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Chairman Sturla and members of the House Democratic Policy Committee: 

 

 Good afternoon.  My name is Andrew J. Boni and I am Assistant Secretary-

Treasurer for the Pennsylvania State Association of Township Supervisors and a 

township supervisor in Perry Township, Fayette County. With me today is Elam M. Herr, 

assistant executive director for PSATS. Thank you for the opportunity to appear before 

you today on behalf of Pennsylvania’s 1,454 townships. 

 

Townships comprise 95 percent of the commonwealth’s land area and are home to 

more than 5.1 million Pennsylvanians, nearly 42 percent of all state residents.  These 

townships are very diverse, ranging from rural, agricultural communities with fewer than 

200 residents to more urban, populated communities with populations approaching 

70,000 residents. 

 

 The governor’s proposal would mandate that every municipality pay an annual 

tax to the Commonwealth of $25 per resident if it relies on the Pennsylvania State Police 

as the primary provider for law enforcement services. This new state tax would force 

over 2.5 million residents to pay twice for the basic services that they currently receive 

from the State Police. And while the governor’s proposal is for $25 person, it is 

reasonable to assume that the state police tax will go up in future years. Where will it 

stop? At $100 per person, $200 per person, or somewhere in between? Just look at the 

Motor License Fund transfer, which started at $150 million the first year and grew to 

$802 million for the 2016-17 budget year. 

 

While the Commonwealth, in recent years has previously shifted state financial 

responsibilities to local government from other state agencies, this new state tax on 

municipalities would be the first of its kind. Local government routinely partners with the 

state to provide services to our mutual residents. But this new tax would change this 

relationship and open the possibility that the state will simply see municipalities as 

another bank account to be tapped when the state needs revenue. What will be next? Is a 

tax on the use of the state crime labs or State Police helicopter in our future? Will DEP 

levy a tax to fund reviews of NPDES permits and Act 537 plans? Will PennDOT impose 

a tax on stormwater improvements to state roads? Will the Department of Agriculture 

charge local governments for restaurant inspections? 

 

Municipalities do NOT have the ability to pass this new tax onto their residents 

through a per capita tax. The only per capita tax municipalities can levy is tapped at $10 

per adult resident, and due to sharing with the school district, it is limited to $5 per adult 

resident for most municipalities. In addition, it is a difficult tax to collect. Since the new 

municipal police tax would be $25 per resident, based on Census numbers, each affected 

municipality will need to come up with $25 for every man, woman, child, inmate, and 

college student living in their community. And the only tool that municipalities have to 

raise the revenue to pay for this new tax is to increase the property tax. 

 

In Perry Township, we would need to increase our property tax millage by more 

than a mill to pay for the police tax. This would double our current millage for no new or 



 3 

improved services. In my experience, if you are going to double a tax, you better be 

prepared to explain to your residents what they are getting for their money. This tax 

won’t bring new patrols to my township and it won’t allow the PSP to enforce local 

ordinances.  

 

If this new tax were enacted, townships in Fayette County alone would be 

responsible for a $1.9 million state police tax bill. Currently, these townships bring in a 

combined total of $2.5 million in real estate taxes annually. This means real estate taxes 

countywide would need to be increased by nearly 80 percent, with some townships 

having to more than double their current real estate tax rates just to pay for the bill.  

 

The governor’s police tax proposal is intended to raise revenues for the state’s 

2017-2018 budget. Municipalities have adopted their budgets for calendar year 2017 and 

tax bills have already been sent. Simply put, there is no way that that we could pay this 

tax in 2017. For my township, this tax is 10 percent of our 2017 budget and we simply 

cannot make that type of an adjustment mid-year. Municipalities would be forced to 

increase the property tax to pay for the new state police tax and the earliest the 

municipalities would have these revenues would be the end of the second quarter of 

2018.  

 

My township has researched local police protection and to put in place a full-time 

department is simply cost-prohibitive. I see the financial struggles of my neighboring 

borough to maintain part-time police protection for their 2 square miles. We continue to 

rely on troopers of the Pennsylvania State Police for a basic level of coverage responding 

to minimal calls with longer response times because they provide a professional level of 

service for our township.  

 

 Proponents of the state police tax proposal claim that residents and businesses in 

municipalities without local police and their residents are getting a “free ride,” while 

those with municipal police are paying twice. This makes no sense. All residents of 

Pennsylvania are paying for the services of the Pennsylvania State Police through the 

current state tax structure, regardless of whether their municipality provides local police 

service or not.  

 

The State Police do not enforce local ordinances. This means that the State Police 

do not enforce local parking restrictions, animal control complaints, or other similar 

incidents that normally fall under the purview of local police departments.  While the 

State Police provide first-rate police protection, there are many services that they do not 

provide to municipalities without police. 

