
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
 
 

LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 
 

TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 2011 
 

SESSION OF 2011 195TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 48 

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

THE SPEAKER (SAMUEL H. SMITH) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 The SPEAKER. This morning the prayer will be offered by 
Archabbot Douglas Nowicki, Chancellor, Saint Vincent 
College, Latrobe, Pennsylvania. 
 
 ARCHABBOT DOUGLAS R. NOWICKI, Guest Chaplain 
of the House of Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Good and gracious God, we thank You for the gift of another 
day. We stand before You to ask Your blessing upon the men 
and women of this Assembly whose privilege it is to represent 
and to work for the well-being of the people of our 
Commonwealth and of our nation. Send Your spirit of wisdom 
upon them, that they may work together not only as fellow 
citizens but also as brothers and sisters of the human family in 
mutual trust and respect. We ask this blessing particularly when 
disagreements arise in debate as to the most just and effective 
means to accomplish a common purpose for the good of the 
people. Through their personal lives and through their actions in 
this Assembly, may they serve as a model for all of us as we 
strive to work together for the common good of all. We ask this 
in Your most holy name. Amen. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the approval of the 
Journal of Monday, June 20, 2011, will be postponed until 
printed. 

BILLS REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 338, PN 293 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for definitions, 
for immunity from liability, for complaint files and for amendment or 
expunction of information. 

APPROPRIATIONS. 
 

HB 720, PN 1816 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending the act of April 6, 1937 (P.L.200, No.51), 

known as the Pawnbrokers License Act, further providing for 
definitions, for identity of pledger and for pawn ticket; providing for 
hold orders and related procedures; and further providing for sale of 
pledge and for penalties. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 797, PN 966 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending the act of June 2, 1915 (P.L.736, No.338), 

known as the Workers' Compensation Act, further defining 
"occupational disease"; and providing for cancer in the occupation of 
firefighter. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1054, PN 1855 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending the act of May 23, 1945 (P.L.913, No.367), 

known as the Engineer, Land Surveyor and Geologist Registration 
Law, further providing for continuing professional competency 
requirements. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1264, PN 1387 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for expert testimony 
in certain criminal proceedings. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1618, PN 2088 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the offense 
of assault of law enforcement officer. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND 

RECOMMITTED TO COMMITTEE ON RULES 

HB 260, PN 2159 (Amended) By Rep. TAYLOR 
 
An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), 

known as the Liquor Code, further providing definitions, for general 
powers of the Pennsylvania Liquor Control Board, for when sales may 
be made at Pennsylvania Liquor Stores, for revocation and suspension 
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of licenses and fines, for hours of operation relative to manufacturers, 
importing distributors and distributors and for unlawful acts relative to 
liquor, malt and brewed beverages and licensees. 

 
LIQUOR CONTROL. 

 
HB 1140, PN 1242 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in assault, further providing for 
the offense of aggravated assault. 

 
JUDICIARY. 

 
HB 1356, PN 2160 (Amended) By Rep. TAYLOR 
 
An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), 

known as the Liquor Code, further providing for general powers of the 
board, for specific subjects on which board may adopt regulations and 
for Office of Administrative Law Judge; providing for employees of 
the board; further providing for management of Pennsylvania Liquor 
Stores; and making a repeal. 

 
LIQUOR CONTROL. 

 
HB 1603, PN 1984 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for retail theft. 
 

JUDICIARY. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

SB 163, PN 148 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act designating a bridge on that portion of State Route 0006 

over the Lackawaxen River, Honesdale Borough, Wayne County, as 
the Brigadier General Richard J. Tallman Memorial Bridge. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

 
SB 227, PN 991 By Rep. BAKER 
 
An Act amending the act of June 13, 1967 (P.L.31, No.21), known 

as the Public Welfare Code, further providing for application for 
registration certificate, for issuance of registration certificate and for 
records; providing for disclosure; and further providing for emergency 
closure. 

 
HEALTH. 

 
SB 448, PN 431 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in provisions relating to minors, 
further providing for the offense of purchase, consumption, possession 
or transportation of liquor or malt or brewed beverages. 

 
JUDICIARY. 

 
SB 468, PN 1395 (Amended) By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, in registration of vehicles, providing for special 
registration plates for recipients of the Silver Star, Bronze Star and 
Bronze Star with Valor and for special plates for recipients of 
Distinguished Service Cross, Distinguished Flying Cross, Navy Cross 
or Air Force Cross. 

TRANSPORTATION. 
 

SB 566, PN 1032 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act designating the Donora-Monessen Bridge in Washington 

and Westmoreland Counties as the "Stan the Man" Musial Bridge. 
 

TRANSPORTATION. 
 

SB 606, PN 770 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act amending Title 74 (Transportation) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, providing for the designation of the Crawford 
Lakelands Byway as a scenic byway. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

 
SB 631, PN 1033 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act designating the section of State Route 23 that is situated 

between Chester County's border with Montgomery County and State 
Route 100 as the Medal of Honor Grove Highway. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

 
SB 723, PN 707 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act designating the bridge that connects South Williamsport to 

Williamsport, known as the Market Street Bridge, carrying U.S. Route 
15 over the Susquehanna River in Loyalsock Township, Lycoming 
County, as the Carl E. Stotz Memorial Little League Bridge. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

BILLS REPORTED AND REREFERRED TO 
COMMITTEE ON STATE GOVERNMENT 

HB 856, PN 894 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, prohibiting smuggling of human 
beings. 

  
 Reported from Committee on JUDICIARY with request 

that it be rereferred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT. 
 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will be so 
rereferred. 
 

HB 857, PN 895 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act providing for the Commonwealth Citizenship Act. 

 
 Reported from Committee on JUDICIARY with request 

that it be rereferred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will be so 
rereferred. 
 

HB 865, PN 903 By Rep. MARSICO 
 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in matters affecting 
government units, providing for exceptions to governmental immunity 
related to unauthorized aliens. 
 

 Reported from Committee on JUDICIARY with request 
that it be rereferred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT. 
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 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will be so 
rereferred. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

RECESS RESOLUTION 
FOR CONCURRENCE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following extract from the Journal of the Senate, which was 
read as follows: 
 
 In the Senate, 
 June 20, 2011 
 
 RESOLVED, (the House of Representatives concurring), Pursuant 
to Article II, Section 14 of the Pennsylvania Constitution, that when the 
Senate recesses this week, it reconvene on Monday, June 27, 2011, 
unless sooner recalled by the President Pro Tempore of the Senate; and 
be it further 
 RESOLVED, Pursuant to Article II, Section 14 of the Pennsylvania 
Constitution, that when the House of Representatives recesses this 
week, it reconvene on Monday, June 27, 2011, unless sooner recalled 
by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the House of 
Representatives for its concurrence. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in the resolution of the Senate? 
 Resolution was concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker turns to leaves of absence and 
recognizes the majority whip, who requests a leave of absence 
for the gentleman, Mr. MAHER, from Allegheny County for the 
day. Without objection, the leave will be granted. 
 The minority whip indicates there are no leaves at this time. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

HOUSE BILLS 
CONCURRED IN BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned HB 373, 
PN 338, and HB 374, PN 713, with information that the Senate 
has passed the same without amendment. 

BILLS SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bills numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the 
titles were publicly read as follows: 
 
 HB 373, PN 338 

 
An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656, 

No.581), known as The Borough Code, further providing for general 
powers. 
 

 HB 374, PN 713 
 
An Act amending the act of May 27, 1953 (P.L.244, No.34), 

entitled "An act relating to and regulating the contracts of incorporated 
towns and providing penalties," further providing for power to convey. 
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is about to take the master roll. 
Members will proceed to vote. 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the minority whip, who requests a leave of 
absence for the gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. DEASY, for the day. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 

MASTER ROLL CALL CONTINUED 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
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Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Peifer Waters 
Delozier Josephs Petrarca Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett White 
DePasquale Kavulich Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–6 
 
George Micozzie O'Brien, D. Petri 
Kotik Mustio 
 
 LEAVES CANCELED–1 
 
Maher 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. Two hundred members having voted on the 
master roll call, a quorum is present. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. If we could have the members' attention, we 
would like to welcome some additional guests that are with us 
today. Located here at the rostrum, just to the left of the 
Speaker, we would like to welcome Larry Nowicki. He is the 
brother of our Guest Chaplain today, Rev. Douglas Nowicki. 
Also, Father Paul Taylor, his assistant, is with him today. We 
would like to welcome these gentlemen. Please stand and be 
recognized. Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 Also located to the left of the Speaker, we welcome Jennifer 
Hayes, who attends the University of South Carolina, and 
Robert Nicholas, who attends Colgate University. They are here 
today as the guests of Representative Kampf. Will our guests 
please rise. Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 Also to the left of the rostrum, we welcome Steven Johnston 
and Kiara Hall. They are interns in Representative Gerber's 
district office, and David Toth, who works in Representative 
Gerber's district office. Will our guests please rise. Welcome to 
the hall of the House. 
 Also over to the left of the rostrum, we welcome the winner 
of Representative John Bear's "There Ought To Be a Law" 
essay contest. The first winner is Nicolette Sage of Reidenbaugh 
Elementary School for her proposed law that would require 
school bus drivers to retake their driving and written tests 
yearly. The second winner is Derek Bennecoff of John R. 
Bonfield Elementary School for his proposed law that amends 
Title 18 to include criminal trespass on school grounds, 
especially school playgrounds during the hours that school is in 
 

session. The students' families are also here today, and they are 
in the rear of the House. So would all of our guests please rise. 
 I would also like to welcome three interns from 
Representative Todd Stephens' office: Dan Rosenberg, who 
attends George Washington University; Taylor Stephens, who 
attends the College of William and Mary; and Joe Godio, who 
attends West Chester University. Welcome to the hall of the 
House, gentlemen. 
 We would like to recognize some of the guest pages that are 
with us. Down in the well of the House, we welcome guest page 
Alex Lipton, a recent graduate of Penn State University. He is 
here as a guest of Representative Conklin. 
 Representative Dan Truitt's son, Mark, is serving as a guest 
page today, as is Representative Causer's son, Matthew. Will 
those two guest pages please rise. Welcome to the hall of the 
House. 
 Rebecca Shope is serving as a guest page today and is an 
intern for Representative Ellis this summer. She is here today 
with her mother, Carol Shope, who is seated in the gallery, and 
Carol is actually a guest of Representative Dick Stevenson. So 
welcome, mom and daughter, to the hall of the House. 
 Additionally, we have Michael Gulston, who is serving as a 
guest page. He is the guest of Representative Mario Scavello. 
Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 We would also like to welcome back to the hall of the 
House, recently retired after 35 years of service, located over 
here to the left of the rostrum, we welcome Al Lorence. He is 
here as a guest of Representative Marsico. Welcome back, Al. 

