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SESSION OF 2010 194TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 2 

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

THE SPEAKER (KEITH R. McCALL) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 HON. JERRY STERN, member of the House of 
Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Let us bow our heads: 
 Dear Father in Heaven, we thank You for this day. We 
appreciate Your mercy and goodness this morning as we ask for 
Your blessing on those that are suffering this morning from 
illness or the loss of a loved one. We ask for You, dear God, to 
heal hearts and bodies that are burdened today with the various 
struggles in life. We pray for this Commonwealth and for those 
elected House members gathered today, and we ask for Your 
wisdom, dear Lord. We pray for our families also and ask You 
to keep them safe at home. We also know, dear Lord, that there 
are many individuals that are facing problems on this day that 
are looking for answers. We look to You for guidance and 
strength. 
 As we are reminded in Psalms, where it states "My eyes shall 
be on the faithful of the land, that they may dwell with me: he 
that walks in a perfect way, he shall serve me." And so we are 
thankful to You this morning, dear Lord, and we bless Your 
holy name. Keep our soldiers safe that are serving throughout 
the world. Also be with their families that are keeping 
everything going back here on the home front without their 
loved ones with them. Give them strength and keep a shield for 
Your protective wing around our troops as a hen keeps her 
young ones safe under the protection of her wing. 
 We thank You for all the men and women that help provide 
services to this Commonwealth. Keep our staff safe and meet 
their needs also. Bless them, dear Lord. For all those You have 
placed in authority today, we ask a special blessing: on the 
President, Congress, our Governor, and the General Assembly; 
our city, township, and borough officials and school boards. We 
ask for Your guidance for the many difficult decisions that must 
be made on the issues that are before us. Thank You for giving 
us this day, dear Lord, and for Your love for all of us. 
 I pray all these things in Your name. Amen. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, approval of the Journal 
of Tuesday, January 5, 2010, will be postponed until printed. 
The Chair hears no objection. 
 Members, please report to the floor of the House. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. Turning to leaves of absence, the Chair 
recognizes the majority whip, the gentleman, Representative 
Dermody, who indicates there are no leaves for today's session. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Representative Turzai, the minority whip, who requests a leave 
of absence for: Representative MUSTIO from Allegheny 
County for the day; Representative TALLMAN from Adams 
County for the day; Representative TRUE from Lancaster 
County for the day. Without objection, the leaves will be 
granted. 
 Members will please report to the floor of the House. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is about to take the master roll. 
The members will proceed to vote. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–192 
 
Baker Evans, J. Lentz Readshaw 
Barbin Everett Levdansky Reed 
Barrar Fabrizio Longietti Reese 
Bear Fairchild Maher Reichley 
Belfanti Farry Mahoney Roae 
Benninghoff Fleck Major Rock 
Beyer Frankel Manderino Roebuck 
Bishop Freeman Mann Rohrer 
Boback Gabig Markosek Ross 
Boyd Gabler Marshall Sainato 
Boyle Galloway Marsico Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Matzie Santarsiero 
Brennan George McGeehan Santoni 
Briggs Gerber McI. Smith Saylor 
Brooks Gergely Melio Scavello 
Brown Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Burns Gillespie Metzgar Seip 
Buxton Gingrich Miccarelli Shapiro 
Caltagirone Godshall Micozzie Siptroth 
Carroll Goodman Millard Smith, K. 
Casorio Grell Miller Smith, M. 
Causer Grove Milne Smith, S. 
Christiana Grucela Mirabito Solobay 
Civera Haluska Moul Sonney 
Clymer Hanna Murphy Staback 
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Cohen Harhai Murt Stern 
Conklin Harhart Myers Stevenson 
Costa, D. Harkins O'Brien, D. Sturla 
Costa, P. Harper O'Brien, M. Swanger 
Cox Harris O'Neill Taylor, J. 
Creighton Helm Oberlander Taylor, R. 
Cruz Hennessey Oliver Thomas 
Curry Hess Pallone Turzai 
Cutler Hornaman Parker Vereb 
Daley Houghton Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hutchinson Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Johnson Payton Wagner 
Delozier Josephs Peifer Wansacz 
DeLuca Kauffman Perzel Waters 
Denlinger Keller, M.K. Petrarca Watson 
DePasquale Keller, W. Petri Wheatley 
Dermody Kessler Phillips White 
DeWeese Killion Pickett Williams 
DiGirolamo Kirkland Preston Youngblood 
Donatucci Knowles Pyle Yudichak 
Drucker Kortz Quigley   
Eachus Kotik Quinn McCall, 
Ellis Krieger Rapp   Speaker 
Evans, D. Kula 
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Adolph Mundy Perry Tallman 
Hickernell Mustio Sabatina True 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–1 
 
Reed 
 LEAVES CANCELED–1 
 
True 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. A quorum being present, the House will 
proceed to conduct business. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 577  By Representatives GRELL, ADOLPH, BEAR, 
BENNINGHOFF, BEYER, BOBACK, BROOKS, 
CHRISTIANA, CLYMER, CREIGHTON, CUTLER, DAY, 
DELOZIER, DiGIROLAMO, ELLIS, EVERETT, 
FAIRCHILD, FLECK, GABIG, GABLER, GEIST, GIBBONS, 
GINGRICH, GROVE, HARHART, HARRIS, HELM, HESS, 
HICKERNELL, HORNAMAN, HUTCHINSON, 
KAUFFMAN, M. KELLER, KILLION, KORTZ, KRIEGER, 
MAHER, MARSHALL, MARSICO, MATZIE, McILVAINE 
SMITH, MILLER, MILNE, MOUL, MUNDY, MUSTIO,  
D. O'BRIEN, O'NEILL, PETRI, PICKETT, PYLE, QUIGLEY, 
QUINN, REESE, REICHLEY, ROAE, ROCK, ROHRER, 
SHAPIRO, SIPTROTH, STEVENSON, SWANGER, 
TALLMAN, TRUE, VULAKOVICH and WATSON  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Concurrent Resolution establishing a bipartisan Commission on 
Budgetary Reform to study the budget process and make 
recommendations for reforms needed to improve the process. 

 
Referred to Committee on RULES, January 6, 2010. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 2135  By Representatives GRELL, EVERETT, GROVE, 
HARPER, KILLION, MOUL, PICKETT, ROSS and CLYMER  

 
An Act amending Title 24 (Education) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, in retirement for school employees, further 
providing for definitions and for construction of part; in membership, 
contributions and benefits, further providing for eligibility points for 
retention and reinstatement of service credits, for creditable nonschool 
service, for classes of service, for eligibility for annuities, for eligibility 
for vesting, for member contributions for creditable school service, for 
contributions for purchase of credit for creditable nonschool service, 
for actuarial cost method, and for member's options; in administration 
and miscellaneous provisions, establishing the individual annuity 
savings account; further providing for payments to school entities by 
Commonwealth; and establishing a defined contribution retirement 
benefit program. 

 
Referred to Committee on FINANCE, January 6, 2010. 

 
 No. 2193  By Representatives STABACK, SIPTROTH, 
BEAR, BELFANTI, BEYER, BOBACK, BRENNAN, 
CALTAGIRONE, CARROLL, COHEN, D. COSTA, 
CREIGHTON, CUTLER, DEASY, DENLINGER, EVERETT, 
FAIRCHILD, GABLER, GEIST, GEORGE, GERGELY, 
GILLESPIE, GOODMAN, GROVE, GRUCELA, HARHAI, 
HARKINS, HARRIS, HENNESSEY, HESS, HORNAMAN, 
W. KELLER, LENTZ, LEVDANSKY, MAHONEY, MAJOR, 
MANN, McGEEHAN, METZGAR, MILLER, MOUL, 
MUNDY, MURPHY, MURT, M. O'BRIEN, O'NEILL, 
PETRARCA, PHILLIPS, PYLE, READSHAW, REICHLEY, 
ROCK, SEIP, K. SMITH, SWANGER, VULAKOVICH, 
WATERS, WHITE, YOUNGBLOOD and YUDICHAK  

 
An Act amending Title 30 (Fish) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated 

Statutes, in fishing licenses, further providing for one-day resident 
fishing licenses and for reserve component of armed forces members. 

 
Referred to Committee on GAME AND FISHERIES, 

January 6, 2010. 
 
 No. 2194  By Representatives PETRI, FAIRCHILD, MELIO, 
WATSON, QUINN, DiGIROLAMO, O'NEILL, FARRY and 
CLYMER  

 
An Act amending Title 51 (Military Affairs) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for burial details for veterans. 
 
Referred to Committee on VETERANS AFFAIRS AND 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, January 6, 2010. 
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REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is in receipt of a supplemental 
committee report of the Committee on Committees, which the 
clerk will read. 
 
 The following report was read: 
 

COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 
 

 In the House of Representatives, 
 January 6, 2010 
 
Resolved that, 
 
 Representative Dom Costa, Allegheny County, is elected a member 
of the Judiciary Committee vice Representative Don Walko resigned. 
 
 Representative Bryan Barbin, Cambria County, is elected a member 
of the Insurance Committee vice Representative Don Walko resigned. 
 
 Representative Deberah Kula, Fayette County, is elected a member 
of the Professional Licensure Committee vice Representative Don 
Walko resigned. 
 
 Representative Robert F. Matzie, Beaver County, is elected a 
member of the Tourism and Recreational Development Committee  
vice Representative Don Walko resigned. 
 
 Representative Mark B. Cohen, Philadelphia County, is elected a 
member of the Health and Human Services Committee  
vice Representative Lawrence H. Curry resigned. 
 
 Representative W. Curtis Thomas, Philadelphia County, is elected a 
member of the Urban Affairs Committee vice Representative Frank 
Dermody resigned. 
 
 Representative Lawrence H. Curry, Montgomery County, is  
elected a member of the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee  
vice Representative W. Curtis Thomas resigned.  
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 Rep. William F. Keller 
 Chairman 
 Committee on Committees 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 Resolution was adopted. 

REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is in receipt of a Committee on 
Committees Supplemental Report from the gentleman, 
Representative Geist, which the clerk will read. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 The following report was read: 
 

House of Representatives 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

Harrisburg 
 

Committee on Committees 
 Supplemental Report 

 
 In the House of Representatives 
 January 5, 2010 
 
RESOLVED that, 
 
 Representative Bernie O'Neill, Philadelphia County, is appointed a 
member of the House Labor Relations Committee. 
 
 Representative Tom Creighton, Lancaster County, is appointed a 
member of the House Education Committee. 
 
 Representative Matthew Baker, Tioga County, is appointed a 
member of the House Professional Licensure Committee. 
 
 Representative Dick Hess, Bedford County, is appointed a member 
of the House Rules Committee. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 Rep. Richard Geist 
 Minority Chairman 
 Committee on Committees 
 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 Resolution was adopted. 

STATEMENT BY MR. KORTZ 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny County, Representative Kortz, under unanimous 
consent. Without objection, consent is granted. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on December 7, 2009, this Assembly 
unanimously passed HR 533, and again, I express my gratitude 
to the membership for that vote. Mr. Speaker, this resolution 
supported the adoption of a military community covenant, and 
to date, Mr. Speaker, State and community leaders from  
24 different States, including Puerto Rico and the District of 
Columbia, have all signed military community covenants. 
 Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Army is very appreciative of this 
body's action and wanted to show their thanks by offering each 
member a certificate and letter of appreciation from the Army, 
and it is in the packet that is on everybody's desk we left there 
for them. And inside there, again, there is a certificate of 
appreciation signed by the Chief of Staff of the Army,  
Gen. George Casey, Jr., and the Secretary of the Army,  
Mr. John McHugh. 
 Mr. Speaker, all members' names were recommended and 
submitted by Commanding Officer Lt. Col. Stephen Lockridge. 
I thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
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SENATE MESSAGE 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
ADOPTED BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that the 
Senate has adopted the report of the committee of conference on 
the subject of the differences existing between the two Houses 
on SB 711, PN 1586. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

 Mr. EACHUS called up for consideration the following 
report of the committee of conference on SB 711, PN 1586, 
entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 4 (Amusements) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, making extensive revisions to provisions on 
gaming, in the areas of legislative intent, definitions, the Pennsylvania 
Gaming Control Board, applicability of other statutes, powers of the 
board, code of conduct, expenses of regulatory agencies, licensed 
gaming entity application appeals from board, license or permit 
application hearing process and public hearings, board minutes and 
records, regulatory authority, collection of fees and fines, slot machine 
license fee, number of slot machines, reports of board, diversity goals 
of board, license or permit prohibition, specific authority to suspend 
slot machine license, Category 2 slot machine license, Category 3 slot 
machine license, number of slot machine licenses, applications for 
license or permit, slot machine license application, slot machine license 
application character requirements, supplier licenses, manufacturer 
licenses, gaming service provider, occupation permit application, 
alternative manufacturer licensing standards, alternative supplier 
licensing standards, additional licenses and permits and approval of 
agreements, license renewals, change in ownership or control of slot 
machine licensee, nonportability of slot machine license, appointment 
of trustee, table games, slot machine licensee deposits, gross terminal 
revenue deductions, itemized budget reporting, establishment of State 
Gaming Fund and net slot machine revenue distribution, distributions 
from Pennsylvania Race Horse Development Fund, Pennsylvania 
Gaming Economic Development and Tourism Fund, transfers from 
State Gaming Fund, responsibility and authority of Department of 
Revenue, wagering on credit, eminent domain authority, compulsive 
and problem gambling program, drug and alcohol treatment, labor 
hiring preferences, declaration of exemption from Federal laws 
prohibiting slot machines, financial and employment interests, 
additional restrictions, political influence, regulation requiring 
exclusion of certain persons, prosecutorial and adjudicative functions, 
investigations and enforcement, conduct of public officials and 
employees, prohibited acts and penalties, report of suspicious 
transactions, additional authority, applicability of Clean Indoor Air 
Act, liquor licenses at licensed facilities, interception of oral 
communications, electronic funds transfer terminals, junkets, gaming 
schools, appropriations and Commonwealth Financing Authority; and 
making related repeals. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the report of the committee of 
conference? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Bucks County, Representative Clymer. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Mr. Speaker, could I have a sidebar with our 
minority leader before I begin? There is a question I need to 
have clarified. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. Turning to leaves of absence, the Chair 
recognizes the minority whip, Representative Turzai, who 
requests a leave of absence for Representative REED from 
Indiana County for the day. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair notes the presence of the 
gentlelady from Lancaster County, Representative True, on the 
House floor. Her name will be added to the master roll. 

