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The House convened at 7:01 p.m., e.d.t.

THE SPEAKER (JOHN M. PERZEL)
PRESIDING

PRAYER

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the prayer from today’s
regular session will be printed in today’s special session
Journal.

REV. JULIANN V. WHIPPLE, Chaplain of the House of
Representatives, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:
God of all liberty and true freedom, today we honor the flag

of our nation and what it stands for – all men are created equal,
liberty and justice for all – but do we truly believe those words
in our heart? We ask You to blow apart our notions of justice,
liberty, and equality, tearing down our refusal to understand that
none of us has truly earned those things but we have been
blessed by You to be in a place that subscribes to what it means
to be under Your laws, under God. May we remember that
being under God is challenging and causes us to live in a way
that sees all mankind as Your children and forces us to stretch
our horizons, to be better people. Lengthen our sight and
enlarge our sympathies that we find no person so annoying or
child so insignificant that we close the door against need or shut
our eyes upon hope.

As we pledge to the flag, open our ears and our hearts to the
words we speak casually from childhood memory. Reignite in
us a love for unity and justice that gives feet to the pledge. Let
us never forget our Star-Spangled Banner waves over a free
nation because of the incredible sacrifices made by its sons and
daughters. We do not pray that other nations love us but that
they may know for that which we stand – one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

To Thine be the power and the glory forever. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Pledge of Allegiance
will be dispensed with.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

The SPEAKER. The leaves of absence granted in today’s
regular session will also be granted in the special session.

MASTER ROLL CALL

The SPEAKER. The master roll call taken in today’s regular
session will also be the master roll call for the special session.

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the approval of the
Journal of Tuesday, June 13, 2006, will be postponed until
printed.

CALENDAR

REPORT OF
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

Mr. WILT called up for consideration the following report of
the committee of conference on HB 39, PN 93, entitled:

An Act providing for taxation by school districts, for the State
funds formula, for tax relief in first class cities, for school district
choice and voter participation, for other school district options and for
a task force on school cost reduction; making an appropriation;
prohibiting prior authorized taxation; providing for installment
payment of taxes; restricting the power of certain school districts to
levy, assess and collect taxes; and making related repeals.

On the question,
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of

conference?

HARRISBURG LEGISLATIVE LEAVE

The SPEAKER. Prior to that, for what purpose does the
gentleman, Mr. Grucela, rise?

Mr. GRUCELA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Request Capitol leave for the gentleman from Northampton

County, Mr. ROONEY.
The SPEAKER. Without objection, that leave will be

granted.
Mr. GRUCELA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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CONSIDERATION OF HB 39 CONTINUED

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Centre, Mr. Herman.

Mr. HERMAN. As chairman of the Conference Committee
on HB 39, Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to be recognized first for
that purpose.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman.
Mr. HERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
We have had much debate and conversations amongst each

other for the past couple of days but also the past couple of
months and years regarding legitimate relief to provide for
property tax relief in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for
so many of our taxpayers.

I do not think there is any doubt for sure that for too long our
public schools have been overburdened with having to pay for
them by the taxpayers through the property tax, and our
taxpayers want some kind of relief. But most importantly, each
and every one of us, I assume, are hearing from those who
really need the help the most, and those are the low-income
senior citizens who have seen their cost of living, their ability to
live and survive, being eroded by high property taxes to the
point where they actually are in threat of losing their homes or
their farmsteads.

HB 39, as a conference committee, I am going to explain
what the committee has done in terms of providing for this.
HB 39 came to this chamber some months ago, which this
chamber nonconcurred, sending it to a conference committee
between the House and the Senate to reconcile the differences
between the two chambers. This conference committee report of
the Conference Committee on Special Session HB 39 would do
a number of things, but I think most importantly it does address
that very important issue of our constituents who are at threat
the most of escalating property taxes, those being the low- and
middle-income senior citizens who are in jeopardy of losing
their homes or their farmsteads in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania, and therefore, this conference committee report
does a number of items, which I wish you would share some
time to listen.

First of all, it really centers on the property tax and rent
rebate program. In that, $400 million would be borrowed from
the State lottery to expand the property tax and rent rebate
program and increasing the income eligibility requirements of
the property tax and rent rebate program from the current
$15,000 income eligibility to $35,000. It would also increase the
maximum rebate that would be allowed under that program
from the current $500 in statute to $650, Mr. Speaker. It is
estimated that this alone would provide 425,000 low- and
middle-income senior citizens to qualify for this program that
did not qualify before.

I mentioned previously that this money would be borrowed
from the State lottery program so that this relief can be provided
in the very near future to these senior citizens in our State. But
just as importantly, in this legislation, this conference
committee report, it is statutorily written into it that those
moneys will be paid back to the State lottery so that that lottery
program, which we enjoy in this State, will be fiscally solvent.

Secondly, Mr. Speaker, this bill also provides that those
senior citizens who find themselves that their property taxes are
over 15 percent of their annual income would qualify for an
additional 50-percent property tax rebate. This provision, it is
estimated that an additional 147,000 senior citizens would

additionally qualify, and this really gets to the heart of the
matter in helping those persons in Pennsylvania who need the
help the most, the very low-income senior citizens in the
Commonwealth.

Thirdly, Mr. Speaker, this legislation creates a local tax study
commission, and that provision of that bill requires the local
school boards by referendum to ask their citizens if they wish to
exchange property tax reduction dollar for dollar with the
imposition of a local earned income tax or a local personal
income tax. This bill provides for this process to start with a
local tax study commission, of which the school board would
appoint five, seven, or nine members to reduce the local
property tax dollar for dollar with the imposition of your local
earned income tax or personal income tax to replace those lost
revenues.

Fourthly, Mr. Speaker, this conference committee report
creates a joint task force on school cost reduction, and many of
you talked about previous amendments that were offered and
whether those amendments would legitimately provide for any
reduction or any control of escalating school costs. This bill,
the Conference Committee Report on Special Session 39,
provides for a joint task force on school cost reduction, and that
task force must issue a report to the Governor and to the
General Assembly, a comprehensive review of school costs,
school mandates, best practices, and recommendations for
school cost reduction.

Fifth, Mr. Speaker, this legislation provides for a maximum
homestead reduction, being raised from 17 percent to
25 percent, and lastly, Mr. Speaker, special education costs in
that area for the back-end referendum, special education costs
which are beyond the control of the school district, would also
be allowed for exemption under that provision, so that those
costs that are incurred by special education programs and
services are added to that.

Mr. Speaker, I am voting for this legislation. I feel that this is
the best compromise we can actually get for the citizens of
Pennsylvania, which the Senate has already voted in favor of,
and we can easily send this piece of legislation to the Governor
this evening for his signature into law and the implementation
of its merits to be implemented in the near future.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Clymer.
Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, in the few minutes that I have here, I want to

kind of draw an outline as to the one program that we looked at
last night, the Pennsylvania Plan for Growth, and HB 39 as to a
comparison of where the revenues come from and help
members probably make a decision on this issue.

As I just mentioned, the Pennsylvania Plan for Growth had a
5-percent sales tax across different items. They also had a realty
tax and an increase in the personal income tax. The bill that we
are looking at now, HB 39, the one issue that I want to deal with
specifically is the gambling revenues, the gambling revenues
that were made available when Governor Rendell signed Act 71
in 2004. Now, the one area that causes me concern does deal
with those who least can afford to gamble. Numerous studies
have been done by the academics, and they show that those who
gamble, who provide 50 to 60 percent of the casino revenues,
are the poor, the less educated, and the disadvantaged in our
society. And we had this further substantiated a number of years
ago when the members of our antigambling coalition invited the
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Maryland delegates and their antigambling activists to come to
Harrisburg and to share their concerns about this very issue,
about who does contribute most in the casino gambling
operations, and of course, their message was the same as ours,
and they point—

The SPEAKER. Mr. Clymer, Mr. Clymer, we are on HB 39.
Would the gentleman please confine his remarks to HB 39.

Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
What I am trying to do is to clarify where these revenues are

coming from, because it is important we understand that where
the revenues are coming from impacts on how we vote on the
bill, and—

The SPEAKER. Mr. Clymer, with all due respect,
Mr. Clymer, I do not think there is anybody in the chamber that
does not know where the money is coming from.

Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
And so, Mr. Speaker, that is one of the issues that is of

concern to myself. We certainly do not want to have the poor,
the disadvantaged, and the less educated bearing the brunt of
these gambling revenues, because why should we put this tax on
their backs. That is considered regressive taxation, and I heard
some say in this hall that this sales tax and the other taxes that
we get are not regressive, and they certainly are.

Mr. Speaker, then there is a concern to me and a great
concern as to how this revenue is going to be provided through
HB 39. It is unpredictable, and the other thing is that we are
using the wrong people, the people who least can afford to
gamble, to provide those dollars.

The SPEAKER. Mr. Clymer, you are back to the gambling
issue. We are on HB 39.

Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for correcting me.
So in addition – but I have to make this point – is that we

also have these social disorders as well, so you are looking at
the gambling operations—

The SPEAKER. Mr. Clymer, Mr. Clymer—
Mr. CLYMER. —bringing in all this money—
The SPEAKER. Mr. Clymer, you are off of HB 39.
Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for reminding me,

but I am telling you, these are major social problems that we
will see in our society.

So, Mr. Speaker, these are the reasons that I want to bring
forward, and I also need to tell you that borrowing $200 million
from the lottery, which is in this bill, is not a good idea. I think
that is going to come back to haunt us as well.