STATEMENT BY MR. MARSICO 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Marsico, seek 
recognition under unanimous consent? 
 Mr. MARSICO. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and members of 
the House. 
 If I may get your attention. Mr. Speaker, may I have the 
attention of the members? 
 The SPEAKER. The House will please come to order. If we 
could kindly hold the conversations down, the Speaker would 
appreciate it. Just hold the conversations down. If members 
could take their seats, we would appreciate your attention. The 
Speaker thanks the members. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Marsico, may proceed. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I stand here today to honor one of my constituents,  
Mr. Al Lorence, for his endless loyalty and sacrifice and service 
to the House of Representatives of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. Not only did he work in the House for 35 years, 
but he has also spent more than 20 years with the Colonial Park 
Fire Company in Lower Paxton Township as a volunteer 
fireman. He was previously vice president of the fire company 
and currently serves as a trustee. He is also a life member.  
Al Lorence has served as a Lower Paxton Township 
committeeman for a long time, for a number of years. Needless 
to say, he has spent many hours of his personal time dedicating 
his services to his community. He is a good friend, a supporter, 
and will you please all give Mr. Lorence a round of applause for 
his three and a half decades of continual dedication to the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
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 Al, you will be deeply missed and we wish you well in the 
future. On behalf of the House of Representatives, I am very 
proud and honored to give you a citation from the House of 
Representatives. Thank you once again, Al. Could you please 
stand up for us again. Is that okay? Please stand. Thank you. Al, 
thanks again for your service to our Commonwealth and to our 
caucus and to the House of Representatives. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

STATEMENT BY MR. GEIST 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Geist, seek 
recognition under unanimous consent? 
 Mr. GEIST. Yes, Mr. Speaker. I think that when you have 
longtime dedicated employees like Al, it behooves all of us to 
have somebody stand up and say what a great job they have 
done and really good work for the House of Representatives. 
 On the other hand, Al, now as a retiree, this morning 
immediately started lobbying for a COLA (cost-of-living 
adjustment), and I am really worried about him because he said, 
you know, the decision is medicine or food. So I know that he is 
right on his game, and we wish him the best in retirement. He 
has been a good friend and a great guy, and I think we spent  
33 wonderful years together. So congratulations, Al. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. I want to recognize one other guest we have 
with us, located to the left of the rostrum, Kyle Byerts. He is a 
student at Millersville University and is interning with 
Representative Grove this summer. Kyle, please stand. I believe 
he was over here. There they are. He was talking to 
Representative Grove. Welcome to the hall of the House. 

RULES COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Turzai, is recognized 
for the purpose of making an announcement. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There will be an immediate meeting of the Rules Committee 
in the majority caucus room; there will be an immediate 
meeting of the Rules Committee in the majority caucus room. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. There will be an immediate Rules 
Committee meeting in the majority caucus room. 

HUMAN SERVICES 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. DiGirolamo, seek recognition? 
 Mr. DiGIROLAMO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to call a 
meeting of the Human Services Committee at the break in room 
60, East Wing. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 There will be a Human Services Committee meeting at the 
break in 60 East Wing. 

REPUBLICAN CAUCUS 

 The SPEAKER. For the purpose of a caucus announcement, 
the Speaker recognizes the lady, Ms. Major, from Susquehanna 
County. 
 Ms. MAJOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to announce a Republican caucus at 11:30.  
I would ask our Republican members to please report to our 
caucus room at 11:30, and we would be prepared to come back 
on the floor at 2 p.m. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Frankel, for a caucus 
announcement. 
 Mr. FRANKEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There will be a Democratic caucus at 12:30;  
12:30 Democratic caucus, back on the floor at 2. Thank you. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. Seeing no further announcements, this 
House stands in recess until 2 p.m., unless sooner recalled by 
the Speaker. 

AFTER RECESS 

 The time of recess having expired, the House was called to 
order. 

HOUSE RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 343  By Representatives WHITE, SACCONE and 
NEUMAN  

 
A Resolution establishing a task force to develop a set of uniform 

standards for county reassessment contracting, develop standards for 
disclosing the county's system of property valuation and assessment, 
develop a self-evaluation tool for counties to determine when a 
reassessment is warranted and recommend a standard to be used for a 
Statewide mandatory reassessment time frame. 

 
Referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT,  

June 21, 2011. 
 
 No. 344  By Representatives NEUMAN, SACCONE and 
WHITE  

 
A Resolution establishing a task force to develop criteria and 

procedures for data submission, verification and collection to address 
insufficient sample data and/or to assure and disclose that the sample 
data relied on to develop a county's performance measure during a 
reassessment is representative of the bulk of the county's property 
inventory. 

 
Referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT,  

June 21, 2011. 
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HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 1701  By Representatives CUTLER, BRIGGS, 
CREIGHTON, FLECK, GRELL, HENNESSEY, KORTZ, 
MILLER and ROSS  

 
An Act amending the act of April 9, 1929 (P.L.177, No.175), 

known as The Administrative Code of 1929, providing for the State 
Geospatial Coordinating Council. 

 
Referred to Committee on VETERANS AFFAIRS AND 

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, June 21, 2011. 
 
 No. 1702  By Representatives GINGRICH, ROSS, 
CREIGHTON, FREEMAN and SANTARSIERO  

 
An Act reenacting and amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 

P.L.1656, No.581), known as The Borough Code. 
 
Referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT,  

June 21, 2011. 
 
 No. 1703  By Representatives PERRY, BARRAR, 
BENNINGHOFF, CALTAGIRONE, CREIGHTON, DALEY, 
DENLINGER, EVERETT, GEIST, GIBBONS, GODSHALL, 
GROVE, KAUFFMAN, KNOWLES, QUINN, RAPP, ROCK, 
SWANGER and TOEPEL  

 
An Act reenacting and amending the act of August 4, 1959 

(P.L.587, No.195), entitled, as amended, "An act creating and 
establishing the Legislative Budget and Finance Committee; providing 
for its membership; prescribing its powers, functions and duties; 
providing for the appointment of an executive director and other 
personnel, and making an appropriation," providing for short title; 
further providing for duties; and making editorial changes. 

 
Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT, June 

21, 2011. 
 
 No. 1704  By Representatives PERRY, AUMENT, BOYD, 
CALTAGIRONE, CUTLER, GINGRICH, GROVE, 
KNOWLES, LAWRENCE, METCALFE, ROAE, 
SCHRODER, SWANGER, TALLMAN and VULAKOVICH  

 
An Act amending Title 64 (Public Authorities and Quasi-Public 

Corporations) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in 
Commonwealth Financing Authority, providing for suspension of 
certain programs. 

 
Referred to Committee on FINANCE, June 21, 2011. 

 
 No. 1705  By Representatives GODSHALL, HORNAMAN, 
MICOZZIE, READSHAW and SCAVELLO  

 
An Act amending Title 72 (Taxation and Fiscal Affairs) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for a natural gas 
severance tax. 

 
Referred to Committee on FINANCE, June 21, 2011. 

 
 No. 1706  By Representatives HELM, BAKER, BOBACK, 
BRENNAN, CALTAGIRONE, DAVIS, DEASY, 
DENLINGER, DONATUCCI, EVERETT, FABRIZIO, 
FARRY, GIBBONS, GILLEN, GINGRICH, GOODMAN, 
 

GRELL, GROVE, HARKINS, HARRIS, HENNESSEY, 
HORNAMAN, KAUFFMAN, KULA, MAJOR, MANN, 
MILNE, MOUL, MULLERY, MURPHY, MURT, RAPP, 
READSHAW, REICHLEY, ROCK, SAYLOR, SCAVELLO, 
STERN, SWANGER, TAYLOR, TOOHIL, WATSON and 
YOUNGBLOOD  

 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for sex 
offender information made available on the Internet. 

 
Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, June 21, 2011. 

 
 No. 1707  By Representatives GODSHALL, BLOOM, 
BURNS, GEIST, GERGELY, HESS, MARSHALL, 
MILLARD, MIRABITO, READSHAW, STABACK, 
SWANGER, WHITE, YOUNGBLOOD and TALLMAN  

 
An Act amending the act of July 11, 2006 (P.L.1134, No.115), 

known as the Dormant Oil and Gas Act, further providing for purpose, 
for definitions and for creation of trust for unknown owners. 

 
Referred to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL 

RESOURCES AND ENERGY, June 21, 2011. 
 
 No. 1708  By Representatives CHRISTIANA, TURZAI, 
PAYTON, COX, BLOOM, MICOZZIE, QUIGLEY, 
SIMMONS and SWANGER  

 
An Act amending the act of March 10, 1949 (P.L.30, No.14), 

known as the Public School Code of 1949, providing for opportunity 
scholarships; establishing the educational improvement tax credit; and 
making related repeals. 

 
Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, June 21, 2011. 

BILL REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 1646, PN 2090 By Rep. TURZAI 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in assault, further providing for 
the offense of aggravated assault. 

 
RULES. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

SB 101, PN 153 By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act amending Title 65 (Public Officers) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for a penalty. 
 

STATE GOVERNMENT. 
 

SB 260, PN 1400 (Amended) By Rep. DiGIROLAMO 
 
An Act amending the act of November 29, 1990 (P.L.585, 

No.148), known as the Confidentiality of HIV-Related Information 
Act, further providing for legislative intent, for consent to HIV-related 
tests and for counseling. 

 
HUMAN SERVICES. 
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SB 263, PN 240 By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act amending the act of June 25, 1982 (P.L.633, No.181), 

known as the Regulatory Review Act, further providing for definitions, 
for proposed regulations and procedures for review and for criteria for 
review of regulations. 

 
STATE GOVERNMENT. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND 

RECOMMITTED TO COMMITTEE ON RULES 

HB 651, PN 651 By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act to promote the general welfare and stimulate the economy 

of the Commonwealth by requiring that all government agencies 
purchase only flags manufactured in the United States; and imposing a 
penalty. 

 
STATE GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 965, PN 1033 By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act amending the act of June 3, 1937 (P.L.1333, No.320), 

known as the Pennsylvania Election Code, in primary and election 
expenses, defining "prerecorded political message"; and further 
providing for advertising. 

 
STATE GOVERNMENT. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker would like to recognize a 
couple of guests that are with us. Standing in the rear of the 
House, we welcome Dave Wulderk of Houtzdale and Jan 
Brennish of Chester Hill Borough. They are obviously guests of 
Representative Camille "Bud" George. Welcome to the hall of 
the House, gentlemen. 

STATE GOVERNMENT 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe, rise? 
 Mr. METCALFE. To make an announcement, Mr. Speaker, 
when it is appropriate. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order to make an 
announcement. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the State Government Committee will 
reconvene this afternoon at the first break or at adjournment 
today to continue considering legislation that we had started 
considering this morning at this morning's meeting. That 
meeting will be held in 205 Ryan Office Building, and then 
tomorrow I am calling a meeting for the State Government 
Committee to consider legislation that we have already released 
to the committee that will be considered in room B-31, B-31 of 
the Main Capitol, tomorrow at 9 a.m. for the State Government 
Committee, Mr. Speaker. And again, at the call of the Chair 
today, at the conclusion of the business or at break. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 There will be a State Government Committee meeting at 
adjournment today in 205 Ryan Office Building. There will also 
be a State Government Committee meeting at 9 a.m. tomorrow 
in room B-31 of the Main Capitol. 

CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Godshall, rise? 
 Mr. GODSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to remind the members of the Consumer Affairs 
Committee that we will have a 9 o'clock sharp meeting 
tomorrow morning in room 39 in the South Office Building and 
it will be a voting meeting; 9 o'clock, room 39, tomorrow 
morning. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 There will be a Consumer Affairs Committee meeting in 
room 39 of the South Office Building at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker would like to welcome a few 
other guests that are with us. Over here to the left of the 
Speaker, we have former Representative Tom Corrigan and his 
grandchildren with us. Tom, welcome back to the hall of the 
House. 
 Also located to the left of the rostrum, the Speaker welcomes 
Sukanya Roy, the 2011 Scripps National Spelling Bee 
Champion. She is an eighth grade student at Abington Heights 
Middle school. She is here today with her parents, who are also 
seated to the left of the rostrum. They are the guests of 
Representative Kavulich and Representative Murphy. Please 
welcome. Mom and Dad can stand, too. Welcome to the hall of 
the House. I can barely pronounce the word she won spelling, 
"cymotrichous." Was that pronunciation even close? It means 
having wavy hair and it is spelled c-y-m-o-t-r-i-c-h-o-u-s. 

