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Like every other taxing authority, the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania desperately needs more
monev—and that's something no osteopathic
physician in this state can afford to forget, espe-
cially now.

Which is why your Legislative Committee feels
that the recent changes in professional license
fees were highly significant, if not more than a
little suspicious, both as to what happened, and
even more from the standpoint of what might con-
ceivably happen in the upcoming 1960 session.

To be sure, a nearly successful attempt to in-
crease our osteopathic license fee from $5 to $10
was caught in the nick of time and knocked down.
In the end, all that apparently happened as far as
we are directly concerned was the establishment
of a new, two year registration at $10, instead of
the former annual registration at $5. In an
“equalization”’, medical physicians fees were in-
creased from $1 to $5 annually, also payable bi-
ennially.

On closer ingpection however the matter isn’t
quite that simple, both in regard to how the change
wag brought about, and also as to why any in-
creagse ghould be deemed necegsary to begin with,

We think our membership should know all the
facts.

The new fee system was first presented as merely
a “bookkeeping”’ measure, in which registry would
cover a two-year period instead of only a single
year. This would have, of course, cut clerical costs
and made registry a little more convenient for all.
In this form the bill was in no wise ohjectionable.
However, by the time the bill came up in the
Senate on third reading, it had been altered to in-
crease our license fee from $5 to $10 annually.
Quick action, in which all professions joined,
forced this fee-hike proposition into committec,

from which it finally emerged in the - B URT it ..
form subsequently passed. S

The manner in which the fee-incrogge angle woe
slipped into the otherwise innocent ‘bfmkkpor,m{:-i
measure, with but little apparent effort 1, M_;n;";”
with those directly concerned, left many in Harris-
burg with a justifiable feeling that some aeti
prevent further attempts of this sort are
at once.
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It should be remembered that, as an establishod
practice the only purpose for which these fees 1ra
collected anyhow has been to provide funds for the
support and actual expenses of the various examin-
ing boards needed to maintain our high profession-
al standards. We can have no quarrel with this 1p-
proach to the general question of license fees. Bul
these boards have operated within the income
derived from these sources, which naturally gives
rise to the question of just why was any increase
at all written into a ‘“‘bookkeeping’ bill?

Let’s just take a long, hard look at the facts.

As was said to begin with, Pennsylvania des-
perately needs money, and so long as this is s0
there remains the possibility that professional
license fees may be under scrutiny not as a proper
regulatory procedure, which is entirely reasonable,
but as a source of revenue, which is simply L)W.
posterous. This potential threat has induce@ youl
Legislative Committee to gladly accept “‘u.”m[.n_
tion to a combined meeting this month of l't‘}{‘l“j
sentatives of many professions ur‘fecmd._ 1;
meeting will appraise the situation with a view
co-operative action if necessary.
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architects:
ors

Your Legislative Committee
our fellow professional men, lawyers h—
medical physicians, nurses, dentists, dn-'l-tillJl*[ -
and chiropodists in a common front :‘l.b‘:m;d. I
further attempt at exploitation of this elies
$0 doing, your Committee, ueedles.s
on the backing of our membership
that may develop to protect Uus front
of any kind.
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