So for these many reasons that I have outlined in this
presentation, Mr. Speaker, I would urge a “no” vote on HB 39,
and thank you very much for your attention.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Cohen.
Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, it has been said that we have never done

anything at all in the past about reducing property taxes, and
therefore, this is our only shot, and if you do not like what we
are doing now, you should vote against this, because we are
never going to get another shot. Well, the fact is, that is not true.
We have repeatedly voted on measures to reduce property taxes
over the years, and this is the latest in a series of measures to
reduce property taxes. We invented the property tax rebate, and
we repeatedly increased property tax rebates to low-income
senior citizens. Under Tom Ridge, we had the Century Tax
Rebate, which applied to everybody. We had plans for local

school districts, which they turned out by and large not to be
interested in. Most recently, we passed Act 72.

So this is the latest in a very long series of property tax votes.
This is the most significant in the long series. But there is
no reason whatsoever to believe this is the end of the series.
This is the latest in a continuum of efforts by members of the
House and the Senate to deal with the property tax issue. As
time goes on, we are dealing with it in a more and more
comprehensive way. We are coming up with new revenue
sources. This is the first time we have ever had the Lottery Fund
as a revenue source. We are dealing with property tax rebates in
greater and greater amounts. The poorest people in this
Commonwealth will get rebates of a little bit over $1,000.
It will be the highest amount we have ever enacted, and other
people will get very significant amounts.

We are moving in the right direction, and for those people
who say that we ought to move further, they ought to support
this measure as the latest in a long series of measures designed
to deal with the serious problem of high property taxes. This is a
constructive step. This is a useful step that will benefit large
numbers of people in every single legislative district in this
Commonwealth, but by no means is this the end step.

I strongly urge a vote “yes” on HB 39.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Petri.
Mr. PETRI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Interesting situation we are in, I guess all of us. I have

with me surveys from my district. I contacted, Mr. Speaker,
13,000 people in my district to find out what they thought about
this bill, and those people are seniors who will be presumably
helped by this bill, and here is what they had to say.

About 31 percent of the seniors that responded believe that
they will receive some amount, probably about $250, of rent
rebate enhancement. About 14 percent are not quite sure
whether it will help them or not. What that means to me is, it is
close. But here is what they really had to say. If they had one
statement to describe their thoughts, I asked, how many of you
are fully satisfied with this legislation? Zero, none, nada. The
legislation is a good first step, which I have heard my
colleagues repeat for the last 2 or 3 days – about 24 percent.
Please vote for this bill, but only if there is no other relief
available – 22 percent. I would rather see nothing become law
than this law, than this bill – 32 percent. And only seniors
should get relief – about 30 percent. So clearly there is a wide
range of opinion even in my district about what we should do,
and as an elected Representative, I am very pleased to hear from
them on this issue.

We all talked about trying to do better, and I think we can do
better, and I take my colleagues who said that at face value,
because I know all of you are very dedicated people, committed
to your communities, trying to do the right thing, and I sincerely
believe that. So I would ask those members, as we complete this
vote and as we go about our business in the next couple of days,
to reconsider and think about the benefits of imposing a
half-a-percent sales tax.

Number one, just briefly, if I had that bill in front of me,
Bucks County would have another $33.3 million available for
further property reductions in our schools. School districts like
Central Bucks, which is growing, would get $6.7 million of that
share. It would help avoid the argument that many have that
income tax is hidden and sales tax helps avoid it. It would help
our districts tremendously. It would raise the break-even



88 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE JUNE 14

amount under this bill, HB 39, so that people who are making in
my district up to $100,000 could still break even; that is, that
their return for property tax reform and gaming revenues would
be equal to the additional money they are paying. Renters would
continue to participate, and even with a half-a-percent sales tax
– I did the calculation – residents in my district would have to
spend $100,000 in taxable items before they would even equal
the $600 return.

So while I think this is a good bill in general, and my
residents generally think it is, they are certainly expecting more
from us, and I sincerely hope that we can come together on
some sort of way to send a message to the Senate and to the
Governor that we would like to have more for our residents.

Thank you.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Steil.
Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
We have come a long way on this legislation. We have come

a long way in looking at alternatives. We have not quite come
far enough on all of the alternatives and where we go from here.
But as I said last night and as Chairman Herman has already
described, this bill has our names on it and this bill is where we
are tonight.

I look on it as not the first step and not the last step, it is the
next step. And there is not anyone in this chamber that does not
want to do more, but what we cannot do is nothing at all. This
bill addresses the most serious problem and helps the people
who are most affected by high property taxes, and that is folks
over the age of 65 with fixed incomes. We have done that. We
have also provided for a number of other areas, especially the
back-end referendum, which gets us control on school district
spending. All of those means we have taken the next step.
We will take more steps in this chamber, and shame on us if we
do not do that.

Please vote “yes” on HB 39. Thank you.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Benninghoff.
Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I will be brief. I do not have much of a voice. But I do think

there are three quick points I would like to make, if I could have
your attention.

Number one, there are thousands of people across this
Commonwealth under 65 who have high property tax problems.
I think we need to think of the severity of only voting through
HB 39 and how it slams the door on future property tax reform.
That I am thoroughly convinced of.

Number two, do not forget, you have got to go back now and
talk to your school boards who have 2 weeks to do their
budgets, finalize them, adjust them. If perchance there are any
appeals to them, I suspect there will be no ruling within
the courts in that 2-week time period. So as you jam up your
school boards who also have an elected position and a duty and
a job to serve their citizens, whether you like them or not or like
what they do or how they vote, they do have a job to do. We are
jamming them up in a very tough time period that we would not
want imposed on us, because all the restrictions in HB 39, the
indexes which impose some of those restrictions, will prevail as
of tonight as this thing gets greased into the Governor’s Office.

Last but not least, and I appreciate your endurance, the
citizens know better, the voters know better. This particular
e-mail I am holding is one of many e-mails I have got from my
citizens who say, please do not vote for that thing, many of the

same ones who e-mailed me a month ago, in which I give credit
to our majority leader, who said, you are right; we can do better,
so we held off, tried to do that. We got elected to make some
decisions, and not easy ones. And yes, I voted to increase the
sales tax, but I think Representative Tommy Tigue said it best:
There are only three resources of revenue to get the money
from. So I do not care if you do it this week, next week,
tomorrow, 2 months from now, or 10 years from now; you are
going to talk about the same pot of money as they have for the
last 30 years.

I would be remiss not to compliment our newest member,
Representative Flaherty, who sees it, understands it, and realizes
that we need more money in order to be able to help all
homeowners. I have heard lots of complaints about other
initiatives. Show me which homeowner we should leave behind.
This is sad. All homeowners deserve a chance.

In closing, HB 39 does nothing to help the average
homeowner and only a handful of applicable seniors who
qualify by certain qualifications, not all seniors. So for those of
you who are watching, not all of you are going to get anything –
no young families starting out, no single-family homeowners –
and not one dollar will be put into anyone’s pocket until 2007,
and the only ones that will get it then are those that are seniors
eligible for the rent rebate program. Please do not tell me this is
going to help out lots of people. There are a lot of people under
65 who need property tax relief.

I thank you and thank you for your attention.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Haluska.
Mr. HALUSKA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, as we go through this process, we have to call

this what it is: We are enhancing the rent rebate and tax rebate.
That is basically what we are doing. This is not tax relief; it is
just an enhancement of a program that we fund out of the
lottery, where it should be, because it goes mostly to seniors,
other than widows and some people on disabilities. So that is
where this money should stay from and not skim it off the top of
our gaming money.

So as we move forward in a couple years, we are going to
take $250 million a year off the top of the gaming money,
which this House made a promise when we did the gaming bill
that that money would be used to reduce property taxes for
everyone in Pennsylvania. Well, now we have got this little
select group that we are going to take $200, $250 million a year
and we are going to put it in this program that traditionally was
funded by the lottery. So I have a problem with that. I think that
is very unfair to the people in Pennsylvania that we promised
money to reduce property taxes.

Secondly, as we move forward on this, we have heard, I have
heard personally from Senators, I heard from my leadership
yesterday, that anything we do here to broaden the tax base or
shift taxes is going to be DOA, dead on arrival, in the Senate,
okay? So if we send this bill to the Governor’s desk tonight,
guess what? We are not going to do property tax reform,
because I can see the commercials coming out and I can see the
printed material coming out, “The House of Representatives and
the Senate got together and they did property tax reform,” and
once people realize that there is no property tax reform, then it
is going to come back on our shoulders to do something.

So I really have a problem with us pretending that we are
doing property tax reform when the only thing that we are really
doing is enhancing an existing program that is already there,
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and it is funded out of the lottery, where it should be funded,
because it is mostly for senior citizens. So I have a real problem
with that. I have a real problem with taking gaming money and
specializing it and putting it in this separate fund.