STATEMENT BY MR. KAVULICH 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Kavulich, seeks 
recognition under unanimous consent. If we could have the 
members' attention, please. If the members could just hold the 
conversations down, we would appreciate it. 
 The gentleman may proceed under unanimous consent. 
 Mr. KAVULICH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 With all due respect to my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle here, you could talk about Hines Ward winning "Dancing 
with the Stars," you could talk about Mark Cuban and his Dallas 
Mavericks winning the NBA (National Basketball Association) 
Championship, but being educated in the 114th District and 
living in the district of my good friend, Kevin Murphy, we have 
the National Spelling Bee Champion, Sukanya Roy, and she is 
here with us today. 
 This year was her third straight trip to the finals. She finished 
12th in 2009, 20th in 2010, and two Thursday nights ago she 
used that experience, and the word that the Speaker mentioned 
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to you, "cymotrichous," is Greek for wavy hair, and that is the 
word that Sukanya spelled to win the prize – a word, by the 
way, that she was very familiar with. So in addition to the 
trophy, she gets a $30,000 cash prize, a $2500 U.S. savings 
bond, a complete reference library, a $5,000 scholarship,  
$2600 in reference works and other prizes, and I am sure we are 
all proud to say that the National Spelling Bee Champion comes 
from the State of Pennsylvania. Thank you very much. 

CALENDAR 
 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1055, 
PN 1191, entitled: 

 
An Act making an appropriation from the State Employees' 

Retirement Fund to provide for expenses of the State Employees' 
Retirement Board for the fiscal year July 1, 2011, to June 30, 2012, and 
for the payment of bills incurred and remaining unpaid at the close of 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1056, 
PN 1192, entitled: 

 
An Act making an appropriation from the Public School 

Employees' Retirement Fund to provide for expenses of the Public 
School Employees' Retirement Board for the fiscal year July 1, 2011, 
to June 30, 2012, and for the payment of bills incurred and remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1057, 
PN 1193, entitled: 

 
An Act making appropriations from the Professional Licensure 

Augmentation Account and from restricted revenue accounts within the 
General Fund to the Department of State for use by the Bureau of 
Professional and Occupational Affairs in support of the professional 
licensure boards assigned thereto. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1058, 
PN 1194, entitled: 

 
An Act making appropriations from the Workmen's Compensation 

Administration Fund to the Department of Labor and Industry and the 
Department of Community and Economic Development to provide for 
 

 

the expenses of administering the Workers' Compensation Act, The 
Pennsylvania Occupational Disease Act and the Office of Small 
Business Advocate for the fiscal year July 1, 2011, to June 30, 2012, 
and for the payment of bills incurred and remaining unpaid at the close 
of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2011. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1059, 
PN 1195, entitled: 

 
An Act making appropriations from a restricted revenue account 

within the General Fund and from Federal augmentation funds to the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission; and providing for the 
additional appropriation of Federal funds from the General Fund to the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission for the fiscal year July 1, 
2011, to June 30, 2012. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1061, 
PN 1197, entitled: 

 
An Act making an appropriation from a restricted revenue account 

within the General Fund to the Office of Small Business Advocate in 
the Department of Community and Economic Development. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 302,  
PN 279, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of July 2, 1993 (P.L.359, No.50), known 

as the Keystone Recreation, Park and Conservation Fund Act, further 
providing for annual reports; and making editorial changes. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 387,  
PN 373, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 34 (Game) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, in hunting and furtaking licenses, further 
providing for resident license and fee exemptions. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
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 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1026, 
PN 1113, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for oaths and 
acknowledgments. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1269, 
PN 1645, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, providing for a special license plate for 
recipients of the Silver Star, Bronze Star and Bronze Star for Valor. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 Mrs. DAVIS offered the following amendment No. A03178: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 4, by inserting after "Valor" 
 and for a Fallen Hero Survivor plate 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 25 and 26 
§ 1369.  Fallen Hero Survivor plate. 

(a)  General rule.–Upon application of a family member of a law 
enforcement officer who died as a result of the performance of the 
officer's duties, accompanied by a fee of $20, which shall be in addition 
to the annual registration fee, and by such documentation as the 
department shall require, the department shall issue to the family 
member a special registration plate designating the vehicle so licensed 
as belonging to a family member of a law enforcement officer who 
died as a result of the performance of the officer's duties. The 
department shall issue the special registration plate carrying a depiction 
of the law enforcement medal of ultimate sacrifice which represents 
sacrifice to the cause of public safety and security. The words "Fallen 
Hero Survivor" shall be clearly displayed along the bottom of the plate. 
The special registration plate may be used only on a passenger car, 
motor home, trailer or truck with a registered gross weight of not more 
than 14,000 pounds. 

(b)  Documentation required.–An applicant for a Fallen Hero 
Survivor plate shall certify on a form approved by the department that 
the applicant is a family member of a law enforcement officer who died 
as a result of the performance of the officer's duties. 

(c)  Definition.–As used in this section, the term "family 
member" includes the following: 

(1)  Widow. 
(2)  Widower. 
(3)  Mother. 
(4)  Father. 
(5)  Stepmother. 
(6)  Stepfather. 
(7)  Mother through adoption. 
(8)  Father through adoption. 
(9)  Foster mother in loco parentis. 
(10)  Foster father in loco parentis. 
(11)  Son. 
(12)  Daughter. 
(13)  Stepson. 
(14)  Stepdaughter. 
(15)  Son by adoption. 
(16)  Daughter by adoption. 
(17)  Brother. 

(18)  Sister. 
(19)  Half brother. 
(20)  Half sister. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
lady from Bucks County, Mrs. Davis. 
 Mrs. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Law enforcement is one of America's most dangerous 
professions. In Pennsylvania 10 police officers were killed in 
2009-2010 in the line of duty. I speak personally on this. My 
good friend, James Armstrong, was killed in the line of duty in 
1975. I am friends with the family. He leaves behind two 
children and a legacy and many who loved him. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have been working with the Department of 
Transportation and the Fraternal Order of Police on two special 
registration plates, one which would help the F.O.P. raise 
money to create a memorial for fallen officers and would be a 
supporter of fallen police officers, and also, one which would 
allow family members to display a license plate 
commemorating a fallen police officer who has died in the line 
of duty. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am happy to say that all parties came together 
and the administration has agreed to produce these two plates: 
one for those who support a fallen police officer memorial, and 
also a plate for the members of fallen heroes. 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 Mrs. DAVIS. As such, I am withdrawing my amendment, 
and I want to thank the Department of Transportation and the 
F.O.P. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 Mr. PAYNE offered the following amendment No. A03188: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 4, by inserting after "Valor" 
 and for special plates for recipients of Distinguished 
Service Cross, Distinguished Flying Cross, Navy Cross or 
Air Force Cross 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 25 and 26 
§ 1369.  Special plates for recipients of Distinguished Service Cross, 

Distinguished Flying Cross, Navy Cross or Air 
Force Cross. 

Upon application of any person who is a recipient of the 
Distinguished Service Cross, Distinguished Flying Cross, Navy Cross 
or Air Force Cross, accompanied by a fee of $10 which shall be in 
addition to the annual registration fee and by such documentation as 
the department shall require, the department shall issue to the person a 
special registration plate designating the vehicle so licensed as 
belonging to a person who is a recipient of the Distinguished Service 
Cross, Distinguished Flying Cross, Navy Cross or Air Force Cross. The 
special registration plate may be used only on a passenger car or truck 
with a registered gross weight of not more than 14,000 pounds. 
 
 
 
 
 



1330 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE JUNE 21 

 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from Dauphin County, Mr. Payne, for a brief 
description of the amendment. 
 Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment adds additional military award winners' 
plates, including Distinguished Service Cross, Distinguished 
Flying Cross, the Navy Cross, and the Air Force Cross as things 
that would be allowed on vanity plates. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Peifer Waters 
Delozier Josephs Petrarca Watson 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

DeLuca Kampf Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett White 
DePasquale Kavulich Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the gentleman from 
Montgomery County, Mr. Shapiro, were you intending to offer 
the amendment A03300? We need you to come up to the 
rostrum first. 
 The gentleman from Montgomery, Mr. Shapiro, indicates 
that he is withdrawing the amendment. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The bill will be reprinted as amended. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1355, 
PN 1584, entitled: 

 
An Act designating the westbound bridge carrying Interstate 90 

over Six Mile Creek in Harborcreek Township, Erie County, as the 
Jarrid L. King Memorial Bridge. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 745,  
PN 744, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of July 5, 1984 (P.L.587, No.119), 

known as the Rail Freight Preservation and Improvement Act, further 
providing for contracts, procurement and sale of property and 
competition in award of contracts. 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 

RESOLUTIONS 

 Mr. BARRAR called up HR 331, PN 2094, entitled: 
 
A Resolution establishing a select committee to conduct a study 

for the future of Soldiers' Grove and the continued use of the Medal of 
Honor Memorial Garden, known as the "Tides of War," located within 
Soldiers' Grove, and to provide for the necessary enhancements to this 
hallowed ground. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Peifer Waters 
Delozier Josephs Petrarca Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett White 
DePasquale Kavulich Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 

 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Ms. DELOZIER called up HR 330, PN 2117, entitled: 

 
A Concurrent Resolution establishing a center for government 

innovation, to be identified as the Pennsylvania 4.0 Team, comprised 
of public and private sector leaders of this Commonwealth to assess the 
operation of State agencies and the administration of State programs 
with a focus on evaluating and potentially restructuring how services 
are delivered, identifying innovative cost savings, improving customer 
service, streamlining government operations, redirecting as appropriate 
functions and job creation opportunities to the private sector and 
transitioning the Commonwealth into a more fiscally sustainable 
structure of government. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 Ms. DELOZIER offered the following amendment  
No. A03386: 
 

Amend Bill, page 4, line 4, by striking out "Two" and inserting 
 Three 

Amend Bill, page 4, line 7, by striking out "Two" and inserting 
 Three 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, seeking 
recognition on the amendment? 
 Mr. VITALI. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order, on the 
amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. It is probably nothing. I just looked at the 
screen and it was not apparent what it did just from looking at it, 
so if you could just tell us what it does. I am sure it is harmless. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady, Ms. Delozier, is recognized in 
response to interrogation from the gentleman, Mr. Vitali. You 
may proceed. 
 Ms. DELOZIER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Solely what this amendment does is give the minority party 
in the House and the Senate one more seat. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
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 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Johnson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Josephs Peifer Waters 
Delozier Kampf Petrarca Watson 
DeLuca Kauffman Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kavulich Pickett White 
DePasquale Keller, F. Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, M.K. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, W. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Killion Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Kirkland Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Hutchinson 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 
 

 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Peifer Waters 
Delozier Josephs Petrarca Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett White 
DePasquale Kavulich Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
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 The majority of the members elected to the House having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
affirmative and the resolution as amended was adopted. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease momentarily or 
for a minute. 
 
 The House will come to order. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR B 
 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1646, 
PN 2090, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in assault, further providing for 
the offense of aggravated assault. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 Mr. D. COSTA offered the following amendment  
No. A03129: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 7, by inserting after "amended" 
and subsection (d) is amended by adding a definition  

Amend Bill, page 2, line 30, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting 

(d)  Definitions.–As used in this section, the following words and 
phrases shall have the meanings given to them in this subsection: 

* * * 
"Public utility employee or an employee of an electric 

cooperative."  The term includes all of the following: 
(1)  An employee of a public utility. 
(2)  An employee of a municipally owned utility. 
(3)  An employee of a cable television company. 
(4)  An employee of an electric distribution company. 
(5)  An employee of an electric generation company. 
(6)  An independent contractor or an employee of an 

independent contractor working on behalf of a cable television 
company, a public utility, a municipally owned utility, an electric 
distribution company, an electric generation company or an 
electric cooperative. 

