ACT 29 OF 2026

Assessor Implementation and Concern Matrix

A practical review of statutory duties, unresolved questions,
minimum-compliance workflows, and escalation priorities

Purpose

This document is written for county chief assessors and assessment offices. It separates what Act 29 expressly
requires from tasks that counties may choose to perform, identifies statutory gaps and ambiguities, and provides a
practical implementation model that minimizes unnecessary cost and risk.

Prepared from House Bill 858, Printer's No. 1806, and county implementation comments
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Executive Summary

Act 29 requires each county chief assessor to establish and maintain a property contact information list. The law
applies principally to purchasers of non-owner-occupied real property and to covered properties cited for
municipal ordinance or code violations.

The most important implementation distinction

The Act requires a list. It does not require counties to place the information in CAMA, attach it to the public
assessment record, publish it through GIS, or mail every current property owner.

What assessors clearly must do

Establish and maintain a property contact information list for real property located in the county.

Prescribe the manner and form by which covered owners submit required information.

Add owner-submitted information to the list.

Receive and add information collected and relayed by municipalities when a covered property is cited for an
ordinance or code violation.

Receive updated information when an owner or representative reports a change.

Respond to qualifying municipal requests that demonstrate a reasonable need and use and include the
required noncommercial-use affirmation.

Protect Address Confidentiality Program participants from being required to provide, or having disclosed,
their actual address.

What the Act does not clearly require

A countywide mailing to all existing property owners.

CAMA integration or vendor redevelopment.

GIS publication or addition of the information to parcel popups.

Independent verification of every phone number, email address, residence, employee, or ownership
relationship.

Reminder notices, investigations, or recurring compliance checks.

Mandatory fines.

Adding fines to tax bills or creating property liens.

Bulk municipal access to the entire list.

Highest-priority assessor concerns

Determining who is exempt as an owner-occupant and how status changes are handled.

The absence of a clear penalty for failure to make the original submission.

The lack of notice, hearing, appeal, collection, and fine-disposition procedures.

Unresolved Right-to-Know, privacy, disclosure, and cybersecurity standards.

Ambiguous municipal access standards.

Handling trusts, estates, joint owners, foundations, governmental owners, and layered business entities.
Record retention, superseded contacts, and ownership changes.

The 60-day implementation period and absence of state funding or model procedures.
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Assessor-Focused Statutory Workflow

The following is the most defensible plain-language workflow based on the enacted text.

1. Determine whether the property is exempt

An owner-occupied property is exempt when it is owned and occupied by an individual as that individual's

principal residence and domicile. The Act does not prescribe the proof standard.

N

. Identify the submission pathway

For a covered purchase, the owner must submit within 30 days. For a covered property cited for a municipal
ordinance or code violation, the municipality must collect and relay the information.

3. Receive information in the county-prescribed form

The chief assessor controls the manner and form. A paper form, secure web form, or both can satisfy this

function.

4. Add the information to a separate controlled list

The safest design is a registry linked by parcel identifier but not embedded in public assessment or GIS fields.

5. Record source and date

The Act does not require verification, but assessors should record who submitted the information, when it
was received, and whether it came from an owner or municipality.

6. Process owner-reported changes

The owner or representative must report changed information within 30 days. The county should retain

audit history rather than silently overwrite prior information.

7. Evaluate municipal requests

Requests should be parcel-specific, written, purpose-limited, noncommercial, and reviewed under a solicitor-

approved standard.

oo

. Apply any enforcement policy cautiously

Fines are discretionary and procedurally underdefined. Counties should not assume authority to fine initial
non-submitters, impose recurring fines, add charges to tax bills, or create liens.

Concern Crosswalk Matrix for Assessors

Ratings distinguish genuine legal or operational concerns from assumptions that go beyond the statutory

language.

Assessor concern

Must the list be built in
CAMA?

What the Act says

No system is specified. The
chief assessor must
establish and maintain a
list.