So I cannot support this. I am sure the people in my district
that are not senior citizens, not widows, and not on disability
that are not going to see anything from this bill are going to be
really upset when they find out that there is no property tax
relief coming to them, and they are the people that pack their
lunch buckets and go to work every day and work in offices and
everything else. So I have a real problem with the bill, I am not
going to support the bill, and I would hope that we could send a
message to the Senate that we do not support doing an
enhancement of the property tax and rent rebate program. We
endorse actually doing something about shifting property taxes
to fund our education some way other than property taxes, and
I think that is what this whole exercise has been for the last day
and a half here, is to look at how to shift supporting our school
systems off the back of the property owners, and obviously we
have come up with a big goose egg. So I would ask that you not
support this bill and we go back to work and get something that
really works.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentlelady, Mrs. Rubley.
Please clear the aisles. The gentlelady is entitled to be heard.
Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
I wonder if I can interrogate the majority leader?
The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates that he will stand

for interrogation.
Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
HB 39, as it came out of the conference committee a number

of weeks ago, contains the provision that requires school
districts to put spending caps on their budget for this year. Many
of the school districts have already completed their budgets, and
their tax bills are being prepared. It seems that at this late date it
is not fair to make them go back and reopen it. I am just asking
you if there is a way that we can, I know we cannot amend
HB 39, if we can guarantee to the school districts that they will
be safe for this year’s school budget and then the spending caps
will apply starting next year.

Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, yes. I think the issue that the
gentlelady from Chester raises is a real concern, a viable
concern. However, we have a couple of members and staff that
have begun the work to draft a companion bill, a trailer bill, to
this, should this take place, that would correct those
deficiencies. And while I seldom want to be in a position where
I predict or guarantee what the legislative body will do, and as
I said earlier, we are only responsible for what the House can do
and we cannot really be held responsible for what the Senate
and the Governor does, I do believe that there will be full
cooperation within the halls of the House and the Senate to
provide a trailer bill to remove those provisions that would be
impractical for local schools to comply with, given the timeline
of HB 39 being considered tonight.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Surra.
Mr. SURRA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HB 39, and while I fully

admit it is not as much as I would like to do or many of us

would like to do, I think if you paid attention to what has been
happening here for the last 35 years and for the last few months
specifically, you could come to a clear understanding why this
is hard. Why has the legislature not dealt with property tax
reform in the last 35 years is because it is difficult.

HB 39 goes a long way. Does it do what we want to do?
Maybe not. However, within the last few hours I have supported
Representative Pyle’s amendment to go further, and
interestingly enough, it had 92 votes. Well, that is 10 short of
102 – 46 Democrats, 46 Republicans, right down the middle,
but not enough to come to a consensus. We all want to lower
property taxes, but when it comes time to shift the burden and
do the hard work, we just cannot arrive at an agreement.
We cannot get enough members to support something to get the
job done.

You know, I was thinking before, how many times have
I voted on property tax reform bills, property tax legislation, in
my 16 years here in Harrisburg? I remember standing here on
the House floor when Act 50 was passed and telling all the
members, this is not going to work, and it did not. I was hopeful
that Act 72 would work, and I said and I had in writing, I wrote
letters to our leaders, concerns about the back-end referendum,
how it was going to stop it and kill it, and it did. So Act 72 did
not bring the relief that we all wanted.

And we have been working very hard as a body, everybody
wanting to do the right thing. Well, I am afraid that if we do not
pass HB 39, which provides $1 billion in tax relief, in Elk and
Clearfield Counties, in my district, over 5,000 low-income
seniors will be brought under the property tax rebate program.
Everybody will receive some property tax relief for their homes.
Over 2,000 homes will actually have their school property taxes
eliminated. Now, that is not far enough, but it is a fair piece,
like they say up home. I think if we do not pass Act 39, and
God forbid, if we put this up for a vote and we do not get to
102, we are going to look like this to the people of
Pennsylvania: the General Assembly that is best at doing
nothing. We are the best at doing nothing.

Now, I am ready and willing to start, right after we vote on
this, to go further. I am willing to keep an open mind on things
that I do not necessarily like. I do not like raising the sales tax,
but I will look at it, and I already voted for that tonight, if we
can get significant relief. But at this point in time, this is the
first time in 35 years where we can get significant reform,
$1 billion in tax relief to the homeowners of Pennsylvania.
So let us vote for this, let us send this to the Governor, and then
come back with a real commitment to try to get the work done
and go further.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe.
Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I stand in opposition to this HB 39 that is really

an illusion of property tax reform, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, tonight I think we have a lot of

David Copperfield wannabes here. We have a lot of people who
want to practice being a master of illusion, because tomorrow
the newspapers will lead with saying that the General Assembly
has put on the Governor’s desk some sort of property tax reform
measure, leading people to believe that they are going to realize
some relief here when in fact they are not really going to realize
relief until the gaming revenues start to flow, which as many
people know, the gaming situation has been one of just a
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ridiculous series of errors and lawbreaking events so far. I think
there are five people that we have seen now accused of
infractions of the law that are associated with the new gaming
endeavor, and that will probably mount, Mr. Speaker.

As we know, Mr. Speaker, the gaming that will ultimately
fund this is not moving forward, as many expected it to. I expect
that there will be many of us this year that will run for
reelection this November and that we very well probably will
not see any relief from this legislation until after we are
reelected again in 2008. So as the newspapers start to cover this
tomorrow, I hope that they will cover the details specifically to
let this be known that what is being done here tonight is an
illusion of property tax reform. It is not real. It is placing its bets
for those future revenues from gaming.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to address one serious flaw
in this legislation, and that is as it relates to the voter
referendum that is supposedly in this legislation. Mr. Speaker,
the voter referendum in this legislation is really voter
referendum in name only – in name only, Mr. Speaker. This
voter referendum has 10 exceptions. This voter referendum does
not kick in for the voters to say no to tax increases until their
school districts have met some level of inflation, some level of
cost-of-living indexing, which could range at 3 percent or more
and up. So this referendum in name only will ultimately, and
this legislation, I believe, in the majority of school districts,
drive more property tax increases, Mr. Speaker. This will not
reduce property taxes the way this referendum is structured;
it will drive property taxes.

Mr. Speaker, the constituents in my district that I surveyed in
one of last year’s newsletters, and I asked them if they would
like to have the opportunity to say yes or no to increases
proposed by their school districts, 90 to 91 percent of my
constituents came back and said, yes, we want the opportunity
to say no to tax increases. Voters across this Commonwealth in
survey after survey say that they want the opportunity to say yes
or no when a tax increase is proposed by their school district
that is going to drive up their taxes. Mr. Speaker, we are not
delivering that to the people. You would think that after the
results of the May 16 election this year and so many of us
starting to voice concerns that we want to move forward with
reform measures, that this would be a very commonsense
reform that we could all embrace to put a spending checks and
balances in place to stop the out-of-control tax increases that
people are seeing in their school districts year after year after
year.

Mr. Speaker, I have watched school districts as they
have increased their taxes just from the threat of this deluded
in-name-only referendum. Over the last 3 years, school districts
have been trying to get ahead of the referendum. Mr. Speaker,
we need real referendum. We need, as one of the Senators called
it, a superreferendum. We need a referendum that allows people
to vote on tax increases that are proposed by their districts, by
their school districts, not vote having to wait until after they
have reached some cost-of-living increase, not until after they
have played with the exceptions and manipulated the numbers.
Mr. Speaker, we need real voter referendum, and this bill does
not deliver it.

If we put this bill on the Governor’s desk for signature, we
are going to be doing a great disservice to the people of
Pennsylvania, we are going to be doing a great disservice to
advancing real property tax reform, and we will be doing a great
disservice to building in taxpayer protections to stop the

out-of-control spending in school districts across this
Commonwealth.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Rohrer.
Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I stand as well and strongly oppose HB 39.

Mr. Speaker, it does not address any of the issues, any of the
needs, that anybody has asked for, be it the homeowner, the
school, this General Assembly. Mr. Speaker, HB 39 is worse
than frankly doing nothing, because what it does is offers a very
false hope that someone will get something sometime in the
future, insignificant enough to do anything for them. The
thousands of people that are losing their homes across this State
receive no assurance that this will keep them in their home,
because it will not, yet it will be told as that.

Mr. Speaker, it does not provide for any spending controls.
We have heard that. The gentleman from Butler County is
totally correct. Part of the problem, part of the reason we have
such an issue in this State with property tax is because spending
has been out of control, doubling every 10 years, twice the rate
of inflation. This does nothing to control spending.

It has referendum on the end, yes, but only a school district
with a very poor solicitor will ever enter into a referendum.
No one will see a referendum under this because of so many
exemptions. And in addition to that, there is a factor in this bill
that allows school districts across this State to increase their
spending, some as high as 6 1/2 percent before even exemptions
even apply, which means this will institutionalize property tax
increases at a rate that will exceed what is now happening,
because we officially give blessing to rates of increase that are
double the rate of inflation with no tight exemptions. This is a
spending increase for our schools and a tax increase for our
homeowners. This is discrimination against a great majority of
the people since it does not provide assistance for all people.

We heard yesterday that broadening the sales tax and
eliminating the property tax was somehow going to be an attack
on the renters and the working poor. A requirement of HB 39 is
a referendum to increase the local earned income tax. Who pays
the personal earned income tax? Anybody who is working. That
means the renter, who will get nothing under this, will have his
income taxed more for something that he will never see
anything from and far more than anything that would have
happened under a sales tax plan we talked about yesterday.
Make it very, very, very, very clear, Mr. Speaker, that what is
here today is a very, very cruel hoax being foisted upon the
people of this State, offering a very, very false hope for
something that may never come. It is wrong, Mr. Speaker, to
build up the hopes of the people of this State, telling them that
we have addressed property tax when in fact we have done
nothing.

