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Supreme Court toward this most vital question of
taxation.
C. L. CLEMANS.

NEWS NARRATIVE

The figures in brackets at the ends of paragraphs
refer to volumes and pages of The Public for earlier
information on the same subject.

Week ending Tuesday, January 23, 1912,

Progress in the Ohio Constitutional Convention.

Pursuant to the authority conferred upon him
by the Convention, its president, Herbert S. Bige-
low, promptly appointed a committee on rules and
one on employes, he being a member ex-officio of
the former and its chairman. The other members
are reported as thoroughly representative. They
are E. L. Lampson (floor leader of the reaction-
aries), E. W. Doty (floor leader of the progres-
sives), John W. Winn, Samuel A. Hoskins, Stan-
ley Shaffer and Fred G. Leete. This committee
reported a set of rules somewhat modified from a
draft prepared by Mr. Doty. Onc of its features
rclates to lobbying. It requires an open registra-
tion without which no person not a delegate can
gain admission to committee rooms or appear be-
fore the Convention or any part of it. At the
election of vice-president of the Convention on the
17th, E. W. Doty was defeated by S. D. Fess,
president of Antioch College and a leader of the
“dry” faction as against the “wet,” but a pro-
gressive. On first ballot Doty had 47, Fess 31 and
Anderson 36. Most of Anderson’s vote went to
Fess on second ballot, making the vote 52 for Doty
and 61 for Fess—a majority of 2 for the lat-
ter. Constitutional provisions on several burn-
ing questions were submitted by members on
the 17th. Among them was an Initiative, Refer-
endum and Recall amendment submitted by Rob-
ert Crosser, author of the municipal initiative and
referendum law now in force in Ohio. It pro-
vides for State-wide legislative referendums on a
petition of 50,000, State-wide legislative initiatives
on a petition of 60,000, and Constitutional amend-
ments on a petition of 80,000. Intending to make
a diversion over the Singletax the reactionary
leader, Lampson, offered a clause providing that
no law shall be enacted taxing land or land values
hy a different rule from that applied to improve-
ments and personal property. As this would pro-
hibit all classifications of property for purposes of
taxation, thereby interfering with the plans of the
Ohio State Board of Commerce for exempting
bonds, it is reported—we quote from the Cincin-
nati Enquirer of January 18—that “it can be
stated with authority that this proposal will be
modified by Mr. Lampson, whose only object was
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to strike at the Henry George cultus.” On the
18th President Bigelow announced standing com-
mittees, the chairmen of some of the principal
ones being as follows: Initiative and Referendum,
Crosser; liquor traffic, Bowdle; taxation, Doty ;
municipal government, Harris of Hamilton ; edu-
cational, Fess; equal suffrage, Kilpatrick; judi-
ciary, Peck; labor, Stilwell. Judge Lindsey of
Denver spoke before the convention on the 18th.
[See current volume, pages 49, 52, 57.]
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Municipal Ownership in Cleveland.

Mayor Baker has begun proceedings for extend-
ing the ownership and operation of the electric
lighting system in Cleveland which the late Mayor
Johnson established. Mayor Johnson secured the
nucleus of this system through the annexation of
suburbs which owned and operated. Subsequently
a $2,000,000 bonding proposal for extension was
adopted by the people of Cleveland on referendum,
and on the 11th Mayor Baker opened negotiations
with the lighting company which now monopolizes
the private system. In his letter, as reported by
the Plain Dealer of the 12th, Mayor Baker—

sets forth that the people of Cleveland have ordered
the municipalization of the electric current industry
and that there are two ways by which this can be
done—either by purchase on just terms of the pri-
vate occupant of the fleld, or the installation of com-
peting plants. Mr. Baker says the long history of
the traction war has shown that the people desire
to avoid wasteful competition and to deal justly
with the owners of private property. He therefore
invites the company to sell its plant to the city,
stating, however, that he proposes to continue the
rapid development of the municipal plant, feeling
certain that if the company feels disposed to negoti-
ate he does not doubt & determination of the amount
to be paid could be speedily reached. The price
agreed upon would be submitted to the people for
their approval.

The letter explicitly states that the city would
desire to purchase only such property as would be
useful to the city. Other property the city would
not desire, and he proposes that the city name an
arbitrator, the company one, and that F. H. Goff be
selected as the third member of a board to deter-
mine what property the city ought to purchase and
the price to be paid for it.

