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Harris advocates a “COLUMBUS STRATEGY” to increase growth in Mount Vernon, Newark, Zanesville, and Chillicothe
Zanesville, Ohio (September 6, 2006) – Ohio leads most other states in job losses, bankruptcies, foreclosures, capital flight, people leaving the state, low growth and a high tax burden. With regard to tax burdens, The Tax Foundation ranks Ohio at #3 in the highest tax burdens in 2006 whereas in 1970 Ohio was ranked at #47 with a low tax burden. Ohio still suffers from the Democrat tax raises in the early seventies and eighties and incumbent Republicans like Joy Padgett haven’t performed in the legislature, letting us Republicans down. A million dollar bankrupt who has recently defaulted on a U.S. guaranteed SBA Loan, Padgett has ignored the demands to sign the Americans for Tax Reform anti-tax pledge, which her opponent James Brodbelt Harris signed long ago.

Metropolitan Columbus, however, is growing - one of the only growth areas in not just Ohio, but the entire Midwest. The metro-area’s diversified economy, export-led growth and free enterprise faith are engines for the entire region. While political leaders in Congress and the legislature can reduce tax burdens and limit spending to lift all boats in the economy, the local political leaders in East Central Ohio in Knox, Licking, Muskingum, and Ross Counties should focus their energy on greater integration and awareness of metropolitan Columbus. In general, I disfavor special interest pork across America, but I’m realistic, and if there are spending requests then they should be leveraging a regional plan and shifting safer government jobs further into the region. Trade, tax and investment policies that favor the whole regional economy must be pursued. As goes metropolitan Columbus, so goes the entire region of East Central Ohio.
Individually, towns like Mount Vernon, Newark, Zanesville, and Chillicothe are small and cannot risk the failure of any one, big industry. Yet if each city ties itself increasingly into a larger Central Ohio economy, then each can support and benefit from a larger metropolitan area pool of capital and consumers, reducing risks while diversifying trade and industries. A low tax, pro-growth policy agenda for the entire region is absolutely essential, and friendly competition to keep taxes and costs low would benefit everyone. Protecting failing special interests with obese government spending is the usual idea, but the only honest long term solution for the region is free enterprise prosperity: creating new jobs, attracting entrepreneurs and capital investment to the region, reducing spending and taxes, and lowering the risk to our towns by diversifying our economies. 

Upon high, lowering taxes cuts costs for the entire economy, but at the front lines, the Columbus Strategy is the right policy agenda for the region. Growth from Columbus is coming, and nearby towns in the 18th district should encourage growth coming our way, rather than going only west or northwest, while preparing for the sprawl and economic changes that come with success. Roadway congestion and farmland protection are critical because the entire region from Amish country to the Hocking caves and hills depends upon and is ripe for tourism and trade. Counties further South and East will benefit from this metropolitan growth, too, but only if the inner ring counties first embrace a free market growth agenda centered on Metropolitan Columbus.

Harris argues that east central Ohio is at an economic decision point and must make the right choice for the future of the coming generations. James Brodbelt Harris says, “One road leads to job creation, better careers, greater family wealth, and compounding economic growth. The other road leads to economic stagnation, obese government, corrupt politics, unemployment, foreclosures, bankruptcies, poverty, and family disintegration. The choice is clear. Joy Padgett has failed. It’s time for a change.” 
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Other News: 

Padgett refuses or ignores requests for debates, for her to sign ATR’s anti-tax pledge, for accounting information about her SBA Loan default or her million dollar bankruptcy, etc.

18th District Republicans operating in a political fog, New Philadelphia Times-Reporter, August 27, 2006
Candidate in House Race Slams Frontrunner..., The Athens News, September 6, 2006. 

Congressional Candidate Signs Taxpayer Protection Pledge, Americans for Tax Reform. 

Padgett, a long time Democrat, voted Democratic until she was middle aged and voted in Democratic primaries opposing Ronald Reagan and Ohio Republicans in 1976, 1980, 1982, and 1984, converting years later. Presumably she voted for Jimmy Carter, Ted Kennedy, Jerry Brown, Walter Mondale, Jesse Jackson, Sen. Metzenbaum or other Democrats. I suppose the Republican big tent is large enough to cover even Padgett, perhaps, but it would be difficult for her to consider herself a lifelong Republican, or even a Reagan Democrat. (Source on voting record: Coshocton Board of Elections). 
FYI, for ads for bankruptcy lawyers see a page on Padgett’s stillborn website: http://www.joypadgettforcongress.com/?q=Bankruptcy%20Lawyers 
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State-Local Tax Burden Compared to U.S. Average
(1970-2006)

State us
Average

State-  State Total | State-

Local Rank Federal Tax | Local

Tax  (1is  Tax Burden| Tax
Year Burden highest) Burden _ * | Burden
1970 81% 47  19.3% 275% | 9.8%
1971 8.3% 45  18.3% 26.6% | 10.1%
1972 8.7% 44 19.2% 27.9% | 10.4%
1973 84% 42 19.5% 28.0% | 10.2%
1981 83% 40  214% 20.7%| 94%
1982 9.2% 31 20.2% 294% | 9.7%
1983 9.6% 24 19.0% 285% | 9.7%
1984 95% 23 18.7% 28.2% | 9.8%
1994 10.3% 23 19.5% 29.9% | 10.5%
1995 10.6% 18 20.0% 30.6% | 10.5%
1996 10.6% 15  20.4% 31.0% | 10.4%
2000 10.9% 14 212% 32.1% | 104%
2001 11.1% 8 205% 31.6% 10.5%
2005 11.9% 4  186% 30.5% | 10.7%
2006 12.0% 3 19.2% 31.3%| 10.6%

* May not add to total due to rounding
Department of Commerce, and Tax Foundation




Edited table from THE TAX FOUNDATION website.