Mr. Speaker, I will not lend my vote of support for this, and
when the people of this State— And believe me, there are
people who have already lost elections because of this bill. It
will occur and occur more, because when people find out what
they do not get, they will be heard; the homeowner will be
heard, Mr. Speaker, and passage of this will absolutely only
ensure that that fire and that fuel and that urgency of our
taxpayers and our homeowners will do nothing but increase
from this day as we move into the fall. You can count on it.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Turzai.
Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
I rise in opposition to HB 39 and would like to state for the

record those reasons.
First, it places undue burdens on our school districts,

particularly with respect to the requirements of the front-end
mandatory referendum.

Second, it continues to use the aid ratio, which is an unfair
funding mechanism with respect to our schools. We should be
using an average daily membership, a per-pupil way of sending
the moneys back to the districts so that each and every student is
accounted for, and I do not have any problem using a factor of
equalized mills, which would take into account the local tax
effort. This continues to use the same inequitable formula for
taking money in and sending it back out to the districts.

Third, it is not real relief. By way of example, according to
the charts, using $400 million in gambling money, my district in
North Allegheny will get $101. That is not property tax relief,
and the only way to get a higher dollar amount is by taxing
people’s personal income tax or earned income tax at
significantly higher rates, which for many people will actually
mean they are paying more in taxes, not less in taxes. This
paradigm of a local tax shift has failed repeatedly to garner
support in the State of Pennsylvania.

I finally want to point out an interesting issue with respect to
the gambling money. In the chart that we received today with
respect to the Pyle amendment, which also took into account
HB 39, it indicates that for fiscal year 2007-2008, guess how
much money they are counting on receiving from gambling?
Zero. In the chart, fiscal year 2008-2009, guess how much we
are expecting from gambling money? Zero. The first amount
of money that is expected to come in from the gambling is in
fiscal year 2009-2010. That is the first year, and you know
what, Mr. Speaker? It could be later than that. Anybody who
thinks that there are not going to be lawsuits involved with the
gambling money is kidding themselves. There are going to be
significant challenges on the gambling moneys, and I think we
will be seeing a lot of interesting things over the next couple of
years.

It is, I think in significant part, a sham on the people of
Pennsylvania. It was always, in large part, designed to be the
carrot to actually get expanded gambling passed in this State
and to take care of those particular special interests.

This is a bill that should be voted down, and I would ask a
“no” vote. Thank you.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Belfanti.
Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, we are acting like we are in a game show here.

The game show is “Deal or No Deal.” In this case one of the
last two cases left is a deal. The other case is being held by
members of the Commonwealth Caucus, whose deal has not
been adopted at repeated efforts, but we still have a deal in this
case and it is ticktock, ticktock, ticktock.

Representative Cohen said that this is a start of a process.
Every other property tax vote that was taken this session during
the special sessions hurt my district. The legislation that was
introduced by Representative Pyle hurt my district. My folks
would have seen $56 – one tank of gas per year – and paid an
extra percent sales tax, but I did not speak against that
amendment, and quite frankly, I thought it would pass, and

I was ready to move on and adopt HB 39 in special session, but
ticktock, ticktock, it is deal-or-no-deal time here tonight.

We have legislation that was passed by a conference
committee, signed 6-nothing. We have legislation that the
Governor indicates he will sign. We have many members from
my side of the aisle who are willing to stay here tonight,
tomorrow, Friday and work and vote on all the other alternative
issues, and I can probably even support a combination of a
sales tax and income tax, even though my district will not
benefit by it. Deal or no deal; ticktock, ticktock. The case with
the deal, is this the good-deal case or do my friends from the
Commonwealth Caucus have the good-deal case?

Half a million senior citizens, disabled people, renters, and
owners go on the property tax and rent rebate program. Deal or
no deal? What do you think, Mr. Speaker? Deal or no deal? Oh,
wait a minute. I hear the phone. I just got a call from the banker,
and he said that this case has 500 million senior citizens that
will benefit by this deal. Deal.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, thank you very much.
This is going to be a hard act to follow, but nevertheless,

I am going to say a couple of things, and I am going to be
somewhat apologetic in that I mean no harm, and I want to say
that now I start to recognize that this General Assembly, that is
made up of good people, no matter where you are from or how
you are registered, and that you have come now to the
conclusion that we have to do something.

Now, you know, we read the papers. We hear how bad we
are. We hear that the Governor is just running all over the place
and putting out money and that is wrong, and it does not
make any difference that the previous Governor, there were
160,000 jobs lost. So here we are, and I hear people saying, it is
not enough. No, it is not enough, but it is never enough for us or
for those we really care about.

So let me say this to you: As the Governor continues to
propose and we in no way like what he proposes, we ought to be
able to propose something where we can get together under the
understanding that no one can do these things, not a Governor,
not a United States Senator, but us, we the members of this
General Assembly.

So when I hear it is not going to be enough, I do not want to
go home and have 4,800 people say, you voted “no,” and I am
going to say, well, it was not enough. Well, it is enough,
because it is better than nothing, and so I want to remind, if you
will be quiet one minute to tell you, what you ought to do is you
ought to run out of this hall tonight and you ought to run up to
the Legislative Bureau and you ought to prepare legislation that
will stop the raise in the electric utilities they are going to put on
you in December, because the rate cap is over, and so when
your people say, you did not give me enough, wait till they say
my bill went up 24 percent. Oh, you can yell all you want, and
you do not have to listen to me, but sooner or later you will
listen to those people back home.

Now, maybe it is not enough. As somebody said, it has been
35 years now. Under the Democratic administration, I am proud
to say, under Shapp we got the rent and the tax rebate, and
under Bob Casey we got a PACE (Pharmaceutical Assistance
Contract for the Elderly) program, and under Rendell we ought
to get the program he has been talking about. Now, maybe you
do not think it is enough, and why should you, because you
have health insurance and you have jobs that pay, but the truth
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of the matter is that 28 to 30 percent of your constituents have
less than nothing. So you tell somebody that has a hole in the
roof, that has a crack in the door, that calls you constantly to get
community action and they have got 1,000 on a list, you tell
them it is not enough.

We ought to be ashamed of ourselves to tell them it is not
enough. You tell a man that is hungry one sandwich is not
enough? What are we doing here, condemning a Governor that
does not care where the area is he wants to help, has put out
millions of dollars, and the truth is, you ought to be able to work
with him, because he comes into your district, whether you are a
Republican or Democrat, and he puts the money in for
economic enhancement and he does things that you should be
proud of. Now, you do not have to send him a birthday card, but
once in a while you ought to sit and think, the people in
Pennsylvania did the right thing when they elected him, did the
right thing when they elected us, and let us not disappoint them.

Let us do what they believe we should do. Let us help those
who least can help themselves.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Ellis.
Mr. ELLIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
May I interrogate a member of the conference committee?
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Steil, indicates he will

stand for interrogation. The gentleman is in order and may
proceed.

Mr. ELLIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I just had a question. The chart that we had handed out to us

tonight for the Representative from Armstrong County’s
amendment, would those numbers on there accurately portray
the numbers in HB 39?

Mr. STEIL. No, they would not. They will in certain
columns, but the correct report to use would be the one dated
5/1/2006, special session, HB 39, conference committee report.
That would be the correct one to use.

Mr. ELLIS. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Under that chart, that does not include any numbers for

fiscal year 2006 and ’07, ’07 or ’08, or ’08 and ’09. Is that
correct?

Mr. STEIL. Well, what this shows is what is available in
total. We all know that the gaming money, which is the amount
that appears in the first column, is not going to be available until
probably the ’09 year. The second column, which is derived
from the referendum that voters in the school district may or
may not approve, but assuming they approve it, that is available
in the ’07-’08 school year.

Mr. ELLIS. Okay.
Mr. STEIL. And finally, if you add those two together, that

is what gives you the minimum amount for homestead, but in
addition to this, which is not showing on here, are the PTRR
enhancements; that is the property tax and rent rebate program.

Mr. ELLIS. Okay.
Mr. STEIL. That money is coming from the Lottery Fund

initially, paid back by the Gaming Fund. That money will be
available in ’07 based upon ’06 income and ’06 property taxes.

Mr. ELLIS. Okay. So if I am reading it correctly, the very
first column, that is based on allocation of $400 million?

Mr. STEIL. The first column is strictly gaming money—
Mr. ELLIS. Okay.
Mr. STEIL. —which is not going to be available until ’09,

and it is $400 million, as it says across the top.

Mr. ELLIS. Okay. And the second column would be
available in ’07-’08?

Mr. STEIL. I am sorry?
Mr. ELLIS. The second column would be available in

’07-’08—
Mr. STEIL. If the school district voters—
Mr. ELLIS. —if the school districts opted in?
Mr. STEIL. —approved the shift, yes.
Mr. ELLIS. Okay. Thank you.
Mr. Speaker, on the bill.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order.
Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I look at these numbers and realize

that they are predicated on gaming money coming in, and as
several speakers here tonight have indicated, we know, pretty
sure, that that money is not coming for a while. So what we
have to do is look at the real numbers based on what could
happen if the school districts decided to go to the switch, and in
that case the folks in my area, Butler County, the Butler School
District, South Butler School District, Freeport School District,
those folks would in the year 2009-2010 start to see a portion of
money back in their pockets, but in that time school districts
will have had the opportunity to raise their school districts
three times.

