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Single Tax in British Columbia
JACK LOUTET,

President Union of B.C. Municipalities.

The article on Single Tax in British Columbia the people residing in the municipality, the people
appearing in your June issue, contains many state- who have made it a muniýcipality, are payingheavily
ments which intentionally, or otherwise, are incor- for being foolish enough to, build.
rect. In all municipalities, through divers causes,

It is a curious fact that most opponents of the muchland has reveÈtëd to the municipalities. Leav-
so-éalled single tax finýd it necessary to bolster up ing alone the point of view of the indiýTidua1 who
theirýarguments with inaccuràcies and illogical de- hýas lost his property and the fact that this revet-
ductions. Your correspondent seems highly pleased sion causes temporary embarrassment to the muni-
to find tfia-t the Vancouver Daily World, formerly a cipality, is this altagether an undesirable state of
champion of the single tax, has changed its opinion. affaira?
If the Vancouver Daily World were an individual, The municipality owning land la not tempted to
the point would be well made, but since th ay that prevent development by holding for a 9peculative
the World was controlled by Mr. L. D. Taylor,ýwho price and is in a position to encourage settlemènt
strongly supported the single, tax, there has been a withýout loss to its ratepayers.
complete change of management and ownership, and
therefore the à1tered policy means nothing. Your « correspondent concludes by remarking that

Your correspondent states that by 1918 the in- 'there is developing inthe single tax districts a
i crease of taxeson the land meant so much more un- strong feeling against continuinýg to -exempt im-

improved land b-eing thrown back on the ciýty's provements." If your readers are prepared to sWal-
low this, -that is their privil-ege, but can you imaginehands. He quite overlooks the fact that as much

and reverted to the municipality where iinproveý the population of such a municipality demanding
that the vacant property around them pay less taxiasments were taxed as in the municipalities where and that they should assume the burden. Unles'simprovemehts were not taxed, and that the long

period of depression during the war was the cause, they are all descendants of the late Don Quixofe
the bookm in land values of many years bd-ore, being there must be something wrong with'their make-ulj.

There is not the same demand today £or -vUta4a main contributing factor. land in the municipalities where improvements are'SInce 1918, at which time South Vancouver coin- taxed as in the single tax districts, but no matter
menced to tax improvements, this municipality has which system of taxation la in force, a man wifà tb-
liâd a large amount of unimproved property come siýde in the locality which suits 1is business, bisits hands and people desiring to buy such ideas Gf a place to live, and his pocket. Whèýe the'
properties for building purposés, have, in many first two can be satisfied in more than one munici-
cases, preferred to purchase in localities where im- pality, the single tax municipality will get the preý
provements are not taxed. To give one from many ference.
possible illustrations, 1 had a case last month where

This is not a defence of the systeni of raising.4 resident of South Vancouver owning a 40-ft. lot
on a rough graded 'street in South Vancouver in- municipal revenue from land alone. Such a sys-

tem is not equitable and, this iis demonstrated moiretormed nie that the taxes on that lot and his home
amounted to $69.00. and more as the years go by. Means must be

found to pay for education, hospitai managementHe puwhased 4o'feet cleared on a local improved and other services by afairer distribution than isc&,r line street in the di-strict of North Vancoaver provided by taxing the land alone, but ta)diiýg' !Tn-and his taxes a;mouný to $27.60. He can reaich the
centre of Vancouver froïm his i-ý,,ew location in less provementýs, while to s(nne ettent producing the

money, is a makeshift and an admission of ýômý
time than from his South Vancouver home. inc

petence.
South V2ýncoîuver, unfortunately, has net yet

Togive one other illustration, I will take the.caseregained its crédft, and it is still necessary for the
of Jones and Brown. These gentlemen pureh seProvincial Government to stand behind South Van

couver in its financial affaira. dilapidated houses-we will say for the sakè of.ex-
ainple, in South Vancouver. Eaich has in thebank:,The suburb d Vancouver which is makipg the $500.00, which lie decides to invýest Jonesbiggest strides today in building development, is Pur-

Point Grey,. with Burnaby and North Vancouver chases Victory' Loan Bonds at a dise'ount and finds'
that the Government îs paying him neàrly 6 perome ni-following a - distance behind-,-all single tax mu cent. per annum and exempts that inçome from iù-Cipàlities. For your correspondent to say that the come tax.tax rate has inmased twit-e. as quickly in the muni-éi Brown repairs and redecorates bis house 1-naidý-1palities which havei. maintained the single tax, is

to eonvey a wrong impression. It is bound to be and ouf, fences the ground and ctùtivates it. The ýà
if a portion of municipal taxes is. raised 1 authorities charge him an aMitionaiftoý.A.sùurce other th&Èýlànd, the rates ffhouldle $10.()o year on his tax bilýl.municil: Which is the bette

I«wer'in«thut munkilxdity than in citizen, and which is the greater asset' to Southr
à 1nut'Dkivýlity wheré the. land. alone is taxed. But Vancouver?
what about thé, pege who li-ee. lù 'the mufflcipelty ? Il we could get rid of all theorists on the single

In the, =nkipalîties where in»Éovemejits are tax system,, and all advocates of the improvement
tsxed, their r*teý bas gom ap to à'-,degree., which tar, or at least get them to forget their theon*eig,
alaràns them a-bd, the ùffly effect la to «» the bu: and tackle this taxation ptablem, *ithout pîejù&te

ýjjjWü,:on the owlWr.of the unptoductive Suré we would be a long way towarý$ zolvin thR. VeýZ.:
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