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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
The House convened at 11 a.m., e.s.t. 

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 
 

PRAYER 

 REV. LOUISE WILLIAMS BISHOP, member of the House 
of Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Let us pray: 
 O God, our Heavenly Father, creator and sustainer of life  
and the ruler of the world to the furthest star in the universe;  
yet with all of Your awesome power, we are able to have a  
one-on-one relationship with You. So I enter into Your presence 
bringing the House of Representatives, and we come seeking 
everlasting kindness. We seek Your wisdom, Your tender 
mercy, and I pray that as we move forward, what appears to be 
a difficult time will ease a bit. With many challenges before us, 
I pray that Your hand will be upon us and that it will guide us. 
We ask that You order our footsteps and that You help us to 
remember the needs of those that we are committed to serve in 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 Help us to change the things we can, to accept the things that 
we cannot change, and give us Your wisdom that we might 
know the difference. Let Your peace, let Your blessings be with 
each and every one of us in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 
 We thank You for all of Your goodness and for Your grace 
and mercy. And we ask it in the name of the Father and in the 
name of the Holy Spirit. Amen. 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 (The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by members and 
visitors.) 
 

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the approval of the 
Journal of Wednesday, January 16, 2008, will be postponed 
until printed. The Chair hears no objection. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair turns to requests for leaves of 
absence and recognizes the majority whip, who requests that 
Representative PAYTON from Philadelphia and Representative 
BLACKWELL from Philadelphia be placed on leave. The Chair 
sees no objection. The leaves will be granted. 
 The Chair turns to the minority whip and requests  
that Representative MUSTIO from Allegheny County; 
Representative HERSHEY from Chester County; 
Representative ROSS from Chester County; and Representative 
MICOZZIE from Delaware County be placed on leave.  
The Chair sees no objection. These leaves will be granted. 
 
 Members will report to the floor. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to take the master roll. 
Members will proceed to vote. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–193 
 
Adolph Frankel Mann Roebuck 
Argall Freeman Mantz Rohrer 
Baker Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Barrar Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Bastian Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bear George McCall Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McGeehan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons McI. Smith Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Shimkus 
Boback Grell Millard Smith, K. 
Boyd Grucela Miller Smith, M. 
Brennan Haluska Milne Smith, S. 
Brooks Hanna Moul Solobay 
Buxton Harhai Moyer Sonney 
Caltagirone Harhart Mundy Staback 
Cappelli Harkins Murt Stairs 
Carroll Harper Myers Steil 
Casorio Harris Nailor Stern 
Causer Helm Nickol Stevenson 
Civera Hennessey O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Surra 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Swanger 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Taylor, J. 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Taylor, R. 
Cox James Pashinski Thomas 
Creighton Josephs Payne True 
Cruz Kauffman Peifer Turzai 
Curry Keller, M. Perry Vereb 
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Cutler Keller, W. Perzel Vitali 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Vulakovich 
Dally Kessler Petri Wagner 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Walko 
Denlinger King Phillips Wansacz 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Waters 
Dermody Kortz Preston Watson 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wheatley 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley White 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Williams 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yudichak 
Everett Maher Reed  
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fairchild Major Roae    Speaker 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–10 
 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Siptroth 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
Hershey Payton   
 
 LEAVES ADDED–2 
 
Adolph Steil 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. A quorum being present, the House will 
proceed to conduct business.  

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 2165 By Representatives COSTA, BENNINGTON, 
BIANCUCCI, BRENNAN, CALTAGIRONE, CRUZ, 
FRANKEL, GODSHALL, GRUCELA, HARHAI, JOSEPHS, 
KILLION, KORTZ, MAHONEY, MANN, MARSHALL, 
MELIO, MUSTIO, M. O'BRIEN, PETRONE, REICHLEY, 
SANTONI, SCAVELLO, K. SMITH, SURRA, 
VULAKOVICH, WATSON, J. WHITE and DeLUCA 

 
An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), 

known as the Liquor Code, further providing for the definition of 
"wine," for the general powers of the board, for sales by Pennsylvania 
Liquor Stores, for wine auction permits, for interlocking business 
prohibited, for breweries, for unlawful acts relative to liquor, alcohol 
and liquor licensees, for unlawful acts relative to liquor, malt and 
brewed beverages and licensees, for licenses required and for limited 
wineries. 

 
Referred to Committee on LIQUOR CONTROL, January 17, 

2008. 
 
  No. 2166 By Representatives CONKLIN, SURRA, 
GEORGE, LONGIETTI, SIPTROTH, HARKINS, KING, 
SAINATO, CARROLL, BELFANTI, DePASQUALE, 
MAHONEY, PARKER, MURT, YOUNGBLOOD, K. SMITH, 
CRUZ, YUDICHAK, McILVAINE SMITH, BRENNAN, 
GIBBONS, HANNA, HORNAMAN, BOYD, GOODMAN and 
PETRONE 

 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, further providing for imposition of 
the personal income tax; and providing for a deduction for easy pass 
users. 

 
Referred to Committee on FINANCE, January 17, 2008. 

 
  No. 2167 By Representatives WILLIAMS, PETRONE, 
BLACKWELL, GODSHALL, MAHONEY, M. O'BRIEN, 
PARKER, YOUNGBLOOD and JAMES 

 
An Act amending the act of December 21, 1998 (P.L.1307, 

No.174), known as the Community and Economic Improvement Act, 
authorizing the Philadelphia hospitality promotion tax; providing for 
apportionment of revenue; and making editorial changes. 

 
Referred to Committee on FINANCE, January 17, 2008. 

 
  No. 2168 By Representatives WILLIAMS, BLACKWELL, 
CIVERA, CREIGHTON, DePASQUALE, JAMES, JOSEPHS, 
KENNEY, McGEEHAN, MELIO, MURT, D. O'BRIEN, 
PRESTON, SABATINA, FRANKEL and GINGRICH 

 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for false reports 
to law enforcement authorities. 

 
Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, January 17, 2008. 

 
  No. 2169 By Representatives READSHAW, CASORIO, 
BELFANTI, CARROLL, GOODMAN, GRUCELA, KORTZ, 
KULA, MUSTIO, PALLONE, SAYLOR, K. SMITH, 
SOLOBAY, SURRA, WANSACZ, WOJNAROSKI, 
SCHRODER and SWANGER 

 
An Act amending the act of April 9, 1929 (P.L.177, No.175), 

known as The Administrative Code of 1929, providing for immigration 
matters; and imposing penalties and duties on the Department of  
Labor and Industry, Pennsylvania State Police, Secretary of State and 
Attorney General. 

 
Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT, 

January 17, 2008. 
 
  No. 2170 By Representatives READSHAW, 
BENNINGTON, HORNAMAN, JOSEPHS, KORTZ, MELIO, 
M. O'BRIEN, WOJNAROSKI and YOUNGBLOOD 

 
An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), 

known as the Liquor Code, providing for municipal authority to 
establish maximum saturation ratios for licensed establishments. 

 
Referred to Committee on LIQUOR CONTROL, January 17, 

2008. 
 
  No. 2171 By Representatives GRUCELA, DALLY, 
BELFANTI, BIANCUCCI, BEYER, BOYD, CALTAGIRONE, 
CAPPELLI, CARROLL, COHEN, CONKLIN, CREIGHTON, 
CUTLER, DALEY, GEORGE, GOODMAN, GRELL, 
HARKINS, HELM, HERSHEY, KULA, LONGIETTI, 
MAHONEY, MANDERINO, MANN, MARSHALL, 
MILLARD, MOYER, MUSTIO, M. O'BRIEN, O'NEILL, 
PAYNE, PICKETT, SAMUELSON, SOLOBAY, STEIL,  
R. STEVENSON, WOJNAROSKI, KOTIK, McGEEHAN, 
PETRONE, HARHAI, PYLE, KORTZ, WANSACZ,  
J. WHITE, MUNDY, WALKO, LEACH, WATSON,  
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FRANKEL, MILNE, SWANGER, SURRA, HARRIS, 
MYERS, RAMALEY, GINGRICH and PETRARCA 

 
An Act amending the act of December 4, 1996 (P.L.911, No.147), 

known as the Telemarketer Registration Act, further providing for 
definitions and for unwanted telephone solicitation calls. 

 
Referred to Committee on CONSUMER AFFAIRS,  

January 17, 2008. 
 
  No. 2172 By Representatives GRUCELA, BLACKWELL, 
CARROLL, GOODMAN, HARKINS, KULA, LONGIETTI, 
MANN, McGEEHAN, McILHATTAN, MOYER,  
M. O'BRIEN, PICKETT, SOLOBAY, WATSON, 
MARSHALL, MURT, KOTIK, WANSACZ, JOSEPHS, 
MUNDY, CASORIO, JAMES, GIBBONS and GINGRICH 

 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for liability for 
support and for support guideline. 

 
Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, January 17, 2008. 

 
  No. 2173 By Representatives BLACKWELL, WATERS, 
MELIO, PARKER, MAHONEY, CRUZ, CONKLIN, SURRA, 
SIPTROTH, M. O'BRIEN, KIRKLAND, SCAVELLO, 
YOUNGBLOOD, KULA, SHAPIRO, KESSLER, MYERS, 
HELM, GIBBONS, PETRONE and LEACH 

 
An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for general requirements for 
school buses, seating and seat belts. 

 
Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION,  

January 17, 2008. 
 
  No. 2174 By Representatives STAIRS, ROEBUCK, 
FAIRCHILD, GEIST, GINGRICH, HELM, MACKERETH,  
R. MILLER, MOYER, MURT, READSHAW, SAYLOR, 
SIPTROTH, YUDICHAK and PETRONE 

 
An Act establishing and providing for the Ready for Higher 

Education, Ready to Work Act. 
 

Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, January 17, 2008. 
 
  No. 2175 By Representatives STAIRS, CAPPELLI, DALEY, 
GEIST, GODSHALL, GRUCELA, HELM, HERSHEY, 
MENSCH, MURT, READSHAW, SAYLOR, STERN and 
MOYER 

 
An Act amending Title 3 (Agriculture) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for definitions, for aquaculture 
advisory committee, for biennial survey of aquaculture, for permissible 
propagation, for registration for artificial propagation, for activities 
under registration for artificial propagation, for registration of dealers 
and for prohibited propagation and penalties. 

 
Referred to Committee on AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 

AFFAIRS, January 17, 2008. 
 
  No. 2176 By Representative STAIRS 

 
An Act designating the bridge on State Route 259 dividing  

Bolivar Borough and Fairfield Township, Westmoreland County, as the 
Glenn McMasters Memorial Bridge. 

 

Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION,  
January 17, 2008. 

