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1. Nationwide, municipalities, counties and states are instituting 
"good corporate citizenship" guidelines for banks and fund 
managers wishing to hold/manage governmental funds. These 
requirements can be quite creative: cutting banks out if they 
engage in predatory lending (or fail to modify predatory 
mortgages); requiring a certain percentage of reinvestment 
in  defined projects (in state..."greening"...revitalization of onshore 
manufacturing); giving bonus points to banks who maintain 
services in geographically underserved areas. What sorts of 
guidelines do you feel might be acceptable in PA, would avoid 
inappropriate favoritism / pork, and would remind banks that they 
have a primary responsibility to their community and their 
customers, not only to their shareholders and to the paychecks of 
their top management and board? 
  
I believe the single greatest driver of economic growth is community 
development, and that the banking partners with which the state works 
should show a demonstrated commitment to the same principles.   
 
Specifically, I believe lenders should be encouraged to institute 
programs providing lines of credit to low-income, underprivileged, and 
first time business owners and community projects that are locally 
owned and operated.  Stopping predatory lending is a first step I would 
support, but we need to move beyond that, and make sure the banks we 
work with are active partners who are investing their time, effort, and 
resources into our communities.  This is a realistic goal because it 
provides the chance for banks to demonstrate their commitment to being 
good corporate citizens while taking on profitable ventures.  Such 
investment will lead to new economic opportunities beyond the initial 
outlay, and will be a key first step in revitalizing the community from 
the ground up. 
 
To ensure this program works effectively, I would also support an 
annual review of all major funds currently deposited by Pennsylvania to 



make sure our banking partners subscribe to these principles, in addition 
to verifying their stewardship of the taxpayer dollars they receive.  For 
those banks who are engaging in not just illegal, but unethical practices, 
we should not be afraid to find new partners to replace them. 
  
2. What sorts of jobs best anchor and sustain a 
community?  What role, if any, should the state legislature play in 
encouraging / not hindering certain types of job development?   
 
I think a diversified economy is in the best interests of our state.  While 
some are arguing that the energy sector offers the way forward, I think 
our experiences with industrial manufacturing showed that a dominant 
sector can disappear overnight, and whether Shale is developed or not, 
we know that the day will soon come when the boom ends and we’ll 
have to look at what other plans we developed. 
 
A good investment policy by the state will encourage development of 
sectors that will be needed in the future, as well as a balanced economy 
built upon several sectors, but always rooted in the local community.  I 
believe the best jobs are those that are owned locally, small businesses 
whose investment is personal as well as financial, and who will remain 
where they live and be more aware of putting people ahead of profits 
alone.  I do not believe in large corporate subsidies that favor big 
business over small business, but rather a regulatory scheme that make 
small businesses easier to run and more attractive. 
 
The basic concerns of having a healthy environment, quality health care, 
improving education, access to technology, and safe and efficient 
housing are not going to change.  If the state invests, I am going to 
support investing in these directions, and use revenues from what we are 
doing today to finance a better future with those as our priorities. 
 
3. Levels of Oversight: EPA oversight and Healthcare are, in large 
part, a statewide / national level issue. However, zoning, 
permitting, administration of benefits, etc. have also been city and 



county issues. What is the upside in having overlapping oversight 
and regulation at the municipal, county, state and federal 
levels?  In both the case of health care and of resource extraction, 
very large local employers have vested interests that may not be 
in line with the best interests of the citizenry. What, realistically, 
do you hope to do to further the best interests of the citizenry, 
and/or reduce the risk of inappropriate corporate influence? 
Separately address the issue of healthcare access (in an era of 
local hospital closings and growing regional monopolies) and the 
issue of coal and natural gas extraction. 
 
 
It is an unfortunate reality of politics that many politicians serve a group of well-
connected financially lucrative interests before the needs of the people who elect them to 
serve.  A large reason for this is the amount of money in political campaigns, as 
Pennsylvania is one of a small number of states that allows unlimited political 
contributions to be made for any statewide candidate.  I oppose this and would support a 
limit on donations in line with the Federal contribution limits of less, and go even further 
as I support a two-term limit for most state offices, including State Representative which 
I hope to win. 
 
Getting money out of the equation is a start, but I think each problem needs to be looked 
at individually to determine what level of government can best address the questions 
being asked.  Where possible, I believe government should be kept as local as possible 
because it allows the greatest opportunity for citizen input which serves as a natural 
check on corruption.  Sometimes, because of the scope of questions, state or federal 
intervention is needed. 
 
With respect to health care, what disturbs me about the recent trend of closing hospitals 
in areas that need access but might not be as lucrative is that we have given medical 
providers a free pass by giving them, in many cases, nonprofit status as government 
rightly wants the focus to be on ensuring access to health care.  For providers like UPMC 
who abandon communities where they are needed, not because of insolvency, but 
because of searching for greater profits, I think the most effective threat the state can 
wield would be to review their tax-exempt status, and to encourage them to consider if 
their priority is profit or healthcare. 
 
With respect to energy development, given the current control of Harrisburg by the 
Republicans,  the best we can realistically hope for with respect to natural gas and coal is 
to make sure that more of the proceeds return to causes important to our communities like 
schools, stronger environmental regulations, hopefully with EPA assistance, and to 



ensure the boom of today doesn’t become the bust of tomorrow.  Whether development 
should happen or not is a decision which I believe should be left to each community, 
deciding on a local basis, whether or not to participate, and I would support legislation to 
that effect.	  