(7)  An employee of a telecommunications carrier. 
(8)  An independent contractor or an employee of an 

independent contractor working on behalf of a 
telecommunications carrier. 

(9)  An employee of a telephone or telecommunications 
cooperative. 

(10)  An independent contractor or an employee of an 
independent contractor working on behalf of a telephone or 
telecommunications cooperative. 
Section 2.  This act shall take effect as follows: 

(1)  The following provisions shall take effect 
immediately: 

(i)  The addition of the definition of "public 
utility employee or an employee of an electric 
cooperative" in 18 Pa.C.S. § 2702(d). 

(ii)  This section. 
(2)  The remainder of this act shall take effect in 60 days. 

 

 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Dom Costa. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This bill was an agreed-to amendment that passed out of 
Judiciary with bipartisan support unanimously this morning. 
Basically, what the bill does is it gives equal protection to 
school guards, school crossing guards, fire police and stuff like 
that. Basically, before if you were a school crossing guard 
working for a school district and you were assaulted, the 
aggravated assault in this present statute would take effect. 
What happens is, if you are not working, and ironically, if you 
are working for the police department at that municipality, you 
are not covered by aggravated assault. So all this does is gives 
an across-the-board coverage for them, and it is meant to be a 
bill to actually protect and tell someone not to do it, versus 
aggravated assault in each incident. 
 So I would appreciate the support of both sides of the House. 
Thank you. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House adopt the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin County, Mr. Marsico. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This is an agreed-to amendment. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House adopt the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware County, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will the maker of the amendment stand for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. I am just a little confused because what is on 
the screen does not talk about crossing guards. It talks about 
public utility employees; employees of municipally owned 
utilities, cable television companies, electric distribution 
companies, electric generation companies; employees of a 
telecommunications carrier; independent contractors; employees 
of telephone companies. Do we have the right amendment on 
the screen? I am just trying to sort of understand the difference 
between what you are saying as far as the crossing guards and 
what I am seeing on the screen. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Well, basically— 
 Mr. VITALI. Yeah. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Okay, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 Basically, what the bill does is, it does the same thing with 
utility workers. We cannot list every utility worker that goes out 
there, because the list, we would just keep coming back to this 
same statute. So what this does is, basically, the same thing it is 
doing with the crossing guards, it does with the utility workers. 
Utility, electrical workers are covered if they service and it is 
basically doing it across the board for all the utility workers. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. So this amendment does not deal with 
the crossing—  What we are voting on right now does not deal 
with crossing guards? 
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 Mr. D. COSTA. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. VITALI. That deals with this list of people that we just 
mentioned, that long list. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. So it converts—  In other words, what it 
does is what a person would normally do to that person, if that 
would normally be a simple assault, let us say if it were done to 
me or you, we are now making it an aggravated assault by 
reason of the fact that they are a cable operator or a public 
utility employee. We are converting it from a simple assault, 
even though the action might be a simple assault if it were 
performed on me, we are making it an aggravated assault 
because they are falling into this category. Is that it? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. All it does is it makes it an aggravated 
assault for utility employees, just like cross—  What we are 
trying to do is, rather that name 20 different occupations, it is 
just covering anyone that does that similar type of work, be it a 
subcontractor or whatever. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Now, I just want to be clear. So the 
penalty for an aggravated assault, that is a felony of the second 
degree so that has a maximum penalty of 10 years in jail. Then a 
simple assault is what? A simple assault is what? I am trying 
to—  A simple assault is a misdemeanor. So we are taking it up 
from a misdemeanor of the second to a felony of the second. So 
we are taking the penalty from, let me just see if I get this 
correct, 2 years in jail maximum to 10 years in jail maximum. Is 
that what we are doing for this category of people? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, aggravated assault of public 
utility employees is already covered under the statute. All we 
are doing in this amendment is defining that, who they are. So it 
is already covered in the statute now. We are just defining who 
they are so we do not have to do a master list every time we do 
this. 
 Mr. VITALI. But am I getting that correct? You are creating, 
you are sort of adding more people to the list of people who if 
you would perform what otherwise would be a simple assault on 
them, now that same action would be an aggravated assault? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, this amendment adds no one. 
They are already currently working. There was just a question 
about the definition of who was a utility worker, and this clears 
that definition up. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Right now in current law, are utility 
workers the category of people who have this enhanced 
penalty? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Yes. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. So you are just spelling out who utility 
workers are. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Line 10 does definitions of the amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Like for example, I am looking at 
cable— 
 Mr. D. COSTA. So we are defining who they are, so that it is 
clear when an officer goes out to make an arrest or if someone 
files a complaint, they do not have to prove who they are or 
what they—  It is just clearly defining the definition of "utility 
worker." 
 Mr. VITALI. Now, why is an employee of a cable company, 
for example, a utility worker? It just seems we are giving an 
enormous number of people— 
 Mr. D. COSTA. I am sorry, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 
 

 Mr. VITALI. Why did you include, for example, the 
employee of a television cable company? In other words, that 
guy who just drives down my street with a van and does work 
on the wires, he would be included in this statute, too? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Only if they are an employee of a public 
utility. 
 Mr. VITALI. It says, I am looking at line 13, "An employee 
of a cable television company." 
 Mr. D. COSTA. That is a public utility. 
 Mr. VITALI. Like a guy who works for Comcast? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Yes. Right, sure it is. It is a public utility. 
He comes onto the property, gives service, takes away service. 
 Mr. VITALI. So the intent is to give that person enhanced 
protection, so if you have an altercation with him, it is a felony 
of the second degree? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. It is already current law. We are just 
defining it, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. VITALI. If you shove, in other words, a simple assault is 
a shove. Right? A simple assault is just a shove. An aggravated 
assault is an intent to do—  So if you just sort of have a little 
shove with the cable guy, that is right now a felony of the 
second degree? 
 Mr. D. COSTA. No, absolutely not. 
 Mr. Speaker, as a former police officer, we had to give our 
officers some discretion. When they come out and they have 
seen someone shove someone, even if it was another officer, 
they do not charge aggravated assault. It has to be an actual 
assault. Shoving is not an assault. 
 Mr. VITALI. Well, it is a simple assault. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Pardon me? 
 Mr. VITALI. Shoving is a simple assault. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Shoving is harassment. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Thank you. 
 Mr. D. COSTA. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Donatucci Keller, W. Rapp 
Aument Dunbar Killion Ravenstahl 
Baker Ellis Kirkland Readshaw 
Barbin Emrick Knowles Reed 
Barrar Evans, D. Kortz Reichley 
Bear Evans, J. Kotik Roae 
Benninghoff Everett Kula Rock 
Bishop Fabrizio Lawrence Roebuck 
Bloom Farry Longietti Ross 
Boback Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyd Frankel Major Saccone 
Boyle, B. Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Boyle, K. Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Bradford Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brennan Geist Marshall Santoni 
Briggs George Marsico Saylor 
Brooks Gerber Masser Scavello 
Brown, R. Gergely Matzie Schroder 
Brown, V. Gibbons McGeehan Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillen Metcalfe Simmons 
Burns Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Buxton Gingrich Micozzie Smith, M. 
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Caltagirone Godshall Millard Sonney 
Carroll Goodman Miller Staback 
Causer Grell Milne Stephens 
Christiana Grove Mirabito Stern 
Clymer Hackett Moul Stevenson 
Cohen Hahn Mullery Sturla 
Conklin Haluska Mundy Swanger 
Costa, D. Hanna Murphy Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhai Murt Taylor 
Cox Harhart Mustio Thomas 
Creighton Harkins Myers Tobash 
Cruz Harper Neuman Toepel 
Culver Harris O'Brien, D. Toohil 
Curry Heffley O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Cutler Helm O'Neill Turzai 
Daley Hennessey Oberlander Vereb 
Davidson Hess Parker Vulakovich 
Davis Hickernell Pashinski Wagner 
Day Hornaman Payne Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Johnson Petrarca Wheatley 
DeLuca Josephs Petri White 
Denlinger Kampf Pickett Williams 
DePasquale Kauffman Preston Youngblood 
Dermody Kavulich Pyle   
DeWeese Keller, F. Quigley Smith, S., 
DiGirolamo Keller, M.K. Quinn   Speaker 
 
 NAYS–6 
 
Evankovich Metzgar Reese Vitali 
Krieger Payton 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The bill will be reprinted as amended. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 755, 
PN 846, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of August 9, 1955 (P.L.323, No.130), 

known as The County Code, further providing for other meeting 
expenses paid by counties. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker understands 
the gentleman, Mr. White, has withdrawn his amendment, 
A03212, and the gentleman, Mr. Saccone, has agreed to 
withdraw his amendment, A03288. 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 338,  
PN 293, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for definitions, 
for immunity from liability, for complaint files and for amendment or 
expunction of information. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Mahoney Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Major Ross 
Boback Frankel Maloney Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Mann Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Markosek Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marsico Santarsiero 
Brennan George Masser Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brooks Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metzgar Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Miccarelli Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Micozzie Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Millard Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Miller Sonney 
Carroll Grell Milne Staback 
Causer Grove Mirabito Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Moul Stern 
Clymer Hahn Mullery Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murt Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Mustio Taylor 
Cox Harkins Myers Thomas 
Creighton Harper Neuman Tobash 
Cruz Harris O'Brien, D. Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Daley Hess Parker Vereb 
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Davidson Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payton Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Peifer Waters 
Delozier Josephs Petrarca Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petri Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett White 
DePasquale Kavulich Preston Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Pyle Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quinn Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Rapp   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Maher Perry 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1618,  
PN 2088, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the offense 
of assault of law enforcement officer. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Mustio, rise? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the presence of the gentleman, Mr. Maher, from 
Allegheny County on the floor of the House. His name will be 
added to the master roll call. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1618 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–201 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Maher Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Mahoney Ross 
Boback Frankel Major Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Maloney Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Mann Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Markosek Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marshall Santarsiero 
Brennan George Marsico Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Masser Saylor 
Brooks Gergely Matzie Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons McGeehan Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillen Metcalfe Shapiro 
Brownlee Gillespie Metzgar Simmons 
Burns Gingrich Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Buxton Godshall Micozzie Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Goodman Millard Sonney 
Carroll Grell Miller Staback 
Causer Grove Milne Stephens 
Christiana Hackett Mirabito Stern 
Clymer Hahn Moul Stevenson 
Cohen Haluska Mullery Sturla 
Conklin Hanna Mundy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhai Murphy Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Murt Taylor 
Cox Harkins Mustio Thomas 
Creighton Harper Myers Tobash 
Cruz Harris Neuman Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, D. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Cutler Hennessey O'Neill Turzai 
Daley Hess Oberlander Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Parker Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Pashinski Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payne Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Payton Waters 
Delozier Josephs Peifer Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri White 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Quinn   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Deasy Perry 
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 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1054,  
PN 1855, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of May 23, 1945 (P.L.913, No.367), 

known as the Engineer, Land Surveyor and Geologist Registration 
Law, further providing for continuing professional competency 
requirements. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Aument Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reichley 
Bear Everett Lawrence Roae 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Bishop Farry Maher Roebuck 
Bloom Fleck Mahoney Ross 
Boback Frankel Major Sabatina 
Boyd Freeman Maloney Saccone 
Boyle, B. Gabler Mann Sainato 
Boyle, K. Galloway Markosek Samuelson 
Bradford Geist Marshall Santarsiero 
Brennan George Marsico Santoni 
Briggs Gerber Masser Saylor 
Brooks Gergely Matzie Scavello 
Brown, R. Gibbons McGeehan Schroder 
Brown, V. Gillespie Metcalfe Shapiro 
Brownlee Gingrich Metzgar Simmons 
Burns Godshall Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Buxton Goodman Micozzie Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Grell Millard Sonney 
Carroll Grove Miller Staback 
Causer Hackett Milne Stephens 
Christiana Hahn Mirabito Stern 
Clymer Haluska Moul Stevenson 
Cohen Hanna Mullery Sturla 
Conklin Harhai Mundy Swanger 
Costa, D. Harhart Murphy Tallman 
Costa, P. Harkins Murt Taylor 
Cox Harper Mustio Thomas 
Creighton Harris Myers Tobash 
Cruz Heffley Neuman Toepel 
Culver Helm O'Brien, D. Toohil 
Curry Hennessey O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Cutler Hess O'Neill Turzai 
Daley Hickernell Oberlander Vereb 