CONSIDERATION OF SB 711 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman, Mr. Clymer, ready to 
proceed? The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the Conference Report on  
SB 711. One of the issues that we were looking at is the fact 
that the Governor had indicated he would furlough 1,000 State 
employees if we did not pass this bill by Friday, January the 8th, 
and the reason is because of the so-called shortfall in the State 
budget. He said we needed to raise somewhere around  
$200 million. Well, Mr. Speaker, I have a solution and it is an 
easy one. All we have to do is to increase the table games 
license from the undervalue of $16.5 million to $35 million. 
That would bring in an additional $240 million, and if we really 
wanted to put some more icing on the cake, we increase the tax 
rate of 14 percent up to 18 percent. Even at 18 percent, it is a 
good deal for the casinos. That solves the deficiency that the 
Governor has been talking about. 
 Mr. Speaker, another point we have to look at is that the 
enormous expansion of gambling through table games can be 
considered as regressive taxation. The poor, the less educated, 
and the disadvantaged in our society will be the ones that will 
be spending more of the little money that they have, and does 
that make sense? Of course not. This legislation contains 
wording that allows credit. Credit will be available for those 
who go gambling, whether it is at the slots or at the table games, 
should this conference committee bill pass. Mr. Speaker, think 
about that for a moment – credit. Allowing credit to people who 
can ill afford to gamble any more than what they have already 
gambled and even to those who are more affluent. We are 
taking money from them, and the credit is a dangerous 
commodity for the consumer, and yet here we go. We are 
moving forward to allow credit. Every vote, just on that issue 
alone, should be a "no" vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, we do not allow the monthly statement to be 
incorporated into this legislation, and yet we are going to allow 
credit by the casinos to be used. I will predict that the current 
demand for food stamps and cash assistance that is blowing out 
of proportion in Pennsylvania, and some of that already is the 
result of people unable to control their gambling appetite. 
 Mr. Speaker, also in this legislation is the competition for 
video poker and slot machines. Video poker is the crack cocaine 
of gambling, the crack cocaine of gambling, and here we are 
again saying that it is all right for people to have this 
competition, which will provide more addiction and more 
money to the casinos, a sure formula to ruin families. And as  
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I just mentioned a few moments ago, the fact that the licenses 
are only worth, I think it is $16.5 million, was the last report  
I had read, nothing like corporate welfare to fatten the wallets of 
those who already have secured great benefit through this 
casino gambling law. Corporate welfare, that is what we 
provide when you vote for SB 711. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, if Governor Rendell is so concerned about 
money shortages, why did he not support the amendments that 
we were trying to offer back 5 years ago for the slot machines to 
provide auctioning for these 12 licenses? Had we done that, 
according to estimates from people who have spent time 
investigating what these licenses for the Pennsylvania casinos 
would be worth, we could have received $2 billion more in 
revenue. Let me repeat, $2 billion more in revenue, had we gone 
through the process of auctioning the licenses. 
 And then, Mr. Speaker, I do need to bring up the issue about 
the riparian rights. These are submerged lands, valuable lands, 
along the Delaware River. The 1978 law, State law, clearly 
gives the Pennsylvania General Assembly sole authority to sell 
or lease these lands, and we could have realized millions of 
dollars in revenue had we been given that authority. Instead, the 
city of Philadelphia leased these 10 to 12 acres of land to 
SugarHouse for a very inexpensive amount. I think it was 
around $282,000 a year. Sounds like another backroom deal.  
I am not sure if the courts were involved in that issue or not. But 
let me tell you, as my experience as chairman of the State 
Government Committee, when we leased or sold riparian land, 
those bills had to come through the committee. We never had a 
situation where the city took sole authority and said we will take 
care of these lands. Why did the Governor not come out and 
say, yes, let us do it the right way; let us follow procedure; let us 
allow the General Assembly to determine that the price or the 
lease of those very valuable riparian lands that are now part of 
SugarHouse. 
 Mr. Speaker, I hate to say it, but it sounds like the politically 
connected win again. And then we have to be concerned about 
the fact that there is a grand jury that is being convened to 
investigate how the Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board 
awarded these casino licenses. Just recently, a Federal judge is 
allowing the company behind the ill-fated Donald Trump casino 
project to continue with its lawsuit against the Pennsylvania 
Gaming Control Board. That should get very interesting. It is 
very interesting to know that the lawyers for Donald Trump 
went to the Federal court for the investigation for the lawsuit 
and not to the State Supreme Court. 
 Mr. Speaker, today we will hear that casino gambling is 
economic development. There is some truth to that because the 
one-time building of the gambling facilities can be considered 
as economic development. However, as I had mentioned on this 
floor before, it is not economic development. Gambling by  
itself is not economic development. And I quoted the  
world-renowned professor, economic professor, Paul 
Samuelson, who just died a few weeks ago, who said that 
gambling produces no economic value, none whatsoever. It is 
merely a transfer of money from one sector of the economy to 
another, and when you have a potential for gambling addiction 
to take place, it becomes a net reduction in your economic 
development. I am paraphrasing, of course, what this great 
economic professor said. 
 
 
 

 Mr. Speaker, with the expansion of the table games, we can 
look for more increases in crime and bankruptcies, more time 
lost in the workplace, divorce, more senior citizens losing 
money that they should be using to pay for their property taxes. 
We will see more of an increase in illegal gambling. I said 
increase in illegal gambling, which is correct. The science 
proves that. And we will see more children with broken hearts. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is quite interesting – a few observations –  
I have yet to see any law enforcement agencies or any Attorneys 
General or district attorneys ever endorse casino gambling or in 
this case, table games, because they know this type of industry 
breeds crime, corruption, and prostitution. So why should they 
endorse an activity that promotes criminal activities? 
 So, Mr. Speaker, let me assure you that if we continue on the 
trend that we are now moving, we can expect to see the 
gambling octopus tighten its grip within the halls of government 
and their influence in government to become even greater. 
 Mr. Speaker, I mentioned the fact of two cases where a grand 
jury investigation is taking place, and also where a Donald 
Trump project is being allowed to go forward, as proved by the 
Federal courts. There is another situation that we need to look 
at, and that is when the gambling bill, back in 2004, was signed 
into law, many of us thought or at least a number of us thought 
that this was a direct violation of the Pennsylvania State 
Constitution. Article III, section 1, says, "No law shall be passed 
except by bill, and no bill shall be so altered or amended, on its 
passage through either House, as to change its original 
purpose." And, Mr. Speaker, the slot machine bill was a direct 
violation of the Pennsylvania Constitution because it ripped out 
the original intent, 100 percent of the bill, and put in something 
entirely new, which was to be legalizing the slot machines here 
in Pennsylvania. I think that is something that should be of 
concern to all of us. Yet when that lawsuit came before the State 
Supreme Court, the State Supreme Court did rule it to be 
constitutional. I do not know how they made such a decision, 
but they did. 
 Mr. Speaker, one of the things I plan to do today before we 
conclude here is to ask the Attorney General to investigate the 
Pennsylvania Casino Association. In fact, the majority chair of 
the House Gaming Oversight Committee, and some members 
over here, have shown an interest in this legislation. Why is this 
association not considered a lobbyist? And it is not, when there 
is clear indication that they should be a lobbyist. I am not saying 
that because the former State Supreme Court Justice Stephen A. 
Zappala and his daughter, Michele Zappala Peck, who are 
involved, and she was running for the Allegheny Common Pleas 
Court – I do not know if she made it or not – but if they were 
involved in this organization in a lobbying structure, then why 
are they not listed as part of the lobbying group? So there are 
some issues that had been raised that I consider to be very 
important, and as I said before, I am going to ask Attorney 
General Tom Corbett to initiate an investigation to see if there 
are some types of rules and regulations that have been violated 
here. 
 Finally, Mr. Speaker, when we look at the State of Nevada, 
we think of the gambling that takes place and all the crime and 
the prostitution and it does not have a very good image. I think 
we could all agree with that. Perhaps some would think Nevada 
is a wonderful place, but I think the average person on the street 
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does not always have a positive image. Well, the point that I am 
making here is that if we continue down the path we are 
traveling, we will become Nevada East, Nevada East. This great 
State, unless the Governor, if this bill should pass, vetoes the 
bill, but he does not seem to indicate it, will help in pushing 
forward this negative image that I think is going to be an 
embarrassment to all of us. Nevada East, not a good idea. 
 And so, Mr. Speaker, in concluding, I thank you for the 
opportunity to make these remarks. I think we have some 
serious problems ahead of us with this entire gambling 
operation. Its influence is beyond, I think, what any of us 
imagined it would be 5 years ago, and with the advent of the 
table games expanding gambling, creating more social 
problems, more distractions for our families, it is going to come 
back to haunt us. So, Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to vote 
in the negative on SB 711. Thank you. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. On the question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Bucks County, Representative Melio. 
 Mr. MELIO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have a point of clarification, please. 
 The SPEAKER. Is it a parliamentary inquiry? The gentleman 
will state it. 
 Mr. MELIO. Yes. 
 Senator Tomlinson, who was on the board of directors of the 
Lower Bucks Hospital, resigned from that position to put in an 
amendment to help the hospital, which helps so many people 
not only in my district but the surrounding communities. I am 
on the board of directors. I have no monetary value, would not 
accept any monetary value. And my question is, could I vote on 
this issue? 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. It is the Chair's decision that you do not 
have any personal or private interest in that institution, and it is 
an unpaid position; you are part of a general class. Therefore, it 
would be okay for you to vote for or against the legislation. 
 Mr. MELIO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 Are there any other members that would like to debate the 
legislation? 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lancaster County, 
Representative Cutler. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On the bill, if I may. 
 The SPEAKER. On the conference committee report, the 
gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I realize that many of you will probably say this is the same 
show that we had several weeks ago, and you would be right.  
I am going to raise the same constitutional concerns coming out 
of conference committee that I raised at that time. Mr. Speaker, 
I do believe that this bill has some serious flaws in it 
constitutionally that will make it ripe for challenge once this bill 
becomes law. 
 Mr. Speaker, on page 133, lines 15 through 23, there is an 
appropriation to the hospital that the honorable previous speaker 
mentioned and asked for a ruling on from the Chair. 
Mr. Speaker, page 134, lines 3 through 12, there is an 

appropriation for a college, a college, Mr. Speaker, that is so 
specific that it says it must be "A county of the third class which 
is…home rule…" and be related to, Mr. Speaker, having a 
casino in the area. 
 Additionally, the medical school listed on page 139, lines  
4 through 17, must reside in a county of the fifth class. 
 Mr. Speaker, I will not go through the procedure of 
requesting a vote on each of these, because I believe that this 
will be borne out through the court process once it is 
challenged, and unfortunately, I believe that we will lose. It is in 
direct violation of Article III, section 7, of the Constitution, 
which requires notice of special legislation. This legislation is 
so specific that it is obvious which area that it is going to 
impact. Mr. Speaker, if it was not so obvious, the honorable 
gentleman that spoke right before me would not have gotten up 
and asked for a ruling of the Chair. 
 If there is even further doubt on whether or not that this bill 
is so specific, I would simply reference you to the language of 
the bill that simply says the "hospital." Mr. Speaker, the hospital 
can only mean one hospital. If that is the case, it is very specific. 
It is a general appropriation to a specific institution that is 
directly not involved with the Commonwealth as its 
administrator, and therefore it would also violate Article III, 
section 30, which says, "No appropriation shall be made to any 
charitable or educational institution not under the absolute 
control of the Commonwealth,...except by a...two-thirds" 
majority "of all the members elected to..." the body. 
 Mr. Speaker, if this conference report fails to obtain the 
required two-thirds vote, I would argue that it is ripe for 
constitutional challenge. I recognize that we will go through the 
maneuvers here on the floor, we will post our votes, and the 
tally will be where it may. However, I would urge my 
colleagues, if we are going to go through the mechanism to 
obtain table games here in this Commonwealth, which I am 
opposed to for all of the reasons elicited all throughout the 
debate, I would say, let us at least do it right. Let us not give 
specific appropriations. Let us not violate the Constitution in 
two separate sections by failing to advertise the legislation, by 
failing to have the required two-thirds vote, and, Mr. Speaker,  
I would simply ask a "no" vote on the conference report for that 
reason. 
 Unfortunately, this will be challenged in court. There are 
plenty of anti-gaming interests in this State that will be looking 
for reasons to challenge the bill. If that is the case and this 
becomes law, Mr. Speaker, we are literally betting the House on 
that we are going to win the court case, and I think that is 
wrong. 
 Mr. Speaker, we are saying that gaming is so necessary to 
the operation of the State that we need this revenue right away, 
that we must have this in our coffers immediately, and the only 
way to get this is to engage in this activity. Mr. Speaker,  
I would offer that that very same thought is no different than 
that of a compulsive gambling addict, the gambler that believes 
that with gaming he can get ahead, that with gaming he will 
make the necessary wagers and wins to come out ahead and 
have the money available to do what he needs to do to pay off 
his gaming debts, to pay off everything that he has out there. 
 So I would urge my colleagues to vote "no," Mr. Speaker, 
because this bill is ripe for challenge. I think it is based on bad 
policy, and additionally, I think that we may say we want the 
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revenue right away and that is the reason to pass it today, but it 
will be tied up for so long that we will not see the money. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Chester County, Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, just a point of parliamentary inquiry, if you 
will. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, we have entered into debate 
on the Conference Report of SB 711. My question – I have 
several questions, I guess – am I correct that due to the time of 
posting of the conference committee report, a vote will not take 
place prior to 5 p.m., unless rules were suspended? Am I correct 
in that? 
 The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. My other question would be, at 5 p.m. –  
I am not sure how long the debate will go on this afternoon 
prior to that – at 5 p.m. will debate still be in order at that time? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes, it will. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Okay. And just one final question, 
Mr. Speaker. Does my inquiry at the microphone here count as 
one of my times at bat during the debate? 
 The SPEAKER. It does. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Even to parliamentary inquiry to the 
Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. It does. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 There are two speakers. There was a request by the 
gentleman, Representative Turzai, that he be the last speaker. 
Representative Beyer is the only other person on the list. 
Otherwise, we will put the House at ease. 
 Would the gentleman from Adams County, Representative 
Moul, like to be recognized? The gentleman is recognized on 
the question before the House. 
 Mr. MOUL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the chairman, please, if he will 
stand for interrogation. Whenever you are ready, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Santoni, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. The gentleman,  
Mr. Moul, is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MOUL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am looking at the summary of the changes 
that were made to SB 711 in the conference committee, and  
I finally see what the taxes and fees are once and for all. And  
I am just going to jump right straight to after the year 2011, it 
states that the rate shall be at 12 percent. I assume that we are 
reading the same information. 
 Mr. SANTONI. The tax rate goes to 12 after the table games 
are up and running at each facility for 2 years. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. And, Mr. Speaker, as a businessperson, 
would you say that this rate is a good rate, that this is a good, 
sound, solid business deal? I tend to look at things that we do 
here on behalf of the taxpayers of Pennsylvania as a business. 