Assessment

Low - misunderstanding

Practical meaning

A standalone registry can
satisfy the text and may be
safer and less expensive.

Escalation

Assessment/IT decision;
solicitor confirmation.

Must every existing
owner be contacted?

The 30-day duty is tied to
purchase. No mass-
notification requirement
appears.

Low - likely
misunderstanding

The text points toward
prospective application. A
blanket mailing is not
supported.

Solicitor confirmation;
statewide clarification
useful.

How is owner-occupancy
proven?

The exemption depends on
principal residence and
domicile, but no proof
standard is given.

High - real ambiguity

Homestead status, mailing
address, self-certification,
or other evidence may
conflict.

Solicitor policy; seek state
guidance.

What date starts the 30-
day clock?

The owner must submit
within 30 days of
purchase.

High - ambiguity

Closing date, deed date,
execution date, and
recording date are not
always the same.

Solicitor; legislative
clarification.

Must assessors solicit the
information?

The owner has the duty to
submit; the assessor

Moderate

A public form and
outreach process are

Internal procedure; model
state notice requested.
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prescribes the manner and
form.

prudent, but
individualized solicitation
is not stated.

Must title agents,
attorneys, or recorders
collect it?

No duty is assigned to
them.

Low - misunderstanding

They may distribute the
form voluntarily, but an
amendment is needed to
mandate collection.

Legislative issue if formal
integration is desired.

Must the county verify all
information?

The Act requires adding
submitted information; it
penalizes knowing
falsehoods by owners.

Low - misunderstanding

The list can be treated as
owner-reported rather
than county-certified.

Use disclaimers and audit
fields.

What if an owner never
submits?

The penalty section
addresses false
information and failure to
update, not clearly initial
non-submission.

High - statutory gap

The principal duty may
lack an enforceable
penalty.

Immediate solicitor and
legislative review.

Are fines mandatory?

A county may levy a fine of
up to $500.

Low - misunderstanding

The language is
discretionary.

Commissioner policy after
solicitor review.

Can fines recur?

No continuing-offense
language or recurrence
schedule is provided.

High - ambiguity

Recurring fines may
exceed the authority
granted.

Solicitor; legislative
clarification.

Can fines be placed on
tax bills or liens?

No tax-bill, lien, or
collection authority is
stated.

No apparent statutory
basis

Assessment should not
merge this with tax
collection absent specific
authority.

Solicitor; legislative
clarification.

What procedure applies
before a fine?

No notice, hearing, appeal,
or collection process is
included.

High - real concern

Immediate enforcement
could raise due-process
problems.

Solicitor and
commissioners.

Who receives fine
revenue?

The county may levy the
fine, but disposition is not
expressly stated.

Moderate to High

County receipt is plausible,
but accounting and
authority remain unclear.

Solicitor and finance.

How are sold properties
handled?

New owners must submit,
but deletion or archiving
of prior contacts is not
addressed.

High - records ambiguity

Current, superseded, and
historical data need
defined treatment.

Solicitor and records
manager.

How are occupancy
changes handled without
a sale?

The Act provides no status-
change reporting pathway.

High - real ambiguity

A rental can become
owner-occupied, or vice
versa, without a deed
event.

Solicitor; legislative
clarification.

How are trusts, estates,
and joint owners
handled?

The definition is broad, but
the contact section is
organized around
individuals, businesses,
and LLCs.

High - drafting ambiguity

The responsible submitter
and required individual
contact are not always
clear.

Solicitor; statewide
guidance.

Must municipalities
collect information after
citations?

Yes, for covered properties,
municipalities collect and
relay the information.

High - municipal
implementation issue

The Act does not address
refusal, failed collection, or
municipal
nonperformance.

County-municipal
procedures; legislative
guidance.

Can municipalities
receive the whole list?

Requests are for contact
information for a real
property and require a
reasonable need and stated
use.

Moderate to High

The wording supports
parcel-specific access more
than bulk access.

Solicitor-approved request
policy.