The reply from Samuel Scovill in hehalf of the
company, is regarded by Mayor Baker as closing
the door to a peaceful scttlement. Its {erms are
so frankly characteristic of the attitude of public
service monopolies that we reproduce it in full as
a type which should be of interest in every city.
As reported by the Plain Dealer of the 13th, Mr.
Scovill’s reply to Mayor Baker was as follows:
Your letter of the 11th inst. received. The Cleve-
land Electric Illuminating Co. and its predecessors
have for more than twenty-five years past been mak-
ing continuous and large investments in its property
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a fair earning capacity secured to it by the furnish-
ing of its service to its patrons at reasonable prices.
The company has consistently refused to sell at vari-
ous times. Proposals from a buyer never receive
consideration until the seller is assured of the power
and ability of the purchaser to buy. The company
has every confidence in the continued stability of its
investment, expecting to make in the future, as in
the past, a reasonable return thereon. 1 will take
pleasure in submitting this correspondence to the
directors of the company at their next meeting. -

[See vol. x, page 778, and vol. xii, page 1025.]
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Singletax Campaign in Seattle. .
Under the direction of a campaign committee

of the Seattle Tax Reform League—consisting

of G. E. Tilton, G. A. Pidduck, Mary A. D.
Brennan, Lucy R. Case and Thorwald Siegfried,
the latter as secretary—a vigorous campaign has
begun in Seattle for the adoption on referendum
at the city election of March 5 next, of the Erick-
son amendment to the city charter. This amend-
ment, submitted by the City Council, would add
the following Article to the charter:

Section 1. The assessment, levy and collection of
taxes on property for all corporate or municipal pur-
poses of the City of Seattle shall be uniform in re-
spect to persons and property therein; provided,
that from and after the first day of July, 1912, no
tax for corporate or municipal purposes in the City
of Seattle shall be levied or imposed on any improve-
ments on, in or under any lands in the City of
Seattle, nor on any form of personal property except
leasehold interests in land; but, from and after the
first day of July, 1912, all taxes within sald city for
corporate or municipal purposes shall be levied on
and collected from the assessed value of leasehold
interests in land, public service corporation fran-
chises, and on and from the assessed values of all
lands and all other natural resources in said city,
except such lands as are used only for municipal,
educational, literary, scientific, religious, or char-
itable purposes already exempt from taxation by
law; provided, that nothing herein shall be construed
to prevent the imposing of licenses on certain occu-
Pations within the City of Seattle in the exercise
of the police power or affect any charter provision
or ordinance regulating the sale of intoxicating
liquors.

Section 2. No tax or fee for corporate or munici-
pal purposes shall be imposed in the City of Seattle
upon any trade, labor, business, person, industry, or
profession under the pretext of a license or the exer-
cise of the police power except where the imposition
of such tax or fee is for the avowed purpose of lim-
iting and discouraging the pursuit or object so taxed ;
and all ordinances imposing such taxes shall state
clearly that the purpose is to limit and discourage
the pursuit or object so taxed.

In promotion of their campaign the committee
named above solicits outside help in the form of
“short letters from prominent public men” who
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with a view of having a permanent investment with .

have faith in this reform, “addressed to the people
of Seattle,” and funds for effectively pushing the
seven weeks’ contest before them. Local papers
are full of the subject, with letters and editorials
both for antd against. ‘“Seattle,” writes the sec-
retary of the committee, “has in more ways than
one stimulated thought and action throughout the
country and we hope to make it take a lead on be-
half of the exemption of improvements and per-
sonalty from taxation two months hence.”
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George F. Cotterill of Seattle,

At the direct primaries for the same election at
which the Singletax is to be voted on in Seattle,
George F. Cotterill, for many years a leading
Singletaxer of the State of Washington, is to be
one of the three or four candidates for Mayor. The
others are Thomas A. Parish and Mayor Gill. The
two highest at the primaries will be the candidates
at the election. Mr. Cotterill, though born in
England, has lived in the State of Washington
27 out of the 46 years of his life. By profession
he is a civil engineer and this is his vocation; but
he is also what Professor Lewis Jerome Johnson
of Harvard calls a “civic engineer.” He has been
twice defeated for Mayor of Seattle as a party
Democrat, before the city’s elections were made
non-partisan by the Commission form of govern-
ment; but even as a Democrat he was elected
State Senator in a strong Republican district and
as such served efficiently in the legislature.
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Joseph Fels in Canada.

Joseph Fels is devoting himself to Singletax
work in Canada. Ilis activities there appear to
he especially notable. On the 14th he occupied
the pulpit of a Methodist church in the morning
and that of a Unitlarian chureh in the evening.
One of the largest meetings in the history of the
Empire Club greeted him on the 16th. On that
day also, as reported by the Toronto Globe of
the 17th—

he held a two hours’ conference with about thirty
business men, including builders, architects, real
estate brokers, and contractors, in the Builders’ Ex-
change, at which he explained to them the principles
of Singletax. Afterwards Mr. Fels interviewed other
business men, and secured the promises of about
twenty men and firms who expressed themselves as
willing to put up an amount of the tax on their busi-
ness for one year to contribute to a fund to do away
with that tax. These men and firms paid taxes on
their business ranging from about $30 to $500 annu-
ally. One or two large wholesale houses paying
taxes of approximately $5,000 to $7,000 also declared
their willingness to fall in line on condition that
fifteen or twenty other large firms would do the
same. Mr. Fels will contribute an amount equal to
the whole amount raised. Speaking of the meeting