We are in business to do the best job that we can. So I would 
assume that you assume that this is a great deal. Is that correct? 
 Mr. SANTONI. As you know, when it first passed the 
House, the rate was higher, but in negotiations – and, 
Mr. Speaker, you know how things are around here – through 
the negotiation process with the Pennsylvania State Senate, that 
rate was agreed to, and I do think that it is fair. Again, we did 
pass it a little bit higher. If I had my druthers, maybe we would 
have a higher rate, but as you know, we have a democratic 
process here in the House and over in the Senate and we have to 
work with them and come up with a fair rate that we can all 
agree to. So I do believe it is fair. 
 Mr. MOUL. Mr. Speaker, the Innovation Group, which is 
sponsored by the four casinos, was this their rate? Are you 
familiar with that? 
 Mr. SANTONI. They weighed in. They have an interest, 
obviously, but I would have to go back and look to see what that 
report said, Mr. Speaker. I do not have it in front of me. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. Well— 
 Mr. SANTONI. But their determination and what the rate is, 
that did not play a part of our decision. The decision, as I said, 
was part of the negotiations between the House and the Senate. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. As someone who has spent as many years 
in business as I have, I always—  As I said, the last time this bill 
was up for a vote here I made the comment, as I did just a few 
minutes ago, that we have to look at this as getting the best deal 
possible for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and if it is not 
the best deal possible, would you agree if it is not the best deal, 
that it really should not be even put up for a vote? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Mr. Speaker, with the jobs created and the 
economic development forthcoming, I think it is a terrific deal 
for the people of Pennsylvania and for the taxpayers of 
Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. MOUL. Okay. So, Mr. Speaker, in your opinion, this is a 
"terrific deal," to use your words. 
 I would just like to read a couple of figures to you that I got 
from LORL (Legislative Office for Research Liaison), our 
research people here, a very bipartisan organization. I am going 
to read these off State by State as to the information that they 
handed to me as to what these other States' share are of their 
gaming revenues – Delaware's State share is 52 percent; Florida, 
50 percent; Indiana, 44 percent; Iowa, 23.2 percent; Louisiana, 
36.4 percent; Maine, 49.6 percent; New Mexico, 46 percent; 
New York, 57.1 percent; Oklahoma, 42 percent; West Virginia, 
55.4 percent. Mr. Speaker, we are giving this away at 12 percent 
when everyone else is getting 30— 
 Mr. SANTONI. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MOUL. —40— 
 Mr. SANTONI. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MOUL. —50 percent— 
 Mr. SANTONI. Mr. Speaker? 
 I am just wondering if we are still on interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman concluded his 
interrogation? 
 Mr. MOUL. Just about, Mr. Speaker; almost. 
 I was just going to follow that up with, if all these other 
States are getting 30, 40, 50 percent, why is 12 percent a terrific 
deal when every percentage point over the years can amount to 
hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars over the years? 
Why is this a good deal? Why is this, in your words, 
Mr. Speaker, a "terrific deal"? Could you explain that to me and 
the people of Pennsylvania? 
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 Mr. SANTONI. Yes, Mr. Speaker. I will be glad to. I think 
the rates you are looking at, I do not know what they all 
encompass, if they are just table games or if they are slots or 
whatever they might be, because in Pennsylvania, as you know, 
the slots tax, the tax that we charge for slot machines, is  
55 percent, and Pennsylvania, unlike most States, does charge 
the casinos for many of the regulatory costs that are imposed 
upon them. So it is difficult to go State by State and match 
oranges with oranges and apples with apples. I do not know if 
you are doing that, but we would be glad to take a look at it, but 
I think overall the tax rate on the slots is 55 percent. The tax rate 
on the table games is competitive with other States that 
surround us, and the regulatory costs are borne by the casino 
here in the State, unlike many other States. 
 Mr. MOUL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On the bill? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MOUL. SB 711, I have heard dozens and dozens of 
times that this is probably one of the worst pieces of legislation 
that has come down the pike, not that I have anything against 
table games. I personally do not care what you do with your 
money, but when it comes to passing laws for the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, a piece of legislation like this 
that sells Pennsylvania so short is so hurtful to our taxpayers. 
 I mentioned the last time about the impact it will have on our 
agriculture community by going after the horsemen's fund. That 
is something you want to keep in your mind. But I also just, in 
my county, had a little bit of a rundown done by LORL. When 
they gave me these numbers, they also gave me some county 
stats and how important it is that at least some of this money or 
some of this money slated for a specific date into the future gets 
put towards the Property Tax Relief Fund. In my county there 
are 29,971 families. Six hundred and forty-five of them have a 
family income of less than $10,000 a year; between $10,000 and 
$15,000, I have 461; between $15,000 and $25,000, I have 
1,557 families; between $25,000 and $35,000, I have  
2,426 families living on that income; between $35,000 and 
$50,000, I have 3,803 families; $50,000 to $75,000, I have 
7,457 families, and I am still not up to our salary, living on that 
income in my county. I cannot imagine that your counties' 
numbers are that much different than mine, unless you are in a 
very wealthy area of the State, and even in that very wealthy 
area of the State, I can assure you that you have people living on 
very low fixed incomes. Some of them will be your 
schoolteachers that retired 20, 30 years ago. 
 To not have part of this money go into the Property Tax 
Relief Fund or at least a date set into the future, a specific date 
when this money will transfer to the Property Tax Relief Fund, 
is an abomination and it is a slap in the face of all those, it is a 
slap in the face of all those taxpayers that are trying to live on 
this income and pay their property taxes, and if it is in my 
district, it is in yours as well. 
 I am going to quote Representative Clymer, a couple things 
that he said in his local newspaper, and I believe that he hit the 
nail straight on the head. I will not read the whole article. I am 
sure you are relieved about that. Just a couple of pieces I would 
like to throw in here. Mr. Rendell, our Governor, "…found 
millions" of dollars "to give thousands of transit workers a 
$1,125 signing bonus…." And at the same time, at the same 
time when he found that money for the unions, he is threatening 
to lay off 1,000 workers in Pennsylvania, but he amazingly 
found the money for that. "The below-market value for a table 

games license ($16.5 million) and a ridiculously low tax of  
14 percent on earnings have the casinos salivating as well. 
 "Once again, taxpayers are getting a 'raw deal,' as the 
politically connected use their power and influence to make 
them big-time winners." 
 With all this that I have stated and the fact that we know that 
the Governor is using these thousand people's families, not just 
them because it affects their families, as pawns in this game,  
I would think anybody that is not getting something directly for 
their district might want to think twice, might want to think 
twice as to how they vote on this proposal. 
 I sincerely encourage a "no" vote on this very poor piece of 
legislation. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

RESPONSE TO 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Schroder, to your 
question as to whether or not your parliamentary inquiry would 
count toward addressing the House on the conference 
committee report, it would not count against you addressing the 
House for two times on the conference committee report. So 
you can be recognized two times on the question before the 
House. 
 
 Are there any further members requesting to be recognized? 
 Otherwise, we will move to the gentlelady from Lehigh 
County, Representative Beyer. 
 On the question before the House, the Chair recognizes the 
gentlelady from Philadelphia County, Representative Josephs. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am rising because I am voting for the conference report. It 
is not an easy vote. It is not a vote I like. But I want to read to 
you, by way of background and to explain my vote, to read to 
you a brief excerpt from the June 17 budget briefing from our 
Democratic Appropriations Committee, quoting, "The 
international economic meltdown has left Pennsylvania with 
revenues that are so low we could not even meet our obligations 
of four years ago, let alone those we face today. 
 "Pennsylvania has a long tradition of supporting workers and 
families, providing quality education, providing health care to 
seniors, children and the disabled, investing in our communities, 
and supporting institutions and organizations that give 
Pennsylvania its quality of life; institutions such as libraries, 
parks and museums, to name a few. These are our core beliefs 
and values that date back to William Penn. 
 "The economic crisis means" – they were saying back on 
June 17 – "we have a $3.2 billion revenue shortfall and no 
inflationary growth in funds for next year," end of that quote. 
 The other side of the aisle from me in the House and the 
Senate said we could eliminate these budget shortfalls by 
simply cutting spending. That is not right. That is wrong. 
 I am not of the belief, Mr. Speaker, that taxes are inherently 
bad, that raising taxes is something that must be avoided at all 
costs. If the tax is fair and if it goes to programs and services 
and support that make an investment in the future and commit 
us to our shared values, there is nothing wrong with raising 
taxes or imposing new ones. 
 The Democrats suggested a temporary increase in the 
personal income tax. I would have voted for that, but we were 
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not allowed to bring that up, vote on it based on Republican 
objection. They uttered the words, the Republicans, of Bush Sr., 
"no new taxes." We could have temporarily increased the State 
sales tax. We could have taxed other tobacco products besides 
cigarettes much more severely and we could have raised the 
cigarette tax, but no. We heard from the other side of the aisle, 
"no new taxes." We could have taxed the Marcellus Shale 
industry, but no. We could have closed the corporate loophole, 
but no. I would have voted, once I saw the proposal and was 
satisfied that it was fair, I would have voted for any of those. 
 Well, Mr. Speaker, we passed a budget. We were boxed in. 
We passed a budget and were left with nothing but voting for 
gambling, which I will call gambling and not gaming. It is 
gambling. All of the tax increases that I have mentioned could 
have been temporary, but the step we are taking today is 
permanent. There is no going back from this, and I do not like 
it. But I have to tell you, I voted for a budget, and I have a 
responsibility for making sure that that budget is funded. So  
I am going to vote for this, and I hope I am joined by everybody 
else here who voted for the budget. You cannot, without being a 
hypocrite, bring programs and services to your district and then 
not vote for the funding to make them real. I am not a hypocrite. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the lady and recognizes 
the gentleman from Butler County, Representative Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, would there be somebody that I can interrogate 
on the conference report? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Berks County, 
Representative Santoni, indicates he will stand for interrogation. 
The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I had my office contact the Legislative 
Reference Bureau to try and determine what time the final work 
product, the conference report before it was passed by the 
committee, at what time yesterday that that was actually 
produced by the Reference Bureau. What time was that 
document finalized by the Reference Bureau yesterday? Would 
you know that time, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. SANTONI. The conference report was voted out at  
5 p.m. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The question is, what time were the 230 pages of this 
amendment drafted? What time was it finally drafted yesterday 
by the Reference Bureau? What time did they finalize their 
work product, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. SANTONI. As I said, I signed the first page of that 
document at 5 o'clock. I do not know the exact time that  
LRB put that up. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Since the gentleman does not have knowledge of what time 
the Reference Bureau— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. METCALFE. —produced the document— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. METCALFE. —my question would be— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, 
Representative Pallone, rise? 
 Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A parliamentary inquiry. 
 It is my understanding that interrogation is to ask an inquiry 
as to facts and circumstances that you do not know. I believe the 
Speaker already stated in his opening remarks that he had 
requested the date and time of the report from the Reference 
Bureau and had already contained that information for his 
review, and to keep asking those questions violates what  
I believe is the principle of interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER. You are correct in that statement, but by the 
same token, the gentleman from Butler County cannot ask a 
question that he knows the answer to, and I am sure he was not 
asking a question that he knew the answer to. 
 Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. But you are correct in your statement. 
 Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Metcalfe, do 
you want to further interrogate the gentleman, Representative 
Santoni, or do you want to speak on the bill? 
 Mr. METCALFE. I would like to speak on the bill, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the gentleman from Westmoreland County 
trying to make sure the process is done correctly, and that is 
why I was asking this question, Mr. Speaker, because I did not, 
I did not know the answer to what time our Reference Bureau 
finalized their work product yesterday, because my office 
called, asked the question, and was told by somebody that 
answered the phone in the Reference Bureau that they could not 
tell us what time they finished drafting this conference report 
yesterday, Mr. Speaker. So I was hoping that somebody here in 
our legislative body would know what time that final product 
was drafted. And the gentleman who stood for interrogation, the 
chairman of the Gaming Committee from the majority side, had 
stated that all he knew was that they voted it out at 5 o'clock 
yesterday, which I appreciate his adding that bit of information. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, I made a lot of comments as we debated 
the Senate-amended version of SB 711 prior to going into 
conference committee. I made a lot of comments a couple of 
weeks back, and many of those comments that I made then still 
pertain to this legislation that is before us, because some of 
those same items that I critiqued and criticized in the former 
debate are still applicable today, such as the various funding 
streams, Mr. Speaker, that are created by SB 711 in this 
conference report, the various funding streams that will be 
sending money to various senatorial and House of 
Representatives districts around the State. 
 In the same fashion that so many have criticized the walking-
around money of the past and the DCED (Department of 
Community and Economic Development) grants of the current 
administration, the voters, the electorate, are not happy with the 
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type of government that continues to be run on their backs, off 
the taxpayers' backs, by delivering significant dollars through 
various schemes that are produced here within the halls of this 
Capitol, such as the schemes that have been produced in  
SB 711, which create, in a sense, a permanent grant of sorts 
going into many districts. And I remember one such beneficiary 
of it was a recreation center. I am sure that recreation center will 
receive so much money in the future that they will probably be 
able to gold-plate their weights that are being used in that 
gymnasium, in that recreational center. I am sure that rec center 
will not have anything that they want for because of the steady 
stream of funding that will come out of this legislation, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Some of the other issues that we brought up with the 
expansion of gambling: the increased crime rates, the product of 
expanding gambling in any State, in any community, and the 
way that that expansion cannibalizes an economy in that 
community by sucking the profits out of that community and 
moving those profits into the pockets of the wheelers and 
dealers that are bringing those gambling interests into our State, 
whether they are people like had been mentioned with the 
family of the Allegheny County district attorney or others that 
might have some interest that are benefiting from this, whether 
they are those individuals that actually live in Pennsylvania or 
people that live outside of Pennsylvania, which many are that 
are going to be benefiting from this expansion of gambling in 
Pennsylvania and taking that money outside of our State. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, the main concern that I wanted to raise 
today in this segment of the debate on expanded gambling in 
Pennsylvania is the process that has occurred with this 
conference report. Mr. Speaker, at 2:03 yesterday we 
nonconcurred, and then just a short 1 hour and 4 minutes later, 
at 3:07 the conference committee was created. At 4:30 the 
conference committee met and at 5 o'clock the conference 
committee adjourned, Mr. Speaker. Well, Mr. Speaker, in rule 
48, where we talk about conference committees, it talks about 
"All Committees of Conference shall be appointed by the 
Speaker and shall be composed of three members, two of whom 
shall be selected from the majority party and one from the 
minority party." The next sentence says that, "The conferees 
shall confine themselves to the differences which exist between 
the House and Senate." The language of the rule, Mr. Speaker, 
certainly indicates and infers that after the conferees are 
appointed, they shall go into that conferee committee and they 
shall discuss the differences that exist between the House and 
the Senate and shall reach a compromise that will then be 
brought out in a conference committee report, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, my office had also, after we did not get an 
answer from the Legislative Reference Bureau earlier today, my 
office contacted Representative Schroder's office, the chairman 
from the Republican side on the Gaming Committee, and was 
advised that the first time that he saw a draft of this document 
was yesterday at 2:38 p.m., this 230-page document, 
Mr. Speaker. Well, Mr. Speaker, as this document was created 
and already put into place before our conferees were even 
assigned, when our conferees finally met, the deal was already 
struck; the negotiations were done. They could not comply with 
rule 48. They could not confine themselves to discussing the 
differences between the House and the Senate, because the 
differences between the House and the Senate had already been 
discussed behind closed doors by staff or by others in this 
legislature and the negotiations had already been worked out 