SENATE BILL FOR CONCURRENCE 

 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following bill for concurrence: 
 
 SB 1141, PN 1523 
 
 Referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 
January 17, 2008. 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. BENNINGHOFF called up HR 552, PN 3063, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring Coach Russ Rose and the members of the 
2007 Pennsylvania State University Nittany Lions Women's Volleyball 
Team and congratulating them on their victory at the 2007 NCAA 
Division I Women's Volleyball Championship game. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Frankel Mann Roebuck 
Argall Freeman Mantz Rohrer 
Baker Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Barrar Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Bastian Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bear George McCall Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McGeehan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons McI. Smith Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Shimkus 
Boback Grell Millard Smith, K. 
Boyd Grucela Miller Smith, M. 
Brennan Haluska Milne Smith, S. 
Brooks Hanna Moul Solobay 
Buxton Harhai Moyer Sonney 
Caltagirone Harhart Mundy Staback 
Cappelli Harkins Murt Stairs 
Carroll Harper Myers Steil 
Casorio Harris Nailor Stern 
Causer Helm Nickol Stevenson 
Civera Hennessey O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Surra 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Swanger 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Taylor, J. 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Taylor, R. 
Cox James Pashinski Thomas 
Creighton Josephs Payne True 
Cruz Kauffman Peifer Turzai 
Curry Keller, M. Perry Vereb 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel Vitali 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Vulakovich 
Dally Kessler Petri Wagner 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Walko 
Denlinger King Phillips Wansacz 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Waters 
Dermody Kortz Preston Watson 
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DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wheatley 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley White 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Williams 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yudichak 
Everett Maher Reed  
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fairchild Major Roae    Speaker 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–10 
 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Siptroth 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
Hershey Payton   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. CRUZ called up HR 557, PN 3092, entitled: 
 

A Resolution urging the City Council of the City of Philadelphia  
to designate the park at 4th and York Streets after firefighter  
Eric N. Casiano, who died in the line of duty on May 3, 1999. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Frankel Mann Roebuck 
Argall Freeman Mantz Rohrer 
Baker Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Barrar Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Bastian Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bear George McCall Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McGeehan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons McI. Smith Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Shimkus 
Boback Grell Millard Smith, K. 
Boyd Grucela Miller Smith, M. 
Brennan Haluska Milne Smith, S. 
Brooks Hanna Moul Solobay 
Buxton Harhai Moyer Sonney 
Caltagirone Harhart Mundy Staback 
Cappelli Harkins Murt Stairs 
Carroll Harper Myers Steil 
Casorio Harris Nailor Stern 
Causer Helm Nickol Stevenson 
Civera Hennessey O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Surra 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Swanger 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Taylor, J. 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Taylor, R. 
Cox James Pashinski Thomas 
Creighton Josephs Payne True 
Cruz Kauffman Peifer Turzai 

Curry Keller, M. Perry Vereb 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel Vitali 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Vulakovich 
Dally Kessler Petri Wagner 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Walko 
Denlinger King Phillips Wansacz 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Waters 
Dermody Kortz Preston Watson 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wheatley 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley White 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Williams 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yudichak 
Everett Maher Reed  
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fairchild Major Roae    Speaker 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–10 
 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Siptroth 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
Hershey Payton   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1947,  
PN 2706, entitled: 
 

A Joint Resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, further providing for exemptions 
and special provisions. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 Representative Denlinger. 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, I am wondering if the maker of this amendment 
could give a fairly thorough explanation of the provisions of this 
to the hall of the House. Obviously— 
 The SPEAKER. There is no amendment. Is the gentleman 
asking for the maker of the bill to stand for interrogation? 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Yes, that would be fine. 
 The SPEAKER. Does Representative Levdansky agree to 
stand for interrogation? The gentleman, Representative 
Levdansky, has been requested to stand for interrogation.  
Will he stand for interrogation? 
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 The gentleman indicates that he will. The gentleman is in 
order and may proceed; the gentleman is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am wondering if the maker could please give a fairly 
thorough explanation of the provisions of this amendment to the 
Constitution. Obviously, changing our Constitution is a weighty 
matter, and there is a lot of distraction at the present time. I am 
wondering if you could help us to get some focus here on this 
very important matter. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. This is a weighty 
matter and the noise level on the floor is entirely too loud. The 
Chair will ask members to take their seats so they can hear the 
explanation of Representative Levdansky. Members will take 
their seats. Conferences will break up. 
 The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, let me start by explaining 
what the existing language in the Constitution is, and then I will 
explain the change. 
 Pennsylvania's Constitution has a uniformity clause that 
requires all taxes to be levied uniformly. Property taxes are 
levied uniformly on homesteads, farmsteads, commercial, 
business, industrial, and other properties. The only exception to 
that uniformity clause is the homestead exemption that was 
adopted as a change to the State Constitution, I believe in 1997. 
 Now, that homestead/farmstead exclusion says that up to 
50 percent of the assessed value of a homestead or a farmstead 
can be excluded from taxation. So that is the language in the 
existing constitutional amendment. 
 What I am proposing— 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Pardon me, Mr. Speaker, but I think it is 
median assessed value. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. I am sorry; yes. Up to 50 percent of the 
median assessed value of the homestead/farmstead. And the 
median is not the average. The median is you take all the 
homestead/farmsteads in, say, a school district, from the 
highest-valued one to the lowest, and you count up and down, 
and the one right in the middle is the median. It is not the 
average. So the median assessed homestead/farmstead in that 
school district, that taxing body can exclude up to 50 percent of 
the median assessed from property taxes, under the 
homestead/farmstead exclusion. 
 Now, the change that HB 1947 would effectuate is this: It 
would allow for the exclusion up to 100 percent of the assessed 
value of a homestead; up to 100 percent. In other words, it 
would permit, if the legislature in the future so desired, it would 
permit us to go beyond the 50-percent median and, in fact, 
would permit us to exempt up to 100 percent of the full assessed 
value of a homestead/farmstead in a taxing district like a school 
district. 
 Mr. DENLINGER. I think that distinction between median 
and full – so this is a move toward full exemption and could 
open the door toward complete elimination at some point? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. It would allow for up to full elimination 
of property taxes for a homestead/farmstead. 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Is there a companion legislation to this 
that is necessary, or is this just to open the door, so to speak? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. The legislature would have to decide 
whether you want to go to a full, 100-percent property tax 
elimination or wherever, and that will be determined by the will 
of the legislature. You cannot do that until you amend the 

Constitution first. So we must amend the State Constitution to 
enable us to go beyond the 50-percent median assessed value. 
 Mr. DENLINGER. Very good. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
I appreciate that, and I appreciate the more thorough 
explanation. I think it was needed. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cappelli. 
 Mr. CAPPELLI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the legislation stand for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CAPPELLI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the 100-percent homestead and farmstead 
exclusion in HB 1947 would effectuate, as you noted. Would 
that apply to county and municipal property taxes as well as 
school district property taxes? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, yes. It would enable and 
permit up to 100 percent of the assessed value of homesteads in 
any taxing authority – school, municipal, or county taxing 
districts. 
 Mr. CAPPELLI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, if passed by the legislature in two sessions, 
approved by the voters at a general election, the General 
Assembly would then have the authority to determine what that 
percentage exemption would be, and I would assume, then,  
we would also have to legislate a funding mechanism to replace 
those revenues? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Correct. 
 Mr. CAPPELLI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That concludes 
my interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Representative Gabig. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I could continue to clarify what HB 1947 does by further 
inquiry to the majority chairman of the Finance Committee. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. Representative Gabig is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. GABIG. There has been a lot of discussion about the 
merits and the nonmerits of eliminating school property tax up 
here in Harrisburg and back in my district and perhaps in the 
gentleman's district, and I think the gentleman, in fact, had a 
statewide process where he went across the State to discuss this 
issue. 
 What I want to know is, if we are changing the Constitution, 
are we changing the Constitution to be able to permit the 
legislature, this House of Representatives, to eliminate property 
tax on homesteads and farmsteads? Is that the intent of this 
legislation, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, yes. This legislation 
allows for, allows for up to 100 percent of the assessed value of 
a homestead to be excluded from taxation in a tax district.  
So yes, it would allow for it, and obviously you would have to 
pass enabling legislation to achieve that. 
 Mr. GABIG. All right. What I am following up on is what  
I thought the gentleman's responses, the chairman's responses 
were to Representative Denlinger's question, the difference 
between what the current Constitution says, which is 50 percent 
of median assessed value, and you explained, I thought very 
clearly, that what we are doing here is permitting up to 
100 percent of assessed value, no longer just median of the 
assessed value, and it is not 50 percent, it is 100 percent.  
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But my question – and I think you answered that clearly to  
Mr. Denlinger –what I want to make sure that I am clear about 
is I thought what the constitutional provision was regarding 
homesteads was sort of an Act 50-type process, or the other 
delineations of that process, where the school district, the local 
taxing authority could permit that type of exclusion. It was not 
done on a statewide basis; it was school district by school 
district could eliminate up to 50 percent of the median assessed 
value, and now you are saying, can we do it here at the State? Is 
that what your constitutional provision—  Can we have a 
statewide abolishment of the school property tax? Does this 
enable us to do it, or is it still done at the school district level? 
Do you understand my question, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, it would be determined by 
what the implementing legislation would call for. If we passed 
implementing legislation, we would have an option, either we 
could raise the revenue at the State level to totally exempt – to 
pay for a total property tax, total school property tax elimination 
for schools. Implementing legislation could do that, or 
implementing legislation could have the State raise some 
revenue and have the locals raise some revenue to do that, other 
revenue other than property taxes. It would depend on what the 
implementing legislation would call for. 
 Mr. GABIG. Mr. Speaker, I guess what I am trying to get at 
is, I am just looking at the computer that has 1947 on it, and if 
I—  Do you have a computer in front of you so we can—  I see 
where there is underlined language which is, the underlined 
language is "...100% of the..." and "...each...," and I see  
where there is bracketed language, which is right before the  
100 percent. The bracketed language is "...[one-half of the 
median]..." is bracketed and in the next line, lines 1 and 2 of— 
Do you see what page I am on and where I am at? The 
bracketed language and the underlined language, the changes 
that are being made under 1947? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Yes. 
 Mr. GABIG. Are you with me? All right. So right above that, 
under (vi) it says, "Authorize local taxing authorities to exclude 
from taxation an amount based on the assessed value of 
homestead property." And then you make the changes in the 
next following two lines, or 1947 does. So my question is, it 
says "Authorize local taxing authorities...." I am assuming that 
is school districts. 
 I am just trying to clarify what HB 1947 is doing. Have  
I done so with my question? Have I directed you to the language 
that I am concerned about? Are we doing anything different 
than is authorized right now, which is sort of an Act 50 at the 
local level or not? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. No. Let me try to answer you, 
Mr. Speaker, this way: The present language in the State 
Constitution says, under the homestead exclusion section of the 
State Constitution says this: "The exclusions authorized by this 
clause shall not exceed one-half of the median assessed value of 
all homestead property within a local taxing jurisdiction." That 
is the existing language. The language I want to change that to 
will read: "The exclusions authorized by this clause shall not 
exceed...100% of the assessed value of each homestead property 
within a local taxing jurisdiction." It enables us—  Right now 
we are limited to 50 percent of the median assessed value of a 
homestead. I want to enable it, I want to amend the Constitution 
to allow for up to 100 percent of the assessed value so that we 
would have the option to totally eliminate property taxes for 
homeowners. 

 My language allows, allows us, if it is the will of the 
legislature, to come up with a replacement revenue to totally 
eliminate local school property taxes. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, that would conclude 
my interrogation, and I appreciate the gentleman's responses. 
 The defect that I see— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed 
with his comments. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The defect that I see in this bill is that it does not change the 
sentence before the sentence that the gentleman just wrote so 
that if we adopt this bill, what will still be in the Constitution, it 
says, "The General Assembly may, by law: Authorize local 
taxing authorities to exclude from taxation an amount based on 
the assessed value of homestead property." – authorize local 
taxing authorities to do that. 
 That is the sentence right before the sentence the gentleman 
just wrote, and I take by the answer that he just gave me that  
he is not changing that language. So what we are going to be 
left with, if this is adopted, is that the school district, each 
school district, can do a homestead exemption, and I support 
that part of it. But it is still a school-district-by-school-district 
basis, which we have trotted out a number of times before I was 
even elected – it was the Act 50 and there have been different 
iterations since I have been up here – that have failed, that have 
not worked. 
 So I know there is another plan, a STOP (Stop Taxing Our 
Properties) plan, that I have heard about that would have a 
different constitutional amendment that would permit the 
elimination of the homestead and farmstead property tax. 
 This is one sentence too short, this 1947. It is still down at 
the school-district-by-school-district level, and why in the world 
would a school district do that, under the current funding system 
here in our State? They would be thrown in jail if they did that. 
How could they fund their schools if they did that? So nobody is 
going to adopt this. This will be another situation where no 
school district is going to adopt it. I hate to say this, this is an 
attempt to have a cheap headline tomorrow saying, House 
adopts elimination of school property tax. It is not that at all. It 
borderlines on a joke. It is a borderline joke, is what it is. It will 
do nothing. It will not change one—  It will not reduce property 
tax by one dollar. It will not change the system at all. 
 So I do not mind doing things—  We have had some good 
jokes. I remember the majority chairman of Appropriations was 
joking around yesterday, very good-naturedly, we all like to 
joke and be good-natured here, but when we start getting down 
to this kind of issue at this time of year, this election year, this is 
nothing but election year politics at its worst. It is pandering at 
its worst. 
 So I appreciate that second sentence, but without having the 
first sentence, it is meaningless, and it is worse than 
meaningless in my humble estimation. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Rohrer. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 May I ask the maker of the amendment to stand for a few 
questions, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates that he will. 
Representative Rohrer is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, you and I have had plenty of 
discussion on this issue, both on the floor and off of the floor, 
and I think everybody who is here and who is watching 
understands that as we begin this process of discussion and 
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debate on property tax reform, that there really are two 
distinctive roads that we can pursue. One is elimination; one is a 
reduction. 
 In your amendment as it is drafted, I do not see the words 
"abolishment" or "elimination." Could you define, in your 
words, exactly what your amendment as drafted assures the 
homeowners of this State? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, what this bill, what the 
language in this amendment to the Constitution allows for, it 
will permit the General Assembly to exempt up to 100 percent 
of the assessed value of every homestead in every school district 
from property taxation. That is what it does. 
 And just one more time, just let me read the two sentences.  
I am not a lawyer. I am just an economist by training. I just deal 
with numbers. Okay? I am not a lawyer. But I think the 
language is pretty easy for an average citizen to understand. 
 Let me read it: "The General Assembly may, by law: 
Authorize local taxing authorities..." – those being schools, 
municipalities, and counties – authorizes them "...to exclude 
from taxation an amount based on the assessed value of 
homestead property. The exclusions authorized by this clause 
shall not exceed...100% of the assessed value of...each 
homestead property within a local taxing jurisdiction." 
 Amending the State Constitution this way, amending it under 
this bill, gives us the flexibility and the authorization to raise the 
replacement revenue necessary to either totally eliminate school 
property taxes, totally eliminate all municipal property taxes, or 
totally eliminate all county property taxes or a fraction thereof 
of each of those. It gives us the authority. Right now we are 
limited and can only, under present law, under present 
Constitution, we can only reduce school property taxes up to 
50 percent of the median assessed value in that school district. 
This gives us the flexibility that we can go further, including 
elimination, if that is the will of the General Assembly. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you for your lengthy answer. Clearly 
the—  As I read the amendment as drafted, even though 
basically I have heard what you have said, I still see nothing 
here that says "abolish." There was an amendment that was 
drafted to the bill yesterday that the Democratic leadership did 
not want to consider in the House, and that would have been an 
alternative that would have allowed for an abolishment, the 
words "abolish school property taxes," and I know that there 
was great concern on your side of the aisle to actually use the 
words "abolish." I am not afraid to use the word "abolish." 
 And I note here that again, there is nothing that says 
"abolish" with certainty. It says, "The General Assembly may, 
by law...." Any reason why you do not have "shall" instead of 
"may" to provide a little bit more assurance to the public that we 
will do something if this passes? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, what I am doing is giving 
this General Assembly and future General Assemblies the 
ability to determine at what level they want to enact enabling 
legislation to lower school property taxes or other taxes from 
municipal and county. I want to give this General Assembly and 
future General Assemblies flexibility, and what I am doing is 
putting this question to the voters and asking them, do they want 
to allow for the total exemption of property taxes on 
homesteads? It is an option. It is a question for the voters. 
 And one other thing, Mr. Speaker, we had a sidebar 
discussion yesterday, some members are aware, but for those 
that are not, I made an offer to try to get things done, that I will 
consider Representative Yewcic's language which he had 