So whenever I hear people coming to me last week and
thanking me for not voting for 39, I know that they realized that
if you give somebody $150 3 years from now but you have
charged them 150 more dollars over the next 3 years, you are
really giving them nothing, and so that is what we are facing
back in my district, and you know, what is funny, Mr. Speaker,
is that in this chamber today, we have heard many people call
this night a historic night, and maybe I have a little different
version of what is historic, but when we pass this bill tonight, if
it passes, I am sure our Governor is going to run to the nearest
microphone and call this night historic. I do not think it is that
historic.

You know, last fall we as a Committee of the Whole had an
opportunity to look at many different plans. We came together
on one that provided over 40 percent, well, an average of
40 percent relief to all homeowners, all homeowners,
Mr. Speaker, and I will tell you what. Last night two-fifths of
this body, two-fifths of this body voted to eliminate school
property taxes totally. Now, is that historic? That would have
been more historic than what we are looking at tonight,
Mr. Speaker.

I will tell you what. Another speaker on the other side said
that time will tell if this is enough; time will tell if this is
enough. Well, for 30 years you guys have been here and I have
only been here 18 months, and you know, maybe we cannot
solve everything that Pennsylvania has wrong with it in
18 months, but this is something that I take very seriously, and
I do not think this is enough, and I think that is what time will
tell. Time will tell that this is not enough, but we do not have to
wait another 30 years of keeping hearing that this is not enough.

You know, the merits of this bill are good, and there are, no
doubt, seniors in my district and all throughout Pennsylvania
that are going to benefit from HB 39, but let us be sure that we
are clear on this. This is not enough, and this is most certainly
not property tax reform.

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. I encourage a “no” vote
on this bill.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Maher.
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Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
For those in Allegheny County, understand that this HB 39

provides less property tax relief when fully implemented in
Allegheny County than the RAD (regional asset district) tax.
Now, you may have forgotten the penny sales tax, the RAD tax.
Half of that is supposed to be going for property tax relief in
Allegheny County as we speak. Certainly your constituents are
not writing you letters and postcards saying thanks for that
relief, and if you are going to return to those constituents and
say, I have got some great news, I am bringing you even less
relief than you received from the RAD tax, I think they will not
be pleased.

Now, Act 72 was certainly well received across
Pennsylvania. Eighty percent of our school districts recognize
what a feeble attempt, what a hoax that was; threw it aside. For
virtually every school district in the State, this HB 39 provides
less relief for your average homeowner. If what was done in
Act 72 was insufficient, why do you believe that offering less is
going to be better?

Now, let us review, for sake of clarity. The amount that is in
here for average homeowners has got two pieces. The first piece
is money that someone takes from their left pocket instead of
their right pocket. It is always in the community, but it is the left
pocket of the community or the right pocket. Collectively the
community is no better off. The other funds, the actual relief in
this bill, are easy to add up, and we were talking about
spreadsheets and complications, but it is so simple to
understand.

The relief this fiscal year, zero. The relief next fiscal year,
zero. The relief the next fiscal year, zero. The relief in
fiscal year ’09, zero. The relief in fiscal year ’10, finally
something on the doorstep. The amount on the doorstep in most
cases is less than the property tax increase that Pennsylvanians
experienced this past year. To be patting, for anyone to be
patting themselves on the back about a proposal that your
constituents, your average constituents, will know adds up—
Let us see how this total goes over the next 4 years. Current
year, ’07, ’08, ’09, zero in total.

Now, my friend across the aisle spoke about a hungry man
and is offering him a sandwich, even if it is not enough, is that a
bad thing? Well, perhaps he has a point, but I would say
offering the man a picture of a sandwich is a bad thing. It is
unkind, and this is downright unkind, because this is offering
hungry folks a picture of a sandwich and telling them if they can
just hold onto their hunger for 4 more years, that they will get
something.

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER

Mr. MAHER. The gentlelady from Chester County raised a
very interesting point when speaking with the majority leader.
She clarified, for the sake of this body, that in the event that this
is signed into law, every school district in the State of
Pennsylvania will be immediately in violation of the law, every
single school district. You will be telling your school board
members they have already broken the law. The day this is
signed in by the Governor, they will be in violation of the law,
and for that reason, Mr. Speaker, I am moving that due to the
violation, the ex post facto violation embraced in this
conference committee report and the violations of due process

clauses of the U.S. Constitution, that the conference report be
deemed unconstitutional.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Maher, raises the point

of order that HB 39, PN 93, is unconstitutional.
The Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions

affecting constitutionality of a bill to the House for a decision,
which the Chair now does.

On the question,
Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the bill?

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,
Mr. Maher.

Mr. MAHER. With all due respect, Mr. Speaker, I think on
the question of constitutionality, I am only permitted to speak
once, and I will reserve my opportunity to speak until others
have. Do I remember that correctly?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct.
Mr. MAHER. Thank you. I will defer then, Mr. Speaker.

POINT OF ORDER

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Cohen.
Mr. COHEN. Thank you.
A point of order, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state.
Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I believe that the gentleman is

required to state a section of the State or Federal Constitution
that this violates.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman did, but the gentleman could
repeat them for the—

Mr. MAHER. I would be happy to repeat it for the benefit of
my well-read friend. It would be the due process clause of the
Bill of Rights, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I have no further
questions of the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, the due process clause is a criminal standard.
I guess Mr. Maher could argue that this bill is a crime, but
you know, that is kind of stretching it. This bill is not
unconstitutional by any standard of constitutional law. It may be
unconstitutional by rhetoric, but that is not the point of this
exercise.

This bill is a carefully crafted proposal that helps many
individual people. It has nothing whatever to do with an ex post
facto law, which is also part of the criminal law. It has nothing
whatever to do with the section that Mr. Maher referred to that
is also a criminal standard. This is a civil law designed to give
tax rebates to low-income and moderate-income senior citizens.
That is all it does. There are no criminal issues involved here.
There are no legal issues involved here.

If we vote this bill unconstitutional, Mr. Speaker, we are just
making a mockery out of the whole process of declaring bills to
be constitutional or unconstitutional. Mr. Maher cannot cite any
court cases that uphold his view. He cannot cite any legal
sources that uphold his view. This is really a frivolous motion,
and it ought not to be taken seriously.

I urge a “no” vote on Mr. Maher’s motion.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
I believe Mr. Cohen wants a “yes” vote that it is

constitutional.
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The gentleman, Mr. Haluska.
The gentleman, Mr. Yewcic.
Mr. YEWCIC. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Would it be proper to interrogate the maker of the motion?
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. The gentleman

indicates he will stand for interrogation.
Mr. YEWCIC. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, you mentioned that if this became law,

school districts would be in violation of the law. Can you
explain that?

Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
There is a long list of requirements the school boards are

obliged to have already accomplished situated in this conference
committee report, and it is my understanding that something
that was referred to as some sort of a rail car, and I do not
remember, a caboose bill or something, trailer bill, is being
drafted that I think might be a useful, concise illumination of the
variety of violations that school districts would discover
themselves in upon the moment that this might be signed into
law.

Mr. YEWCIC. Do you have any examples of that?
Mr. MAHER. I would be happy to, and it will just take me a

moment to pull them out of the draft.
Just as an example, Mr. Speaker, if you begin on page 8 of

the conference committee report, subchapter B, dealing with the
budgets of the school districts, requiring the adoption “...no later
than 90 days prior to the...election immediately preceding the
fiscal year in which the preliminary budget will take effect,”
there is a waiver provision on that aspect a bit later, but as you
continue, it is my understanding that the other laundry list
throughout subchapter B that lack the exceptions provided by
section 333(a)(1) would all be problematic.

Mr. YEWCIC. All right. Thank you.
Mr. MAHER. I hope that is helpful, but it is a rather lengthy

bit of the laundry list of requirements that would be imposed.
Mr. YEWCIC. I understand. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. MAHER. For instance, it prohibits, if I might add just

one other thing, it prohibits the imposition of certain taxes that
school districts may have already acted to impose.

Mr. YEWCIC. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That concludes my
interrogation, and I certainly ask for a “no” vote on
constitutionality.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Steil, seek
recognition? The gentleman waives off.

The only one left that we see standing at this time,
Mr. Maher, is yourself, and I would apologize in advance
when somebody else stands up, because they always do. So,
Mr. Maher.

Mr. MAHER. Your foresight is remarkable but limited to
whatever is before you, and I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will
be brief. We have been here a very long time.

It is a simple question: Should this legislature be in the
business of telling 500 school districts, by the way,
congratulations, you are now all in violation of the law? It
seems to me, it seems to me with all the concerns about how we
collectively advance the good work of the people of
Pennsylvania, that at the very least, we owe it to the people of
Pennsylvania that if property tax relief is to go forward, to do it
with a piece of legislation that will withstand the scrutiny of the
courts, and I believe Mr. Cohen is mistaken when he says that
the due process provisions of the Constitution only attach to
criminal matters and not civil, but we do not necessarily have to

dispose of that question, but when he says, it would be helpful
to cite some prior case law on this subject, some earlier cases,
and I probably could not, I would agree with the man
wholeheartedly. I expect that Pennsylvania has never
consciously implemented a law whereby 500 political
subdivisions are now immediately in violation of the law, and to
the extent that there is a desire for speed in delivering property
tax relief, it seems to me the least speedy path is the one with
every expectation of school solicitors across this State going
into court seeking to overturn the law because it violates the
Constitution.

Embracing this conference report as is risks for your
individual school districts the prospects that they will be years
removed from the implications hereof. Now, I might add, of
course, they are years removed from any real relief anyway,
so maybe by the time this winds its way through the courts to
establish that it was unconstitutional, we will have a chance to
do a new law and we still have 4 years to do that before the
payments would arise under this, but very simply, we should not
get in the habit of writing laws that make behavior illegal,
which has already been accomplished.