before the conferee process even took place, before conferees 
were even assigned, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, to try and provide transparency, as the 
electorate across this State has called for, the conferee 
committee process does come under statutory provisions in the 
way that things are sunshined and that the meeting is made 
public so that the public can actually view what the conference 
committee business is and what the conference committee 
conferees are actually doing in those committee meetings. 
 Well, Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the sunshine law giving 
public access to the conferee process, to the conferee committee 
process would be to allow the public to watch negotiations take 
place. Well, Mr. Speaker, the public was kept from being 
allowed to have that access yesterday in this conferee process 
because the conference report was already negotiated, already in 
print before the conference committee conferees were even 
appointed to be conferees. Before the first meeting of the 
committee even took place, the deal was struck. Negotiations 
were done behind closed doors with no public viewing, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I think the intent of the law to provide for 
sunshining of the meeting, to provide for public access to the 
meeting, the intent was violated, because in our rule 48, the 
intent and the spirit of rule 48 was violated because the 
conferees shall confine themselves to differences that exist 
between the House and the Senate versions, and at the time that 
they met, at the time they were appointed, those differences had 
been worked out with no sunshine, with no light of day, with 
nobody from the public being able to view what deals were 
being struck, what schemes were being created to funnel money 
into various districts. We actually see a conferee report 
produced before conferees are even assigned to go to the 
committee meeting to vote on it. So normally, the process you 
would expect with transparency in government would be that 
conferees would be appointed; they would go negotiate out the 
differences. Their negotiations would then be put through the 
Reference Bureau to be put into legislative language. That 
report will be brought back to them. They would be able to read 
that report, make sure that it met the confines of their 
negotiations. It would be passed and then brought to the 
chambers. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, this whole process on this very short 
timeline yesterday of less than 3 hours, from the time that we 
nonconcurred to the time that the conference committee 
adjourned and produced an amendment of 230 pages, this 
timeline does not lend itself to transparency in government, 
does not lend itself to integrity in government, and does not lend 
itself to restoring the trust that the people would like to have in 
their government but which they very clearly have not had in 
this body, in this legislature, for several years now, 
Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, this process shows that business is 
occurring just as usual here once again in Harrisburg. 
 Yesterday I brought up the fact, Mr. Speaker, that this is 
really an unprecedented session. I spoke with a member who 
has been here about 30 years or more now, and he said this was 
the first time that he has been called here into session, in a 
voting session the first week in January in the last 30 years. And 
I know for myself over the last 11 years this is unprecedented, 
because we have never been called in to vote on something like 
this. Mr. Speaker, I think the very first week of the year that you 
are going to call us back to vote on a piece of legislation that is 
on a subject matter that a current grand jury investigation is 
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being held into is very bad direction for us as a body. We should 
actually table this. We should actually set this aside until the 
conclusion of those grand jury investigations, or if we are going 
to take up anything dealing with gaming before the grand jury 
investigation is concluded, it ought to be those reform measures 
that are very obvious to us that should be passed. 
 Well, Mr. Speaker, this SB 711 conference report really, as  
I said, is just business as usual once again here in Harrisburg. 
This legislature, Mr. Speaker, has been skewered by the media 
and many of the electorate for the last 3 years based on 
allegations of corruption, based on indictments, based on 
investigations. Mr. Speaker— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. METCALFE. —we need to bring this to an end. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, 
Representative Belfanti, rise? 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Mr. Speaker, point of order. 
 I know you are allowing latitude on much of the debate, but 
this gentleman is going very far afield. We are supposed to be 
debating concurrence and not discussing the outside problems 
that this institution and some of its members are facing. It is not 
fair to this institution to allow this line of debate to continue 
when we are supposed to be talking strictly about the table 
games and the amendments. 
 If the gentleman wants to talk about the process, I also want 
to talk about the process as one who served on several 
conference committees, and under the new rules, I find that we 
are hamstrung. 
 So I have no problem with the gentleman talking about the 
process for the conference committee or the conference 
committee report, but I do believe that he is really going far 
afield and is using campaign buzz words that should not be 
tolerated. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. The gentleman, 
Mr. Metcalfe, will confine his remarks to the conference 
committee report and the reasons to vote for and against the 
conference committee report. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, I have a parliamentary 
inquiry before I conclude my comments, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in light of the questions that I have raised 
regarding the application of rule 48 to this Conference 
Committee Report for SB 711 and the sunshine law that is 
specifically written with the intent of making sure the public can 
watch these types of negotiations take place in a report, is there 
a motion that I could make, Mr. Speaker, to set SB 711 aside 
and have a new conference committee created so that we can 
move forward and comply with the spirit and the intent of both 
our rules and the law, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Conference committee reports cannot be 
tabled or recommitted to a standing committee. They would 

have to be voted up or down. If the conference committee is 
voted down, then a new conference committee would be 
established. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, a continuation of that parliamentary inquiry or 
perhaps another one. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. I believe in Mason's that there is a 
provision allowed for, I believe, a free committee. It would be,  
I think, sort of like a Committee of the Whole but with both 
chambers. Would it be an appropriate motion to make a motion 
to send this report into a free committee? I know you mentioned 
you could not send it to a standing committee, you could not 
table it, but could we send this report to a free committee, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. No. The motion would be out of order. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 Mr. Speaker, if I can conclude my remarks. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I raised several issues, one with the process 
of this particular report and the way the timeline was produced 
under, that clearly was a timeline that it was produced and that 
the report was actually produced before the conferees were even 
assigned. I believe that the many flaws in this legislation, with 
the cannibalization of economies that will take place because of 
profits being stripped out of local economies, based on those 
profiteers that will be expanding gambling in the various 
communities around our State, whether it is the crime that will 
increase because of the expansion of gambling in many 
communities, there are many reasons why this report should be 
shot down, Mr. Speaker, why it should be done away with, why 
it should not be moved forward with, why it should be stopped 
to protect Pennsylvanians' lives and pockets, Mr. Speaker, 
because ultimately, this report will do nothing but bring harm to 
the Commonwealth, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe that the serious issue of darkness 
covering the production of this report rather than sunshine, 
Mr. Speaker, really calls for an investigation into this process, 
Mr. Speaker, and I am going to talk with staff about following 
up with possibly a resolution to our Ethics Committee or some 
type of letter that would be the appropriate manner to ask our 
Ethics Committee within this body to investigate what occurred 
with this conference report, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would hope that this body would actually recognize the 
serious flaws with this legislation and say no today to this 
conference report. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to advise the members 
that he has given permission to Carolyn Kaster from the 
Associated Press to take still photographs of general floor 
action. 

CONSIDERATION OF SB 711 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Representative Thomas. 
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 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the last speaker talked about investigations and 
darkness. The last time I checked, it is light outside. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I said yesterday, sometimes in this process 
we have challenges and sometimes rather than becoming 
scientific or intellectual about how to work through challenges, 
sometimes it is necessary to do, as I said yesterday, like the old 
folks used to do. Put it all in a bag and shake it up, and if you 
get more good than bad, then you go with it; if you get more 
bad than good, then you reject it out of hand. 
 Mr. Speaker, sometimes it is necessary to consider things in 
toto, and when I look at SB 711, I must go back to a budget that 
we passed that was tied to a positive vote on SB 711. There are 
a number of organizations and interests throughout 
Pennsylvania that were identified in the budget but were not 
paid for because SB 711 becomes the vehicle to addressing 
those necessary concerns. Now, in my legislative history it was 
only a couple times that this had been done, that we had voted 
on something but the revenue side of it came later, but it was 
only a few times in my legislative history when Pennsylvania, 
like many other States and the national government, was facing 
the economic challenges that we are facing. And one of the 
things that I am somewhat proud of is that we held out 101 days 
to make sure that there was job creation; that there was access to 
health care; that there was substantive funding for public 
education; that there was funding for parochial education, 
private education; that there was funding for housing 
development; and that there was funding for people who needed 
help – autism, special ed. Mr. Speaker, we went 101 days to 
make that happen, but in making that happen, we tied a 
significant part of it to a positive result on SB 711. 
 So when I look at SB 711, what do I see? I see the possibility 
of creating 16,000 jobs in an economy where unemployment 
and underemployment are skyrocketing. So job creation 
becomes a necessary, a necessary foundation when faced with 
the kind of unemployment and underemployment that we are 
facing in Pennsylvania, and it is not just Philadelphia. There is 
Clearfield, Cambria; there is Allegheny. There are counties 
around the State where 16,000 new jobs are going to make a 
difference. 
 Secondly, Mr. Speaker, there are about $250 million, if I am 
not mistaken, that will be available to pay for some of the things 
if not all of the things that we voted on during the budget 
process. And when I say "we" – because I know that everybody 
did not vote on it – but when I look at this body, I look at it as a 
whole, not as a D over here and an R over here, because when 
we talk about the people's business, the people could care less 
about whether we are D and R. What they care about is, are we 
getting anything done? Sixteen thousand jobs; $250 million in 
new revenues; table games will also provide direct revenues to 
local communities, to our local counties. 
 Now, several of my colleagues and I out of Philadelphia 
County, we have been real strong on the issue of providing 
impacted and other neighborhoods with direct support. We 
advanced a number of amendments; we advanced a number of 
arguments, and we showed up, stood up, shelled out as much as 
possible to try to look out for those neighborhoods that we 
represent that we know are going to need additional help when 
we consider the traffic, the population, when we consider all of 
those natural, natural negatives that will come with two 
additional gaming sites in Philadelphia County. We know it and 
we wanted to protect that. 

 But, Mr. Speaker, we also understand in a lot conversations  
I had last night, conversations that I have had this morning, 
conversations that other people have had, it is my understanding 
from the leadership in Philadelphia County and from the 
leadership here that those impacted neighborhoods and other 
neighborhoods will get support, that they will get the help that 
they need to minimize if not eliminate the natural negatives 
which arise out of this kind of development in heavily populated 
residential communities. 
 Mr. Speaker, I cannot speak for my colleagues from 
Philadelphia County. I can just speak for Curt Thomas. Curt 
Thomas is not going to rest. If the commitment that has been 
given is not honored, then we are not going to rest. I am not 
going to rest until we reverse this bad situation. So I say to the 
people of Northern Liberties, Fishtown, Kensington, Center 
City, we have got your back. We are going to make sure that 
this development opportunity that can be gleaned from SB 711, 
we are going to hold the mayor, city council, and we are going 
to hold the other leadership in Philadelphia County responsible 
for making sure that these good communities of good working 
people are not destroyed as a result of this opportunity. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, when you shake up SB 711, there are some 
things in SB 711 that we do not like, but there are more things 
about SB 711 which represent a plus for the hardworking people 
of Pennsylvania than the things that represent a negative, 
because at the end of the day, if there is more good than bad, 
then this conference report should be supported. And anybody 
who, like myself, has problems with provisions within the 
conference report that do not outweigh the good of the 
conference report, but with provisions in the conference report, 
anybody like myself who has problems with that should stay on 
course, stay focused, stay disciplined, and do whatever is 
necessary as we go forward to make sure that these 
communities are not torn up, torn apart, and disrupted, because, 
Mr. Speaker, you can want and desire all the good in the world, 
but if at the end of your praiseworthy ideas and your good 
deeds, if it results in displacement, it results in increased crime, 
it results in traffic congestion, and some of the other things that 
can happen as a result of this development, then your good ideas 
did not mean anything, your good deeds did not mean anything. 
Good deeds must have good results. Good ideas must have good 
performance, good results. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. THOMAS. —I know I am— 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, 
Representative Metcalfe, rise? 
 Mr. THOMAS. To say thank you to Representative Thomas. 
I accept. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. THOMAS. I accept. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, just a point of order. 
 It was not to say thank you to the gentleman, Mr. Thomas, 
although we do get along okay off of mike, I think, but just to 
ask the Speaker to bring him back on topic. I know there were a 
couple people that decided they needed to jump up while I was 
speaking to try and correct me. So I know they have not helped 
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Mr. Thomas out. So I thought I would to help him get back on 
subject. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I heard him, and I know he 
meant thank you. So I will stay on task. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. To conclude, Mr. Speaker, there is more 
good about SB 711, the conference report, than bad. There are 
assurances that our neighborhoods are going to be protected, 
and it is a fact that construction, management, maintenance, 
retail, restaurants – it is a fact that there are going to be 
thousands of jobs arising out of this initiative. 
 Mr. Speaker, I just got a list of those things that are in the 
'09-'10 budget that the Governor will have no other choice than 
to eliminate if there is no positive outcome on this conference 
report, because, Mr. Speaker, you cannot today say that  
I wanted that 3 months ago and now are unwilling to pay for it. 
I have not heard anybody say that I advanced, I advanced my 
concern for child care 3 months ago, but I do not want to pay 
for it today. 
 There are 250 million if not more dollars tied to a positive 
outcome on this conference report. I was not on the conference 
committee. I did not even select the conferees, but, Mr. Speaker, 
in the interest of what happened during the budget process, in 
the interest of the need for job creation, in the interest of 
property tax reform, in the interest of wage tax reduction – and 
God knows we need it in southeastern Pennsylvania and 
especially in Philadelphia County – Mr. Speaker, let us support 
the conference report and move this process on. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman and 
recognizes the gentleman from Lackawanna County, 
Representative Wansacz. 
 Mr. WANSACZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise today not to delay this issue any further 
but to dispute some of the previous speakers, what they have 
stated. There have been accusations that we are rushing this 
through. All I can say is, wow. 
 In my 10 years here we have not debated any issue more on 
this House floor than this issue here. Please stop with this 
nonsense of secrecy. Unless you have been living in a bubble 
and have not had access to any type of media device – TV, 
radio, phone, newspaper, computer, or some other device that  
I have not thought of – then, obviously, you have no excuse of 
not being informed, or unless you were absent on those days 
and days and days and days and days upon days that we have 
debated this issue, you have no excuse of not being informed. 
 Mr. Speaker, we started this discussion on this job creation – 
let me repeat this again – on this job creation, property tax 
reduction, economic development bill years ago. So let us stop 
the delay tactics. Let us stop this nonsense. Let us stop the 
mistruths. Let us get 10,000 people to work in Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from 
Mercer County, Representative Brooks. 
 Mrs. BROOKS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 My good colleague had mentioned getting something done. 
We do want to get something done, but we want to get it done 
appropriately, honestly, and what is right for Pennsylvania. It 
seems in the last few years what seems to be done is some in 
government continuing to want to take other people's money 
and have government spend it for them. 