drafted as an amendment, we will bring that up for a vote in 
Finance Committee as a first order of business when we get 
back. I am willing to do that. But this simply gives us the 
discretion, the flexibility to go further than the present 
restrictions of the State Constitution. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you. An additional question that  
I would have here is that, again, as written – and I think 
Representative Gabig asked some questions on this – that if this 
is submitted to the voters, and if the voters pass it allowing the 
General Assembly to move forward with reforming property tax 
here so that it would permit a 100-percent elimination of the 
property tax on their homesteads, do you intend to pass 
legislation or support legislation to be passed that will require or 
mandate the elimination of the school property tax? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, let me explain it this way: 
Under the language in 1947, the legislature can either lower 
school property taxes up to anything less than 100 percent, or 
they could totally eliminate property taxes— 
 Mr. ROHRER. Okay. Mr. Speaker, I understand that. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. —school property tax. So it gives us the 
option. 
 Under your language, it would either be we eliminate 
property taxes or we do not. Either we stay status quo or we 
fully eliminate, and the problem with full elimination of school 
property taxes is you need $10 1/2 billion – not million, let me 
say this again – $10 1/2 billion of replacement revenue, and I do 
not know if there is a majority of members in this chamber and 
the other chamber that are willing to vote for $10 1/2 billion of 
new taxes to eliminate all of school property taxes. 
 I do not know that. Maybe you think that they do, but you 
will have that opportunity to have that debate. 
 Mr. ROHRER. So therefore, Mr. Speaker, I think I heard 
then clearly, you do not intend to follow through with any 
legislation to assure the homeowners of this State that their 
school property taxes will be eliminated? Yes or no; just yes or 
no? Yes or no? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, we cannot commit a future 
legislature to doing something today. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Yes or no? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Okay? What we are giving is, we are 
enabling this and future legislatures to eliminate all property 
taxes if that is the will of this legislature and future legislatures, 
but again, the enabling legislation, you would have to come up 
with replacement revenue. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Therefore, therefore, I think I understand 
very clearly what you have assured a couple of times, you are 
not intending to eliminate the school property tax because you 
cannot assure that, you do not want to go that way. This 
amendment, therefore, should not be put forth to the public or 
anyone that it is your intent with later enabling legislation to 
assure that people's property taxes on, school property taxes are, 
in fact, eliminated. There is a difference – Mr. Speaker, I am 
still asking here – there is a difference between allowing and 
assuring that it will happen. So that is all I am going to say. I am 
not asking a question right now because I think that is what you 
had said. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, I think it is a difference 
between allowing or mandating, and I do not want to mandate 
anything on either my colleagues or a future legislature, but, 
Mr. Speaker, I—  Speaker O'Brien? 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, I have the floor right now. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. I have a question. 
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 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, who is interrogating whom?  
I have the floor. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Okay. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentlemen, the gentlemen will suspend. 
The Chair will remind all members the purpose of interrogation 
and the process of interrogation is for one member to ask 
another member a question and then pause while that member 
responds. 
 The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think I have the 
floor at this point, and I am asking the questions. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. LEVDANSKY. A point of parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will raise his point of order. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. I do not mind answering any questions 
about the constitutional amendment and my language in this 
bill, but I am being asked questions about my intent or 
statements are being made about what I intend to do that, 
frankly, I do not know what my intention if I get reelected next 
session is. He is raising issues relative to my intent which, 
frankly, I think are out of order. I am willing to debate the 
language in this bill ad infinitum, but questioning my intent 
seems to me to be not productive to this discussion. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. The debate should 
be focused on the constitutional amendment. Future intentions 
are extraneous to the debate. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, I did not ask intent, but I am 
asking legislative intent. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. You stated my intent; you stated my 
intent. 
 The SPEAKER. Gentlemen, gentlemen will suspend. 
 We have a process here called closed captioning. We should 
be respectful of that. It is improper for members to talk over 
other members. The Chair will remind all members to be 
collegial. 
 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, I will dispense with my further 
questioning at this point and just offer some comments, I guess. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, my intent – and that is proper to 
use that – my purpose for asking the question that I did of the 
maker of the amendment was to try to pursue and get to the 
heart of what is at stake here before us in this legislature. The 
issue is property taxes. It is most importantly school property 
taxes, because it is the biggest item. 
 The people of this State have made it very clear, from the 
western part of the State with STOP organizations to our cyber 
taxpayer organizations across this Commonwealth, that they are 
united in the fact that they want elimination. 
 Now, much of the intent, and I will use that word again, 
much of the statements that have driven and come out of the 
Democrat side of the House has been to deal with this issue, and 
for that I applaud them because this is a bipartisan issue. It is 
not just a Republican issue, not just Democrat. All of our people 
are suffering because they cannot pay their property taxes. 
 And that is our obligation. And whether we choose to 
eliminate the property tax up front as we have and put forth in 
the school property tax elimination act or whether there is an 

intent to reduce the property tax as put forward by the maker of 
the amendment, they stand in contrast. The constitutional 
amendment part, which is necessary while we are dealing with 
this here today, was always to be an opportunity to give the 
taxpayer the assurance that they could own their home, that the 
property tax and the school property tax would, in fact, be 
eliminated, and that was the purpose for my question. 
 This constitutional amendment as drafted, if it passes and the 
people pass it, will not guarantee, as agreed to by the maker, 
that the property tax or the school property tax would be 
eliminated. They do not have that assurance. As the maker of 
the amendment said, it provides opportunity for a future 
legislature to perhaps pass some law that would allow for up to 
a 100 percent – if it passes – reduction of the property tax, but 
as he said, could be 20 percent, it could be 30 percent. And that, 
Mr. Speaker, is my issue and my biggest concern with this 
amendment. 
 This amendment does not go far enough. This amendment 
does not eliminate nor does it assure elimination of the property 
tax or school property tax. It does not give one homeowner 
across this State any assurance whatsoever, constitutionally, that 
they will be secure in their home. And there was no assurance 
given by the maker that even his legislative intent was to follow 
through with legislation that would so require and so assure. 
 Now, this is all couched in the context of how we fund 
public education and how we deal with property tax and the 
homeowner. The constitutional amendment part is a major part 
of this first discussion, and I would say that this does not 
change, this does not change in any substantive way what we 
are now doing. This puts off into the future, again – as Act 50 
did and Act 72 did and as Act 1 did – puts off into the future the 
hope or the possibility of some bigger help than we have now. 
That time has passed, Mr. Speaker. We have to have it now. 
This does not do it. 
 And I think the people of the State have expressed 
themselves very, very clearly and have shown the deficiencies 
of what this offers, and I believe that the members of this House 
should vote accordingly. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I will reserve the bulk of my  
3 or 4 minutes of comment until later, but I would remind my 
good friend and honorable colleague from Berks that a negative 
vote here, right now, would guarantee, would guarantee that we 
would never get to 100 percent. An affirmative vote would 
certainly allow for that possibility, although it would not 
mandate it. But we would be well on the road, along with the 
other bills that we are going to be dealing with this month. 
 So one more time: If he is asking for a negative vote, he is 
guaranteeing that we will never get to 100 percent property tax 
elimination, and I think that is wrong-headed. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Moul. 
 Mr. MOUL. Just a couple of quick questions for the maker, 
if he would, please? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Levdansky indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Moul is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. MOUL. Thank you. 
 In your proposal it says up to 100 percent. Would the amount 
between where we are today and that 100 percent be up to the 
taxing authority, or would that be controlled by the formula 
driven out here at the legislature? 
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 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, it would depend on the 
implementing legislation, and we could either say, the State is 
going to come up with the revenue or I guess we could require 
the locals to come up with other revenue. It depends on what the 
implementing legislation would say. Okay? 
 So this allows us, this simply amends the Constitution to 
allow us to exempt up to 100 percent of the assessed value of 
every homestead. It will be the will of this and a future 
legislature relative to the implementing legislation as to whether 
they want to go to 90 percent or 80 percent or 100 percent. That 
will be determined by this and a future legislature. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. Where I am going with this is,  
some taxing authorities would possibly look at this as  
newfound money and not adjust their taxes accordingly with a 
dollar-for-dollar reduction. Would that be a possibility? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. I am sorry. I misunderstood the 
question. Would you repeat it? 
 Mr. MOUL. What I am looking at is that some taxing 
authorities might view it as newfound money and not view it as 
a dollar-for-dollar reduction. For example, in line 14 you start 
off, your proposal starts off with, to "...Authorize local taxing 
authorities to exclude from taxation...." Should that be, "require 
local taxing authorities" so that the funding that they are 
receiving from our formula, as driven out here, that actually 
does go to a direct reduction at the homestead level? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. That question will be answered in the 
implementing legislation. It will be the future legislature that 
decides how much replacement revenue they want to come up, 
how far they want to go beyond the 50 percent median, 
assuming that this constitutional amendment were to be 
adopted. Then a future legislature would decide how far they 
want to go in raising replacement revenue, and how far they 
want to go in terms of reducing or eliminating property taxes. 
That will be determined by a future legislature, not us. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cutler. The gentleman 
waives off. 
 Representative King. 
 Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the maker of the amendment 
briefly, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, originally I thought I had an 
understanding of this bill, that it would give voters an 
opportunity to possibly reduce their property taxes by 
100 percent. However, I am dumbfounded now because the 
other side of the aisle seems to argue that is not the case. Could 
you clarify, please? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Yes. Mr. Speaker, let me make it clear: 
This change to the Constitution will permit, will permit a  
100-percent elimination of school property taxes for 
homesteads. It will permit it. It will be the judgment of the next 
legislature as to how far they want to go relative to that. But 
yes, this language authorizes and permits us to exempt up to 
100 percent of the assessed value of a homestead from school 
property taxes. 
 Right now the limitation is 50 percent of the median assessed 
value, so the present Constitution constrains our ability to go 
further than 50 percent of the median assessed value. This 
language would allow us to go all the way to full property tax 
elimination. 

