by SSHRCC and I thank the Council for its support. I would also like 
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their research assistance and the-: ·;~ 
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia· and:-::_!& 

I. On the fiscal equity principle - in a provincial-municipal context see 
and Eden (1982, 1987a,b}. On the· financing problems of local governmen~ 
see Kitchen (1984), Kitchen and McMillan (1985) and Siegel (1980). . ·t;; 

2. The 23 independeNt cities in Ontario were selected as th! data base- !m•. 
they were a sm~ enough· ~et to allow detailed cro~-sectional companso . h 

among them, while preservmg a broad enough variety of assessment pei¥. 
household levels and socio-demographic characteristics. . The two-tier';,:.ffl 
Ontario cities in regional forms of government were omitted due - to thet,._;t' 
difficulty of allocating expenditures at the upper- tier back to the/ ]. 
constituent households in the lower tier cities. (This particularly affects '.: -.~~ 
the N.S. program). It clearly would have been preferable to run theset' ·i · 
programs .on Maritime data bases, but the data were not available to US'. · \ , 
However, a similar analysis was recently conducted by the N.S. Ministry of' :J 
Municipal Affairs, following our approach and achieving similar results on·. _ 11, ·11,,•. 
N.S. data. ·){ft 

3. Each variable sho~d ~e subscripted by i . r~pr~nt i; e.g. G should re~: · _',:-~---, 
G. for the equalization grant to municipality 1. However, we OIDlt:: }-- ~-

1 ' .· ;"• ., 

subscripts from all the equations to simplify their presentation. Where, ii ft; 
the variable repesents the total of all municipalities,__ a summation sign is:, i 
used. 

4. In the N.S. formula class 1 contains municipalities with more than 7500, , ... , 
·, a 

households; class 2 between 3000 and 7500 households; class 3 less: thallls ? 
3000; while classes 4 and S are rural areas. For purposes . of calculating;;; ·; 
STR and GP, classes l, 2 and 3 are combined. In our data. sample only z·. 
cities had less than 7500 households (Trenton and Pembroke) so we did not:< 
separate· them. For Ontario, one could argue that the class sizes should be,--· : 
incrased substantially; however, any change· would have been arbitrary so we· ' 
used the N.S. limits. · · 

S. Note that using households instead of population biases the grants. i111. ·· 
favour of municipalities where the N/H ratio is low since such cities hav~ · 
a larger percent share of households than of population and this percent: ·1 

positively affects the grant~ That is, the N.S. formula is biased in favour,: ,i•r· 
of cities like Barrie and Sarnia with a low of 2.4 people per household and. < 

against cities such as Sault Ste. Marie with a high 2.8 N/H. If N/EN were" 
substituted for H/EH in equation (10), assuming w remains equal to .94, we·- j \:r 

see from Table 7 that Sault Ste. Marie· would be eligible for a grant ~~;l 
smce N/EN • 5.93% and (A/EA)•· w • 5.16% whereas under the current formual-
its grant is zero since· H/EH • 5.30%. Ontario is the only other province to., ·I_Uf 
use H instead of N. · ·i 

6. In fact, both the P.E.I. and N.S. formulas have revenue guarantees built in· -~L; 
so that no city receives less grants than it did before equalization was m 

.-
., 
'111\· 

f-~ 

• J. 
. !t-" 
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introduced. This guarantee would lessen the impact of the N.S. program as 
measured here. We have ignored the revenue guarantees in all the formulas. 

7. In Ontario some municipalities have moved to market value assessment; 
others have not. The Ontario govemment calculates an equalization factor 
(based on an average of the previous three years equalization factors) 
yearly for each municipality. The assessment base times this factor is 
called "equalized. assessment" and is meant to make assessments among 
municipalities comparable for purposes of calculating condition

0
al and 

unconditional grants. We have , used equalized assessment, A , plus 
nontaxable assessment throughout our analysis, 8. And, in fact, the P.E.I. 
government is currently in • the process of doing just . that. It is revising 
its program to follow along the lines of a simplified N.S. formula, using 
the same arguments made in this paper. 
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Figure 1 
The Percentage of Grant Support 
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Figure 2 
The Egualization Grant 
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T:iblc l 

ComparatJve Static Effects of Grant Formulas . ' 
Sign ot Effect on Grant: 