 The auspice of this is economic development. What is better 
for economic development than lowering taxes on millions of 
families and businesses? That is economic development. 
Allowing families to keep their own money, that is economic 
development. Making government more efficient, let us talk 
about that instead of continuing to figure out how to collect 
more money. 
 There are so many flaws in this legislation constitutionally. It 
is laden with backroom deals and it makes a mockery of 
transparency. 
 The former gentleman had mentioned that this discussion has 
been transpiring over months or years, but the conversation 
continues to evolve and change in hundreds of pages of 
amendments and changes. It is backroom politics; it is 
backroom deals. Let us keep the promise that was made to our 
taxpayers across Pennsylvania. 
 An old proverb once said, "Promises are like a full moon; if 
they are not kept at once, they diminish day by day." With this 
legislation, a promise that was made years ago for the property 
tax payers that gambling would deliver property tax relief, that 
promise is diminishing and it is fading. If gambling is going to 
be expanded in Pennsylvania, every cent should be delivered to 
property tax relief. Let us keep the promise that many in this 
chamber made, and it should be delivering property tax—  
Thank you. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. The microphone cut off. It is 
property tax relief that it should be delivering. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady and 
recognizes the gentleman from Luzerne County, Representative 
Pashinski. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Part of our responsibility as a legislator is to try to get the 
proper information out. Just recently we heard the word 
"honesty." I am here to offer you my experience in my 
community hosting a very fine operation, the Mohegan Sun 
Casino. It was the first operation that was up and running, and it 
is a fitting example of the kinds of operation that this State 
needs in order to comply with the needs of the people. 
 I am here to tell you that in Luzerne County in the area of 
Wilkes-Barre and Plains Township and our surrounding 
communities, the Mohegan Sun industry, the gaming industry 
has done incredible things to support the local community. 
Unlike our neighbor in New Jersey, where only 9.25 cents goes 
back to the people, in Pennsylvania 55 percent goes back to the 
people. And although table games, the percentage is different, 
additional dollars will come to help the people of Pennsylvania. 
If I could, I would like to cite some of those examples. In our 
community we have had infrastructure development that would 
be unheard of in this economic time. Infrastructure in the areas 
of roads and building construction has not only created jobs but 
it has beautified our area. 
 Northeastern Pennsylvania is a wonderful place to raise a 
family. As a native I have seen that area work very hard to 
develop, grow, and attract other people to the area. The casino 
has played a great role in that. The chairman of the casino has 
become the chairman of the United Way fund drive and 
contributed hundreds of thousands of dollars towards this very, 
very important concern. The United Way represents over  
35 different agencies that help people, and our goal of reaching 
$4.5 million was attained through the efforts of our local casino. 
Not only has the casino provided with the United Way, they 
have also provided benefits for our local civic communities, our 
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Little Leagues, and our local organizations that enhance the 
quality of life. 
 We have had economic development in the area of our  
Hoyt Library, $1.8 million. Without that, the library would not 
have been able to make a recovery. 
 And when we talk about property tax, the folks in our area 
receive about $210 to $220 in a refund. Now, we say to 
ourselves, $210 or $220 is not a lot of money, but if we are 
honest about evaluating this gaming industry, keep in mind that 
they are receiving $210 in rebate based upon six to eight casinos 
up and running. If we had the 14 casinos up and running, that 
amount of money would be doubled, on the way of being 
tripled. To the folks in my community, $200, $400, and $600 is 
a lot of money, and that is fulfilling the promise of allowing for 
tax reduction. 
 This additional gaming bill that we have, it is estimated will 
increase between $100 million to $200 million. If we were to 
analyze the 34 percent of the slot machines, that take is about 
$600 million to $650 million. That $600 million to $650 million 
generates that $200 to my taxpayers, to my constituents. If we 
add all of the money from the table games, it would give them 
another $20 to $30 more. I think that is a goal that we should all 
work for. It is a goal that we should work to try to get the total 
of 14 casinos up and running as soon as we can so that we can 
bring forth more tax refunds. 
 But I am here to tell you that in northeastern Pennsylvania, 
the casino industry has enhanced the quality of life. It has 
increased economic growth. It has improved our job situation by 
1,000 people, and the table games have projected an additional 
400 to 600. 
 Mr. Speaker, we are all trying to survive from a global and 
national economic crisis, and I would like to remind everyone 
that prior to this point, Pennsylvania was $300 million to the 
good. Even in this dire economic straight, Pennsylvania is still 
considered one of the top 10 most fiscally prudent States in the 
entire United States. We are all here struggling trying to find 
ways to reduce the burden on our taxpayers. I say, complete the 
circle of the gaming industry. Allow the table games to go on 
and flourish, monitor them, allow for the transparency to 
provide for a fair and honest gaming industry, and this will 
enhance and reduce our dependency on other areas. 
 This is a critical time for all of us, a decision that really 
seems to be quite simple. This will help reduce taxes. This will 
bring in money that will help reduce our debt and sustain us 
through this difficult time. I urge the members to support SB 
711. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware County, Representative Lentz. 
 Mr. LENTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Typically, when I listen to debates here on the House floor,  
I do my best to separate fact from fiction and fact from rhetoric 
and fact from argument, and here today I am finding a set of 
facts presented by those who are against this bill and I have not 
heard those facts disputed. 
 The gentleman from Adams County made a factual statement 
about the tax rates around the country and the tax rates in this 
bill, and as far as I can tell, those facts are accurate and 
undisputed. The gentleman from Lancaster County described 
the parts of the bill that direct money to specific individual 
projects while trying to describe them as general projects. Those 
facts have not been disputed. And even the gentleman from 
Butler County, despite a lot of the rhetoric in his talk, he 

described a process that has been accelerated here in the past 
few days. 
 I do not agree that the contents of this bill are not known. 
They are known. In this case we do not need debate because the 
bill speaks for itself and it does not tell a pretty story. We are 
told to ignore these facts and to ignore the obvious flaws in this 
bill, and the justification is that we have to do it because we 
have to do it, and I do not find that to be a persuasive 
justification. 
 I would ask the members on both sides of the aisle to 
examine the facts, and if the facts are as they appear, then we 
should vote "no" on this conference committee bill. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
York County, Representative Grove. 
 Does the gentleman seek recognition? 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia 
County, Representative Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, there are over 600,000 words in the English 
language, and only one of those words is "no." 
 We have very, very severe revenue problems in this 
Commonwealth. We all know that; our constituents 
overwhelmingly know that. This legislation raises significant 
amounts of money through expanding legalized gaming in 
Pennsylvania. The alternative to passing this legislation is either 
going without the programs that this legislation funds or raising 
taxes. Neither of those alternatives is acceptable to the people of 
Pennsylvania. 
 Winston Churchill once said that democracy is the world's 
worst form of government except compared to all other forms of 
government. This legislation is the world's worst way to raise 
revenue except for all other forms of revenue that we have 
before us. There is no great appetite in Pennsylvania to raise 
more taxes. There is no great appetite in Pennsylvania to cut 
more services. We have no constitutional authority like the 
Federal government does to borrow endless amounts of money. 
We have limited options. This plan that we have before us today 
is the limited option of expanding gaming in order to do things 
that our constituents throughout this Commonwealth want done. 
 It is not a perfect bill. It undoubtedly will be changed over 
time. It has provisions that I disagree with. I am sure many 
people who vote for it will be in disagreement with one or more 
positions, but those positions could be changed over time. What 
we need to do today is finish the work of the budget, improve 
the fiscal shape of our Commonwealth, and get Pennsylvania 
moving again. 
 I urge support for this legislation. 
 The SPEAKER. Any other members seeking recognition? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Chester County, 
Representative Hennessey. 
 Mr. HENNESSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to oppose the adoption of the Conference Committee 
Report on SB 711. 
 Five years ago, this legislature made a decision that was at 
odds with the traditional culture and values of Pennsylvanians 
and we authorized 14 slots parlors across the State. The 
justification then was to provide relief for our citizens from the 
oppressive school property taxes. 
 Now, putting aside the issue of whether we should fund our 
schools in substantial part with tax revenues from gambling, we 
are now faced with the situation today where only 10 of those 
slots parlors are up and operating in Pennsylvania, some only 
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recently. Some have not even broken ground. And we have been 
repeatedly told by the administration that it is way too early for 
us to consider an expansion to table games, and yet here we are 
charging headlong into a vote on expansion of table games, as 
the administration has cautioned us against doing, until recently. 
And we are doing that because of the spending levels in the 
October budget that we passed 3 months ago. 
 Table games tax revenues are not going to be realized 
quickly enough to solve the immediate problems we face, but 
more importantly, we should not be making significant public 
policy decisions because we need to close a short-term budget 
gap. 
 The tax rates, as has been mentioned, the tax rates that are set 
in this conference committee report – 14 percent on table 
games, reducing to 12 percent after 2011 – are suspect in 
comparison to our neighboring States and are much lower than 
the 30-, 35-percent range that we were hearing talked about just 
a few weeks ago. It seems to me that disparity needs to be 
examined and explained and thoroughly scrutinized before we 
make a decision. 
 Now, I realize that table games are more labor-intensive and 
probably cost more to operate, but the question is whether or 
not, once we set these rates and have them in place for a long 
period of time, the question will be whether we set them to the 
proper level. This disparity, as I said, is much too large to rush 
into a quick vote today. And I realize the pressures we are under 
because of the budget and because the administration has now 
said that table games are a good idea, but it seems to me that we 
have to take the time to get it right. 
 Keep in mind, the money from the slots authorization was 
promised to our seniors for property tax relief. The conference 
committee report delays property tax relief until we first are 
able to send and resupply our Rainy Day Fund with  
$750 million. That, frankly, could take years. 
 Our seniors, if you have talked to the seniors in your districts 
across the Commonwealth, you know they need this property 
tax relief desperately. They need it now. They do not need us 
and they certainly do not want us to delay their property tax 
relief while we restock the Rainy Day Fund. God knows we 
need to do that, but we also need to deliver on the promise that 
gaming was premised on, which was to provide property tax 
relief for our seniors. 
 So please vote against this report and send it back to the 
conference committee. Let them get it right before we vote it 
and make substantial changes to Pennsylvania law. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Northumberland 
County, Representative Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Now, Mr. Speaker, I want to address some of the remarks 
made by the gentleman from Butler County earlier on how some 
deal with the process of this conference committee report. 
Mr. Speaker, over 30 years I have served on many conference 
committees, and the new rules have made the ability of 
conferees to discuss legislation almost impossible. It is illegal or 
against our rules now for any two members of a single caucus to 
even talk to one another except at the conference committee. 
You may have a minority and majority member of the House 
and Senate converse, but if another member joins the 
discussion, you are also in violation of the law and the rules. 
 

 I believe that this as well as moving the debate up to second 
consideration, and I agree, by the way, with the 24-hour rule, 
but I am not sure that the new rules have all worked out as 
intended, and the next session of the General Assembly can deal 
with them so that we can bring the process back to some orderly 
and timely fashion while still allowing the general public the 
opportunity to understand what is going on, and even more 
importantly, the members of this chamber to have time to 
review the legislation. 
 In the case of this conference committee report, Mr. Speaker, 
we had last evening to review the changes made, and we had 
caucuses, as did the Republicans, to discuss only about four 
changes that were being looked at by our caucus in the Senate 
report. That does not take a week to do. 
 I remember conference reports, Mr. Speaker, where I was a 
conferee and I walked into the room, the conference report was 
on the desk already printed. We were not in the room more than 
2 minutes, the vote was taken, and the bill was reported directly 
to the floor. Now, I am glad those days are gone, but the 
situation we have today has the pendulum swung perhaps a little 
far the other way. But for the gentleman from Butler to say that 
this process is unconstitutional or did not give members ample 
opportunity to review it is just incorrect. 
 The same thing goes with the Rules Committee – and I will 
not stay on this; I do not want to go far afield – but the Rules 
Committee, when I was on it in the minority, we met most of 
the time in the back of the House. They would take roll call, and 
before you knew it, we would be voting on legislation here on 
the floor. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I would like the members who are junior to 
me and the gentleman from Butler to understand the 
deficiencies that we were involved in. But bear in mind that the 
new rules have not exactly turned out the way we would all like, 
have slowed down the process. But as intended, it has opened, 
the new rules have opened the process up to the media and to 
the membership, and it is far better than what we lived under for 
the preceding three decades I served here. 
 That is the end of those remarks. I would like to say that 
none of the casinos are anywhere near my district, they are all at 
least an hour and 15 minutes away, but I do support this 
conference committee report. We have a budget shortfall of 
$500 million, and I am not going to blame that on the Bush 
recession or Mr. Cheney's deals with Halliburton or any of that 
stuff like my good friend from Butler was trying to do, and I say 
that tongue in cheek. But we do have a budget hole and it needs 
to be fixed, and we have two options, which the other side is 
still not willing to support, and that is an increase in the sales 
tax or an increase in the PIT (personal income tax). 
 This, by far, Mr. Speaker, is a voluntary tax. It is not a 
mandatory tax. If you do not gamble, you want to drive by that 
exit, no one is pulling you over to spend a dollar or $500. So 
please consider that when you are voting for this report. Thank 
you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair wishes to advise the members 
that he has given permission to Dave Rupp, WGAL-TV, to 
videotape with audio for the next 10 minutes. 
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CONSIDERATION OF SB 711 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Are there any other members seeking 
recognition? 
 The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Northampton 
County, Representative Beyer. The gentlelady waives off. 
 Does the gentleman, Representative Clymer, wish to be 
recognized for the second time? The gentleman is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 And I just wish to address some of the issues raised by some 
of my good friends on the other side of the aisle. 
 There was mention made that we had a lengthy process and 
everyone had an opportunity to speak on the issue. That is only 
partially true. The time that we were doing the amendments, 
amendments to SB 711, I had a number of amendments I could 
not offer simply because someone from the Philadelphia 
delegation moved to a prior printer's number, and so my 
amendments were out of order. So I could not offer those 
amendments. So I feel I was denied the opportunity to fully 
expand on this issue. 
 And another issue that has been raised is kind of the quality 
of life that the casino brings to the neighborhood and that this is 
going to be just a wonderful benefit of economic development 
when those casinos come to the neighborhoods and that they are 
going to create all these jobs. Well, there are a couple of things 
you need to consider, is the location of the casinos. Certainly, 
Atlantic City is not a place flourishing with middle-income 
families or families of any sort, because no one wants to live 
near the casinos. 
 And as far as job creation is concerned, one of the industries 
that has advanced quite rapidly in Atlantic City is pawnshops. It 
is my understanding they have over 30 pawnshops in Atlantic 
City. So there has been some growth. I will not call it economic 
growth. And we have to wait until the proof is in the pudding as 
to whether Foxwoods and SugarHouse are going to be an 
economic asset to the neighborhoods. If we do not see "For 
Sale" signs flopping up all over those wonderful neighborhoods 
in South Philadelphia, then we know that they have made a 
legitimate argument. 
 But Philadelphia, one of the things they cannot afford to do 
is lose their neighborhoods, those neighborhoods that are strong 
and vital and are doing their very best to resist crime. The last 
thing you want to see is self-destruction. And we will see 
whether or not Foxwoods and SugarHouse, open 24 hours a 
day, 365 days a year, are going to be the kind of friendly 
industries that are going to increase the quality of life for the 
city of Philadelphia. In my opening remarks I said that in all 
probability what you are going to see with these casinos is 
crime, corruption, and prostitution. 
 Mention has been made that these are wonderful places for 
people to go and the casinos are doing wonderful things for our 
local communities. Well, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to put in 
legislation in SB 711 that would take away the ability for 
casinos to give free drinks. So I guess what we are saying is that 
it is okay for the casinos to give free alcohol. Mixing alcohol 
and gambling certainly enhances the profits of the casinos, and 
those profits are then used to provide all these wonderful 
activities for the communities. So I guess the means justify the 
end. It does not matter how we get the money so long as we get 
that money from the people who cannot afford to lose it. 
 