 Mr. KING. And, Mr. Speaker, the constitutional amendment 
process, that would require it passing through this legislature as 
well as the next session of the legislature. Is that correct? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, correct. This authorizing 
language would have to pass this session of the General 
Assembly and in the next session of the General Assembly and 
be approved by the voters in order to make the change to our 
State's Constitution. 
 Mr. KING. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 May I speak on the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative King is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons I came to this 
House was to possibly – was to reform property taxes and 
possibly eliminate them completely. This amendment seems to 
give us the opportunity to do that, and I want the voters of my 
district to have that opportunity, and that is why I am going to 
support this legislation, HB 1947. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeLuca. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the bill stand for brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Levdansky indicates that he 
will stand for interrogation. Representative DeLuca is in order 
and may proceed. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Mr. Speaker, I have been following some of 
the arguments pertaining to the fact that few speakers are saying 
that they want to eliminate the property tax altogether today. 
What your bill does is provides a constitutional amendment so 
that we could distinguish between the people who need it – the 
residential people, property owners – and the commercial.  
Am I correct? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Yes, Mr. Speaker. Presently under the 
Constitution, the uniformity clause requires everything be taxed 
equally, and the only exception to that is the homestead 
exclusion with the 50-percent median assessed value. So under 
my amendment to the homestead exclusion, we would allow for 
up to 100 percent of the assessed value to be excluded from 
property taxes for a homestead only. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. And right now if we would do away with the 
school property tax, you had alluded to, it would cost us 
$10 million. Is that approximately right? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, presently, according to the 
best data that we have, the best data that we have shows that 
there is about $10 1/2 billion of property taxes paid to school 
districts. Of that, of that, about $5 1/2 billion is paid by 
homeowners, homesteads/farmsteads, and about $5 billion from 
commercial, industrial, business, and other properties. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. So if we would eliminate the property tax 
altogether on a school district, so I understand you, that 
$5 billion that the commercial owners pay would be borne by 
the middle class who cannot afford any more taxes, whom we 
are trying to help. Is that correct? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Yes. Mr. Speaker, under the present 
Constitution, you could not, you could not, under the present 
Constitution, you cannot fully eliminate property taxes for 
homeowners without also eliminating property taxes fully for 
business, industrial, commercial, and other business properties. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Thank you. That concludes my interrogation. 
 I would like to make a statement, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Mr. Speaker, I find it ironic – yesterday we 
were talking about helping working people, we were talking 
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about the middle class, and yet we want to put, and I say this to 
the people who are watching PCN (Pennsylvania Cable 
Network), do not be fooled by some of this stuff about saying 
that we are going to eliminate all of your property tax. Whether 
we put it on services or whatever we do, it is going to fall back 
on the average working individual. 
 This is a way to give the voters a say-so, that we help the 
people who need the help – the homeowners – not the 
commercial property, the businesspeople who can write it off. 
We need to help the homeowners, the working individuals who 
are getting more and more – the middle class is shrinking more 
and more, yet we want to take more and more off of them. 
 I support the Levdansky bill here, and I ask my colleagues to 
do the same. Support it on behalf of the working families in 
Pennsylvania. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Seip. 
 Mr. SEIP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the maker of the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Levdansky, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative Seip is 
in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. SEIP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the legislation provides us, as I understand, 
with an opportunity to eliminate property taxes on a primary 
residence. Would this bill affect a second home, a third home, 
or a 23d home? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, the amendment to the 
Constitution applies to an individual's homestead, and a 
homestead is their primary place of residence. You cannot have 
two or three or four primary places of residence. 
 Mr. SEIP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. That concludes my 
interrogation. I would like to speak on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. SEIP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, about 2 or so years ago, I went around the 
125th Legislative District and I talked to many of the 
constituents living there and I said, what is your number one 
concern? They said property taxes. I am being driven out of my 
home or my farmstead. I need help. I do not want to lose the 
family farm. I do not want to lose my home. And I said, well,  
let us get rid of them. 
 So I was all fired up. I came down here as a brand-new 
legislator and I said, I am going to get rid of property taxes.  
Let us go. Somebody showed me the Constitution and they said, 
you cannot do it. There is no vehicle in there. 
 I would like to commend the maker of the bill for providing 
us with an opportunity to get rid of property taxes which was 
my original intention when I came to Harrisburg. The maker of 
this bill has given us a vehicle that we need to use. 
 With this amendment, I am sorry, with this bill, 100-percent 
elimination on properties, on a primary residence, school 
property taxes on a primary residence will be gone. That is what 
all my constituents want. 
 So I am here to tell all my colleagues today it is my 
intention, it is my intention to vote in the affirmative for this 
bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Goodman. 
 Mr. GOODMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I also rise to join with my colleague from Schuylkill County, 
Representative Seip, in support of HB 1947. This is the single 
most important issue to the people of the 123d Legislative 

District and I would venture to say throughout this entire 
Commonwealth. 
 Many of us have said, without reservations, that we favor the 
elimination of property taxes here in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. Unfortunately under our constitution, that 
mechanism does not allow us to do that because we have a  
50-percent homestead exclusion. And I want to make this 
absolutely clear: What this legislation simply does is give us the 
avenue and the ability to move towards 100-percent elimination 
of property taxes. But the nice thing about this, Mr. Speaker, is 
it allows the voters to determine if this is the direction that they 
want to take us. We have tried in the past to implement 
legislation – Act 50, Act 73, Act 1 – but throughout the 
conversation it was always the same – they did not go far 
enough. 
 Today is the day that we can pass legislation that will 
hopefully lead to elimination of property tax in the 
Commonwealth, and I eagerly ask that my colleagues here in 
the House support this legislation. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Gergely. The gentleman 
waives off. 
 Is there anyone else seeking recognition? 
 Representative McCall. 
 Mr. McCALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the Levdansky amendment. 
 Mr. Speaker, this language in this amendment will really 
establish the framework and the foundation for us to achieve 
true property tax reform. 
 Many of us who have been here for a number of years know, 
as a matter of fact, that we have talked about doing something 
about property taxes ad infinitum, and we understand the 
magnitude of the problem when you talk about comprehensive 
property tax reform and the cost that it is to shift those taxes to 
another source. The way we can make that shift affordable is by 
eliminating the one barrier that we have under the homestead 
exclusion that is on the books right now, and that is to make that 
exclusion a 100-percent exemption for homestead property. 
Because if we eliminate property taxes in total across the board, 
we are talking about a $14 billion bill. That is 14,000 million 
dollars that we would have to come up with to shift that burden 
away from the property taxes we currently pay to another source 
of revenue – be it a personal income tax, a sales tax, a 
combination of a number of taxes, including gaming money. 
 To make it affordable, to make it affordable and to make it 
work, we need the 100-percent exclusion to reduce that tax 
liability to about $5.3 billion, and that is the real number that we 
are looking at to allow the residents of this Commonwealth – 
the homeowners, the people that are burdened with paying the 
tax bill – to give them a 100-percent reduction on their tax bill. 
This is the first move to make that happen. We need this bill to 
pass so we can, in fact, allow true property tax relief to the 
homeowners of this Commonwealth to take place. This is the 
necessary first step. This is the framework. This is the 
foundation. 
 I ask the members to support this constitutional amendment. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Civera. 
 Mr. CIVERA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the majority whip – may I ask some questions 
or interrogate him on his comments that he just said, because  
I know he understands and I understand, but I want to make 
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sure that the people that are watching this chamber right now, 
that they understand. 
 Mr. Speaker, are you saying that— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative McCall— 
 Mr. CIVERA. I am sorry. 
 The SPEAKER. —indicates he will stand for interrogation. 
Representative Civera is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CIVERA. Mr. Speaker, are you saying that if we do not 
adopt HB 1947, that 100 percent of residential school tax could 
not be accomplished in this chamber this year – school property 
tax? 
 Mr. McCALL. Mr. Speaker, we could attack the school 
property tax issue in a number of ways. We could actually 
eliminate the ability to implement a property tax. Remember 
that the ability to do that, if you do, in fact, eliminate the 
property tax, that tax bill is $14 billion, and you have to come 
up with, or we collectively have to come up with, a mechanism 
to pay for that 14,000 million dollars with another variety of 
taxation to pay for that. Under the homestead exclusion, the  
100 percent, the allowance of the 100 percent under the 
homestead exclusion, homestead properties, the taxes that 
people pay on homestead property for school districts, that tax 
liability is $5.3 billion, significantly less than the $14 billion if 
it is a comprehensive reduction in taxes. 
 Therefore, this proposal, I think, makes it much more 
affordable for us to pay for that type of tax reform, $5.3 billion 
as opposed to $14 billion across the board. 
 Mr. CIVERA. Mr. Speaker, if I may, let me make it clear:  
I am going to vote for HB 1947. My point in asking you that 
question was that it is now – and I understand what you mean 
by the $14 billion to get to that pot of money so it could be 
distributed to the Commonwealth – but I do not want to confuse 
the people that are looking in today in saying that now we have 
to wait another 5 years because this constitutional amendment 
has to be put in place before we could address the elimination or 
the reduction of real estate tax. What we have in place today, 
under present law, and what we did with the Constitution some 
years ago, will allow us, will allow us to accomplish either 
elimination or some type of a reduction of real estate tax today, 
tomorrow, next week, or next month. I understand what you 
mean by the $14 billion, and the reason for me asking the 
question was because I did not want the homeowner to be 
confused. That is my point. 
 Mr. McCALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 And to further clarify my position, even on the 50-percent 
reduction that we allow, the 50 percent against the median that 
we allow right now people have to under—  And let me just 
back up one thing and say about the constitutional amendment. 
If we act quickly and could get the Senate to act quickly, 
conceivably we could have this on the ballot in '09 and 
accelerate that property tax relief. We fully intend to try to fully 
fund the 50-percent reduction that is allowed, the 50 percent 
against the median that is allowed in current law right now. We 
have a law that allows for property tax reduction. We do not 
fund it. It will cost about $2.9 billion to fund that. 
 And people have to understand, you have to go school 
district by school district, home by home to figure out what your 
exclusion is, and that is where I think a lot of the misconception 
is. They hear 50-percent reduction when, in fact, it is not a true 
50-percent reduction. 
 And to be very quick on that explanation, in my home school 
district, the median assessed value is $19,000. The exemption is 