Exorenous Chan~ in: N.B. Grant P.E.I. Grant J N.S. Grant 

I 

equalized A, f -
another city's assessaent AJ 1 + 1 + l + I o • 
own population N, I + l l 
another city's population NJ ! - { - t I 

own households H, J • I + ' i 

another city's households HJ t l l - I o • 
own K, i + l l + 

another city's KJ I - l l 
own iross expenditure GE, : +- (t-1) l • ' another's rross expenditure GEJ I - ct-1J l , 

' 
own current expenditure Es t ' + (t-1,.t-2) t + 1 ! 

another's current expenditure EJ f r - (t-1,t-2) r + 1 I - • 

own conditional ,rants Cs. l t I - 1 

another's conditional ,rants CJ ' ' ' - 1 I + • ' ' i 

own non-tax revenue· Rs : -· (t-1) i t 
another's non-tax· revenue· RJ ! + (t-1) l ' ' l 
inflation factor r I • l 
rrant pool scale !actor F 1 ' , 

' • 

• first sirn refers to a in the class as i, 

J....,_ second sign refers to a in a different class 1. 
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Table -2 

"'"ll _.....,,'J 

4 
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J • 
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,l,\Jif., 

Calculatin~ the Percent of Grant Support and tpe Equalization Grant Factor L~ 
i . i' 

IA/IN IA/IK X --;;:r,r AiK (N.B.) 
- ···· 
City• I wooatoo 1.0309 .7396 1.2158 . .., Brtnlftr4 1.0B1B .8615 1.2972 .. --·~ St. TllltftU 1.2723 1.2950 1.5961 

•4 Wlnd,o( .9259 1.3998 1.2759 

. . •s IClflCPlell 1.136-4 .6513 1.2992 

'6 Ovt11Sovn.S 1.1982 1.3060 1.5247 

•1 llellcvtlle· 1.1013 .8199 1.3063 

•i, Trt11ton . 1.2626 1.0761 1.5316 

19 Cllett.e• · 1.0299 .7460 1.2164 

1 10 S.rntt• .9091 .8398 1.1191 

•11 BrcL'vtnc 1.0395 .8851 1.2608 

•12 londOn .9862 .7079 1.1632 

'13 Slrtlfor4 1.0101 .8818 1.2306 

1 14 Pclcr110ro119a· : I.I 001 .9080 1.3271 

•1s Ptmllrote 1.3210 1.274'4 1.6396 

'16 Berr1c .B795 1.0642 1.1455 

•11 Ortlht 1.136<4 1.0804 l.'4065 

1 16 Cornvtll 1.0593 Z.1763 1.6034 

•19 Guelpll 1.0070 .7772 1.2013 

•20 S.1111 Sic·. Mer1c .9671 .9667 1.2088 

•21 Timm,n, 1.0812 1.2898 1.-4037 

•22 Nortlt 114'1 1.1696 1.0180 1.4241 
•23 Tlt,uldtr a • ., .9285 .9803 1.0736 

% Grent y Support 
(N.BJ (N.B.) 

1.1055 . 

1.3373 

1.1115 .6395 

1.9579 .7142 

1.2802 .62-4S . 

1.0738 .6083 

1.1476 .5998 

1.0485 .6163 

1.1763 .5886 

1.2209 .5774 

1.0760 .57S7 

2.2853 .7266 

1.1053 .5763 

1.2824 .6298 

1.0441 .6313 

1.1636. .5713 

1.0875 .6047 

1.2061 .6591 

1.3-402 .6168 

1.3878 .6266 

.6263 

1.2265 .6359 

1.528? 

, ..... . 

E.G.F.L. 
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CP.E.I.) . 
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Table 3 

Grants Under the New Brunswick Formula 

Tolol Percent Per Coplla 
Grant 0tstrtbut1on Grant 

' -
Clly •1 Wooaloct- ,, '°3,244 1.127 ... 