 And then, Mr. Speaker, I found it quite interesting that this 
General Assembly debated for 3 days the ban on no smoking, 
and we made sure that the mom-and-pops, why, we are going to 
keep them restricted, no smoking, no smoking in those public 
areas, but when it comes to the casinos, oh, we give them a free 
ride. So I guess smoking and secondhand smoke does not have 
any injurious impact on the health of the patrons or especially 
the workers who are working in the casinos, because we have 
allowed them – that is the casinos – to allow smoking in the 
gambling arenas. 
 On this issue of credit, I mentioned it before but I need to 
mention it again, this is absolutely the wrong way to go if we 
are going to try to protect the consumer that goes to the casino. 
Mr. Speaker, if that person gets credit for $500 or $750 or 
$1,000, 9 times out of 10 that money is going to stay in the 
casino. So that person is going to walk out of there having 
$1,000 more of debt or $500 or $2,000, depending on how 
much the casinos decide to give him, because the casinos will 
track the person, among other things. They will find out how 
long they have been there, how much they have spent. I mean, 
is not this wonderful, these casinos tracking consumers, making 
sure that they target those who spend a lot of money? Then they 
can give them the perks – provide the limousines, provide the 
airplane, give them the TVs. That is wonderful. This is a 
wonderful industry that we are supporting, that we are going to 
allow them to expand even further – people who track other 
people. I think it is outrageous myself. I think it is wrong.  
I think this is not what we should be doing for our fellow 
Pennsylvanians. 
 But, hey, if we get more money so we can provide all these 
wonderful benefits, so be it. But by God, we are not going to 
allow the monthly statement. No. We do not want those families 
to know that a loved one has overspent, may be close to 
bankruptcy, now in addiction. We do not want that because that 
would reduce the profits for these casinos, and we do not want 
those profits reduced – absolutely not. We want those profits 
there so these casinos can do all these wonderful things for all 
the people of Pennsylvania and provide the property tax relief 
and help fund the budget. 
 One thousand people on the exclusion list. Well, I guess 
having 1,000 people on the exclusion list, they are expendable. 
You know, that is their problem, and we really cannot, we really 
cannot be bothered with them. Let them fund their own way. 
But, you know, we provided funding to help them when they 
are addicted, but very few people have gone through the process 
because the Department of Health has been moving very slowly 
in helping those people. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, one of the issues that has been brought up 
regarding SB 711 by a number of the people, by a number of the 
legislators, is that we need the revenue; we need the revenue. 
We are short all this revenue. Mr. Speaker, I thought I made it a 
good argument that once again we allowed the influence of 
casino gambling to deny us the opportunity to auction off the 
licenses when we were doing the slot machine bills. I mean,  
I just said we could have increased our revenues by $2 billion. 
That is right – $2 billion had we auctioned off the licenses, and 
that meant that we would have gone up to about $200 million a 
license, and they are worth $550 million, perhaps even more 
today. 
 But no, corporate welfare, we did not want to, you know, we 
did not want to rattle the chains of these casinos because they 
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helped write the bills, as they did help write this bill, SB 711. 
And so, Mr. Speaker, I mention that to you. 
 And now we have an opportunity, we did have an 
opportunity to increase the price of the license from  
$16.5 million to $35 million. That is a cheap price, Mr. Speaker. 
Thirty-five million dollars for a table games license? I mean, 
that is still corporate welfare, and we are not going to do it 
because the casinos said, do not do it; we do not want you to do 
it because we want more profits so we can do more wonderful 
things for the people of Pennsylvania. So instead of getting 
$240 million to solve the Governor's problems so he would not 
have to furlough those 1,000 dedicated, loyal State employees, 
we said, no, we are not going to do it; we are going to pass this 
legislation, and of course that is where we are today. 
 And then finally, not finally, but on this whole thing of 
raising money, we talked about those riparian rights, those 
submerged lands in the city of Philadelphia worth millions of 
dollars that were given, I guess they were leased to SugarHouse, 
10 to 12 acres, that could have brought in millions of dollars to 
State government. 
 And where was the Governor? Did he support the General 
Assembly in saying to Foxwoods, you have to go through the 
General Assembly, through the legislative process, because 
those lands are owned by the General Assembly; they are not 
owned by the city. And yet the city was able to give a 
sweetheart deal to SugarHouse, allowing them to have, I think it 
is a long-term lease for dollars that are minimal compared to 
what could have been achieved. 
 Mr. Speaker, the bottom line, I guess, as I close my part of 
the debate here, I mentioned in my earlier remarks that there are 
a lot of investigations going on, criminal investigations, grand 
juries looking into perhaps irresponsible activities by certain 
people. I mean, we should all be concerned that to move 
forward and to expand gambling is not in the best interest of 
anyone except the casinos. They make out quite well, as I had 
mentioned before. 
 Property tax, well, it came with the first blush with the slots 
bill, but now we are funding the budget. So it seems that we 
have a mixed message to the people of Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. Speaker, for those reasons and for those other reasons 
that have been articulated—  Oh, I want to mention one more in 
my report, and that is, in this SB 711 Conference Report – and it 
deals with this whole thing of corruption and crime and all the 
other malfunctions that are occurring with the casino law – that 
the Pennsylvania State Police and the Attorney General have 
not been given the priority, have not been given priority to do 
the background investigations for the casino applicants. It is still 
under the control of the BIE, the Bureau of Investigations and 
Enforcement. 
 And then I mentioned several weeks ago that back in 2004, 
we all thought that the Pennsylvania State Police would be 
doing the background investigations. I mean, that is simply 
good law enforcement, nothing else. That is doing it right. That 
is making sure you do not have the problems that have occurred 
with those licenses that have already been issued. I am not 
going to go into the details. You read the newspapers and listen 
to the media; you understand the problems. That has not been 
put into SB 711, and I am very disappointed that that change 
has not been made. How can you say that this is a bill that is 
going to be better for law enforcement and to bring honesty and 
integrity to an industry that so badly needs it, and here we are 
fooling around today with this. 

 So, Mr. Speaker, having said all of that, I appreciate the 
attention of the members, and I ask for a rejection, a rejection 
on SB 711, the conference report. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Philadelphia County, Representative Michael 
O'Brien. 
 Mr. M. O'BRIEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 December 23, 2009, Philadelphia Daily News, quote: "Why 
the hell wouldn't I want the money?" end of quote. Michael A. 
Nutter, mayor of Philadelphia. In that brief quote he laid out the 
fundamental policy that has driven the debate on SB 711. What 
the heck? Why would I not want the money? Why would I not 
be willing to lay on the altar of greed and avarice process, solid 
public policy, the ultimate good of the Commonwealth? What 
the heck. Why would I not want the money? 
 Mr. Speaker, somehow I do not think this is what should 
drive a vote, should drive a measure forward, to worship at the 
altar of greed and avarice. Let us put up a "no" vote on this. Let 
us send it back to conference. Let us do it once right – one time 
right. In '04, wrong; '06, wrong; '10, let us do it right. 
 I urge a "no" vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. We are down to two speakers. Are there any 
other further members seeking recognition? 
 The gentleman from Allegheny County, Representative 
Turzai, is recognized. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge all the members to vote against 
this expanded gambling bill. Yesterday, with all due respect, we 
did not get an opportunity to cover some of the quotes that  
I would have liked to have read, but I think as we discussed 
earlier today on the podium, without a doubt here on final 
passage, they are definitely applicable to the conference 
committee report bill as put forth. 
 The Philadelphia Inquirer of December 24 of 2009 read as 
such about the bill, and this is substantially the same bill: "...the 
political class in Harrisburg still can't control itself." 
 Quote: "Take the pet projects slipped into the latest effort to 
expand gambling in Pennsylvania – Gov. Rendell's special baby 
come full term. 
 "Under the proposal, select hospitals, libraries, and medical 
schools with ties to key lawmakers will get dedicated funding 
from the casinos. Other hospitals, libraries, and schools in need 
of funding will have to get better connections in Harrisburg…. 
 "The anointed institutions give new meaning to the slogan: 
You've Got a Friend in Pennsylvania. 
 "While the institutions may do good work, a specific 
organization shouldn't be singled out just because it has a sugar 
daddy in Harrisburg. 
 "If there is going to be more gambling, the tax revenue 
should go into the general fund and spread evenly." I personally 
think it should be going to property tax relief. "Funding specific 
institutions further undermines the already dubious legitimacy 
of the gambling law. 
 "(Recall that two slots license holders are convicted felons; 
many license holders are big donors to Rendell and other 
lawmakers; a revolving door of State gaming board officials 
have gone to work for casino interests; and the state Supreme 
Court rubber-stamps most legal issues, backing lawmakers and 
gaming interests.)" That is the Philadelphia Inquirer. 
 As I noted before, I am not reflexively against gambling. My 
dad and mom went, on occasion, to the racetracks to gamble 
and enjoyed their evenings. They were watchful of their dollars 
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and responsible. Evidence does, however, suggest that some 
families do suffer as a result of expanded gambling. 
 Many of us in 2004, when the original slots legislation was 
passed, could have supported expanded gambling at the existing 
racetracks. If there was going to be an opening up of new 
licenses, they should have been auctioned. And we would have 
wanted to have seen two other things: completely strict 
oversight from a law enforcement perspective, and all of the 
revenues going to property tax relief. That was not done. 
 As many of us look back with 5 years' time on the original 
slots legislation, we all know that it was a low point, one of the 
low points in the history of this legislature. My argument to all 
of you is this: When you pass or if you vote to pass this 
conference committee report, within a very short amount of 
time you will have significant regret, buyer's remorse, about 
passing this bill. The legacy you will be leaving future 
Pennsylvanians is not good. 
 That original slots legislation was, at best, tainted. The mere 
fact that the licenses were not auctioned spoke volumes. The 
fact that monopoly middlemen were established to sell 
equipment to end users was wrong. The early morning vote was 
cheered by special interest lobbyists. 
 In addition, once again, we are missing the opportunity to 
pass significant, needed law enforcement reforms that should 
have been there from the get-go in 2004. We are not even close 
to complete in this version of the bill. 
 As the Attorney General testified in a hearing in early 2007, 
law enforcement should have been completely given over to the 
Attorney General and to the State Police and taken from the 
Gaming Board, that same Gaming Board where they are making 
$150,000 a year with additional jobs and rushed to issue the 
licenses. And from what we hear in press reports – yes, the 
Allentown Morning Call, Mr. Micek; the Tribune-Review; and 
the Post-Gazette that a State grand jury is looking into – the fact 
of the matter is, no bill should be passed with the divvying up of 
spoils the way this one is. None should be issuing new licenses 
without auctions. None should be done without complete 
overhaul of the law enforcement approach, giving all authority 
to the Attorney General and to the State Police. None should be 
done without rearranging that all moneys, all tax revenues from 
this, should be given to property tax relief. 
 I would ask each of you to seriously think about, given the 
issues that face us today in Harrisburg, whether it is appropriate 
to be voting "yes" for a bill that, one more time, divvies up the 
spoils. 
 Mr. Speaker, thank you very much. I hope that Harrisburg 
will be able to look its citizens in the eye and say, we put a hold 
on this, we are going to start from scratch, and we are going to 
wait until the next administration comes so that we do it right. 
Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin County, Representative Marsico. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 With regard to SB 711, the conference report, I would like to 
submit remarks for the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you. 

 The SPEAKER. Will the page accept the remarks from 
Representative Marsico? Representative Marsico has remarks 
for the record. 
 
 Mr. MARSICO submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 Mr. Speaker, I oppose SB 711 for a myriad of reasons. First and 
foremost, the way in which this legislation has been handled from the 
beginning is reminiscent of 2004, when gaming was first introduced to 
the legislature and the people of Pennsylvania, meaning there are lofty 
promises of economic relief to the residents of the Commonwealth 
when the reality is, Pennsylvanians have yet to see any real property 
tax relief from slots and they may not see any real property tax relief 
from table games for many years, if ever. 
 There have been a few people in the legislature calling the shots and 
pulling the strings with this table games legislation, and these few 
people have not been putting the lives of Pennsylvanians first. They 
have underlying special interests that have nothing to do with making 
our State a better place to live. Their priority is to successfully enact 
their own agendas and satisfy their own greed. 
 The whole process has left a bad taste in my mouth. The legislation 
has been rammed through with no regard for the potential 
consequences. Along with property tax relief, one of my main concerns 
has been that we restore the confidence of the public and the integrity 
of the entire gaming industry before we make any drastic changes, such 
as adding table games to our slots facilities. As it stands now, the table 
games legislation simply does not include the type of reform that 
would be necessary to clean up the industry. 
 Mr. Speaker, in fact, it leaves out many of the reform measures that 
my colleagues and I devised many, many months ago, reforms such as 
my legislation, HB 1255, which would transfer all of the existing 
functions and duties of the Bureau of Investigations and Enforcement 
in the Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board (PGCB), including the 
Office of Enforcement Counsel, to a new Bureau of Gaming in the 
Pennsylvania State Police (PSP). 
 This new authority for the Pennsylvania State Police would include: 

• Inspecting and auditing casinos. 
• Enforcing the regulatory provisions of the slots 

casino law (in addition to the aforementioned 
authority to enforce criminal laws). 

• Monitoring casinos for compliance with liquor 
laws. 

• Ensuring that adequate security measures are in 
place at casinos. 

• Investigating and reviewing all license applicants. 
• Prosecuting noncriminal violations of the slots 

casino law. 
• Filing recommendations and objections to license 

applications with the Gaming Control Board. 
 Mr. Speaker, the intent of my legislation is to separate the Bureau 
of Gaming in the PSP from any regulatory or fiscal control by the 
PGCB. 
 This will separate the investigation/enforcement function from the 
licensing function and ensure that entities with clear law enforcement 
authority are in charge of background checks. 
 The PGCB is simply unable to access appropriate criminal 
background information concerning license applicants. 
 That is one of the many reasons why turmoil has continued to 
plague the PGCB since its inception. 

• Louis DeNaples, owner of Mt. Airy Casino, was 
indicted and questions swirled on the legitimacy of 
the background check performed on him by the 
PGCB. 

• In 2008 the executive director of the PGCB 
resigned. 
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• The owner of Majestic Star Casino, in Pittsburgh, 
came out publicly stating that he is not financially 
stable and cannot continue as the owner of Majestic 
Star. A new owner took over. 

• Confirmed news reports have indicated that various 
felons were awarded licenses by the PGCB as 
vendors of casinos around Pennsylvania. 

 Mr. Speaker, SB 711 simply does not include any type of real 
gaming reform measures. It also does not take into account that some 
of the casinos include horse racing tracks. This industry, too, will be 
impacted by the introduction of table games in an extremely negative 
way. SB 711 does not support horsemen. This bill negatively affects so 
many groups in so many ways, the only word that comes to my mind 
when thinking about SB 711 is garbage. This legislation stinks. And we 
all know that, over time, garbage only begins to stink even more. 
 This legislation is not good for Pennsylvanians, and I cannot 
support something that will end up potentially having devastating 
consequences on our Commonwealth. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any other members seeking 
recognition? 
 The House will be at ease. 
 
 The House will come to order. Members will please report to 
the floor of the House. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Representative Roebuck, rise? 
 Mr. ROEBUCK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. To correct the 
record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed.  
 Mr. ROEBUCK. Yesterday on the vote to suspend the rules 
to consider amendment 5093 offered by Representative O'Brien, 
I was not recorded as voting. I wish to be recorded in the 
affirmative. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. His 
remarks will be spread upon the record. 