50 percent of that. So it shows you how poor that district is. It is 
a coal region school district. Nineteen thousand dollars is the 
median. Half of that would be exempt from taxation, or $9,500. 
If your house is assessed at $19,000, you are going to get a  
true 50-percent tax reduction. If your house is assessed at 
$100,000, you are going to pay an assessment on $9,500, it is a 
9 1/2-percent reduction. You take the 50 percent, apply it to 
what your assessed value is to determine what your ratio or 
percent of reduction is in property tax reduction. Jim Thorpe 
School District has a $45,000 median, $22,500 would be the 
exemption. Again, if your home is assessed at $45,000, you will 
see a true 50-percent reduction in your property taxes because 
the $22,500 applies. On a $100,000 house, the $22,500 comes 
off that $100,000 assessment. At $77,500 you have a  
22 1/2-percent reduction. 
 So it is difficult to say that you are going to get a 50-percent 
or a 20-percent. Each individual circumstance and school 
district determines what that percentage of reduction will be.  
I am just saying that for us to afford this and for us to really 
work—  And I think every single member on both sides of the 
aisle, I wish we could just cut the darn politics out of all this 
discussion. I think all of us want to achieve true property tax 
reform, but I think for it to be affordable and for it to work, we 
need HB 1947 to at least exclude homestead property to make 
that shift in taxation affordable to the people of this 
Commonwealth. 
 Mr. CIVERA. Mr. Speaker, if I can conclude my 
interrogation, please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. CIVERA. Mr. Speaker, I believe that the majority whip 
and myself do agree that to a point you do not need HB 1947 to 
accomplish what we have been discussing for many months and 
what we did as a constitutional amendment so many years ago 
in allowing this chamber to address real property tax reform. 
 Based on the comments that the gentleman has stated to the 
committee, we do agree. I understand exactly what he means as 
far as the $14 billion and where you have to get to make that 
money flow evenly throughout the Commonwealth, if we go in 
that direction. I just wanted to make it clear so people would not 
be confused – this General Assembly today, tomorrow, next 
week, or whenever has the ability, has the ability to reduce 
property taxes at any time in this session. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cox. 
 Mr. COX. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the maker of the bill, if I could. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Levdansky indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Cox is in order to 
proceed with his interrogation. 
 Mr. COX. Thank you. 
 I just want to make sure I have a full understanding of this so 
that I can properly enunciate this to my constituency. Like some 
of the other Representatives in this chamber, I knocked on a lot 
of doors, and the number one issue in my district was property 
tax relief. And they have seen several attempts at property tax 
relief that have really shown them nothing, so their concern 
was, let us get rid of it so we do not have to worry about trying 
to figure out what this 50 percent of the median assessed value 
is. Eliminate the thing altogether, has been the call from my 
constituency. 
 My question is this: If we pass this bill today and it goes 
through the Senate and receives their approval, walk me through 
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the process, if you would. My big-picture question is, when do 
we actually see relief available or even the opportunity for the 
legislature to provide relief? What is the earliest possible date 
that the legislature can then utilize this constitutional change to 
provide some additional relief, over and above what the 
Constitution currently allows? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, let me answer it this way. 
Right now the Constitution says that we could only reduce 
property taxes for homeowners up to 50 percent of the median. 
So that is as much as we are allowed to do today – today, 
tomorrow, next week, next month. Now, if members want to go 
further than that, if homeowners want us to eliminate their 
property taxes, then we have to amend the Constitution to 
permit that. We amend the homestead exclusion to allow for the 
elimination of all property taxes on the assessed value. Now, we 
would have to pass that in this session of the legislature, and we 
would have to pass it again in the next session of the legislature, 
in the House and Senate, and then it would go before the voters 
for their approval. So the constitutional amendment will take 
some time. That should not – that will not – stop us from 
passing property tax reform to enable us to do what we are 
allowed to do presently under the Constitution. 
 Mr. COX. So if we pass this in 2008, the Senate takes it up 
and they pass it, we cannot do anything further with this 
concept. This would have to be taken up again; the earliest 
would be January of 2009. Is that correct? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Correct; we could then bring it up again, 
reintroduce it in 2009, pass it in the House and Senate. Let us 
just say there was strong bipartisan agreement to do that, we 
could pass it in the House and Senate in the early part of 2009, 
but I believe the earliest it would then be able to go on the ballot 
would be in the fall of 2009. 
 Mr. COX. Okay. And if it goes on the ballot in the fall of 
2009, and let us say the voters unanimously or overwhelmingly 
approve this and say, we like this concept and let us go forward 
with it, they then authorize us to provide them with a larger 
level of property tax relief. Correct? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Correct. 
 Mr. COX. Okay. If you can help me with the process here. If 
we have that approval from the voters in early November of 
2009, can the legislature act in November or December of 2009, 
prior to another session beginning? Can we then act in late 
November to jump in and provide some relief at some point? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Yes, Mr. Speaker; next November, next 
December. I mean, if we passed it now in the House and Senate 
this session, in the 2007-2008 session, and then if in early '09 
the House and Senate passed this again, it goes on the ballot in 
the fall of '09, and then in late November and December of '09 
that legislature, that will have been elected, would then have to 
pass enabling legislation. 
 Mr. COX. Okay. So once we have that enabling legislation, 
say the late November or mid-November immediate effective 
date, however we choose to do it or however the legislature 
chooses to do it, what is the earliest then, with that enabling 
legislation, that we could possibly provide that additional 
property tax relief? We are clearing the pathway for up to  
100 percent of the assessed value. So we are clearing the 
pathway for a significant level of relief. When can I tell my 
taxpayers in the 129th District, when can I tell them to expect 
legislation that will actually be able to do this? And whether it is 
legislation you sponsor or someone else is sponsoring, when is 

the earliest we can say, you will get more than this 50 percent of 
the median assessed value? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, I have laid out the 
timeframe. So we pass it this session, we introduce it and pass 
this again next session. The earliest it can go on the ballot, 
likely, is the fall of '09. I cannot predict who is going to get 
elected. I cannot predict the makeup of the General Assembly 
next session or how fast it will act or how much replacement 
revenue it has the collective gumption to enact. I cannot predict 
that. All I am saying is, that is the timeframe. This is the 
process. This is the process to amend the Constitution in any 
way. 
 Mr. COX. Okay. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. It is the way that we do it. 
 Mr. COX. And I understand all of this, and that is what I was 
looking for. I am looking for the best-case scenario, and this is 
assuming that this issue is as important to the other members of 
this chamber as it is to me and those who are in my district. 
 Assuming, again, full support of the Senate, it passes—  Let 
us say it passes here today, next week in the Senate. We are 
good for '08. We can then bring it up in '09. Same thing – we 
have got great support – '09 we then put it on the ballot for the 
fall. The people then support it. Once the people support it, we 
then pass the legislation in late November, arguably doing 
something retroactively at that point. We cannot go back and do 
anything with that year's property taxes. So we can then do 
something for 2010. 
 Am I incorrect in stating that 2010 is really the first time that 
this legislation truly empowers us to go beyond where we are 
allowed to go if we continue to utilize the assessed value? Are 
we limited to 2010 as being the first possible reduction date for 
legislation passed under this constitutional amendment? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. If you want to eliminate all property 
taxes, I guess there are two avenues to do it. One is you do it 
through the amendment to the constitutional amendment that we 
laid out – this fall, next spring, on the ballot a year from now, 
implementing legislation in November or December of '09 or 
the beginning of '010, to take effect whenever the legislature 
decides, the future legislature will make that decision. You can 
either go through that process or, or, or we can eliminate all 
school property taxes now, but you need to come up with at 
least $10 1/2 billion of replacement revenue today. If you want 
to eliminate it today on school property taxes, you need to  
come up with $10 1/2 billion. You could do it; we could  
do it tomorrow; we could do it today, but you need to have  
$10 1/2 billion. If you could find $10 1/2 billion on a money 
tree somewhere, or maybe there is a pot of gold under 
Commonwealth Avenue I do not know about, or if you can put 
up the votes to raise $10 1/2 billion, we could do it today. But if 
you cannot do that, then we have got to amend the Constitution, 
under the process that I have laid out. 
 Mr. COX. I have a question, inasmuch as your capacity as 
not only the maker of this bill but also as the chairman of the 
Finance Committee and, arguably, someone who has some input 
on what bills might get viewed or seen in your caucus. Am  
I correct in assuming that you, in fact—  It appears this 
legislation opens the door for elimination of school property 
taxes. Are you stating, with this bill, that you, in fact, are in 
favor of eliminating property taxes? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, this amendment to the 
Constitution permits the next General Assembly the option of 
eliminating property taxes for homeowners. If this is approved 
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in two sessions and by the voters, and that is the will of the next 
General Assembly, they can do that. It is an option. I cannot 
predict what the will of the next General Assembly is going to 
be. 
 Mr. COX. Well, Mr. Speaker, I am not asking whether you 
can predict the future. You know, none of us can do that. What  
I am asking is, are you—  It appears – and from what I am 
hearing from some of the previous discussion – it appears that 
you are advocating for elimination of property taxes. I am 
asking you a direct question: Are you, in fact, with this 
legislation, advocating property tax elimination for the members 
of the House? Are you saying property tax elimination is a 
direction the General Assembly needs to go? 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. It is an option for the next General 
Assembly; it is an option for the next General Assembly. I do 
not want to—  Under the present Constitution, you either have 
to raise $10 1/2 billion to eliminate all school property taxes on 
homeowners and nonhomeowners, or you do 50 percent of  
the median assessed. That is the present restriction. All I am 
saying is I want to give the option and flexibility to the next 
General Assembly to go even further. 
 My position is we first need to amend the State Constitution, 
get that passed in the Senate this session, reintroduce this 
amendment next session, pass it in the House and Senate, get 
the voters to approve it, then we could work on the enabling 
legislation to go all the way up to elimination, and that depends 
on the collective determination of this body in the next session, 
as to how far they want to go. 
 Mr. COX. Well, it appears I am not going to get a direct 
answer as far as whether you favor elimination or not. So 
perhaps I will phrase a different question, and that is, assuming 
you are not in favor of eliminating school property taxes, which 
I do not hear one way or the other – and if you would like to 
correct me, that is fine. I am not hearing you say you would like 
to eliminate property taxes, and therefore, since you cannot say 
that or are not going to stay that, I would like to know what  
then you do advocate as an immediate solution? And again,  
I understand the purpose of this bill is to pave the way for future 
legislatures, and that is a noble purpose. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, let me respond this way. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will remind the members to keep 
the issue to the question at hand, which is the constitutional 
amendment. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Mr. Speaker, either we could amend the 
Constitution, as I prescribed, and then once that is adopted by 
the voters, then come up with $5 1/2 billion of replacement 
revenue. Or you could not support HB 1947 and come up with 
$10 1/2 billion of replacement revenue today. Those are your 
two choices; those are your two choices. Either amend the 
Constitution under 1947 and in the future, in the next 
legislature, come up with $5 1/2 billion to eliminate property 
taxes for homeowners, or vote "no" on HB 1947 and come up 
with $10 1/2 billion today. 
 Mr. COX. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have concluded my interrogation. I would like 
to speak on the bill, if I could. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cox is in order and may 
proceed with his remarks. 
 Mr. COX. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Again, while I applaud the general purpose behind this to 
further enable the legislature to more adequately address this 
within existing legal bounds, I look at this situation based on 