Davidson Hornaman Parker Vitali 
Davis Hutchinson Pashinski Vulakovich 
Day Johnson Payne Wagner 
DeLissio Josephs Payton Waters 
Delozier Kampf Peifer Watson 
DeLuca Kauffman Petrarca Wheatley 
Denlinger Kavulich Petri White 
DePasquale Keller, F. Pickett Williams 
Dermody Keller, M.K. Preston Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, W. Pyle   
DiGirolamo Killion Quigley Smith, S., 
Donatucci Kirkland Quinn   Speaker 
Dunbar 
 
 NAYS–2 
 
Gillen Rapp 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Deasy Perry 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 797,  
PN 966, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of June 2, 1915 (P.L.736, No.338), 

known as the Workers' Compensation Act, further defining 
"occupational disease"; and providing for cancer in the occupation of 
firefighter. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware County, Mr. Barrar. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, could I ask the maker of the bill to stand for 
brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, could you highlight some of the differences 
between this bill and HB 1231 that passed last session and was 
vetoed by the Governor, what some of the objections were to it? 
 Mr. FARRY. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 The primary difference is the burden of proof. HB 1231, the 
burden of proof was beyond a preponderance of the evidence. 
HB 797, the standard of proof is substantially reasonable 
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competent evidence, which fits within the rest of the workmen's 
compensation statute. This will now allow the introduction of 
evidence, such as workplace exposures, family histories, bad 
habits such as smoking. So it is a much more balanced playing 
field for the municipalities. 
 Mr. BARRAR. There are other States that have adopted this 
provision over the past couple of years. Have you seen an 
increase in the number of claims and the cost of workers' 
compensation increase in those States? 
 Mr. FARRY. The claims have maintained relatively 
consistent. California, which has four times the amount of 
career firefighters as Pennsylvania and roughly half the amount 
of volunteers, has averaged 45 claims annually. Nevada has had 
three cancer claims in 4 years. Additionally, Oklahoma has 
roughly four claims per year. So States that have comparable 
legislation that has become law are seeing nominal amounts of 
claims. 
 Mr. BARRAR. So we have not seen a big increase. 
Mr. Speaker, in your bill, volunteer firefighters, unlike career 
firefighters, are required to use the PennFIRS reporting system 
(Pennsylvania Fire Information Reporting System) to support 
the presumption provided under the bill. To help us understand 
the PennFIRS provision better in HB 797, can you explain to 
the members why the use of PennFIRS is being proposed and 
how will volunteer fire companies use this system? 
 Mr. FARRY. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 PennFIRS is the State fire reporting system, which has been 
in place for approximately 8 years. During the negotiations 
regarding this bill, it was determined there needed to be a 
method by which volunteer firefighters can file a claim under 
the rebuttable presumption provision. Because this standard 
provided for career firefighters could not be applied to 
volunteers, it was determined the utilization of the PennFIRS 
system would serve to document that the volunteer firefighter 
was present at an incident where a known carcinogen was 
present. Mr. Speaker, my legislation provides a standard for 
volunteer firefighters and departments to document as potential 
evidence that the volunteer firefighter was directly engaged in 
firefighting duties at an incident where a known or recognized 
carcinogen was documented to be present and the volunteer 
firefighter was directly exposed to a class 1 carcinogen. 
 Mr. Speaker, HB 797 provides a built-in incentive for 
volunteer fire companies to fully utilize the PennFIRS system 
and will push for them to provide thorough information when 
filling out their PennFIRS reports. The majority of stakeholders 
in this legislation – local governments, the insurance industry, 
and the fire service –have all agreed to work together to develop 
best practices for documenting exposures, and we all hope to 
develop risk management strategies to reduce exposures and 
ultimately lower the number of cases of cancer. PennFIRS is the 
frontline tool to document these incidents. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, may I speak on the bill, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order on the bill.  
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, this is a better bill than the bill 
that was passed in the last session and vetoed by the Governor. 
There are more safeguards in the bill and a better verification 
process. I would like to thank the Representative for meeting 
with all the stakeholders and working out a great compromise 
on this. I know he spent endless hours with my staff on the 
Emergency Preparedness Committee, working to make this bill 
better. This bill is an important priority to our Pennsylvania 

firefighters and their families. HB 797 was voted out of 
committee with a unanimous vote, and I would like to ask the 
members if they would do the same thing today and give this a 
unanimous vote. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna County, Mr. Murphy. 
 Mr. MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It is with great pride that I stand here in this hall this 
afternoon, just prior to a vote on former HB 1231 from last 
legislative session. My good friend, the gentleman from Bucks, 
and I worked diligently with the International Association of 
Firefighters, with municipalities, with both caucuses within the 
House, with both caucuses within the Senate to come up with a 
compromise that would lead to stronger legislation, that would 
protect firefighters throughout Pennsylvania who protect all of 
us, our properties, our children, our families, every day. These 
cancers that we are talking about were identified through the 
International Association for Research on Cancer. They were 
not just arbitrarily picked out of a hat, but there was a lot of due 
diligence on everyone's part to make sure that we had a fair bill 
that would address the safety issues and the health issues of 
firefighters that protect us. As an example of a firefighter that 
protected us and our families in Scranton, Pennsylvania, my 
good friend, Bobby Shea, who was in my wedding, whom  
I have been friends with and friends with his family my entire 
life, he realized his dream of becoming a Scranton firefighter. 
Unfortunately, his career and his life were cut short because he 
contracted kidney cancer, which may have been a direct result 
from his service to his community, to Pennsylvanians, and to his 
commitment to being a firefighter. I want to say thank you to 
my colleague from Bucks, thank you in advance to my 
Republican colleagues for supporting this bill that was 
supported overwhelmingly last legislative session. Thank you to 
my Democratic colleagues for their support, and I want to thank 
all the first responders and all the firefighters who fight for us 
and protect our lives every day. 
 I ask for an affirmative vote on HB 797. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Bucks County, Mr. Farry. 
 Mr. FARRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Today represents a tremendous step forward for the health of 
firefighters, both career and volunteer, across the 
Commonwealth with the passage of HB 797, which we hope 
will ultimately become law. I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Lackawanna County who sponsored similar legislation, 
HB 1231, last session, and I recognize how personal this issue is 
to him. I would also like to thank the majority and minority 
chairmen of the Veterans Affairs and Emergency Preparedness 
Committee as well as our leadership team of the whip, the 
leader, and the Speaker for making this possible. I would also 
like to thank Senator Gordner, who was instrumental on  
HB 1231 and has become an advocate for ensuring our 
firefighters receive the proper protection. 
 HB 797 is a collaboration between all stakeholders, 
including municipal governments, professional firefighters, and 
the volunteers. HB 797 provides the proper balance to ensure 
that firefighters who contract cancer receive the proper 
workmen's compensation coverage, while also providing the 
municipalities the opportunity to fairly examine if the cancer 
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was truly job-related. Volunteer firefighters will have the ability 
to show the incidents in which carcinogens were present 
through the documentation through the PennFIRS system. We 
have a commitment from the municipalities, the insurance 
industry, and the groups representing the firefighters to move 
forward with developing the best practices for both 
documenting these exposures as well as developing risk 
management strategies to help reduce exposure and hopefully to 
ultimately reduce the cases of cancer. The municipal 
associations should be commended for stepping up and 
partnering with the fire service to develop this bill, which 
although may incur some additional expenses to the 
municipality, will, as they stated during the hearing, strike a 
balance between the health of firefighters and the fiscal 
responsibilities of the municipalities. I wish to thank my 
colleagues for their support of this legislation, and let us hope it 
ultimately serves two purposes: one, to ensure that any 
firefighter who contracts cancer as a result of the performance 
of their duties is properly taken care of, and two, that we will be 
provided the evidence of exposures in cancer cases to better 
prepare the fire service to operate in the safest possible manner. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I ask for an affirmative vote on this 
bill. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Ellis Knowles Rapp 
Aument Emrick Kortz Ravenstahl 
Baker Evankovich Kotik Readshaw 
Barbin Evans, D. Krieger Reed 
Barrar Evans, J. Kula Reese 
Bear Everett Lawrence Reichley 
Benninghoff Fabrizio Longietti Roae 
Bishop Farry Maher Rock 
Bloom Fleck Mahoney Roebuck 
Boback Frankel Major Ross 
Boyd Freeman Maloney Sabatina 
Boyle, B. Gabler Mann Saccone 
Boyle, K. Galloway Markosek Sainato 
Bradford Geist Marshall Samuelson 
Brennan George Marsico Santarsiero 
Briggs Gerber Masser Santoni 
Brooks Gergely Matzie Saylor 
Brown, R. Gibbons McGeehan Scavello 
Brown, V. Gillen Metcalfe Schroder 
Brownlee Gillespie Metzgar Shapiro 
Burns Gingrich Miccarelli Simmons 
Buxton Godshall Micozzie Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Goodman Millard Smith, M. 
Carroll Grell Miller Sonney 
Causer Grove Milne Staback 
Christiana Hackett Mirabito Stephens 
Clymer Hahn Moul Stern 
Cohen Haluska Mullery Stevenson 
Conklin Hanna Mundy Sturla 
Costa, D. Harhai Murphy Tallman 
Costa, P. Harhart Murt Taylor 
Cox Harkins Mustio Thomas 
Creighton Harper Myers Tobash 
Cruz Harris Neuman Toepel 
Culver Heffley O'Brien, D. Toohil 
Curry Helm O'Brien, M. Truitt 

Cutler Hennessey O'Neill Turzai 
Daley Hess Oberlander Vereb 
Davidson Hickernell Parker Vitali 
Davis Hornaman Pashinski Vulakovich 
Day Hutchinson Payne Wagner 
DeLissio Johnson Payton Waters 
Delozier Josephs Peifer Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri White 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett Williams 
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Youngblood 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley Smith, S., 
Donatucci Killion Quinn   Speaker 
Dunbar Kirkland 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Swanger 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Deasy Perry 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. The lady from Warren County, Ms. Rapp, is 
recognized for the purpose of correcting a vote. 
 Ms. RAPP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On HB 1054, I was recorded as a "nay" vote. I would like to 
be recorded as a "yes" vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady's remarks will be spread upon the 
record. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 934, 
PN 1805, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of June 3, 1937 (P.L.1333, No.320), 

known as the Pennsylvania Election Code, in preliminary provisions, 
defining "proof of identification"; in the Secretary of the 
Commonwealth, providing for requirements relating to voter 
identification; and, in preparation for and conduct of primaries and 
elections, further providing for manner of applying to vote, persons 
entitled to vote, voter's certificates, entries to be made in district 
register, numbered lists of voters and challenges. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to the consideration of 
HB 934, PN 1805, on page 5 of today's House calendar. 
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STATEMENT BY MR. THOMAS 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Thomas, rise? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on unanimous consent. I had originally 
planned— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized under 
unanimous consent and may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. I had originally planned to submit a 
resolution that would be joined by the majority leader, 
Representative O'Brien, Representative Waters, and a number 
of other people, and the purpose of the resolution and the 
purpose of unanimous consent is, I would like to ask my 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle to join me in extending a 
sincere thanks and appreciation to the Honorable Vanessa 
Lowery Brown, who last Tuesday when we had a number of our 
constituents here at the Capitol who were intellectually and 
physically disabled, they were not able to get into the building 
at one point and were faced with several emergencies, 
Representative Brown stayed outside with them all night and 
made it possible for them to access bathrooms and other 
services while they were staging their protest, and she was not 
paid, she was not encouraged, she was not pushed. She did that 
because she cared about the people who came to this beautiful 
Capitol. Even though they were intellectually and physically 
disabled, they still were able to stand up and ask for the support 
of this General Assembly, and so I ask my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to join me in extending a hearty thanks and 
appreciation to our colleague, the Honorable Vanessa Lowery 
Brown from Philadelphia County. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SAMUELSON offered the following amendment  
No. A02109: 
 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 18, by striking out "A SUBSECTION" 
and inserting 

 subsections 
Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 7 and 8 
(a.5)  An elector, other than an elector who appears to vote in that 

election district for the first time, who does not possess proof of 
identification by reason of being a victim of domestic violence shall be 
exempt from the provisions of subsection (a). The elector shall 
establish the status under this subsection by signing an affidavit, on a 
form prescribed by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, swearing or 
affirming that the elector does not possess proof of identification by 
reason of being a victim of domestic violence. The county board of 
elections shall supply each election district with a sufficient supply of 
such forms. 