Is the list confidential?

Only Address
Confidentiality Program
protection is explicit.

High - real concern

The Act does not fully
resolve Right-to-Know or
constitutional privacy
treatment.

Solicitor and open-records
officer.

Must existing GIS mailing
addresses be removed?

The Act governs the new
contact list, not existing
assessment publication
policy.

Low - misunderstanding

Existing tax-billing address
practices are analytically
separate.

Continue current approved
policy unless counsel
advises otherwise.

Could Act 29 data leak
into GIS or exports?

No technical safeguards
are specified.

High - real operational risk

Embedding the fields in
CAMA increases the
chance of accidental
publication or export.

Separate dataset; GIS/IT
controls.

Must assessors
continuously monitor
employee changes?

Owners must update
changed information.

Low as a county duty

The county is not directed
to monitor business
staffing, but stale
information is inevitable.

Record last-updated dates
and owner-reporting
disclaimer.

Is state funding
provided?

No funding provision
appears.

High - policy concern

Even a lean
implementation requires
system, forms, procedures,

Commissioners and
legislators.
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security, and staff time.
Legal review, system
design, forms, municipal
High - real concern coordination, training, and
privacy controls must all
be established.

The Act takes effect 60 days
after enactment.

Commissioners; request

?
Is 60 days adequate? guidance or safe harbor.

Recommended Minimum-Compliance Model

Recommended architecture

Create a separate, access-controlled Act 29 registry linked to the parcel by county parcel identifier. Do not place
personal contact fields in public parcel tables, public GIS services, standard CAMA exports, or routine assessment
extracts.

Suggested record fields

Field group Suggested contents

County parcel ID; municipality; situs address; ownership name;
ownership type; deed or transfer date.

Covered/exempt status; owner-occupant self-certification;
evidence or basis used; determination date.

Owner contact Residential or business address; telephone; email.

Name; role; address; telephone; email; statement of authority
and ability to address maintenance or code problems.

Date received; submission method; source; submitter;
municipal citation pathway where applicable.

Record status Current; superseded; archived; exempt; pending review.
Restricted-person flag; Address Confidentiality Program flag;
municipal disclosure log; request purpose; approving employee.

Parcel and property

Coverage determination

Responsible person

Submission tracking

Security and disclosure

Audit history Created by/date; modified by/date; prior values; notes.
Disclaimer Owner-reported information; not independently verified unless
specifically noted.

Recommended intake methods

e Asecure web form with required fields and owner certification.

¢ A printable paper form for mail, counter service, and municipal use.

¢ A separate municipal transmittal form for code or ordinance citation cases.

e Optional distribution through recorder, title, realtor, attorney, and tax-billing channels, while clearly stating
that the legal duty remains with the owner.

e A dedicated email address or secure upload method only if security and retention controls are established.

Recommended initial controls

¢ Limit access to specifically designated Assessment employees and system administrators.
¢ Require written, parcel-specific municipal requests.

¢ Log every disclosure.

¢ Do not allow bulk export by default.

e Separate personal fields from public assessment and GIS data models.

e Use role-based permissions and multifactor authentication where available.

e Document retention and supersession rules before records accumulate.

¢ (Create a standard script for staff responding to owner refusal or privacy concerns.

¢ Avoid describing the data as verified or guaranteed current.
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Questions Assessors Should Send to County Solicitors

Does the Act apply only to purchases occurring on or after September 18, 2026?
Is any outreach to owners of previously purchased property required?
What event constitutes the statutory purchase date?
What evidence may the assessment office rely upon to determine owner-occupant status?
Can the county use owner self-certification, and what should the certification state?
How should a change in owner-occupancy status be handled when no deed transfer occurs?
Is failure to make the initial submission punishable under the present penalty language?
What notice, hearing, appeal, and collection process is legally required before a fine?
May fines recur, and may they be added to tax bills or treated as liens?
. Must commissioners adopt a resolution, ordinance, fee schedule, or adjudication procedure?
. Who receives and accounts for fine revenue?
. Is the entire list, or any field within it, exempt from Right-to-Know disclosure?
. How should constitutional privacy balancing be documented?
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. What qualifies as a municipal reasonable need and use?