Ex post facto, we all learned this in third grade civics. It is
wrong; you know it is wrong, and we should not be doing this.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese.
Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker.
Just at the conclusion of the constitutional debate, as

normally is the case, would the Speaker please affirm what a
“yes” vote is and what a “no” vote is relative to this motion?
Thank you.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to do that.
Mr. DeWEESE. I am sorry. Thank you.
The SPEAKER. Those voting “aye” will vote to declare the

bill to be constitutional; those voting “no” will vote to declare
the bill to be unconstitutional. “Aye” is constitutional; “nay” is
unconstitutional.

On the question recurring,
Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the bill?

(Members proceeded to vote.)

The SPEAKER. There is a problem with the computer.
Just hold on one moment.

Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, maybe we should go back to
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. We did not have this under the old
Chief Clerk.

On the question recurring,
Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the bill?

The following roll call was recorded:

YEAS–148

Adolph Fleagle Manderino Samuelson
Allen Flick Mann Santoni
Argall Frankel Markosek Sather
Baker Freeman McCall Scavello
Barrar Gannon McGeehan Schroder
Bebko-Jones Geist McIlhattan Shaner
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Belardi George McIlhinney Shapiro
Belfanti Gerber Melio Siptroth
Beyer Gergely Micozzie Smith, S. H.
Biancucci Godshall Millard Solobay
Bishop Good Mundy Staback
Blackwell Goodman Myers Steil
Blaum Grell Nailor Stern
Buxton Grucela Nickol Stetler
Caltagirone Gruitza O’Brien Sturla
Casorio Haluska Oliver Surra
Causer Hanna O’Neill Tangretti
Cawley Harhai Pallone Taylor, E. Z.
Civera Harper Parker Taylor, J.
Clymer Hennessey Petrarca Thomas
Cohen Herman Petri Tigue
Corrigan Hershey Petrone Veon
Costa Hess Phillips Vitali
Cruz Hutchinson Pickett Walko
Curry James Pistella Wansacz
Daley Josephs Preston Waters
DeLuca Keller, W. Ramaley Watson
Dermody Kenney Raymond Wheatley
DeWeese Killion Readshaw Williams
DiGirolamo Kirkland Roberts Wojnaroski
Diven Kotik Roebuck Wright
Donatucci LaGrotta Rooney Youngblood
Eachus Leach Ross Yudichak
Evans, D. Lederer Rubley Zug
Evans, J. Lescovitz Ruffing
Fabrizio Levdansky Sabatina
Fairchild Maitland Sainato Perzel,
Flaherty Major Speaker

NAYS–50

Armstrong Fichter Marsico Reichley
Baldwin Forcier McGill Rohrer
Bastian Gabig McNaughton Saylor
Benninghoff Gillespie Metcalfe Semmel
Boyd Gingrich Miller, R. Smith, B.
Bunt Harhart Miller, S. Sonney
Cappelli Harris Mustio Stairs
Crahalla Hasay Payne Stevenson, R.
Creighton Hickernell Pyle Stevenson, T.
Dally Kauffman Quigley True
Denlinger Keller, M. Rapp Turzai
Ellis Mackereth Reed Yewcic
Feese Maher

NOT VOTING–0 
 

EXCUSED–5 
 
Birmelin Leh Rieger Wilt
Cornell

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question
was determined in the affirmative and the constitutionality of
the bill was sustained.

On the question recurring,
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of

conference?

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

The SPEAKER. The Chair at this time recognizes the
gentleman, Mr. Schroder.

Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to just make a
point of parliamentary inquiry first, and my parliamentary

inquiry would be, and I was hoping I could do it without cutting
into my time, if that is permissible with the rules, but is this
matter, is the conference report properly before us at this
moment this evening, and the reason I raise that question is
because the Speaker announced that the gentleman, Mr. Wilt,
called up the conference committee report, and in fact, the
gentleman, Mr. Wilt, has not been with us tonight. He has been
excused for quite some time.

The SPEAKER. That would be inconsequential. The
gentleman, Mr. Denlinger, can call up the bill. The bill is now
called up by the gentleman, Mr. Denlinger.

Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you for clarifying that,
Mr. Speaker. It could have saved a later lawsuit or something.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight really with a bit of heavy heart
and sadness. I really wish I could rise with anger and be more
like my colleague from Cumberland County last night, because
frankly, it would be a lot more fun, but I do not have that in me
this evening, because here we are at the end of a very long road
and it comes to this, and, Mr. Speaker, I really believe that
tonight the Governor, the Senate, and those who will support
this in the General Assembly are on the verge of snatching
defeat from the jaws of victory in this property tax issue.

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Speaker, I wholeheartedly supported the
Governor’s effort to get us into special session, and I give him
credit for raising this issue to where it has come. Okay? I have
to give credit where credit is due, but, Mr. Speaker, to put all
this time and effort into it and settle for so little is just a waste
of all of this time and effort. Now, Mr. Speaker, there were
some good people with very good intentions who worked on the
conference committee, and I want to give them their credit and
their due, but, Mr. Speaker, this is an unacceptable result.

You know, yesterday one of our colleagues from
Philadelphia talked about going back to the hood, to his hood.
Well, I just want to take you back to my old hood, if you will, to
the suburbs of Guthriesville in Chester County, and you go out
Zinn Road to where it meets Caln Meetinghouse Road. You
come to a little single-story rancher, a very modest home,
owned by Ralph and Lois. They had it built in the early sixties.
They raised a family there, worked all their lives, very modest
means, blue-collar middle-class folks.

Mr. Speaker, those two people, my parents, are 75 and 70
now, and, Mr. Speaker, they still work full-time. Why do they
work full-time? There are a couple reasons, but one of those
reasons is because they cannot afford to pay their property taxes
otherwise. Yet, Mr. Speaker, because they work full-time, their
income limit will be above the property tax/rent rebate limits
established in this bill. So you see what we have here is a
vicious cycle. We have people who have to work to pay their
property taxes, and because they work, they are going to be too
high income to take advantage of some of the more guaranteed
parts of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I speak of them because they are my parents,
but they are typical of all the families in the area that I grew up
and are struggling right now to maintain their homes in
Chester County. Mr. Speaker, it is not, it is not only our
inner cities that have people who are struggling to make ends
meet on a daily basis, and in fact, I truly believe that some of
the lower income people and people of lesser means in our
wealthy school districts are some of the hardest hit, because
those are the school districts, because they do not get much
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State funding, that have the highest property taxes, and it
impacts those people of lower means and less income greater
than in the so-called poor school districts. This bill is a major
disappointment and a letdown for them.

Mr. Speaker, someone said it right. Do not go back home
tonight, do not go back home tonight and proclaim property tax
reform in our time, because, Mr. Speaker, just like the
appeasements of the past have led to tragic and disastrous
results, so, too, will this act of political appeasement. To give in
to the Governor and the Senate what they will agree to, so, too,
will this have us back here with this issue all over again, as a
couple hundred bucks from gambling does not do anything
to solve a $7,000 or $8,000 property tax bill in many of our
school districts. We will be back here fighting this same issue
again after all of this time and effort.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Scavello.
Mr. SCAVELLO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
You know, I am here approximately 4 years, and I remember

Governor Rendell’s first address here to this body when he
proposed property tax relief. His property tax relief was raising
the PIT (personal income tax) .95, and in my district it would
have given me about approximately a $1,500-per-household
property tax reduction, and I would have supported it. I would
have supported it. We would have had $1,500 of property tax
reduction in every one of my homes in my district.

Since then we passed a bill in this chamber, and it is
bipartisan, Mr. Speaker. It makes no difference who is in the
majority and who is in the minority here, because not every
Republican, not every Democrat has a property tax problem
within their district, and we were able to put something together
that was bipartisan. We sent it over to the Senate, and the Senate
held their hearings and, of course, stacked the deck; did not
even give me the opportunity or Kerry Benninghoff the
opportunity to go and testify. As a matter of fact, I was not even
aware of the second date of that particular hearing that they
were going to have, and in between, I did forget we did also do
Act 72. We had the Committee of the Whole as well. I thought
I was back there again, and I have to comment to the majority
leader there, we thought we were back in the Committee of the
Whole when the boards were blacked out. We did the
Committee of the Whole, and we did pass a couple of bills, and
there were some good ideas there. Again, it was bipartisan.

Then tonight we took an attempt at trying to raise a 1-percent
sales tax, which in my district would have given me, within
2 years, a $2,000-per-household reduction. Of course, I am
going to vote for it. It is the right thing to do. It is a swap, and it
helps my taxpayers, my property owners. Well, unfortunately,
that failed as well, and again, you know what? It was a
bipartisan effort. It failed on both sides. We could not get
enough votes. We also tried a half a percent with HB 39. We
gave that one a shot, and we got four more votes. Again it failed
in a bipartisan effort. Last night we tried to eliminate the
property tax totally.

I am wondering, what are we really prepared to do here?
I have heard some great comments out there about ticktock and
ticktock, and yes, you know, he is right; he is right. We have
exhausted everything. No matter who we are here, we are all
going to want to, we all seem to care about our little domains
and what it means and we are not going to think out of the box
to try to help someone else out. It is obvious, and you know,

Speaker Perzel in caucus said it many a times, and I do not
know if I should be saying that, but we cannot get together, and
I do not think On both sides. I do not think it is your side as
well. But here today there is something in front of us. Is it
property tax reduction? No. It is based off of something that we
do not even know what it is going to generate, but you know
what? It is in front of you and it is something. We have turned
everything else away.