* * * 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment would exempt victims of domestic violence 
from the provisions of the voter photo ID bill. Domestic 
violence is a serious problem in Pennsylvania. I know there is a 
tendency among some to dismiss domestic violence or lessen or 
say that the impact of domestic violence is less. It is not, 
Mr. Speaker. There are serious incidents all across our State. 
Just looking at the headlines, in my legislative district, in the 
last 6 weeks there have been two brutal murders, two women 
killed, and domestic violence is at the center of the 
investigation. Just last weekend in Bucks County, another brutal 
murder where police say a man beat his wife and his son to 
death in Bucks County. So domestic violence is a very serious 
issue. I wish in the budget we would restore funding and not 
have a 10-percent cut in funding for domestic violence 
programs, as has passed in this chamber by a majority vote. 
 This amendment recognizes that there are some times when a 
victim of domestic violence flees for their life, leaves their 
home quickly, maybe without all of their personal belongings, 
maybe without their documents, maybe without their family 
photos, maybe without their photo ID. The victim of domestic 
violence who is trying to leave a horrific situation, trying to 
leave a violent situation, leaves the home quickly and does not 
have their photo ID. They have given up so much as they flee 
for their safety, we should not ask them to give up their right to 
vote. This amendment would provide that a victim of domestic 
violence could sign an affidavit at the polling place, swearing, 
signing the affidavit saying that they are a victim of domestic 
violence and not be subject to the photo ID that is in the bill, 
HB 934. I think this is an important amendment to protect the 
right to vote for victims of domestic violence in Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to amendment 2109. 
Mr. Speaker, maybe some information that the maker of the 
amendment might not be aware of that is in the legislation, that 
is under this legislation, someone who would be a victim of 
domestic violence and have to flee their home without their 
identification actually under this legislation would be provided 
with a free photo ID if they needed that so that they could vote. 
So we would help them with that. 
 The current Office of the Victim Advocate that administers 
the address confidentiality program to provide an important 
service to victims of domestic violence, sexual assault, or 
stalking already provides in this program a two-part help to 
domestic violence victims, and that is, one, to provide them 
with a substitute address for victims who have moved to a new 
location so that it is unknown to the perpetrator, and secondly, it 
provides the participant with a free first-class confidential mail 
forwarding service. So we have a lot of provisions already in 
current law to ensure that domestic violence victims are able to 
secure ID that they would then use for voting, are able to secure 
ID that would have an address that has mail forwarded to it and 
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a different address so that the perpetrator cannot locate them. 
There also would be a provision under current law that provides 
that a police officer would be able to escort a victim of domestic 
violence back to their residence to obtain their current ID, 
which happens in circumstances, I understand, where the 
domestic violence victim actually with law enforcement is able 
to return to their residence and access those documents. The 
domestic violence shelters, of course, are available to help 
obtain identification, and there are State and Federal programs 
available to help the victim with many various issues as we all 
know. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, once again, this amendment is specifically 
drafted and being put forward to minimize the impact of voter 
ID at the election polling precincts. This amendment would 
once again set up a scenario where more individuals would have 
access to the ballot box to try and perpetrate fraud. Our intent is 
to ensure that the elections are going to be equal as they are 
being administered, that individuals that are voting are being 
treated equally, and that everyone who goes out to cast a vote is 
ensured that when they cast that very important vote, that their 
right to have their vote counted is protected by ensuring that 
there is integrity through the election process and that we 
eliminate the fraud and that we go after the fraud through 
requiring people to actually prove that they are who they claim 
to be when they show up to vote, Mr. Speaker. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I oppose amendment 2109. It is not needed. 
Domestic violence victims have many resources to access the 
ID that they need, and once again, this legislation would 
provide, free of charge, photo identification to them and anyone 
else who needs it to vote with, Mr. Speaker. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the lady from 
Philadelphia, Ms. Brown. 
 Ms. V. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, oftentimes we get to stand up and we get to 
speak for our constituents, but today I am blessed because I get 
to speak for myself. I am a survivor of domestic violence. I am 
someone who has gone to a domestic violence shelter and I can 
speak to what the author of the actual bill just testified. It 
sounds lovely on paper. It sounds quite rational, but when you 
are affected by domestic violence and you are in the heat of the 
moment, all of that that is on that paper does not apply. When 
you are not trying to have anyone find out where you are, you 
are trained by that domestic violence shelter to limit your 
movements. So to have to now go out and with all of those 
lovely provisions that are made, go and get that license, under 
all those provisions, is not practical, is not what we are training 
our domestic violence survivors to do. When we have cut the 
funding for domestic violence programs and domestic violence 
shelters, there will not be the supportive staff to make sure that 
those victims are safe as they travel to get that ID. 
 Even in the Welfare Department, they understand that if you 
are surviving domestic violence, that you do not have all the 
proper credentials, and there is a goodwill clause under the 
Department of Welfare that will allow victims of domestic 
violence to still be able to get their services without having all 
of their credentials. So what the author of this amendment, 
2109, has done is courageous. It is in line with what we are 
already doing with the Department of Welfare. It is in line with 
the training that we give to domestic violence survivors. Just 

one little infraction in that training could allow that partner, that 
domestic partner, to get access to that woman or man who is 
surviving violence. 
 So I rise in full support of amendment 2109 because we must 
limit the activity of our women and men who are surviving 
violence and should not put more restrictions and more burdens 
to put themselves and their children at risk. So again, I ask the 
members of this House to please, please think about the victims. 
I cannot say this enough to all of you, that these victims, their 
lives are real. There are many women and children who lose 
their lives every day because we on paper make it look good, 
but we are not living their lives. We do not know the hardships 
that they are going through. We do not understand how 
dangerous it is for these people. I was one of them, and I am 
asking all of you, please, stop thinking so rationally all the time 
and think with your heart. Think with your heart and let your 
heart push the green button today for 2109. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Metzgar. 
 Mr. METZGAR. Mr. Speaker, to make a motion. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. METZGAR. Pursuant to rule 4, I would like to move 
that the amendment is unconstitutional. 
 The SPEAKER. In order to make that motion, the gentleman 
needs to cite the section of the State or Federal Constitution 
which you are challenging the constitutionality of the 
amendment. 
 Mr. METZGAR. I would be pleased to, Mr. Speaker. 
 Article I, section 5, and Article VII, section 6, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Metzgar, raises the 
point of order that amendment A02109 is unconstitutional. The 
Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions affecting 
the constitutionality of an amendment to the House for decision, 
which the Chair now does. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metzgar. 
 Mr. METZGAR. Mr. Speaker, thank you very much. 
 No matter how well-intentioned an amendment may be, 
which this amendment is no doubt very well-intentioned, it is 
still not up to constitutional muster. Of course, yesterday we 
labored long and hard about the issue of Article I, section 5, the 
free and equal provision, stating that all elections shall be free 
and of course equal. The only provision that is an exception to 
that is that if there is a compelling constitutional interest, then 
we can avoid the uniformity throughout the State, which is 
required by Article VII, section 6, of the Constitution. So by this 
amendment's very nature, treating someone inherently unequal 
by having requirements for certain folks and no requirements 
for others, we have created an inequality in law. If this 
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particular amendment were applied, it would make this bill 
unconstitutional, so hence, the motion to determine that this 
particular amendment is unconstitutional, and I encourage my 
colleagues to vote that the amendment is unconstitutional. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is whether 
the amendment is constitutional. 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in opposition to the gentleman from Somerset's motion. 
This amendment is clearly constitutional. In fact, if you read the 
section of the Constitution that he cited, "Elections shall be free 
and equal; and no power, civil or military, shall at any time 
interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage." So 
the bill in chief is trying to limit suffrage, trying to restrict 
people from voting. This amendment would give an exception 
to allow victims of domestic violence to vote, even if they do 
not have all of their paperwork, even if they do not have their 
photo ID because they had to flee their house in fear for their 
lives, and yet the gentleman from Somerset would stand in the 
door of the polling place and say, you cannot vote. That is 
outrageous to have a constitutional argument on a section of the 
Constitution that guarantees suffrage. This section guarantees 
suffrage. This amendment seeks to allow victims of domestic 
violence to vote even if they do not have their photo ID, and 
might I remind the gentleman, might I remind every member of 
this House that there are already exceptions in this bill. The bill, 
when it started, provided an exception, if you live in a nursing 
home and the polling place is at that nursing home, you do not 
have to have your photo ID. By a majority vote of this chamber 
yesterday, just yesterday, to remind the gentleman from 
Somerset, we said that if you have a religious objection to 
having your photo taken, you do not have to have the photo ID, 
you can still vote, we are not going to prevent you from voting. 
This House wisely adopted that amendment by the gentleman 
from Chester. 
 So I think that the right to vote is guaranteed in our State 
Constitution, guaranteed in our Federal Constitution, and for the 
gentleman to come up with an argument that would prevent 
victims of domestic violence from voting if they do not have 
their photo ID, I think this is clearly constitutional, and I urge 
the House to defeat the motion by the gentleman from 
Somerset. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I totally agree with Mr. Samuelson's very, very 
thorough and well-informed argument. There is no doubt that 
this is constitutional. There is no requirement in Pennsylvania 
law anywhere, even in the sections stated or any other section, 
that everybody at all times has to be treated the same. The only 
requirement is that you cannot treat people differently based on 
race or sex; that is all. Mr. Samuelson's argument is compelling, 
convincing, comprehensive, and well worth endorsing. I would 
urge a strong "no" vote on—  I would urge a "yes" vote. 
Correction. I would urge a "yes" vote on the constitutionality of 
the Samuelson amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the minority leader, Mr. Dermody. 
 