CONSIDERATION OF SB 711 CONTINUED 
 

MOTION TO PROCEED TO CONSIDERATION 
UNDER RULE 21(E) 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves, pursuant to rule 21(e), that the members have had 
sufficient time to review the language and that the House 
proceed with consideration of the Conference Committee 
Report on SB 711. 
 A two-thirds vote is required. A two-thirds vote is required; 
134 votes required to proceed. 
 On that motion, those voting to proceed will vote "aye"; 
those voting not to proceed will vote "nay." 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 
 
 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–105 
 
Barbin Eachus Kula Ross 
Belfanti Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato 
Beyer Evans, J. Mahoney Santoni 
Bishop Everett Major Scavello 
Brennan Fabrizio Manderino Seip 
Brown Fairchild Mann Siptroth 
Burns Farry Markosek Smith, K. 
Buxton Frankel Matzie Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Carroll Galloway Melio Sonney 
Casorio George Miccarelli Staback 
Causer Gerber Micozzie Sturla 
Civera Gergely Mirabito Taylor, J. 
Cohen Gibbons Murphy Thomas 
Conklin Godshall Myers Vitali 
Costa, D. Goodman O'Brien, D. Wagner 
Costa, P. Grucela Oliver Wansacz 
Cruz Haluska Parker Waters 
Curry Hanna Pashinski Wheatley 
Daley Harhai Payton White 
Deasy Harkins Perzel Williams 
DeLuca Hornaman Petrarca Youngblood 
Dermody Johnson Petri Yudichak 
DeWeese Keller, W. Phillips   
DiGirolamo Kirkland Preston McCall, 
Donatucci Kortz Readshaw   Speaker 
Drucker Kotik Roebuck 
 
 NAYS–87 
 
Baker Gabler Longietti Rapp 
Barrar Geist Maher Reese 
Bear Gillespie Marshall Reichley 
Benninghoff Gingrich Marsico Roae 
Boback Grell McI. Smith Rock 
Boyd Grove Metcalfe Rohrer 
Boyle Harhart Metzgar Samuelson 
Bradford Harper Millard Santarsiero 
Briggs Harris Miller Saylor 
Brooks Helm Milne Schroder 
Christiana Hennessey Moul Shapiro 
Clymer Hess Murt Smith, M. 
Cox Houghton O'Brien, M. Stern 
Creighton Hutchinson O'Neill Stevenson 
Cutler Josephs Oberlander Swanger 
Day Kauffman Pallone Taylor, R. 
Delozier Keller, M.K. Payne True 
Denlinger Kessler Peifer Turzai 
DePasquale Killion Pickett Vereb 
Ellis Knowles Pyle Vulakovich 
Fleck Krieger Quigley Watson 
Freeman Lentz Quinn 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Adolph Mundy Perry Sabatina 
Hickernell Mustio Reed Tallman 
 
 
 Less than a majority of the members required by the rules 
having voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in 
the negative and the motion was not agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. 
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 The House will come to order. 
 Members will please report to the floor of the House. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the report of the committee of 
conference? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Chester County, Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would someone be able to rise for interrogation on the 
Conference Committee Report on SB 711? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Berks County, 
Representative Santoni, indicates he will stand for interrogation. 
The gentleman, Mr. Schroder, is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have a general question related to the 
language of SB 711, which reinstates the ban on political 
contributions by casino interests. Would this prohibition apply 
to individuals who owned part of a casino via a trust, such as 
some of the family trusts that have been established by some of 
those who are licensed who own shares of our casinos?  
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 If they have a gaming interest in Pennsylvania, yes, the 
prohibition applies to them.  
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I think that is 
pretty clear. 
 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. Members 
will please take their seats.  
 The House will come to order. The House will come to 
order. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Schroder, may proceed. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, there are a couple of references to criminal 
history, and under section 1206 of the legislation, it talks about 
confidentiality of certain information. 
 In that section it states that "All information relating to 
character, honesty and integrity, including family, habits, 
reputation, history of criminal activity…." would be held 
confidential. Yet a couple of pages later the legislation goes on 
to state that "No claim of confidentiality shall be made 
regarding any criminal history record information that is 
available to the public under…." a certain section of the code. 
And, Mr. Speaker, I just wondered if you could provide an 
explanation of that, because on its face it appears it could be 
contradictory, but I was just wondering if there is an 
explanation for that criminal history seemingly being treated 
differently. 
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The one section of 1206 that you referenced deals with the 
uncharged issue, and the other, a couple of pages later as part of 
1206, deals with the charged issue. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. So criminal history records that an 
individual was not charged with would remain confidential, but 
those that they were in fact charged with would be public. Am  
I reading that correctly? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Yes. Uncharged information remains 
confidential, but anything in your criminal history does not. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, regarding the new category 3 license, the 
language indicates that "A category 3 license established on or 
after July 20, 2017, shall not be located by the board within  

30 linear miles of another licensed facility." Two questions, 
Mr. Speaker: What is the significance of the 30-linear-mile 
requirement, and what is the significance of the date in 2017? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The linear mileage, quite frankly, was a mileage that was 
negotiated between the House and Senate negotiators on the 
issue, and the 2017 was the year that we believe that there can 
be no one to come back and say that they can get the license fee 
with regard to slot machines, the $50 million given back to 
them. That was the year that the people that put the legislation 
together had come up with for that. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, only because it is a bit noisy 
and I was not catching you clearly, could you repeat the  
2017 explanation again? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There has been a concern as to the issuance of any licenses 
and whether it would trigger that giveback mechanism under 
Act 71. There has been some debate as to what that particular 
day would be that would meet the criteria of Act 71. So we just 
wanted to be clear, and 2017 is significantly after any dates that 
anybody even had debated. So we believe that that is the reason 
that 2017 was chosen.  
 Mr. SCHRODER. Okay, to avoid the license-fee-refund 
provisions, or whatever you want to call them, in current law. 
 Mr. SANTONI. That is correct. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. But, Mr. Speaker, are there not provisions 
in the language of this legislation that would deal with that 
situation outside of this date? If I read it correctly, there are 
provisions that if there is any kind of license-fee refund, the 
Gaming Control Board would immediately establish a fee to 
claw that back, I guess. 
 Mr. SANTONI. Yes, Mr. Speaker. There is still some 
language in there; to answer your question directly, the answer 
is, yes, there is other language, but we thought to be safe, we 
would put the 2017 in. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, I have a specific question 
regarding the extension of credit by the casinos, and that 
question would be this, and it is under section 1327A, "Other 
financial transactions," subsection (a) regarding "Credit." At the 
very end of that paragraph it states, "No credit card advance 
machine may be placed on the gaming floor." 
 Now, Mr. Speaker, I guess my question is, as I read that, this 
would not prohibit a credit card advance machine from being 
placed perhaps in the restaurant of the casino or perhaps in a 
common area or lobby that one would enter into prior to 
walking on to the casino floor. Is that correct? 
 Mr. SANTONI. A casino is not allowed to extend credit 
using their commercial credit card. That is what the language 
says. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Well, what about the specific language of 
the credit card advance machine, though, that is referenced? It 
appears to say that it cannot be placed on the gaming floor, but 
what I am wondering is, can it in fact be placed elsewhere in the 
building that would not comprise the gaming floor, such as a 
restaurant, such as a common lobby area prior to getting on to 
the gaming floor? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Well, the casino licensee cannot do that, but 
it does not speak to some of the specific language that you are 
talking about. It does not speak directly to that. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. So the casino licensee could not place it 
there, but it might be possible under this that another entity 
could. 
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 Mr. SANTONI. If the restaurant or other facility allows it 
and it is not related to the casino at all. Again, that is their call. 
That is not addressed specifically in the bill. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Would there be anything in this bill that 
would prohibit, say, a casino employee from instructing a 
patient – or a patron; excuse me. Would there be anything that 
would prohibit a casino employee from instructing a patron of 
the casino who was interested in using a credit card that, well, 
Mr. X, we do not have them on the casino floor, but if you go 
over to our restaurant or if you go up to the lobby by the main 
entrance, you will find a machine there for your convenience? Is 
there anything in here that would prohibit that kind of 
instruction being given out by a casino employee? 
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Could you reference that section again, Mr. Speaker? We 
want to make sure. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Sure. 
 Mr. SANTONI. We do not think it does, but we want to 
make sure. If you could, we would appreciate it. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Sure. It is section 1327A, "Other financial 
transactions," subsection (a), "Credit," and the line I am looking 
at is the last sentence under subsection (a). 
 Mr. SANTONI. Mr. Speaker, I think I will just read that last 
sentence again: "…a certificate holder shall not accept credit 
cards, charge cards or debit cards from a patron or player for the 
exchange or purchase or chips, slot machine or table game 
credits or for an advance of coins or currency to be utilized by a 
player to play slot machine or table games. No credit card 
advance machine may be placed on the gaming floor." It does 
not specifically say to tell a person that works for the casino 
what they can tell a patron. I mean, we do not get into that 
detail. But I think it specifically, it is pretty clear about the 
credit issue in that section. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, with all due respect, I am 
not so sure that I agree that it is that clear, but, you know, for 
purposes of moving this along, I will move on to the next item. 
 Actually, Mr. Speaker, I think that ends my interrogation.  
I appreciate your indulgence, and I would like to speak to the 
conference report. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this bill has a number of very problematic 
provisions in it, ones that concern me greatly, in addition to 
some of the ones that the gentleman and I just discussed under 
interrogation. 
 I would like to read to the membership the section under 
"Budgetary impasse," because I think it is instructive. It says, 
"If, in the event of a budgetary or other fiscal crisis, the 
Governor orders the furlough of Commonwealth employees, the 
board and its employees and all employees of the department 
and the Pennsylvania State Police whose duties involve the 
regulation and oversight of gaming under this part shall not be 
subject to furlough and shall continue to perform their duties of 
employment." Well, hallelujah. Pennsylvanians will be thrilled 
to know that they will, under any future budget impasse, and let 
us hope we do not see one in the near future, but should there be 
a budget impasse, Pennsylvanians will still be able to go to the 
liquor store and drink to their heart's content and they will still 
be able to go to the casinos and gamble to their heart's content, 
but do not try to go to a State park or do not try to access other 
important State services; they might not be available to you, yet 
we are going to protect an individual's right to go to the casino 

at any day they want during the budget impasse. That is just one 
of the problematic provisions of this legislation. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, while there is language in here that speaks 
to the Bureau of Investigations and Enforcement, the so-called 
BIE, I do not believe that this language goes nearly far enough. 
Mr. Speaker, the Republican Caucus has made it a major policy 
initiative that we believe that the Bureau of Investigations and 
Enforcement needs to truly be an independent agency, 
independent from the Gaming Control Board. And we have 
been trying and we have been stymied in our efforts to move 
that under law enforcement, take it away from gaming and put it 
under law enforcement, either the Attorney General or the State 
Police. We believe that law enforcement is the proper entity to 
be conducting the background checks on these licensees. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, ever since it was well reported and 
documented in the press that a number of years back the 
Gaming Control Board instructed the BIE to remove certain 
pieces of information from a report on a prospective licensee 
and then ended up licensing that particular individual, we feel 
that that speaks to the need to make this change. While I am 
glad that there are some provisions in there at least recognizing 
the need of the importance of the BIE, I do not believe it goes 
far enough to satisfy our needs and the needs of the people of 
Pennsylvania in this regard. 
 I am also very concerned about the credit provisions of this 
bill. You know, we will hear, I am sure, arguments that, well, it 
is the industry standard; the casinos all across the country issue 
credit. That is not good enough, Mr. Speaker. That is not good 
enough for Pennsylvania. 
 You know, studies have shown that a very high percentage 
of a casino's revenue comes from those with compulsive 
gambling problems, those with addiction diseases. Mr. Speaker, 
we are going to allow this industry to prey upon the most 
vulnerable and the weakest by extending them credit so the 
compulsive gambler not only spends all the money that he or 
she brings with them to the casino; once they are out, they run 
to the credit window, get their credit, and then they go into debt 
that they, no doubt, cannot afford in order to continue gambling. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think this is a very dangerous precedent. And 
the issue that I specifically asked the gentleman who is the 
chair, the Democratic chair of the Gaming Control Board, the 
language that appears to me to allow credit card machines to be 
placed while not on the casino floor but certainly in the vicinity 
of the casino floor, whether it is in a restaurant, maybe the 
restroom, I do not know, possibly a lobby or a common area, 
there is nothing, I believe, that would stop the employees of the 
casino telling a patron who inquires, well, no, we do not have a 
credit card machine for your use on the floor, but if you go 
upstairs or go out to the lobby, you will find one out there for 
your convenience. So not only are we extending credit, but  
I believe that we are allowing it much easier for people to 
gamble with their credit card money in these casinos as a result 
of this change. 
 Mr. Speaker, the other very disturbing development in this 
bill is the presence and the introduction of Washington,  
DC-style earmarks in this legislation. Under the guise of local 
impact, we have seen specific projects and specific interests get 
funded under this bill. So in other words, just because a 
particular interest has a sugar daddy or a sugar mommy who 
happens to have a casino in their district, they will now get 
funding, into perpetuity, by the way, not to be reviewed by the 
General Assembly each and every year like we review all 
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budget funding and like we review our nonpreferreds that get 
specific funding. But into perpetuity or until this bill is changed, 
certain designated entities, organizations, will be getting 
funding from this legislation. 
 There is a hospital that will get funding. There is an as-yet-
to-be-built community college that will be funded. There is a 
library system within the Commonwealth that will receive 
funding. And get this: You are not even allowed to factor that in 
to the Commonwealth library funding that they will receive in 
the future budget cycles. According to the language in here, it is 
protected. There can be no offset. I am going to love to see the 
reaction of our libraries across the State when they know that 
one county somewhere is getting a windfall for their library 
system. That should be real interesting to see how that plays out 
the next budget cycle. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have also heard and of course we have been 
dragged back to Harrisburg to address this legislation because 
of a $250 million impact that, according to the Governor, will 
result in the layoff of 1,000 Commonwealth employees in the 
near future if we do not pass this. Mr. Speaker, I am here to tell 
all of you and to tell the public that that is utter nonsense. 
 Mr. Speaker, we might have a budgetary problem, but it 
would not require laying off 1,000 State employees to solve. 
Mr. Speaker, we have money lying around this Capitol and 
State government that could be tapped into. We have legislative 
leadership surplus accounts that could be tapped into. We have 
got $50 million or so in the wasteful film industry tax credit, 
another pet project of the Governor's, that could be grabbed and 
taken to keep these State employees working. 
 And I am sure you could go through the budget line by line 
by line and find money that we could take to keep the 
Commonwealth running, keep these employees on the job, 
doing their necessary jobs. But no, the Governor, he needed 
another group of hostages to hang over the head of the General 
Assembly like the sword of Damocles in order to threaten us 
and threaten the people of Pennsylvania with getting this 
legislation passed. Well, Mr. Speaker, that might be a hardball 
way to operate and it might have worked in the past, but I think 
we should call the Governor's bluff on it tonight. 
 Finally, Mr. Speaker, I would just like to say this: I do not 
understand why we are expanding gambling under the 
circumstances in which we find ourselves. It has been reported 
– and no one disputes the report; in fact, the Gaming Control 
Board, in their comments, I think confirm it – that at least one 
grand jury in this State is looking at the activities of the 
Pennsylvania Gaming Control Board in issuing the initial 
licenses for slots. Mr. Speaker, why are we passing gambling 
expansion when that cloud of suspicion is hanging over the head 
of the industry, the Gaming Control Board, and this General 
Assembly? 
 Mr. Speaker, I think it is absolutely foolish to march 
headlong into this and not acknowledge the problems that are 
out there that have led us to this day, let us have investigations 
into gaming, but yet here we are, ready to bow once again to the 
casino industry and their lobbyists and the cash that they use to 
lobby. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a marquee vote that we are about to take 
tonight. It is one of the most important votes that we will take. It 
has a lot of ramifications. I think it is very, very important that 
both sides of the aisle and their leadership make sure that every 
 