what I am hearing from my constituents. My constituents  
look at this as an emergency room-type situation. Each of the 
three attempts that we have had over the past several years have 
been a pathetic attempt to triage the people who are waiting in 
that emergency room. Our triage attempts have failed. 
 Back in 1998 we passed, the legislature – I was not a 
member at this time – but the legislature passed a bill that 
became known as Act 50. The homestead act, I think, is what it 
ended up being called. It provided the school districts with the 
ability to say, we are going to provide some relief. It did not 
force them to, it just opened the door for them. Not surprisingly, 
most of the school districts chose not to limit their expenditures 
and not to limit their own taxing authority. Not surprisingly, the 
fox chose not to regulate his raiding of the henhouse. 
 In 2004 we then passed legislation coupled with slots for 
Pennsylvanians. The legislature promised property tax relief – if 
they would just allow slots in Pennsylvania, we would get 
property tax relief. We then chose to require a few more things 
of the school districts. When the school districts and when the 
people rejected that, we then chose to go down the road of Act 1 
of special session back in 2006. Again, this was before my time, 
but repeatedly we have said to the fox, regulate your raiding of 
the henhouse. We have failed as a whole, as a legislature. We 
have failed the people of Pennsylvania. I honestly believe that is 
why many of the new members in this room were elected,  
so we could more adequately address property taxes and how  
to provide relief, the relief that my district is calling for. The 
129th District is calling for elimination. 
 Now, again, let us look at this in an emergency room setting. 
We have got people that are losing their homes. The number of 
foreclosures is increasing. The number of sheriff sales is 
increasing. School districts within the 129th District are telling 
me collection is becoming harder and harder. They are telling 
me that people who pay in the discount period are falling off in 
comparison to previous years. More people are paying in the 
delinquent time period for payment. So the situation is getting 
worse and worse. We are bleeding people out of their homes, 
and yet this bill, while again I think it is probably a necessary 
action, this bill does not truly provide any options for relief until 
the earliest of 2010. 
 I do not look at this, as the maker of the bill does, as an 
either/or situation, that we can either come up with $10 billion 
to replace school property taxes today, or we can pass a piece of 
legislation that ultimately will go to the people for their 
approval in November of 2009 at the earliest, providing them 
with some potential relief in 2010 at the earliest. I do not look at 
this as an either/or proposition. 
 I think we need to pass this today, but I do not think this 
should be the end of the conversation, and I fear that somehow 
we will get it in our heads, as a collective whole, that this is 
solving the problem or that this is doing something substantive. 
I did not come to Harrisburg to pass another piece of legislation 
that 3 or 4 years down the line might provide $100 or $200 of 
relief or even $500 of relief in some of the best-case scenarios.  
I did not come down here to vote for legislation that does 
nothing to cap the outrageous school spending that we are 
seeing. School spending is growing at 7 and 8 percent a year 
outpacing the average growth, average rate of inflation, 
typically, by at least 2 to 1. I came down here to vote for 
something that will provide some substantive relief. 
 There are pieces of legislation out there that can eliminate 
now. I would call on the members of this House and the 
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members of our Democratic leadership to put legislation that 
eliminates, to move it out of the committees and get it to the 
floor for a full debate and full discussion. If we cannot get 
enough votes for full elimination, which is possible—  And 
whether you agree or disagree with some of the numbers and 
some of the conclusions, in the interest of openness and fairness 
and the new day that is claimed to be had in this House, can we 
not give the people of Pennsylvania the opportunity to see this 
legislation pass or fail on its own merits? 
 While I do not disagree with the intent and the overall 
purpose of this piece of legislation, we cannot stop here. We 
must move forward. People need property tax relief now. This 
bill does nothing for the taxpayers now. It may help them in 
2010. Our property taxpayers need help today. We cannot let 
them continue to be bled out of their homes. 
 So I would urge you that while this is probably going to pass 
today, I would urge you, as members of this House, to put 
legislation, whether it is HB 1275, which I think is a great way 
to address elimination. I think any bills that address property tax 
elimination should be given a full hearing and a full debate on 
the House floor. Let us put it up for a vote. See what the people 
want. See what your constituents want. Give them the 
opportunity to say yes or no. Let us talk about this. If we are 
open, if we are fair-minded, let us let the ideas rise or fall on 
their merits. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The honorable gentleman who preceded me at the 
microphone will have a chance to vote on the language of the 
Rohrer proposal very soon. We are devoting January to property 
taxes. Mr. Levdansky has a proposal that will be aggressively 
debated. In fact, it would be debated tomorrow and the next day 
and the next day except we do not have all of our amendments 
digested. We have tens and tens and tens of amendments that 
are being hurled in our direction, which is appropriate. 
 The voters in 2006 told us to slow down this process,  
so we have slowed it down. We have a 24-hour waiting period; 
we are not voting at 3 or 4 o'clock in the morning. But the 
honorable gentleman who just spoke will have a chance to  
vote to eliminate all property taxes and to raise approximately 
$11 billion in taxes. He will have a chance to tax lawyers and 
accountants, and he will have a chance to do all kinds of things 
– broadening the base of the sales tax and so forth. That will be 
an opportunity that will be forthcoming in a matter of days. 
 This month we are going to satisfy the gentleman's wish. As 
I said, Mr. Levdansky has a proposal that would very seriously 
cut property taxes by very modest enhancements of sales and 
personal income. I have a proposal that would cut taxes in 
property and advance a one-half percent in the sales tax. So 
there are a variety of options, and then I think Mr. Rohrer and 
his proposal will be afforded a very substantial debate. And  
I might also add that under a previous session's experience, we 
did have a long and worthy debate on this subject in the last 
session. 
 So this month, January, we will be going at it full tilt, as we 
should, and there will be votes to transfer the burden away from 
property, either all the way or half of the way. So I do want to 
assure the gentleman that those votes will be forthcoming. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Sturla. 
 

 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I understand the urgency in some members' minds as to how 
quickly we need to get to this, and despite my youthful 
appearance, I have actually been advocating for property tax 
relief for some 20 years now, even as a city councilman in my 
hometown 20 years ago, when there was an attempt to try and 
do property tax relief under then Governor Casey. 
 But understanding that we have made great strides recently 
with gaming dollars, with allowing ourselves to give property 
tax relief up to 50 percent of the median value, which we still 
have not accomplished yet and we are trying to attempt to – as 
Representative DeWeese pointed out, we will be looking to do 
that – we are making our way there. But I am concerned that 
some members stand up and say, but let us not wait and do it 
through this process, which may take until 2010 until we can get 
100-percent property tax relief for homeowners. Let us do it 
now. We can just vote to eliminate all property taxes now, but 
they neglect to point out the realities of that statement. 
 If we use the process, as outlined by Representative 
Levdansky, where we do it for homeowners and homesteads 
and farmsteads, it will cost us about $5 billion to eliminate 
school taxes and another $1 billion to eliminate county taxes 
and another $1 billion to eliminate municipal taxes. If, on the 
other hand, we take the approach of let us just eliminate 
property taxes for everyone regardless of whether or not they 
have a homestead or a farmstead, let us eliminate property taxes 
on extravagant vacation homes, let us eliminate property taxes 
on vacation condos, let us eliminate property taxes on property 
owned by foreigners, foreign governments and foreign 
businesses, let us eliminate property taxes on shopping malls, 
let us eliminate property taxes on out-of-State investors, let us 
eliminate property taxes on casinos and bars, let us eliminate it 
on everything – that is their cry; let us do that – that will cost us 
$15 billion, and that price tag will be picked up by those 
homeowners. 
 And so those of us who are advocating for the Levdansky 
approach are saying, let us do it in an incremental manner, in a 
reasoned manner, in a way that it will only cost $5 billion to  
$7 billion for 100-percent elimination of property taxes for 
homeowners. Those who cannot wait, that just have this itch in 
their pants to get it done now, say, I will tell you what, 
homeowner. It is only going to cost you $15 billion, but I will 
get it for you tomorrow. Well, go ahead then. You figure out 
how to raise those taxes. You figure out how to get that 
homeowner to pay twice the amount to get that relief, because 
you want to get it to them a year earlier. Be my guest. 
 I intend to vote for the Levdansky proposal. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Rohrer, for the second time. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I think that this process is getting us all warmed up and 
prepared to really get into the nuts-and-bolts detail of this issue 
when we come back, and I am glad that the majority leader has 
said that the week of the 28th, in fact, will be devoted to the 
issue. 
 I think those who are watching, as well, wonder if anything 
is ever going to happen. The discussion of this issue has been 
around for a long time. I have had members in the past tell me 
to solve this problem, to eliminate – as I would say, go for it 
first, the school property tax is too big of an issue, it is too hard 
a lift – let a future legislature deal with it. I have heard those 
comments. 
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 And I think all of us are here—  I have talked to many 
freshmen. Some of the freshmen sitting on both sides have said, 
man, we are here, and, man, what a big issue do we have to deal 
with, and I say, yes, you do. And I think the freshmen, the new 
members in this House, probably hold the key to making the 
difference of what actually happens. 
 Now, just for clarification's sake because there have been 
comments made on both sides, I think there may be some 
confusion. I do not believe, and I do not want to say it, but I do 
not believe that Representative Levdansky is seeking to 
eliminate all property taxes, meaning township, county, and 
school. The amendment that is before us would permit a  
100-percent exclusion for all three of those, but as we deal with 
things in this House, we will have to choose, are we trying to 
bite the entire apple – county, township, and school – or do we 
focus on just one of them? And so some of the numbers have 
varied. If we talk about all of them, it is $14 billion. If you talk 
about schools, total including commercial, you are talking 
around $10 billion. If you do not have any commercial into it 
and just residential for schools, you are down in the 
neighborhood of $7 1/2 billion, approximately, depending on 
what year you are looking at. So therefore, the amount of lift 
that we are going to have to do will depend upon how much of 
the picture we want to get our hands around. That is a legitimate 
debate; that is a legitimate discussion. 
 I appreciate the majority leader mentioning that the school 
property tax elimination act will be afforded a vote. It should 
be, as well as the other ones should be, and we look forward to a 
very healthy debate. But it also should be clear that we do 
possess the authority and the power in this legislature by our 
will to reform the way we structure and we fund public 
education, and we can and we do have the ability by our vote to 
eliminate the school property tax and to exchange its funding 
with a more broad-based funding, as we purported through 
primary use of the sales tax. And we can debate those reasons 
why, but we have that authority and that ability. 
 And so as one of the former speakers said on the other side 
of the aisle – I picked up and is correct – it is not a matter of if 
we can, it is a matter of if we will. It is a matter of will. If my 
colleague from the 129th District, Representative Cox, was 
asking a question of what was intent, where is the goal? I hope 
that our goal is to tell the people of this State when we are done 
with this process in this legislature, you will know for certainty 
that you will own your home, that you do not have to wait until 
a future legislature to come back and maybe do something, or 
maybe not, in 2010 or 2011. 
 If we do not understand that today we are losing 10,000 or 
more homes, households, because they cannot pay their 
property taxes, of which the school property tax is the biggest. 
And if we fail to recognize that, under the best estimates, there 
will be upwards of 90,000 foreclosures in Pennsylvania this 
year, in 2008, because of the subprime issue and ARMs 
(adjustable rate mortgages) agreements coming into a place – 
that is 100,000 homes, Mr. Speaker. We have the ability here, 
when we get to this point, to vote on elimination for the school 
property tax and change its funding. We can keep those people 
in those homes. That will be an option that we will have. 
 I know where I stand, and I know where many in this House 
stand. So as it comes to this amendment, or this bill, we always 
have to ask ourselves the question on our votes: Is it a bad vote 
or is it going to cause harm? I am going to vote for this because 
I do not actually think it causes us harm. But I think the 

comments have been made very clear, is that it does not go far 
enough and that it will not suffice for what needs to be done for 
the taxpayer of this State. That we are going to have to 
determine and take further when we come back in further 
debate. 
 Mr. Speaker, thank you. I am done. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Sainato. 
 Mr. SAINATO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was not going to get up to speak because I did not think we 
would be having a 3-hour debate on a simple proposal to extend 
the homestead exemption from 50 percent to 100 percent.  
This is something that Chairman Levdansky has proposed for a 
long time, and I think it is very simple, mathematics 101. 
 Right now under the Constitution of Pennsylvania, you can 
only exclude 50 percent – by law, by the Constitution. That is 
all Chairman Levdansky is trying to do with this change to the 
Constitution is to allow it the full 100 percent – if you want to 
go that route. If you want to go 75 percent, you cannot do it 
right now. By law you can only do 50 percent. Under this 
amendment, you can do whatever you want – 50 percent,  
40 percent, 75 percent – or the ultimate goal, to some in here to 
eliminate property tax, is 100 percent. It is very, very simple. 
That is what this is about. It is not about anything else. 
 Proposals to cut property taxes, there are many of them out 
there. As the majority leader said, we are going to be discussing 
these for the month of January. There are a lot of proposals out 
there, and I would recommend to each and every one of my 
colleagues, both Democrats and Republicans, look at each 
proposal. Some have a good effect on you and your district, 
some of them do not, because every legislative district is 
different. And you have to always ask yourself that question: 
What taxes do you want to raise to make up the difference? 
There are many proposals where it is painful, and there are 
some that are less painful, but we have a finite pie here in which 
if you take from one, you have to get from somewhere else. So 
you will vote to raise other taxes if you totally wipe out the 
property taxes. Is that the solution? Maybe it is, maybe it is not. 
You, personally, have to make that decision and you have to 
look at your individual district and see where your school taxes 
are in comparison to the rest of the State, and will your people 
benefit by that. That is all Chairman Levdansky's amendment is 
doing, is saying, instead of cutting property taxes 50 percent, 
you can go up to 100 percent and totally wipe it out, if you can 
come up with a plan to find the funding to do it. 
 As they say, the devil is in the details, Mr. Speaker, and that 
is why this debate has gone on for 30 years. And I think we are 
moving forward, but every member has to be careful because 
you have to find the money somewhere. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Scavello. 
 Mr. SCAVELLO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was not planning to speak, but there were a few comments 
made that I think need to be addressed. 
 First of all, this body had a chance to vote on elimination in 
the last session on two different occasions, and there were 
problems with that legislation. One of the problems is it did not 
generate the dollars that it was supposed to generate. And there 
are problems with the piece of legislation that is out there now 
that eventually will get its time on this floor, but at both those 
times the votes were not there. There is an opportunity here to 
look to do something and there is an amendment out there that 
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will change the Constitution and allow us to do it, and do it 
properly. 
 And I just want the members to know that I support the 
legislation, 1947. 
 Also, there was a comment made, and I just wanted to clarify 
that comment because I do not believe that that comment is 
accurate – that members of this body would have said, leave this 
for future generations of legislators and not us. And I just felt 
that something had to be said, because I cannot believe that 
someone actually made that comment, and I just wanted to 
clarify it for the record. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Is there anyone seeking recognition before 
the Chair recognizes the prime sponsor? 
 Representative Kortz. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of HB 1947, and I want to commend my 
colleague from Allegheny County for bringing this to the body. 
 I believe this bill is a correct first step. I believe it is the 
correct vehicle to help our constituents and the people of 
Pennsylvania see property tax relief. The people want us to take 
action; it is clear and simple. We have been mandated to take 
action. They are watching our every move, and that is why we 
came here; that is why I came here. Passing this bill will in no 
way preclude further property tax relief bills from coming to the 
floor and getting to the ultimate goal of eliminating property 
taxes. And my colleague from Berks County, it will in no way 
stop his bill from coming up, and if that passes, all well and 
good, but this bill is a correct first step. And I would ask all my 
colleagues to please support this and let us move on. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Pyle. 
 Mr. PYLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have sat quietly and listened to much of the debate, and  
I think there is a misconception that we are moving a property 
tax bill right now. We are not. What HB 1947 does, by my 
understanding, is it makes the discussion that we will have in a 
few weeks possible. And for many of those in the west, property 
tax elimination remains that elusive goal that we have always 
sought for and never truly been able to put in our cross hairs. 
 As I have done in the past, I stand with Representative 
Levdansky's bill, support it, and would urge its passage. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Frankel Mann Roebuck 
Argall Freeman Mantz Rohrer 
Baker Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Barrar Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Bastian Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bear George McCall Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McGeehan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons McI. Smith Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Shapiro 

Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Shimkus 
Boback Grell Millard Smith, K. 
Boyd Grucela Miller Smith, M. 
Brennan Haluska Milne Smith, S. 
Brooks Hanna Moul Solobay 
Buxton Harhai Moyer Sonney 
Caltagirone Harhart Mundy Staback 
Cappelli Harkins Murt Stairs 
Carroll Harper Myers Steil 
Casorio Harris Nailor Stern 
Causer Helm Nickol Stevenson 
Civera Hennessey O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Surra 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Swanger 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Taylor, J. 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Taylor, R. 
Cox James Pashinski Thomas 
Creighton Josephs Payne True 
Cruz Kauffman Peifer Turzai 
Curry Keller, M. Perry Vereb 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel Vitali 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Vulakovich 
Dally Kessler Petri Wagner 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Walko 
Denlinger King Phillips Wansacz 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Waters 
Dermody Kortz Preston Watson 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wheatley 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley White 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Williams 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yudichak 
Everett Maher Reed  
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fairchild Major Roae    Speaker 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–10 
 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Siptroth 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
Hershey Payton   
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1705, 
PN 2255, entitled: 
 

An Act authorizing the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to join the 
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River Basin Water Resources Compact; 
providing for the form of the compact; and imposing additional powers 
and duties on the Governor, the Secretary of the Commonwealth and 
the Compact. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
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 Mr. SONNEY offered the following amendment No. 
A05324: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 3, by striking out "and" 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 5, by inserting after "Commonwealth" 
   , the Department of Environmental Protection, 

the Environmental Quality Board 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 5, by removing the period after 
"Compact" and inserting 
   ; and imposing penalties. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 1, line 11, by striking out "Authority to 
execute" and inserting 
   Enactment of 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 1, line 16, by inserting after "compact" 
   and enacts such compact into law 
 Amend Bill, page 47, lines 17 through 30; page 48, lines 1 
through 17, by striking out all of said lines on said pages and inserting 
Section 3.  Implementation of compact. 
 The compact shall be effectuated and implemented in 
Pennsylvania in accordance with sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 of this 
act, when the compact is ratified and becomes binding and effective 
pursuant to section 9.4 of the compact. 
Section 4.  Additional definitions. 
 (a)  General rule.–All words and phrases used in this act which 
are defined in section 1.1 of the compact shall have the meanings set 
forth in the compact. 
 (b)  Definitions.–The following words and phrases when used in 
this act shall have the meanings given to them in this section unless the 
context clearly indicates otherwise: 
 "Confidential information."  The term as defined in 27 Pa.C.S.  
§ 3102 (relating to definitions). 
 "Department."  The Department of Environmental Protection of 
the Commonwealth. 
 "Environmental Hearing Board Act."  The act of July 13, 1988 
(P.L.530, No.94), known as the Environmental Hearing Board Act. 
 "Environmental Hearing Board."  The board established pursuant 
to the act of July 13, 1988 (P.L.530, No.94), known as the 
Environmental Hearing Board Act. 
 "Environmental Quality Board."  The board established pursuant 
to section 1920-A of the act of April 9, 1929 (P.L.177, No.175), known 
as The Administrative Code of 1929. 
 "Safe Drinking Water Act."  The act of May 1, 1984 (P.L.206, 
No.43), known as the Pennsylvania Safe Drinking Water Act. 
 "Water Rights Law."  The act of June 24, 1939 (P.L.842, 
No.365), referred to as the Water Rights Law. 
Section 5.  Powers and duties of department. 
 The department shall have the power and duty to implement and 
enforce the compact, and to carry out the functions, powers and duties 
contained in the compact which are assigned to Pennsylvania as a party 
to the compact, consistent with regulations adopted by the 
Environmental Quality Board and the provisions of this act. The 
department shall have the power and duty to: 
  (1)  Administer and implement the programs for water 

resources inventory, registration and reporting required under 
section 4.1 of the compact, through the water use registration and 
reporting program and regulations established pursuant to  
27 Pa.C.S. § 3118 (relating to water use registration and 
reporting) and section 6 of this act. 

  (2)  Administer and implement within the basin a water 
conservation and efficiency program required under section 4.2 
of the compact. Such program shall be a voluntary program, 
utilizing the provisions of 27 Pa.C.S. § 3120 (relating to water 
conservation). 

  (3)  Review and act upon proposals for new or increased 
water withdrawals, consumptive uses or diversions and, if 
approved, specify reasonable terms and conditions thereof. In 
assessing the impacts of a withdrawal or consumptive use 
proposal under the decision-making standard in section 4.11(2) 

of the compact, the department shall consider the impacts to the 
waters and water-dependent natural resources of the basin as a 
whole and the applicable source watershed to be either the 
watershed of Lake Erie or Lake Ontario, as a whole, whichever is 
the watershed from which water is proposed to be withdrawn. 

  (4)  Conduct inspections and enforce the provisions of 
the compact and this act. 

Section 6.  Powers and duties of Environmental Quality Board. 
 The Environmental Quality Board shall have the power and duty 
to adopt regulations as reasonably necessary to implement and enforce 
the compact and the management programs required by the compact 
and this act. Such regulations may include rules establishing: 
  (1)  Criteria and procedures for review and approval of 

proposals for water withdrawals, consumptive uses or diversions 
consistent with the standard of review and decision set forth in 
the compact. For purposes of section 4.10 of the compact, the 
threshold for management and regulation shall be as follows: 

   (i)  any new or increased withdrawal from the 
basin in an amount that equals or exceeds 100,000 
gallons per day averaged over any 90-day period; 

   (ii)  any new or increased consumptive use of 
water withdrawn from the basin in an amount which 
equals or exceeds 5,000,000 gallons per day averaged 
over any 90-day period; or 

   (iii)  any new or increased diversion of water 
from the basin. 

  (2)  Criteria and procedures for establishing the baseline 
amount of existing withdrawals, consumptive uses and 
diversions, consistent with section 8 of this act. 

  (3)  Reasonable fees for processing of applications for 
proposals subject to review and approval by the department. 
Such fees shall bear a reasonable relationship to the actual cost of 
administering the program. 

The Environmental Quality Board shall not adopt rules to implement 
any mandatory program governing water conservation and efficiency 
pursuant to section 4.2 of the compact, unless the General Assembly 
enacts legislation specifically authorizing the adoption of such 
regulations or implementation of a mandatory program. 
Section 7.  Process for amendment of standard of review and decision. 
 (a)  Substantive amendments.–No regulation adopted by the 
council pursuant to section 3.1 of the compact which revises the 
standard of review and decision as set forth in the compact shall be 
deemed duly-adopted in accordance with the statutory authorities and 
applicable procedures of this Commonwealth unless such regulation is 
approved by enactment of the General Assembly. 
 (b)  Exceptions.–Subsection (a) shall not apply to a regulation 
adopted pursuant to section 3.3 of the compact which interprets, 
explains or provides for administration of the standard of review and 
decision as set forth in the compact, but does not substantively revise 
the standard of review and decision. 
 (c)  Prior notification to General Assembly.–The 
Commonwealth's representative to the council shall provide prior 
notice to and consultation with the chairman and minority chairman of 
the Environmental Resources and Energy Committee of the Senate and 
the chairman and minority chairman of the Environmental Resources 
and Energy Committee of the House of Representatives and the 
members of the General Assembly representing the affected districts 
regarding any proposed revision by the council to the standard of 
review and decision. Such notice and consultation shall occur within  
30 days of the issuance of the proposed revision by the council. 
Section 8.  Baseline for determining new or increased withdrawals, 

consumptive uses or diversions. 
 (a)  Basis for determining baseline.–The baseline amount of 
existing withdrawals, consumptive uses or diversions shall be the larger 
of either of the following: 
  (1)  the applicable withdrawal limitation specified in a 

permit issued under the Water Rights Law or the Safe Drinking 
Water Act; or 
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  (2)  the physical capacity of the existing systems, 
considering withdrawal capacity, treatment capacity, distribution 
capacity or other capacity-limiting factors. 

 (b)  Process.–The department shall prepare a proposed listing of 
baseline amounts and provide notice of such proposed list to the public 
and to the owner and operator of each affected facility. The notice shall 
provide at least 30 days for public comment. After consideration of 
such comments, the department shall provide written notice of the final 
list to the owner and operator of each affected facility and to the public. 
An action of the department determining a baseline amount adversely 
affecting a person shall be subject to appeal to the Environmental 
Hearing Board in accordance with the provisions of the Environmental 
Hearing Board Act. Based upon the final resolution of any such appeal, 
the department shall submit to the regional body and council a revised 
list, if required, to reflect the baseline amount determined pursuant to 
such appeal. 
Section 9.  Confidential information. 
 Information required to be submitted to the department or any 
other Commonwealth agency pursuant to the compact shall be subject 
to the provisions of 27 Pa.C.S. § 3119 (relating to confidential 
information). Pursuant to section 8.3 of the compact, the department 
and any other Commonwealth agency distributing information to the 
council or other parties shall take such measures, including, but not 
limited to, deletion and redaction, deemed necessary to protect 
confidential information. 
Section 10.  Civil penalties. 
 For purposes of implementing section 7.3.2.A of the compact, 
upon a complaint brought by the department, the council or any party 
to the compact, the Environmental Hearing Board or any court of 
competent jurisdiction may assess a civil penalty upon any person who 
violates the compact or this act. The maximum civil penalty that may 
be assessed is $5,000 per day for each violation. Each violation of any 
provision of the compact or this act, and each violation for each 
separate day, shall constitute a separate offense. In determining the 
amount of a civil penalty, the Environmental Hearing Board or court 
shall consider the degree of willfulness or negligence, the duration of 
the violation, savings resulting to the person as the result of the 
violation, damage to the water resources or water-related natural 
resources resulting from the violation, cooperation by the alleged 
violator in correcting any violations or related impacts and other 
relevant factors. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 48, line 18, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   11 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Sonney on the amendment. 
 Mr. SONNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, my amendment will provide that the 
Department of Environmental Protection, it would give them 
the authority to administer the compact within this 
Commonwealth. It will also identify a process for determining 
the baseline water amounts and it will establish civil penalties 
and a process for addressing those violations. And foremost 
with this, Mr. Speaker, this will require that any substantive 
changes within the compact must be reviewed and approved by 
the General Assembly. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Harkins, on the amendment. 
 Mr. HARKINS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
Representative Petri. 
 Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the maker of the 
amendment? 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Sonney indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. The gentleman is in order. 
Representative Petri may begin his interrogation. 
 Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I was wondering whether your 
amendment changed the substance of the bill with regard to 
disagreements that may occur? In other words, as I understand 
under the bill, under the main bill, that if there is to be action 
taken, it takes unanimous consent. Does your amendment 
change that provision? 
 Mr. SONNEY. No, it does not. 
 Mr. PETRI. Thank you. 
 On the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed 
with his remarks. 
 Mr. PETRI. I wholeheartedly support Representative 
Sonney's amendment. I think it makes this bill a lot better.  
I would just caution the members to examine other compacts 
that exist and ponder whether requiring a majority or unanimous 
consent is the appropriate way. In my own opinion, based upon 
my experience along the Delaware River and having to deal 
with the compact, I believe that we ought to be very concerned 
about requiring unanimous consent before action is taken.  
Ask anybody who lives along the flood-prone Delaware River 
how they feel about New York's ability to stymie flooding. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority whip, 
who requests that Representative ADOLPH be placed on leave 
for the remainder of the day. The Chair sees no objection. Leave 
will be granted. 
 The minority whip requests that Representative STEIL also 
be placed on leave for the remainder of the day. The Chair sees 
no objection. That leave will also be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1705 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–191 
 