. Are bulk requests or standing municipal access permitted?

. What retention schedule applies to current and superseded contacts?

. What liability could arise from unauthorized or mistaken disclosure?

. How should trusts, estates, joint owners, foundations, authorities, and governmental entities submit?

. Is a standalone secure registry legally sufficient to meet the requirement to establish and maintain a list?
. What disclaimer should accompany municipal disclosures and internal use?
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Questions for State Representatives and Statewide Associations

21. Clarify prospective application and the treatment of pre-effective-date owners.

22. Define the purchase date that starts the 30-day period.

23. Clarify whether initial non-submission is punishable.

24. Create a statewide notice, hearing, appeal, collection, and fine-disposition procedure.
25. State whether fines may recur, become liens, or be placed on tax bills.

26. Expressly define confidentiality and Right-to-Know treatment.

27. Define municipal access, including whether bulk access is allowed.

28. Provide a county good-faith immunity or liability standard.

29. Clarify owner-occupant proof and status changes.

30. Clarify trusts, estates, joint owners, governmental entities, and layered ownership.
31. Provide record-retention requirements.

32. Provide statewide forms, model policies, technical standards, and funding.

33. Extend implementation time or provide an enforcement safe harbor.
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Practical Assessor Implementation Checklist

Immediate - legal and governance

¢ Designate the chief assessor or project lead responsible for implementation.

¢ Send the solicitor the legal-question checklist.

¢ Coordinate with the county open-records officer, IT/security, GIS, records manager, and commissioners.

e Decide that the registry will remain separate from public assessment and GIS records unless counsel directs

otherwise.
¢ Suspend assumptions about fines until a lawful process is established.

System and forms

¢ C(Create the minimum secure registry and parcel-ID linkage.

e Create owner, business/LLC, and municipal citation forms.

¢ Include owner-occupant exemption certification.

¢ Include certification that submitted information is accurate and that changes must be reported.

e Track source, received date, effective date, status, and disclosure history.

¢ Test that fields do not appear in public GIS services, CAMA exports, tax files, or open-data products.

Municipal coordination

e Provide municipalities a short explanation of their citation-related collection duty.

e Provide a standard municipal transmittal form.

e Provide a parcel-specific municipal request form with purpose and noncommercial-use affirmation.
¢ Identify the county contact and secure transmission method.

e State that bulk access will not be provided unless approved by the solicitor.

Public and staff communication

e Post a plain-language explanation and forms on the county website.
e Prepare counter and telephone scripts.

e Explain that owner-occupied principal residences are exempt.

e Explain that the county is implementing a state law, not independently expanding assessment requirements.

¢ Avoid promising confidentiality until the solicitor approves the wording.
e Train staff not to place Act 29 information in routine parcel notes or public-facing systems.

After launch

e Audit access and disclosures.

¢ Review unresolved submissions and owner complaints.

¢ Document recurring statutory ambiguities.

¢ Coordinate statewide through assessor and county associations.

¢ Revise policy when Commonwealth guidance or legislative amendments are issued.

Bottom line for assessors

The assessment office can likely meet the core mandate with a lean, separate registry and controlled municipal-
request process. The office should not assume responsibility for mass outreach, universal verification, aggressive
enforcement, tax-bill collection, or public dissemination unless those duties are established by counsel or later

guidance.
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Source Materials Reviewed
1. Pennsylvania House Bill 858, Printer's No. 1806, adding Chapter 25 to Title 68.

2. HB 858 / Act 29 comments and implementation concerns submitted by county GIS and assessment personnel.

This document is an administrative and operational review for discussion purposes. It is not a substitute for advice from the county
solicitor, open-records officer, or other qualified legal counsel.
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