 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from Northampton has just 
stated, if this amendment is unconstitutional, this bill is 
unconstitutional. As a matter of fact, it probably is. But if we 
need a compelling interest, what is more compelling than the 
safety of victims of domestic violence. This amendment is 
constitutional and we should vote that it is. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Mr. Preston. 
 Mr. PRESTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wish we did not have to address this issue. It would have 
been much kinder if the gentleman had withdrawn his motion. 
 Yesterday we talked about people who are special cases. We 
did not rise up and challenge the constitutionality of that, 
whether somebody was in the military, whether someone was 
physically challenged, but all of a sudden because someone else 
has also been through the wars of dealing with domestic 
violence, there is a difference. It almost goes back to the 
previous conversations where everybody assumes that most 
domestic violence only deals with women. 
 This is supposed to be an equal opportunity State, but yet, in 
a sense, we still fail to realize that things are not equal in this 
State. I could give examples if I just looked at the difference in 
our hiring policies within the House of Representatives whether 
or not things are equal as I stand here myself, but I am not going 
to do that. We could look at the staffs that people in leadership 
have about equal opportunity, but I would not do that. 
 This raises an issue of constitutionality that just does not 
make a lot of sense and how someone could stand up here and 
try to even defend that, trying to help someone out who is 
experiencing emotional distraught, one of the largest problems 
that we have in this country, to be able to defend the right. What 
we should be doing is just giving everybody the right to be able 
to vote on the amendment and not raise the issue of 
constitutionality. 
 I know there are going to be some people that want to try to 
defend this issue about saying it is unconstitutional, but maybe 
we should start looking at ourselves more through an 
introspection to see how things really are equal in this House of 
Representatives. Maybe it is time that we start putting the 
numbers on the table about looking and seeing what is really 
equal in this House of Representatives on ourselves; that is 
introspection. To be able to deny people a right to be able to do 
what they want to do is wrong. 
 Again, I wish the gentleman would have withdrawn the issue 
of constitutionality so we can just vote on the amendment up or 
down, but if we are going to vote on this, this will be a travesty 
because then this means potentially all the other votes. We are 
supposed to be consistent in this House of Representatives, but 
yet, in a sense, no one else raised the Constitution when we 
dealt with the military. Why was that not unconstitutional? I do 
not understand that. Why is it good for some but not good for 
all? 
 We should stay consistent and vote that the amendment itself 
is constitutional, and if you want to vote "no" against domestic 
violence, then fine, but to say that this is not constitutional, no. 
And maybe we should start really looking at ourselves and 
really looking at the numbers and the makeup of the city and the 
county and our own hiring practices to see how we treat people 
and see if things are equal between left and right. 
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 This amendment and this issue is constitutional. We should 
vote for it and let the vote stand for itself for the record. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the majority whip, Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 They talked about what we did yesterday in this bill in 
accepting an amendment for the Amish and the religious sects 
of this Commonwealth who oppose having their picture taken. 
The Constitution is very clear on that. The Constitution is also 
very clear, and every member of this General Assembly, if they 
know the Pennsylvania Constitution, knows that it is very clear 
that we are not to create certain populations or sectors of the 
population more advantaged than others. The Constitution has 
been very clear on that. The courts of this Commonwealth have 
ruled on that continuously. 
 I have served on a domestic violence task force for 19 years. 
This is simply an argument to create some fantasy out there that 
this is a major problem in this Commonwealth. It is not. After 
19 years serving on a domestic violence task force, this is not an 
issue. This is an issue that you cropped up to try and create 
some kind of discrimination that this bill will create. There is 
not a problem. There is an opportunity here for us to pass a 
good voter ID bill, but more importantly, more importantly, 
trying to stir the emotions of women and men who are victims 
of domestic violence simply for the argument that they are 
having their voting rights removed from them is absurd. 
 We have been very clear about our Constitution. Creating 
special exceptions for different classes of individuals is very 
clear by our court system that it is not allowed. While all of us,  
I believe, in this chamber are very, very sympathetic and want 
to end domestic violence in this Commonwealth and we have 
moved a long way with all the different groups and the funding 
that we put out there, this is not an issue that really is as radical 
as you are making it out today on the floor of this House and 
sensationalizing the issue. 
 I ask for support for the Metzgar motion to declare this 
amendment unconstitutional. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Montgomery County, 
Mr. Gerber. 
 Mr. GERBER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was not sure I was going to rise and speak on this, but after 
the last speaker's comments, I feel obligated to stand and take 
exception to the notion that domestic violence is not a problem 
in Pennsylvania. Here in Cumberland County where we stand 
today, there have been seven domestic violence homicides in 
just the last 6 months, so bad— 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. GERBER. —so bad— 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. GERBER. —so bad, Mr. Speaker, that the district 
attorney— 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. GERBER. —is holding a press conference tomorrow. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 
 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Saylor, rise? 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman is clearly not 
speaking on the comments I made. He is going afar of the 
amendment. I made a statement not that the domestic violence 
was not an issue in the State; I said it was not an issue when it 
came to voter ID. So I argue he is not staying on the information 
provided. 
 Mr. GERBER. Mr. Speaker, if I may? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend just a minute. 
 Mr. GERBER. Sure. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker would ask the gentleman to 
keep his remarks confined to the subject before the House, 
which is the constitutionality of the amendment before us. 
 Mr. GERBER. Absolutely, Mr. Speaker. 
 And to the gentleman, I know the gentleman understands that 
domestic abuse is an issue here in the Commonwealth, and  
I know that he did not intend to suggest that in some way we 
condone that. So to the extent that I was suggesting that,  
I apologize to the previous speaker, Mr. Speaker. 
 But the point is, the previous speaker is suggesting that in 
some way, shape, or form, I suppose, we should not be 
concerned with domestic violence in the context of this 
particular piece of legislation, and I am arguing, Mr. Speaker, 
we should be, and let me explain to you why. For any of you 
that have ever been exposed to domestic abuse, personally or 
professionally, you know the profound impact it can have on a 
family. You know the manner in which it can divide a family, 
the way it can intimidate members of a family, the way in which 
it can create havoc in a family environment. Whether you have 
worked as a social worker or you have been a prosecutor or you 
have been unfortunate enough to witness it in your own family, 
you know that it can have a far-reaching impact on individuals. 
It can lead to people losing personal items such as ID. If you get 
some crazy, aggressive domestic abuser, they steal from their 
family or they steal from the person that they are abusing. They 
do things to interrupt the victim's life. And so, Mr. Speaker, 
when we stand here having 10 people die from domestic abuse 
from May 31 to June 21 around this State, we cannot pretend as 
if those types of awful activities would not also have an impact 
in this context. 
 As one of my colleagues on this side of the aisle said, look, if 
you want to vote here on the floor to make it more difficult for 
Pennsylvanians to vote on election day, that is your prerogative. 
If you want to make it more difficult for people to show up at 
the polls, if you want to suppress a vote by creating these 
challenges for voters, by closing doors on voters, by making the 
process more cumbersome, that is your prerogative. And we 
know, we know that across the country there are political 
strategists and folks that want to make it more difficult for 
Pennsylvanians and people across the country to vote. If you 
want to go along with those political strategies where somehow 
you think there is a public benefit in spending all this money to 
require people to have an ID when we have never required it 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1344 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE JUNE 21 

before, go ahead and vote that way. But do not for a second 
think that victims of domestic abuse do not face challenges that 
go beyond the abuse itself. Do not for a second think that the 
victims of domestic violence do not have their personal items, 
including ID, stolen from them or taken from them. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is absolutely germane, it is absolutely 
constitutional, and for no one in this chamber and for no one 
here in Pennsylvania should we in any way make light of 
domestic violence and the challenges that victims of domestic 
violence face— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. GERBER. —every and each day. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 On the question of constitutionality, the Speaker recognizes 
the lady from Philadelphia, Ms. Brown. 
 Ms. V. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I personally take offense to questioning the 
constitutionality of this amendment. I take offense to 
questioning the challenges that this bill is putting on women 
who are surviving domestic violence. When surviving domestic 
violence, as the previous speaker, my colleague, just said, one 
of the things, the tactics, of that person who is violating them is 
often to take their ID, often to take their bus pass so they cannot 
get to work, take their ID so they cannot cash a check. It is all a 
part of the control that is placed on the victim. 
 This is a valid issue. This is a constitutional amendment, and 
you are on a slippery slope for even suggesting that this is not 
constitutional. This is a slippery slope because it is an attack on 
women. I think I would like to ask my colleagues on the other 
side to think about some of the legislation that has been 
introduced during this term, this session, and how a lot of it has 
been violating women. Today we have gone too far. You are 
talking about women who have been punched in the face, who 
have been kicked, and I know this because it has personally 
happened to me. I stand here today, because if I was not a State 
Representative, I would not know I had to have a tooth pulled 
out of my mouth because it was broken when I was punched in 
my face. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will suspend; the lady will 
suspend. 
 The question before the House is whether or not the 
amendment is constitutional, not the merits of the bill. The 
Speaker would ask the lady to focus her remarks towards the 
constitutionality as opposed to the merits. 
 Ms. V. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I apologize. This is a very 
personal and emotional issue to me. I apologize for the levity of 
your letting me go as far as I have, and I will stay on the 
constitutionality of the bill. 
 If we limit the opportunity for women who are surviving 
domestic violence to go and vote in the polling place, we limit 
their dignity. We limit the one opportunity during the course of 
them being beaten and downtrodden that they can stand up for 
themselves and have a voice and vote. There is nothing more 
powerful than voting. If we limit this, then I would question the 
constitutionality of the bill itself. If this bill limits anyone from 
voting, it is not right, and we need to think about that as we 
move forward. 
 Mr. Speaker, I want to thank you for allowing me to speak 
today. 
 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 On the question of constitutionality, the Speaker recognizes 
the gentleman from Lancaster, Mr. Cutler. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 My heart certainly goes out to all the individuals who have 
advocated on behalf of this amendment because domestic 
violence is a tragedy, Mr. Speaker, but unfortunately, as we 
debate this amendment, we have to stay true to the Constitution. 
Article I, section 5, clearly says, "Elections shall be free and 
equal…." Mr. Speaker, we have case law that clearly says, "The 
Legislature may pass statutes fixing the manner in which 
elections shall be conducted…, and provide safeguards against 
attempts to unlawfully exercise the right to vote," citing from 
Cusick's Election. 
 Mr. Speaker, all of the exceptions that we have heard 
yesterday, today, and I am sure we will hear in the future are 
compelling groups of individuals – it is the elderly; it is victims 
of domestic violence; it is veterans; it is the intellectually and 
physically disabled – Mr. Speaker, but by carving out 
exceptions for each of these individuals, it by definition 
automatically becomes unequal because we say someone else 
does not have to follow the same rules that everyone else does. 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe that we can make and encourage 
individuals in order to get these photos. That is why I believe 
that the bill as drafted is okay, because it allows individuals to 
get a free ID. We are not talking about getting access to get the 
ID, Mr. Speaker. We are talking about equal elections that 
require a photo ID, and if we allow exceptions to go in that are 
not constitutionally protected, by definition it becomes unequal. 
 Mr. Speaker, earlier the religious exemption was referenced. 
That has a specific safe harbor in the Federal Constitution with 
the freedom of religion. So we have to make an allowance for 
that. I believe this bill adequately does this. 
 And as compelling as each of these individuals are, 
Mr. Speaker, each of the individual subject groups, as 
compelling as their reasons are, it does not rise to the level of 
constitutionality, and therefore, we should support the motion 
made by the gentleman from Somerset County in ruling that this 
group does not rise to the level of constitutional threshold that is 
also expressed in this bill. We cannot treat these individuals any 
differently than everyone else, and for that reason, Mr. Speaker, 
I ask for support of the motion. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Lancaster County,  
Mr. Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have listened to some of the comments that 
have been made about whether or not this is constitutional or 
not, and quite frankly, in some cases I cannot believe what  
I have heard. We have been told that if anyone is treated 
differently in the way they vote, it is unconstitutional, and yet 
currently, under current law, first-time voters need to produce 
an ID; longtime voters do not. Somehow we better throw out the 
results of the last election – I would be okay with that, quite 
frankly – because it must have been an unconstitutional vote 
that occurred, because there were people that were treated 
differently in that election. We better strike those results. 
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 In this bill itself there are exceptions like absentee ballots, so 
you can actually, as was pointed out by the gentleman the other 
day where he thought there was voter registration fraud, 
theoretically you could fraudulently register without producing 
an ID and then you could fraudulently absentee vote without 
producing an ID and that would be okay under this law, but if 
you are a victim of domestic violence, somehow you would be 
violating the Constitution if you did not comply with the rules 
of everybody else. 
 We heard that domestic violence is not really a problem 
when it comes to voting. Well, it is not right now, because if 
you are a victim of domestic violence, you walk into your 
polling place and you voted before and they say hello to you 
and you sign your name and you vote, but if this bill becomes 
law, we will exempt numerous victims of domestic violence 
from their right to vote. Now, maybe some people believe that 
domestic violence only occurs 30 days prior to an election. So 
there is plenty of time for somebody to go get— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. STURLA. —the ID that they need. 
 The SPEAKER. In the Speaker's judgment, you are now 
debating the merits of the amendment and not the 
constitutionality. I would urge the member to speak to 
constitutionality. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the reason this is constitutional is because we 
have made exceptions for various other classes of people in this 
bill. We allowed Muslims not to have to produce an ID. You all 
voted for it; many of us voted for it. We allowed Amish not to 
have to produce an ID. We allowed someone in a nursing home 
not to have to produce an ID because they were a class of 
people. The person in the nursing home was not exempted 
because of a strong religious belief. They were exempted 
because they were a class of persons, and victims of domestic 
violence are a class of persons. 
 So this is wholly constitutional, and the arguments that have 
been made are specious at best about why this might not be 
constitutional. So I would encourage members, even if you want 
to vote against victims of domestic violence when it comes to 
whether or not they have to produce an ID, certainly you need 
to vote to say that this is constitutional on its face. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Montgomery County, 
Mr. Vereb. 
 Mr. VEREB. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I obviously rise in support of the motion. I cannot help but 
respond to some of the arguments to be against this motion, 
Mr. Speaker. With words like "suppressing vote" and "political 
advisers" and everything else that has been brought up by my 
good friend from Montgomery County, I want to clarify 
something. We are the law-and-order caucus, and we defend, 
we defend the victim's rights, and we believe in true justice for 
anyone that would commit a crime against any person. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. VEREB. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I will stick on the motion. 
 However, Mr. Speaker— 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality. 
 