 

How would the state police tax benefit those communities with local police 

protection? Frankly, there would be no benefit to those communities or their residents 

and no reduction of the significant costs that they face to provide local police service.  
 

In fact, this may negatively impact communities with local police. First, if the state 

decides that municipalities are a good source of tax revenues, we should expect other creative 

taxes levied on all municipalities. Secondly, as this proposed tax is increased, it may force a 
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number of municipalities to provide local police protection. This will increase the amount of 

officers who will receive pensions, which will decrease the per unit value of state pension 

aid. Because police officers receive two credits each and this pot of money is fixed at $250 

million, it will decrease the amount of pension aid received by communities with police. 
Incidentally, Philadelphia alone received $63 million in pension aid in 2016 for both 

police and non-police pension plans, 25 percent of the available pension aid, while 

Pittsburgh received $18 million. All communities with local police will lose money from 

pension reimbursements 

 
The proposal does not address the fact that the State Police provide services to 

communities with local police departments.  Troopers regularly respond to assist local 

officers or are the secondary responders to various incidents.  In addition, the State Police 

provide specialty services, such as lab analysis and the state fire marshal, to all 

municipalities.  The difference is that communities providing local police protection are 

paying for broader local police coverage.  For communities without their own police services, 

the State Police are the only responder; despite this, these communities are satisfied with the 

level of service that they receive.   

 

As the State Police testified before you at the March 17 hearing, it is mandated to 

provide services and assistance to municipal police departments and provides a variety of 

services to all municipalities in Pennsylvania upon request. Their report provided 

information on the specialized services, from use of the state helicopter to evidence 

collection and clean-up support for illicit drug labs. They also provided details on 

assistance provided in 2016 to municipal police departments, which ranges from use of 

State Police laboratory services, to homicide investigations, to requests for assistance. It 

is clear that the State Police dedicates their professional resources to benefit all 

Pennsylvanians, at no additional cost to the municipality served, regardless of whether 

that municipality provides local police protection. 

 

 The administration claims that the state police tax proposal would generate an 

additional $63 million a year for the Commonwealth.  We must ask, what is the problem 

that we are trying to solve? Do the State Police need additional funding? Where is this 

funding going to go? Will it be earmarked for a special State Police account to provide 

services to these communities or just allocated to the state’s General Fund?  

 

We need to ensure that the State Police continues to have the resources it needs to 

provide top quality service to every resident in Pennsylvania. Yes, the state has diverted 

funds from the Motor License Fund to pay for the PSP. Did municipalities without local 

police do this or did the state come up with this creative funding mechanism that has 

grown out of control? The unfunded pension obligations of the Commonwealth are now 

in the billions. Again, did municipalities without police do this or did the state choose to 

provide these benefits without coming up with a sustainable way of paying for these 

costs? We need statewide solutions to solve these budgetary challenges. 

 

We understand that the state has had funding difficulties. Municipalities have seen 

state funding disappear in recent years while the mandated obligations continue. DEP 

Sewage Facility Planning and Enforcement Grants have disappeared, Act 339 monies for 
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public sewer are no more, and state funding for training of sewage enforcement officers 

is gone. In addition, state funding for municipal police training has decreased in recent 

years. 

 

We want to work towards real solutions. Instead of debating a state tax that we all 

know will increase, we need to discuss how we can adopt meaningful reforms to reduce 

the financial burdens on the communities – and their residents – that provide local police 

protection and remove barriers for those communities that would like to have local 

police. We need creative alternatives, such as Sen. Ward’s bill to allow municipalities to 

voluntarily contract with the PSP to pay for the use of one or more dedicated state 

troopers, which would not be part of the state complement.  

 

Collective bargaining for police leads to exorbitant pension and healthcare 

benefits that are not financially sustainable. Defined benefit pensions are currently 

required for public safety employees, while defined contribution plans should be 

authorized as options for public safety employees, similar to non-uniform employees. 

Reforms are needed to provide communities with the tools to bring these unfunded 

mandates under control. We need to talk about tax reform so that communities can have 

options to pay for police services and not have to rely on overburdened middle-class 

taxpayers for all levels of local government. 

 In closing, the communities affected by the governor’s proposal have already 

deliberated over the prospect of forming their own police departments.  For various 

reasons they have determined that it is in the best interest of their residents and the 

community at large to rely on the State Police for primary coverage. We believe that this 

decision needs to remain with municipalities and should not be forced by the state.  

 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify before you today.  I will now attempt to 

answer any questions that you may have. 