·2 Brantford S 2,282,S0' 4.616\1 S JI .SO 

•3- St. Thom.s s. 747,,.., 1-'1311 $ 27.39 

•4 W1ncbor S ,,6'7,671 1,.61111· S 49.33 

•s IClnqstoa S l,'30,296 J-'03 • - SIU2 

·6 OwnSo111nd S 662,~ 1.340. sn.ss 

•1 Bellmllt S 119,144 2.423•· 

'6 Trenton S 432,017 S 29.39 

•9 Cbetflelll S 1,094,830 2.214 • S 27.20 

•10 S.rn,e S 17 ,71',l:52 3.:5'211 $36.11 

•11 8roc1Mllc· S TIS,714 '-"'"· S 38.38 

•12 London $. 9,292~ 18.79211, ,~.46-

'13 Slretford s 7:58~ 1.ffl11 $2'.0,-, 

•14 Peter IIOrtUQft S 2,203.270. 4.4:55 • . $§.14 

•15 Ptmbrotc S 37:5,704 .no•· S 27.21 

'16 S.rrtc- t 1,341,94 2.76711 s 3'.29 

•11 Ortllle S 704,t,t, 1.424. SIi.Ji 

11 18 Cornwl1 $ 1 ,624 ,:56 7 J.28:5. S~IS 

•19 Gwlpll s :z,26,,n, 4.:S,0'11 $31.08 

•20 S.11111 Ste. Mlrtc s :z ,63'9 ,%'10 ,n111. S 11.'7 

•21 TlfflffllM · $ 1,JOl,614 2-'46•' $29.ll 

•22 "°'"' a • ., t 1,463,676 2.9'011 S 29.10 

•2:-s T ll111ndtr 8111 t J,940,911 7.9'911 su.s, 
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Table 4 

MUNICIPAL EQUALIZATION '.: • ,J,.. ;:: 
';#,: 

' ·,. 
·~1 
.\~,:. 

r· ''." 
4-~,i~-

. ,. ~t 
p- • . • J 

Grants Under the Prince Edward Island Formula 

Total 
Grant . 

City I I Woocbloct s:=,211 . 

12 Brentford $2,607,.., 

13 St. Thon, S t-M,927 

14 wtnaor S 7,803,,,47 

15 IClncptoa . S 

'6 0,.,.11 Sovnd S~9~131 

17· Belleville SI 

'6 Trenton . S ,11 ,081 

19 Chethem S 1.,261 ,301 

•10 S.rnf• S 1,744,004 

• 11 Broc:11:Ytllt S 779,42l 

•12 londOCI S7,'40Pf,2 

'13 Stretford S 786,9'9 

'14 PttarDone19II S 2,342,408 

•ts Ptmbroa SS28,'43 

.. ,6 Berrie S I ,198,755 

•17 01'11111 -~-"4 

•te Cornwll S 1,972,12' 

'19 Guelpll S l,8",G70 

"'20 Sewlt Ste. Mine S3.2'1~ 

•21 Tlmmtn, S l,70T,230 

122 Nortll e.., S 

•23 Tbvndlr e., $4,:507,704 

_) 

Percent Per Cooito 
01str1t>utton Grant 

1.12l9' S 21.28 

5.2'7411> $35.99' 

1.,11 • ·· S 34.61 

1:ueo11 $3'.70 

S 

I.D311 S 33.37 

2.33111 S 33.39 · 

1.03411 

2.!SSI 11 S 31.33 

3.527,s 

,.,,, .. , S 38.57 

16.0S611 - S 30.30 

1.91 11 S 30.19 

4.13711, S 38.10 

1.07011 S 38.30 

· 2.424,S S 31.78 

l.!B411 S 33.72 

3.'81. S 42.67 

3.-U11: S2'.n 

'""" S39.87 

3.45211 S 38.'6-

S 

9.116 ... S40.70 
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Table 5 
Grants Under the Nova Scotia Fgrmula 

.. 
Tol'ol Percent Per Coptto 
Grant Otstr10ut1on Grant 

• t '' 

City • I Weocbloct s'°'·"' t.83011~ Sl4.6,· 
I 

·2 8nntf•r4'· . S 4,J1'.626 - ,.nss. S"-'2 · 

•J St Tbe .. s Sl•'°'•"' 7.2ff 11 s ,u.1, 

•4 wtftlboL 0 0 0 

•s Khwptoa S .:,03 ,247 11.12'11 $ ,0.15 

·6 Ovt•So .... t 1.777,"1 J.59511- t ,0.01 

•1 8dlr,t11c Sl,(K2,608- 6.19111- S81.74 

·:s Tnlltocl S 1,s,c4,01J 3.12211 S 105.03 
-

•9 C1'1U11• $ 3.0Z,11 Sl721 

•to S.rlri ... S 828,3'0 1.£7'1'- S 16.84· 

•11 Sroctvtllt S l,JSS.606 2.7411'· $61.08· 

'12 Londo•· t 10.,2$4,5,0 - 20.ms, SH.IJ -

'13 Strettord $ 1.18'-,4'3 2.n,,s ,.,~ 
'14- Peteroort119"1 SJ,:504,"8~ 7.01711 •~.a, 
•15 Pe,nwete· • •~.612 3.142 C: S 112.SI 