Argall Freeman Mann Rock 
Baker Gabig Mantz Roebuck 
Barrar Galloway Markosek Rohrer 
Bastian Geist Marshall Sabatina 
Bear George Marsico Sainato 
Belfanti Gergely McCall Samuelson 
Benninghoff Gibbons McGeehan Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McI. Smith Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich McIlhattan Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Melio Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Mensch Seip 
Boback Grell Metcalfe Shapiro 
Boyd Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Brennan Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
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Brooks Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Cappelli Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Carroll Harper Murt Staback 
Casorio Harris Myers Stairs 
Causer Helm Nailor Stern 
Civera Hennessey Nickol Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell O'Neill Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Oliver Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Pallone Taylor, J. 
Cox James Parker Taylor, R. 
Creighton Josephs Pashinski Thomas 
Cruz Kauffman Payne True 
Curry Keller, M. Peifer Turzai 
Cutler Keller, W. Perry Vereb 
Daley Kenney Perzel Vitali 
Dally Kessler Petrarca Vulakovich 
DeLuca Killion Petri Wagner 
Denlinger King Petrone Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Phillips Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pickett Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Preston Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Pyle Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Quigley White 
Eachus Lentz Quinn Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Raymond Youngblood 
Everett Maher Readshaw Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reed  
Fairchild Major Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Roae    Speaker 
Frankel    
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–12 
 
Adolph Hershey Payton Siptroth 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Steil 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill as amended will be reprinted.) 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 377,  
PN 3094, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, in sales and use tax, further providing 
for definitions and for exclusions; in personal income tax, further 
providing for imposition, providing an alternative special tax provision 
for poverty; further providing for requirement of withholding tax; in 
corporate net income tax, further providing for definitions and for 
imposition; in capital stock-franchise tax, further providing for 
definitions and reports; in gross receipts tax, further providing for 

imposition; in research and development tax credits, further providing 
for carryover, carryback, refund and assignment of credit, for time 
limitations, for limitation on credits and for termination; providing for 
a small business health savings account tax credit and for a new diesel 
technology tax credit; in inheritance tax, further providing for 
imposition, for inheritance tax rates and for estate tax; and making a 
related repeal. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to— 
 

DECISION OF CHAIR RESCINDED 
 
 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Chair rescinds its 
announcement that the bill is agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

RULES SUSPENDED 

 Mr. D. EVANS. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Evans. 
 Mr. D. EVANS. We have HB 377 for final passage. I would 
like to make a motion for a suspension of the rules so that we 
can bring up HB 377 for immediate voting. If not, we have to 
wait here until 9 o'clock tonight. 
 The SPEAKER. It would be 4:32. 
 Mr. D. EVANS. I know; I got your attention then, 
Mr. Speaker. It would be 4:32. So I would like to make a 
motion so that we can immediately vote on HB 377, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Evans, 
moves to suspend the rules so that HB 377 can proceed to final 
passage. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–154 
 
Argall Fleck Manderino Sabatina 
Baker Frankel Mann Sainato 
Bastian Geist Markosek Santoni 
Bear George Marshall Saylor 
Belfanti Gergely Marsico Scavello 
Bennington Gibbons McCall Seip 
Beyer Gingrich McGeehan Shimkus 
Biancucci Godshall Melio Smith, K. 
Bishop Goodman Mensch Smith, S. 
Boback Grucela Metcalfe Solobay 
Boyd Haluska Millard Sonney 
Brennan Hanna Miller Staback 
Brooks Harhai Moul Stairs 
Buxton Harkins Mundy Stern 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Stevenson 
Cappelli Helm Nickol Sturla 
Carroll Hennessey O'Brien, M. Surra 
Casorio Hess O'Neill Swanger 
Causer Hickernell Oliver Taylor, J. 
Civera Hornaman Parker Thomas 



120 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE JANUARY 17 
Clymer James Pashinski True 
Cohen Josephs Payne Turzai 
Conklin Keller, M. Peifer Vitali 
Costa Keller, W. Perzel Vulakovich 
Creighton Kenney Petri Wagner 
Cruz Kessler Petrone Walko 
Curry Killion Phillips Wansacz 
Daley Kirkland Pickett Waters 
DeLuca Kortz Preston Watson 
DePasquale Kotik Pyle Wheatley 
Dermody Kula Quigley White 
DeWeese Leach Quinn Williams 
DiGirolamo Lentz Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Levdansky Raymond Yewcic 
Eachus Longietti Readshaw Youngblood 
Ellis Mackereth Reed Yudichak 
Evans, D. Maher Roae  
Evans, J. Mahoney Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fabrizio Major Rohrer    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–37 
 
Barrar Galloway McI. Smith Rapp 
Benninghoff Gillespie McIlhattan Reichley 
Cox Grell Milne Rock 
Cutler Harhart Moyer Samuelson 
Dally Harris Murt Schroder 
Denlinger Hutchinson Nailor Shapiro 
Everett Kauffman Pallone Smith, M. 
Fairchild King Perry Taylor, R. 
Freeman Mantz Petrarca Vereb 
Gabig    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–12 
 
Adolph Hershey Payton Siptroth 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Steil 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
 
 
 A majority of the members required by the rules having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–191 
 
Argall Freeman Mann Rock 
Baker Gabig Mantz Roebuck 
Barrar Galloway Markosek Rohrer 
Bastian Geist Marshall Sabatina 
Bear George Marsico Sainato 
Belfanti Gergely McCall Samuelson 
Benninghoff Gibbons McGeehan Santoni 

Bennington Gillespie McI. Smith Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich McIlhattan Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Melio Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Mensch Seip 
Boback Grell Metcalfe Shapiro 
Boyd Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Brennan Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brooks Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Cappelli Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Carroll Harper Murt Staback 
Casorio Harris Myers Stairs 
Causer Helm Nailor Stern 
Civera Hennessey Nickol Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell O'Neill Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Oliver Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Pallone Taylor, J. 
Cox James Parker Taylor, R. 
Creighton Josephs Pashinski Thomas 
Cruz Kauffman Payne True 
Curry Keller, M. Peifer Turzai 
Cutler Keller, W. Perry Vereb 
Daley Kenney Perzel Vitali 
Dally Kessler Petrarca Vulakovich 
DeLuca Killion Petri Wagner 
Denlinger King Petrone Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Phillips Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pickett Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Preston Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Pyle Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Quigley White 
Eachus Lentz Quinn Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Ramaley Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Raymond Youngblood 
Everett Maher Readshaw Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reed  
Fairchild Major Reichley O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Roae    Speaker 
Frankel    
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–12 
 
Adolph Hershey Payton Siptroth 
Blackwell Micozzie Ross Steil 
Gerber Mustio Rubley Tangretti 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 Mr. MICOZZIE submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 The Pennsylvania General Assembly and the Governor 
commissioned its first costing-out study in 2006 to calculate the 
funding needed by each school district to provide a quality education. 
As you are aware, the State Board of Education issued their report  
on November 15, 2007, in Harrisburg. I was present during the  
board's announcement. Just about every provision included in the 
report is included in my proposal (HB 1544). Now the members of the 
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General Assembly and the Governor must use the information included 
in the report to replace the current, ineffective funding system. 
 Pennsylvania's current school funding system is BROKEN, 
UNFAIR, and UNBALANCED. It is time Pennsylvania government 
placed a higher importance on education. My proposal that I have 
sponsored for the past three sessions will make sure that we have a 
sensible formula in place to make sure that happens. This session's  
HB 1544 does just that. My Successful Schools Bill, if enacted, would 
provide equitable funding and accountability for improved education 
for all students. HB 1544, if enacted, would ensure that all 
schoolchildren receive proper funding from the State in order to receive 
a quality education. Pennsylvania needs a new education funding 
system that fairly distributes adequate resources in an efficient and 
predictable manner, with strong accountability for results. 
 Since 1991, Pennsylvania has not had a functional system for 
adequately funding public education. Thus, local communities must 
compete with each other for State funding to meet the needs of their 
students and schools. Financial support from the State has also steadily 
fallen since the 1970's. Thus, local communities with limited resources 
fill the gap by increasing school property taxes to provide an education 
for their students. This has put great pressure on local property taxes, 
especially in low-wealth communities with many disadvantaged 
students. Pennsylvania needs a new education funding system that 
fairly distributes adequate resources in an efficient and predictable 
manner, with strong accountability for results. Hundreds of 
Pennsylvania school districts do not have enough funding to provide all 
students with a quality education. This is especially true for districts 
with high numbers of students in poverty, with disabilities, and a lack 
of proficiency in English. 
 Our State has established high expectations and challenging 
academic standards for all students, but many students and schools are 
not supported with the funding needed for them to meet these 
mandatory standards. Thousands and thousands of children attend 
schools with large class sizes, unsafe facilities, unqualified teachers, 
and outdated libraries and labs. 
 Most States pay a larger percentage of overall public education 
costs than Pennsylvania. Our State ranks 44th in the nation in the 
funding of public education. On average, other States contribute  
47 percent of total education funding, but in 2006, Pennsylvania 
contributed only 36 percent. This low State share means that local 
school districts must pay 55 percent of all public education costs 
compared to the national average of 44 percent, thus increase local 
school property taxes annually way above the cost-of-living index. 
 Increased State funding for schools will promote local tax reform 
and will allow for fiscal accountability, predictability, and equity. Most 
importantly, increased State funding will ensure that schools can 
provide for the educational needs of all students and that all students 
will therefore have equal opportunities to achieve. Pennsylvania's 
current education funding system causes a student's zip code or where 
his parents reside to be his or her destiny. 
 Inadequate resources make it difficult for many districts to  
provide the quality teachers, small class sizes, early childhood 
programs, up-to-date textbooks, technology, libraries, laboratories, and 
facilities needed to help all students to meet State academic standards. 
 I urge you, members of the General Assembly, to have the courage 
to do what is right. We cannot allow another generation of children to 
slip through the cracks. 

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE 

 The House proceeded to consideration on final passage of 
HB 1563, PN 3080, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further defining "police 
department" and "police officer" for purposes of municipal police 
training and education. 
 

 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 

BILL TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1563 be removed from the active calendar 
and placed on the tabled bill calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1563 be removed from the tabled bill 
calendar and placed on the active calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is the intention of the Chair to recess 
regular session and go into special session at 2:03. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. Regular session now stands in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

STATEMENT BY MAJORITY LEADER 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Just 60 seconds, Mr. Speaker. 
 At our press conference earlier in the week, we announced 
that January would be our focus for property tax. Although 
there was spirited debate on the constitutional amendment, it 
certainly is a solid first step, and the EITC (earned income tax 
credit) accompanying it makes for a vital commencement to this 
effort. 
 When we come back on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday, 
Mr. Levdansky's proposal, which would slash property taxes at 
an exceptionally aggressive level by modest increases in the 
PIT, the personal income tax, and the sales tax, will be offered. 
My own proposal, which only goes one-half of that distance 
with a sales tax increase and a very, very substantial property 
tax decrease; Representative Youngblood's proposal, which 
affects Philadelphia specifically; and then, obviously, our good 
friend, Mr. Rohrer, and the dynamics surrounding his 1275, 
probably in an amendment: these will allow for the solid 
debates, not a Committee of the Whole, but as our chamber is 
officially constructed and sanctioned, we will have property tax 
votes in the month of January, as we have indicated. 
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 So I would admonish, politely, that we read many of the 
amendments. We have tens and tens and tens of amendments 
that have been offered to these proposals. You will have some 
time. 
 One more time, I am being somewhat repetitive, but in 2006, 
we were told to slow it down, and all of these amendments will 
be considered, at least the ones that are not withdrawn, and we 
will be aggressively debating property tax on the 28th, the 29th, 
and the 30th. And hopefully that will be it – maybe the 31st – 
but thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any other announcements? 

BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, any remaining bills and 
resolutions on today's calendar will be passed over. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Kortz 
from Allegheny County, who moves that this House do now 
recess until Monday, January 28, 2008, at 1 p.m., e.s.t., unless 
sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 2:10 p.m., e.s.t., the House 
recessed. 
 