 

member, every member who is voting tonight is present in the 
hall of the House and in their seats while voting. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentlelady from Northampton County, Representative Beyer. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise today to join three State Senators who represent my 
legislative district – two Republicans and one Democrat – to 
support SB 711 and the conference committee report. 
 While we have all had the benefit of a great deal of debate on 
this very important issue, I have listened with an open mind, 
knowing that those who oppose this bill do so with 
determination and honesty and conviction. But I thought  
I would take this opportunity, Mr. Speaker, to tell all of you 
about the good news coming out of the Lehigh Valley. Gaming 
has already had a tremendous positive impact on the Lehigh 
Valley, bringing in new jobs, nearly $750 million of new 
investment, and millions of dollars in new tax revenue. Adding 
table games at this time under SB 711 will bring more jobs, 
more investment, and more tax revenues to the Lehigh Valley 
and to the Commonwealth. 
 Last year the Sands Casino Resort Bethlehem opened on the 
former site of the Bethlehem Steel plant, a brownfield site that 
for many, many years had long been abandoned and, in its 
heyday, employed thousands of Lehigh Valley residents. The 
Las Vegas Sands Corp. invested $734 million to redevelop an 
old vacant steel mill into one of the finest gaming revenues in 
the Mid-Atlantic States. Their $734 million investment 
represents one of the largest private-sector investments in 
Pennsylvania history and has transformed South Bethlehem and 
the Lehigh Valley, making it into a hub of economic activity. 
 Last year Sands hired almost 1,000 people. Think about that. 
In the midst of a serious and deep economic downturn, while 
other companies were slashing jobs, reducing payrolls, or even 
going out of business, the Sands was hiring. I cannot think of 
any other employer in the Lehigh Valley who is expanding 
employment over the last year, let alone adding 1,000 new jobs. 
 Just last month, Northampton and Lehigh Counties, as well 
as the city of Allentown and Bethlehem, began receiving tens of 
millions in gaming host fees to help those cash-strapped 
communities balance their budgets and provide essential 
services. I have seen the positive impact and effects of the 
Sands on the Lehigh Valley, and I know that those benefits will 
increase when table games are added. 
 Robert DeSalvio, the president of the Sands Resort 
Bethlehem, testified in August before the House Gaming 
Oversight Committee that if Pennsylvania added table games, 
the Sands would add about 800 employees and they would 
begin planning to finish the hotel and mall portion of the project 
that had been stopped by the national economy. If the hotel and 
mall are started, that would lead to over $100 million more in 
new investment and hundreds of new construction jobs. As we 
all know, the national economic situation has us all very 
concerned. Construction jobs and any new jobs are in very short 
supply. Our State unemployment rate is hovering around the 
double digits, and we need help. We need jobs and investments 
now, and table games will do that. 
 Increased jobs, more investment, greater tax revenue for the 
Lehigh Valley are the reasons why I will be voting "yes" today 
on the Conference Committee Report on SB 711. The Sands 
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Casino and Resort is a tremendous community business partner 
in the Lehigh Valley. We are an ongoing success story, and 
passage of SB 711 is important to my district, to the Lehigh 
Valley, and to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 I urge an affirmative vote. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 We are down to our last speaker. Are there any other 
members wishing to be recognized? 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Berks County, 
Representative Santoni. 
 Mr. SANTONI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It has been a long and winding road, Mr. Speaker, and I think 
we have finally come to the end. A lot of work was put into 
working with SB 711 from committee to the floor of the House 
and the negotiations with the Pennsylvania State Senate. So  
I want to commend all the staff's work and I want to commend 
the leader's work and their commitment to getting this job done 
and getting this job done right, but it has been awhile. 
 Mr. Speaker, when 2009 started, the Governor and the 
General Assembly recognized that it was going to be a very 
difficult year for the budget and for the people of Pennsylvania. 
And with thousands of Pennsylvanians losing their jobs and real 
wages stagnating, there was no escaping the fact that revenues 
would drop. Unfortunately, when the recession hits and 
revenues drop, that is exactly when the citizens and businesses 
of our Commonwealth need assistance to get back on their feet. 
 Mr. Speaker, the Governor developed an important and smart 
budget that relied on new revenue sources that would not tax 
those who most needed help. As the economic situation 
worsened and the political climate evolved, it became clear that 
the legalization of table games was the best answer to solving 
our budgetary problems, and it was part of the budget process 
that we voted for back in October and we are concluding that 
today. 
 And while some in the chamber may disagree, I believe that 
last night's vote in the Senate and tonight's vote in the House 
will prove and demonstrate that the General Assembly and the 
Governor have been able to reach a bipartisan solution that 
addresses the concerns of a majority of Pennsylvanians and 
makes great investments in Pennsylvania's economy, 
infrastructure, and labor force. 
 As I highlighted the last time we were on the floor discussing 
this issue, I stated that there were 8,346 family-sustaining jobs 
that have been created at the nine casinos opened thus far, along 
with approximately 8,000 additional construction jobs. 
Mr. Speaker, to date, over $3 billion – that is with a "b," a 
billion – has been generated, with two-thirds of that being 
returned to the citizens of the Commonwealth in the form of 
property tax relief. Five hundred million dollars, Mr. Speaker, 
has been distributed to our horse racing industry, allowing this 
important industry to retain and create thousands of jobs and 
expand its valuable partnership with Pennsylvania's number one 
industry – agriculture. 
 Mr. Speaker, slots play has provided $220 million to local 
governments that host or are near casinos for hundreds of 
projects, including road and public safety improvements, 
economic development and tourism projects, and community 
recreation. Local fire companies, Mr. Speaker, have also 
received $75 million in funding from the taxes generated by 
slots play. The legalization of table games, Mr. Speaker, allows 
us to continue and expand this boon to our State. 
 

 As you had heard me say last time, we have an opportunity 
to improve people's lives. Today we can take a huge step toward 
raising revenue without raising taxes on those people who can 
least afford it. Today, Mr. Speaker, we can create hundreds of 
new jobs and stimulate this State's economy. We should be 
proud of this legislation and the jobs and economic 
development and budget resolution that it provides. 
 During last year's budget impasse, we heard time and time 
again that the budget cannot increase taxes. Well, I am happy to 
say that this legislation allows us to raise revenue without 
forcing anyone to pay a dime. We are promoting a sound,  
free-market business model that gives companies the chance to 
expand, to hire new employees, and to strengthen their bottom 
line. We are opening up new options for patrons who can 
choose where to spend their money. We are making investments 
in the infrastructure and economy of our communities. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, just as this body has supported efforts to 
combat alcoholism, drug abuse, and other addictive behaviors, 
we are strengthening our commitment to assisting those few 
men and women who struggle with a compulsive gambling 
problem. Keep in mind, Mr. Speaker, this is not just a table 
games bill; it is a reform bill as well. We are strengthening our 
efforts to ensure that the gaming industry is a positive 
contributor to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 In addition to those reasons, my colleagues on this side of the 
aisle and on the other side of the aisle can support SB 711 as 
well, because the hundreds of millions of dollars of revenue we 
will realize from authorizing table games will allow us to make 
vital investments, not just now but into the future. With the 
money the State will earn from table games, we can uphold our 
commitment to our children by fully funding the Governor's 
education initiatives this year and for years to come, and we can 
do this without taking anything from those who need our help. 
 Now, I understand that there are some out there that cannot 
morally support this legislation, and I appreciate and respect 
that. But for the rest of us, Mr. Speaker, for the rest of the 
members of this House, I ask you to seriously consider all of the 
benefits that SB 711 provides and that I have outlined, and  
I respectfully ask that you support SB 711. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, those in favor of adopting 
the Conference Committee Report on SB 711 will vote "aye"; 
those opposed to the conference committee report will vote 
"nay." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the report of the committee of 
conference? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–103 
 
Barbin Donatucci Kula Roebuck 
Belfanti Drucker Levdansky Sainato 
Beyer Eachus Longietti Samuelson 
Bishop Evans, D. Mahoney Santoni 
Boyle Evans, J. Manderino Seip 
Bradford Fabrizio Mann Siptroth 
Brennan Farry Markosek Smith, K. 
Briggs Frankel Matzie Smith, M. 
Brown Freeman McGeehan Solobay 
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Burns Galloway Melio Sonney 
Buxton George Miccarelli Staback 
Caltagirone Gerber Micozzie Sturla 
Carroll Gergely Mirabito Taylor, J. 
Casorio Gibbons Murphy Taylor, R. 
Cohen Goodman Myers Thomas 
Conklin Grucela O'Brien, D. Wagner 
Costa, D. Haluska O'Neill Wansacz 
Costa, P. Hanna Oliver Waters 
Cruz Harhai Parker Wheatley 
Curry Harkins Pashinski White 
Daley Hornaman Payton Williams 
Deasy Johnson Perzel Youngblood 
DeLuca Josephs Petrarca Yudichak 
DePasquale Kirkland Petri   
Dermody Kortz Preston McCall, 
DeWeese Kotik Readshaw   Speaker 
DiGirolamo 
 
 NAYS–89 
 
Baker Geist Maher Rapp 
Barrar Gillespie Major Reese 
Bear Gingrich Marshall Reichley 
Benninghoff Godshall Marsico Roae 
Boback Grell McI. Smith Rock 
Boyd Grove Metcalfe Rohrer 
Brooks Harhart Metzgar Ross 
Causer Harper Millard Santarsiero 
Christiana Harris Miller Saylor 
Civera Helm Milne Scavello 
Clymer Hennessey Moul Schroder 
Cox Hess Murt Shapiro 
Creighton Houghton O'Brien, M. Smith, S. 
Cutler Hutchinson Oberlander Stern 
Day Kauffman Pallone Stevenson 
Delozier Keller, M.K. Payne Swanger 
Denlinger Keller, W. Peifer True 
Ellis Kessler Phillips Turzai 
Everett Killion Pickett Vereb 
Fairchild Knowles Pyle Vitali 
Fleck Krieger Quigley Vulakovich 
Gabig Lentz Quinn Watson 
Gabler 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Adolph Mundy Perry Sabatina 
Hickernell Mustio Reed Tallman 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the report of the committee of conference was adopted. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

BILL SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bill numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the 
title was publicly read as follows: 
 
 SB 711, PN 1586 
 

 An Act amending Title 4 (Amusements) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, making extensive revisions to provisions on 
gaming, in the areas of legislative intent, definitions, the Pennsylvania 
Gaming Control Board, applicability of other statutes, powers of the 
 

 

board, code of conduct, expenses of regulatory agencies, licensed 
gaming entity application appeals from board, license or permit 
application hearing process and public hearings, board minutes and 
records, regulatory authority, collection of fees and fines, slot machine 
license fee, number of slot machines, reports of board, diversity goals 
of board, license or permit prohibition, specific authority to suspend 
slot machine license, Category 2 slot machine license, Category 3 slot 
machine license, number of slot machine licenses, applications for 
license or permit, slot machine license application, slot machine license 
application character requirements, supplier licenses, manufacturer 
licenses, gaming service provider, occupation permit application, 
alternative manufacturer licensing standards, alternative supplier 
licensing standards, additional licenses and permits and approval of 
agreements, license renewals, change in ownership or control of slot 
machine licensee, nonportability of slot machine license, appointment 
of trustee, table games, slot machine licensee deposits, gross terminal 
revenue deductions, itemized budget reporting, establishment of State 
Gaming Fund and net slot machine revenue distribution, distributions 
from Pennsylvania Race Horse Development Fund, Pennsylvania 
Gaming Economic Development and Tourism Fund, transfers from 
State Gaming Fund, responsibility and authority of Department of 
Revenue, wagering on credit, eminent domain authority, compulsive 
and problem gambling program, drug and alcohol treatment, labor 
hiring preferences, declaration of exemption from Federal laws 
prohibiting slot machines, financial and employment interests, 
additional restrictions, political influence, regulation requiring 
exclusion of certain persons, prosecutorial and adjudicative functions, 
investigations and enforcement, conduct of public officials and 
employees, prohibited acts and penalties, report of suspicious 
transactions, additional authority, applicability of Clean Indoor Air 
Act, liquor licenses at licensed facilities, interception of oral 
communications, electronic funds transfer terminals, junkets, gaming 
schools, appropriations and Commonwealth Financing Authority; and 
making related repeals. 
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

CITATION SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna County, Representative Staback. 
 Mr. STABACK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have some comments that I would like to 
submit for the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 
 Mr. STABACK submitted a citation for the Legislative 
Journal. 
 
 (For citation, see Appendix) 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 Mr. PETRI submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to bring to the attention of the 
Speaker and the members of the Pennsylvania House of 
Representatives the names of Joel Rabinowitz, Andrew Snyder, and Ian 
Shepherd, who have recently been awarded Scouting's highest honor – 
Eagle Scout. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to read to the members of the House of 
Representatives the following citation. 
 Whereas, Joel Rabinowitz, Andrew Snyder, and Ian Shepherd have 
earned the Eagle Award in Scouting. This is the highest award that Boy 
Scouts can bestow and as such represents great sacrifice and 
tremendous effort on the part of these young men. They are members 
of Troop 74. 
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 Now therefore, Mr. Speaker and members of the House of 
Representatives, it is my privilege to congratulate and place in the 
Legislative Journal the names of Joel Rabinowitz, Andrew Snyder, and 
Ian Shepherd. 

CALENDAR 
 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 479,  
PN 2864, entitled: 

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

known as the Liquor Code, further providing for prohibitions against 
the grant of licenses and for distributors' and importing distributors' 
restrictions on sales, storage, etc. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 479 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 479 be removed from the tabled calendar 
and placed on the active calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

RESOLUTIONS 

 Mr. EACHUS called up HR 426, PN 2800, entitled: 
 
A Resolution requesting that the Attorney General and Auditor 

General investigate the Association of Community Organizations for 
Reform Now. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 

RESOLUTION TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HR 426 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. 

RESOLUTION REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HR 426 be removed from the tabled calendar 
and placed on the active calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. EACHUS called up HR 491, PN 2754, entitled: 

 
A Resolution designating October 24, 2009, as "United Nations 

Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 

RESOLUTION TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HR 491 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. 

RESOLUTION REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HR 491 be removed from the tabled calendar 
and placed on the active 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 the following bill be removed from the tabled 
bill calendar: HB 1247. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that the following bill be recommitted to the 
Committee on Appropriations: HB 1247. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to.  
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 The SPEAKER. There will be no further votes taken today. 
Tomorrow will be a nonvoting session day. 
 Any further 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. This House will stand in recess until the call 
of the Chair. 