'16 Borne . - 1110,329- .34411 S- 4-'2 

•17 onm, • 2,0IO,ff4 $'2.sl 

'16 Conwn S 107,91 ,.as • . • 11.44 

•19 Gwlpb ''·°"/1!33 2.1$411 $ 14.:s8 

•20 S.•11 Ste. Mone 0 0- 0 

'21 Tlmmu,s s 1.110.n•- SH.OS 

•22 """' a., S 2,612.6'4 ,.21311 $ ~,.,.. 

'23 nu,llder a.., 0 0 0 
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Table 6 

' t;"f.' 

MUNICIPAL EQUALIZAno; ~f 
- ~ 

'···1·~ "· .... 
;,_J.·: 

'~ .. -r: . :,~ ,_( _,..,..,;: 
'ii;·l;"'-.; , r 
·, .. ,. 
,,. t-•-·· 

_, __ -•~~~~uu~~un ~cacisc1cs tor the Independent Hunicipalitie~ 
.. 

A Jt IA IN 

c,t~ • 1 Woocbloct 1.818 . , 1.17411•' . ., 8ra11tford S.20411' .. -., SI. Tllo!Ms .. ~,- ,S,: I.Ht 11·• 

•4 Wtnd,or 1'.24S 11 - 14.118,S 

•s ICi,iqstOA · 1.es, • . 4.JIJ 11' 

'6 Oven Sovlld · 1.267111 1,4t,111 

•1 Bcllevtllt 2-2,2,S 2.47'11 

"8 Truto11 . au• ·~•' . . •9 CMllltm· 2.80711 2.n,. 

•10 Ser11te J.ae,111 l.!53311· 

• 1 I Sroctvme 
1.Jff • 

•12 London 19.oN• ' 18.82111 

• I 3 Stretford 1.8'3• 1.87211 -

•14 Peteroorouqlt 4.0t:S • 4.41=s'1' 

'IS Pemor,.,, .7'1 • . .'92,S · 

•16 Berrte 3.0lt ·S 2.709 .. , 

•17 Onlhe 
,S 1.615 • . 

'18 Co,,._,.11 l.134'1 3.32'0S' 

•19 Guel pit ,.2,os S.24~ S • 

•20 '4vll Ste Morte 6.IJO 11 5.flG .... 

•21 T t "'"" ns 2.~,,. l.147,S 

•22 Horlll e., l.ON'1 l.612S' 

'23 Thunder 8t9 '·'°°•· 7.fSJS, 

..!.. . T 
IK "ff 

1.34411 2.074,S 

4.1471'&' 4.74011: 

1.~. 1.$401S' 

21.34011 11.ea·• 

2-'IJ ,S 4.07111 

l."511' 1.43411 

1.84£11, 2.63111 

.,00 • .92311 

2.o,,t,. 2.~11 

1-26311 4.051 !I 

1.-zle. 1.77'S. 

1J.:Sl211S" 16.842W 

1.73311'· 

3.643 ,., 

_,,,. .794. 
IZ1'1S ' J.ISSS 

,.,.. 1-'14 S 

6.820W' J.24'S'-

4.049,s 4.84',S· 

,.nt,S 5.547,s. 

1.7'4 .. 2.7'2,S 

l.144 • 3.0JI • 

'·"". l ,"2·• 

_I_ 
IE 

1.136• 

S.187,S. 

•-~• •· 
,,.n,11 

4.87811 

1.26,. 

2.289. 

.HJ• 

2.$7511 

l.'94111 

,.,,, . 
"-·~-

1.605111 

4.621 • 

2.s2, • · 

1.471 ,S 

J.677,S 

3 • ..,. 

3.314 S 

'-~-
t.740S 

a(~ & "" · • t 

v·j ·j 
Iii:''} ( :i H,':1 . 

-~: J 
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•-~-;; ·. ': I. I ,.22,~, ,· 
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i.an . 
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~ ' 14.200' ,. 
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l.78S-S 
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