I was not prepared to vote for this. Is it something that I can
bring back and say, I did property tax reduction? I could look
like a hero. I could say, we did it. Right? I am not going to be
able to say that. I will not say that. There is a lot of work that
went into putting this together, and frankly, I did not agree with
it from day one, but at least it is something. We have not done
anything here, Mr. Speaker, and until we are willing to make
that tough vote together as a group and really do substantial
property tax reduction, we will always be talking about it, and
20 years from now we will still be talking about it.

It is a shame, and you know what? I wanted to tell a story, if
the Speaker would permit me. About 22 years ago I opened up a
supermarket, a brand-new store. It was 10,000 square foot in
New York City, and we did $60,000 with five cash registers,
which is, if you understand the dramatics, you wiped out your
supermarket. The next day there was nothing left in that store.
The president of the tea company came over to me and said, you
look tired. I said, I am tired, but it was a happy tired. You know,
I am tired tonight, but it is not a happy tired, Mr. Speaker. It is
not a happy tired.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Bucks,

Mrs. Watson.
Mrs. WATSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
It is rare for me to stand up and speak before the House.

I will start with a brief story. It was about—
The SPEAKER. The gentlelady is entitled to be heard.
Mrs. WATSON. This could be why I do not speak,

Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady.
Mrs. WATSON. I will try to be brief, for my colleagues.
But about a year ago, one of the leaders that I always value

input said to me in a very nice way but looked at me and said,
Kath, I do not mean to be rude to you, but if we could have
figured out property tax, we would have done it before you got
here, and I tried not to be offended, but I thought about it,
obviously if I am talking about it tonight, for a year.

In the beginning I was offended, and I thought, I am always a
person of the possible and we can change and we can do this.
We have been through what I would say is probably a very
tough year. I have not been here as long, but I certainly have
been here long enough to know that everything seems changed
in some ways, and we have struggled over this issue. The
one thing I have only come out of it being sure of is that almost
everybody in this room is very well-intentioned and everybody
in this room represents his or her 58,000 to 60,000 people, and
the problem comes in what those who have been here long tell
me is what I need to learn, and that is how to compromise, and
I thought this was an issue that we would learn compromise.

I have not been a good compromiser in my life, just never
have, and at my advanced age, to start now I thought, why
bother, but tonight is a compromise for me. HB 39 certainly,
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as many have said, is not what I would want. I guess, I do not
know, half an hour ago I voted for an amendment that would
have put that half-a-percent sales tax on. I do not vote for taxes.
I pay them just like you do, but I do not want to put them on
anybody else. But when I looked at the money for the county
that I represent, for Bucks, it was going to be the first time that
I could see somehow the money that was coming back in with
that half a percent started to have real money that you could
actually count on to come in, and when we did what we could to
the best numbers that we ran for what it would cost our citizens
and our businesses, we were still ahead on the ledger, and so
I thought, okay, it is time for me to somehow compromise and
to vote “yes,” and I did, and we got very close, and I wish we
were closer and I wish it would come up again.

I recognize that those who worked on the conference
committee had to do a lot of compromising. This is not perfect,
but it does address, it benefits senior citizens by expanding the
property tax and rent rebate, even for places, for some of you
I know you think like Bucks County where always the
perception is that somehow we all have money. I stand before
you to tell you, we do not all have money, and at my advanced
age, I am one of the ones who probably never will get money,
unless those lottery tickets work out.

In any event, I know this is not the best that we can do, but
see, I still believe and I would say to the leader who said to me,
Kath, we would have figured this out before you got here,
I guess my answer is, I think we can figure this out, and I know
it has been 30 years, but I believe perhaps not just in
compromise, I believe in the possible, and I actually believe in
all of you that somehow over the next few months we will do
this and do better and do more and we will get it right
altogether.

Thank you.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Luzerne,

Mr. Blaum.
Mr. BLAUM. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Mr. Speaker, I rise to enthusiastically support HB 39, and

I congratulate the Governor for raising this issue and keeping
it in front of the people of Pennsylvania, as the gentleman,
Mr. Schroder, said. I also want to congratulate the
conference committee – Representatives Veon, Herman, Steil
and Senators Mellow, Brightbill, and Erickson – for the work
that they did, the art of the possible, and next year when the
property tax and rent rebate’s phase kicks in, thousands of
people in my district and all of your districts are going to begin
receiving the benefit of this legislation and then $1 billion from
gaming, and then if they want to do more, they have the right,
through the mandatory referendum, to decide whether or not on
the local level an earned income tax is part of it.

Yes, many people wanted to do more, but it required raising
taxes. It required not property tax reform, but it was a switch, a
swap. The Senate would not go along with it, and the majority
of this chamber thought that that was inappropriate, but we have
produced. It took 30 years. It is on the threshold of going to a
Governor’s desk. Even if you wanted more, you have got to
admit that the process worked, that this is a historic night, and
that significant relief is going to, in phases, is going to be
delivered to the people of Pennsylvania. And perhaps the
gentlemen who worked so hard on this, the guys in the
Commonwealth Caucus and members from both sides of the

aisle who kept property tax reform at the top of their agenda,
will be able to add to it in the future. That is the way it works.
It is meant to be difficult to pass laws in the system of
government that our founders created, and it has been extremely
difficult finding a formula, finding a recipe that can provide
relief from property taxes for the people of Pennsylvania.

So I think this is a great night for this institution. It is a great
night for this Capitol Building. I hope that the Governor is able
to sign it tonight or in the next 24 hours and that we can begin
the process of phase one, the property tax and rent rebate
system, going to not only homeowners but also renters, renters
who will not be faced with higher sales taxes in Pennsylvania.

So I ask the members for an affirmative vote, and
I congratulate each and every one of you in this room.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Bucks, Mr. Steil.

The gentleman waives off.
The gentleman from Allegheny, Mr. Flaherty. The gentleman

waives off.
The gentleman from Allegheny, Mr. DeLuca.
Mr. DeLUCA. Mr. Speaker, I will be brief.
I sat here and listened to everything, and I certainly will be

brief, but let me just say one thing. I am not too happy with
HB 39, but we certainly are going to support it. But this House
had a chance tonight to give meaningful property tax reductions
to every Pennsylvanian, every property owner in this
Commonwealth, yet we did not have the political will to do it.

Yesterday when we left here, one of the conferees said, this
is the best we can come up with unless you have the political
will to do something else. We do not have the political will in
this House to ever do anything better than what we are going to
get tonight. And as the gentleman from Allegheny said, a little
while ago, when I went to school, I do not know how nothing
from nothing is any better than what you are going to get
tonight. So zero from zero gives us nothing in our district as far
as Allegheny County and the RAD tax. When we get the
political will, then we will be able to pass meaningful tax
reform.

And let me say this about the Governor: The last time I heard
the Governor speak, he said, send me a bill; if it has a tax
increase and gives us meaningful property tax reform, I will
sign it. Well, we have not sent it to him, and until we wake up
here and quit worrying about that Senate over there, who does
not do anything in this Commonwealth, does not even go into
its house half the time – this is the body that does the work –
and until the people find out that we have a country club over
here that very seldom does any work and until we have the
political guts to criticize Mr. and Mrs. Senator over here, that
we will never get anything done.

Mr. Speaker, vote for HB 39.
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,

Mr. Stern.
Mr. STERN. It is a little hard to follow that, Mr. Speaker, but

I would like to just state that I have some serious concerns about
HB 39. I have concerns about borrowing $400 million out of the
Lottery Fund, paying it back with revenues that we do not even
have yet from gambling revenue, and I have remarks for the
record tonight that I would like to submit in the levity of time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s remarks will be spread
across the record.
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REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

Mr. STERN submitted the following remarks for the
Legislative Journal:

The agricultural and rural communities will be once again left
without a meaningful solution to their already crippling and
continuously growing problem of local taxation if the House adopts
HB 39. Since the early 1970s, farmers have continuously shown this
legislature the highly unfair burden that local property taxes place on
their farming operations and the disproportionate share of their income
that is taken in property taxes. In the more than 30 years that farmers
and rural citizens of the Commonwealth having been coming to
Harrisburg and stressing the need to make local property tax reform
a priority for the General Assembly, our legislature provided
two legislative responses which were touted as “reform” but which
failed dismally in providing farmers or rural citizens with any
meaningful relief from the continuing burdens of local taxation.

Act 50 of 1998 and Act 72 of 2004 have failed to provide rural
communities with a legitimate alternative to the continued use of
property taxation for financing public education. Neither of these acts
made a legitimate attempt to substantially eliminate property tax
burdens for local taxpayers. Neither Act 50 nor Act 72 legitimately
addressed the serious problem that many rural communities with
inadequate economic infrastructures continue to face in being unable to
realistically utilize the so-called “additional taxing options” these acts
provided. Both of these acts targeted properties to receive tax relief in
piecemeal fashion, leaving out large portions of land and property that
should have been given a legitimate opportunity for tax relief. The
actual relief that Acts 50 and 72 would have provided taxpayers under
the best of circumstances was marginal and definitely inadequate.
And taxing bodies would have likely erased even the marginal relief
that Acts 50 and 72 provided to taxpayers in a very short period of
time.

The taxpayers of Pennsylvania wanted much more true tax reform
than the legislation in Acts 50 and 72 provided. By adopting HB 39,
the General Assembly will be regrettably traveling down the same
dead-end road we have already traversed, and Pennsylvania will once
again be trying to implement the same policies that have already
proven to be failures under Acts 50 and 72. HB 39 fails to eliminate
property tax. HB 39 unfairly excludes many types of property from tax
relief. HB 39 fails to provide rural school districts and rural
communities with a legitimate alternative to property tax to finance
their local education and community programs. The tax relief that
HB 39 will provide is inadequate. And nothing in HB 39 will keep
taxpayers from losing the little tax relief they are provided in a very
short period of time.

HB 39 will neither provide true tax reform nor provide true tax
relief in Pennsylvania for the overwhelming majority of
Pennsylvanians who should get it. Rural school districts and
communities will continue to heavily draw their revenues from
property taxation to meet ever-increasing costs. Farmers, who have
consistently paid a disproportionate share of their income in local
taxation, will see their tax burdens increase by the increasing financial
needs of their local schools and communities. And many rural
communities and residents will continue to be seriously disadvantaged
by HB 39’s failure to provide any meaningful source of financing
outside their local area.

The SPEAKER. The Chair has no additional speakers.
The Chair recognizes the majority leader, the gentleman,

Mr. Smith.
Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
I will not prolong this, and I do not really rise to say that

members should or should not vote for or against this. I think
most everybody has pretty much made up their mind by now.

I apologize a little bit for maybe reiterating some of the
statements that have been made or at least my comments would
be consistent with many that have been made here tonight from
both people who plan to support this and from those who plan to
oppose it.

But you know, over the last 2 days and clearly over the last
several months, this House has worked very, very hard to try to
achieve tax reform. One of our problems has been that – and
I think I maybe said this at the beginning of the special session;
I did not look back at the record – but one of the problems is
that, you know, it is kind of like beauty in the eye of the
beholder. Your definition of tax reform and my definition of
tax reform are different things. What constitutes tax reform for
an elderly couple, you know, perhaps in an older house is
different than what tax reform might be for a younger couple in
a rental. Who knows.

But clearly over the course of this special session and clearly
maybe more graphically over the last 2 days in this place,
I think you have seen a tale of the tape. The tale of the tape is
that there were 74 members that were willing to vote for one
property tax plan; there were 92 that were willing to vote for
something that includes a sales tax shift to reduce property
taxes. One plan had income tax incorporated with an expansion
of the sales tax base, another plan was just a straight shift from
property taxes to a straight sales tax, and as has been mentioned,
none of those were able to get more majority of votes in this
House tonight.

I know that there are some who want to reconsider the
one vote back in regular session, and that will be determined by
the House, but the bottom line is, Mr. Speaker, with as hard as
we have worked and as much as a month ago I was criticized by
many outside in the media that holding up a vote on HB 39 was
wrong, that I was depriving something, that we Republicans
were depriving somebody of something, and that is not true.
I said that last night.

A month ago I was optimistic that between us as a House,
that we would be able to define the middle ground on this issue
because I know it is so important to so many Pennsylvanians,
and so I am a little bit disappointed, Mr. Speaker, that we were
not able to achieve something more and better over the last
several weeks, but on the other hand, Mr. Speaker, I will tell
you this, too: For those that have been criticizing the process
under which this House operates, and perhaps some rightful
criticisms – I am not making a judgment of that – I want you all
to recognize that through the course of this debate on this
property tax issue, over the entire special session, quite frankly,
and clearly over the last few days of it, as difficult as the
decisions are, the process has been as open and forthright and
straightforward, as transparent, whatever the adjectives of
criticism have been, as can be, and sometimes even with all of
that openness and with all that transparency and with all the
good intentions, we still cannot come to an agreement. But
I think it is important to make that point, Mr. Speaker, that what
we have worked on over these last days, has the process been
perfect? No, but, Mr. Speaker, it has been open; it has been
transparent; it has been an effort, a good-faith effort on our part
to function in a way that the people of Pennsylvania want us to
operate this House, and I just wanted to simply make that point,
Mr. Speaker, as we wind down.

Obviously this bill is going to pass based on the previous
vote on the constitutionality. I mean, that is generally a pretty
indicative type of vote, and so with that, Mr. Speaker, I would
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simply want to say that we have worked very hard. We have not
achieved what some feel is the definition of property tax reform,
but I think that we have operated this House in a fashion that
has been open and fair and transparent, and we will continue to
strive to carry on business in that way.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,

Mr. DeWeese.
Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much. I will be brief.
The majority leader’s conciliatory tone I think sets the

pattern. There are 80 of us or more that want to enhance our
property tax reductions along the direction of the Pyle
amendment. There is no doubt that if we voted for a half a
percent or a percent, Mr. Speaker, in sales tax, then that would,
at least in Greene and Fayette and Washington Counties, move
in the direction of reducing property taxes by one-half.

We have a lot of folks in Greene County who would rather
pay obviously $500 than $1,000, $1,000 rather than $2,000, and
then we could come back eventually, and I am not, I am not
averse to the idea of a complete elimination of property taxes.
And I was, I was rather dubious about this at the beginning of
the debate months and months and months ago, but I am willing
to entertain a variety of other things later on, but tonight, tonight
is— And I have said this probably 10 or 15 times over the
last 10 or 15 years. Otto von Bismarck, the Prime Minister,
an Iron Chancellor of Germany in the late 18th century, late
19th century, said that politics is the art of the deal, the art
of the compromise, the art of the next best. This is emblematic
of that dictum from the great German philosopher-statesman
Otto von Bismarck. I know that Sam Smith and I are a long way
from Otto von Bismarck, but this is the art of the compromise.

I would ask for a favorable vote.

On the question recurring,
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of

conference?
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the

Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken.

The following roll call was recorded:

YEAS–137

Adolph Fairchild Levdansky Sabatina
Allen Flaherty Major Sainato
Argall Fleagle Manderino Samuelson
Baker Flick Mann Santoni
Barrar Frankel Markosek Scavello
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Shaner
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Shapiro
Belfanti George McIlhattan Siptroth
Beyer Gerber McIlhinney Smith, S. H.
Biancucci Gergely Melio Solobay
Bishop Godshall Micozzie Staback
Blackwell Good Millard Steil
Blaum Goodman Mundy Stetler
Caltagirone Grucela Myers Sturla
Casorio Gruitza O’Brien Surra
Causer Hanna Oliver Tangretti
Cawley Harhai O’Neill Taylor, J.
Civera Harhart Pallone Thomas
Cohen Harper Parker Tigue
Corrigan Harris Petrarca Veon
Costa Herman Petri Walko
Cruz Hershey Petrone Wansacz
Curry Hess Phillips Waters
Daley Hutchinson Pickett Watson

Dally James Pistella Wheatley
DeLuca Josephs Preston Williams
Dermody Keller, W. Ramaley Wojnaroski
DeWeese Kenney Raymond Wright
DiGirolamo Killion Readshaw Youngblood
Diven Kirkland Reichley Yudichak
Donatucci Kotik Roberts Zug
Eachus LaGrotta Roebuck
Evans, D. Leach Rooney
Evans, J. Lederer Rubley Perzel,
Fabrizio Lescovitz Ruffing Speaker

NAYS–61

Armstrong Gabig McGill Sather
Baldwin Geist McNaughton Saylor
Bastian Gillespie Metcalfe Schroder
Benninghoff Gingrich Miller, R. Semmel
Boyd Grell Miller, S. Smith, B.
Bunt Haluska Mustio Sonney
Buxton Hasay Nailor Stairs
Cappelli Hennessey Nickol Stern
Clymer Hickernell Payne Stevenson, R.
Crahalla Kauffman Pyle Stevenson, T.
Creighton Keller, M. Quigley Taylor, E. Z.
Denlinger Mackereth Rapp True
Ellis Maher Reed Turzai
Feese Maitland Rohrer Vitali
Fichter Marsico Ross Yewcic
Forcier

NOT VOTING–0 
 

EXCUSED–5 
 
Birmelin Leh Rieger Wilt
Cornell

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative
and the report of the committee of conference was adopted.

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly.

BILL SIGNED BY SPEAKER

Bill numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the
title was publicly read as follows:

HB 39, PN 93

An Act providing for taxation by school districts, for the State
funds formula, for tax relief in first class cities, for school district
choice and voter participation, for other school district options and for
a task force on school cost reduction; making an appropriation;
prohibiting prior authorized taxation; providing for installment
payment of taxes; restricting the power of certain school districts to
levy, assess and collect taxes; and making related repeals.

Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House,
signed the same.

The SPEAKER. There will be additional votes. We are going
out of special session.
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RECESS

The SPEAKER. This House stands in recess in
special session to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The time of recess having expired, the House was called to
order.

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE
(MATTHEW E. BAKER) PRESIDING

BILLS PASSED OVER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, any
remaining bills on today’s calendar will be passed over. The
Chair hears no objection.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentlelady, Ms. Rapp,
from Warren County.

Ms. RAPP. Mr. Speaker, I move that this special session
of the House do now recess until Monday, June 19, 2006, at
1:27 p.m., e.d.t., unless sooner recalled by the Speaker.

On the question,
Will the House agree to the motion?
Motion was agreed to, and at 1:26 p.m., e.d.t., Monday,

June 19, 2006, the House recessed.