 
 

 Mr. VEREB. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It is amazing how short my leash is there, Mr. Speaker. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Some you keep on a shorter leash. 
 Mr. VEREB. We are not attempting, with this motion, to 
stymie any vote or any individual person. In fact, the motion for 
unconstitutionality is referring to Article I, section 5, making it 
free and equal to all. The overall arguments to this bill can be 
argued at a later point, but to get into the rhetoric machine and 
the ludicrous statements that have been made of what we are 
and what we will not be if we do not vote, I think, are 
ridiculous. 
 So I encourage a vote to support the motion of 
unconstitutionality, and I encourage my members on the other 
side of the aisle to stick with the law-and-order caucus. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the lady from Philadelphia—  The lady 
from Philadelphia, Ms. Josephs, waives off. 
 On the question of constitutionality, the Speaker recognizes 
the gentleman from Westmoreland County, Mr. Krieger. The 
gentleman waives off. 
 The question before the House is constitutionality of the 
amendment. On the question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just to wrap up from our original points that I was making 
related to domestic violence. We have a number of provisions in 
our current regulations, under current law, that make provisions 
for victims of domestic violence to secure identification. Along 
with this legislation, the underlying bill would provide for a free 
identification, free nondriver identification for someone who 
needed it, including victims of domestic violence, so that they 
could vote. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, the constitutionality issue is a significant 
problem with this amendment. I thank the gentleman from 
Somerset for raising it. I wholeheartedly support the gentleman 
in his motion that this amendment is unconstitutional. 
 We made provisions yesterday through the amendments, as it 
was mentioned by one of my colleagues from across the aisle, 
we made an exception for those who have a religious objection 
to having their picture taken to be able to use the identification 
card that is issued by PENNDOT in place of that photo ID, but 
they will be using, under this bill, an identification card that 
gives their height, that gives their eye color, that gives all the 
other information that is on a driver's license, their birth date. 
They will have an identification card that they will be 
presenting at the polls that will not have a photo because of their 
religious objection, and the reason for that, Mr. Speaker, is that 
the Constitution has two compelling interests for the citizens 
there and related to this issue. One— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman 
will suspend. 
 For what purpose does the lady, Ms. Josephs, seek 
recognition? 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. I believe the speaker is straying from the 
issue of constitutionality in the same way as a number of 
speakers have been and the Speaker has stopped them, and  
I draw your attention to that, sir. 
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 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 He may have strayed. He was actually just getting back on to 
the subject, so— 
 The gentleman will try to confine his remarks to the question 
of constitutionality. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was just getting into Article I, section 5, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution that guarantees that all "Elections 
shall be free and equal…," and Article VII, section 6, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution establishes the general rule that 
"…laws regulating…elections…shall be uniform throughout the 
State…." 
 Now, the reason that we adopted the exception for religious 
objections to having your photo taken yesterday was that there 
are two competing constitutional principles that we are trying to 
justify together and to uphold. So I think that we found a 
healthy balance yesterday in the amendment offered by my 
colleague from Chester County, I believe, that had offered the 
amendment. 
 But today's amendment that is being offered is certainly 
unconstitutional in that there is no other competing 
constitutional interest to comply with. The interest that we have 
to look to are those that are represented in Article I, section 5, 
for a free and equal election, and Article VII, section 6, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution that it should be uniform throughout 
the State. 
 So this amendment is not needed, Mr. Speaker. It is not 
constitutional, and I would ask the members to join with the 
gentleman from Somerset in declaring this amendment, 2109, 
unconstitutional, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
gentleman from Montgomery County, Mr. Shapiro, is 
recognized on the constitutionality of the amendment. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on constitutionality, the motion by the 
gentleman cited section 5 of our Constitution dealing with 
elections. He read the first part of that section. I would like to 
read into the record the complete part: "Elections shall be free 
and equal; and no power, civil or military, shall at any time 
interfere to prevent the free exercise of the right of suffrage"; 
"…the free exercise of the right of suffrage." And so if we are 
going to consider the constitutionality based on this section, let 
us investigate the impact on women that this amendment, the 
underlying amendment that is believed to be unconstitutional by 
the gentleman, the maker of the amendment, would be. 
 If you look at the victims of domestic violence here in 
Pennsylvania, 73 percent of those victims of family domestic 
violence are women, 84 percent of those victims of spousal 
abuse are women, 86 percent of the victims of abuse by a 
boyfriend are women. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman 
will suspend. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Metzgar, rise? 
 Mr. METZGAR. Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. METZGAR. The gentleman from Montgomery has 
strayed far from the motion before the House. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. The gentleman from Montgomery knows 
what— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The Speaker has been monitoring the debate and trying to 
keep members on the subject. Certainly we allow a little bit of 
latitude to make a point. 
 The gentleman from Montgomery may continue. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you. 
 The gentleman from Montgomery is merely trying to flesh 
out the entire aspect of the section that the previous speaker 
spoke of. 
 Eighty-six percent, 86 percent of women are – excuse me;  
86 percent of the victims of domestic violence at the hand of a 
boyfriend are women, and more than 80 percent of the total 
domestic violence victims in Pennsylvania are women. In 
Philadelphia, where the courageous former speaker is from and 
spoke I think eloquently against the constitutionality or against 
the gentleman's motion, there were 130,000 total victims of 
domestic violence in Philadelphia last year, of which 85 percent 
are women. 
 And so, Mr. Speaker, if we allow this motion for 
constitutionality to pass and we make it so victims of domestic 
violence have a harder time casting their ballot, we, 
Mr. Speaker, I believe are, in fact, interfering with this section 
of the Constitution that the gentleman cited. So if the gentleman 
wants to make a similar motion on the underlying bill, I would 
be happy to support him, but if the gentleman is making a 
motion on this amendment suggesting it is unconstitutional,  
I suggest the gentleman read the full aspect of this section of the 
Constitution. 
 This amendment undermines women, this amendment 
undermines domestic violence victims, the vast majority are 
women, and of course we are concerned in this Commonwealth 
about men who are victims of domestic violence as well. 
 But frankly, Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman had a full reading 
of this section of the Constitution, I believe that he would make 
the judgment that he ought to withdraw his motion, and if he 
chooses not to withdraw it, I would urge all the members of this 
chamber to defeat the motion on constitutionality and ask the 
members to do, quite frankly, what we have been doing for the 
last 2 days, and that is evaluating these amendments on the 
merits instead of hiding behind silly parliamentary gimmicks 
and antics— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. —as the gentleman is seeking to do here. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, those 
voting "aye" will vote to declare the amendment to be 
constitutional; those voting "no" will vote to declare the 
amendment to be unconstitutional. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
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 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–90 
 
Barbin DeLuca Keller, W. Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Kirkland Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kortz Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kotik Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio Kavulich 
 
 NAYS–111 
 
Adolph Fleck Maher Reese 
Aument Gabler Major Reichley 
Baker Geist Maloney Roae 
Barrar Gillen Marshall Rock 
Bear Gillespie Marsico Ross 
Benninghoff Gingrich Masser Saccone 
Bloom Godshall Metcalfe Saylor 
Boback Grell Metzgar Scavello 
Boyd Grove Miccarelli Schroder 
Brooks Hackett Micozzie Simmons 
Brown, R. Hahn Millard Sonney 
Causer Harhart Miller Stephens 
Christiana Harper Milne Stern 
Clymer Harris Moul Stevenson 
Cox Heffley Murt Swanger 
Creighton Helm Mustio Tallman 
Culver Hennessey O'Brien, D. Taylor 
Cutler Hess O'Neill Tobash 
Day Hickernell Oberlander Toepel 
Delozier Hutchinson Payne Toohil 
Denlinger Kampf Peifer Truitt 
DiGirolamo Kauffman Petri Turzai 
Dunbar Keller, F. Pickett Vereb 
Ellis Keller, M.K. Pyle Vulakovich 
Emrick Killion Quigley Watson 
Evankovich Knowles Quinn   
Evans, J. Krieger Rapp Smith, S., 
Everett Lawrence Reed   Speaker 
Farry 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Deasy Perry 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the 
constitutionality of the amendment was not sustained. 

INSURANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Micozzie, from Delaware County, for the purpose of an 
announcement. 
 Mr. MICOZZIE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There is an important Insurance meeting tomorrow morning 
at 9 o'clock in the Matt Ryan Building, room 205. So all the 
members of the Insurance Committee, I urge you to try to make 
it at 9 o'clock. It is an important Insurance meeting. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Insurance Committee will meet at  
9 a.m. in room 205 of the Matt Ryan Building. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. STURLA offered the following amendment  
No. A02110: 
 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 21, by inserting after "disseminate" 
in English and Spanish  

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
  
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment is pretty simple. It does not say 
that everybody does not have to show up with an ID. It does not 
do anything to change what happens on election day. What it 
does do is say that you have to disseminate information in both 
English and Spanish. 
 Our Latino population is the fastest growing population in 
the State of Pennsylvania. Many of those constituents in our 
districts have been American citizens all their lives, born and 
raised in Puerto Rico, Spanish as their only language, have had 
voting rights their entire life, have valid IDs, but do not have 
English as their primary language. What this would do is ensure 
that information regarding rules and regulations about voting 
and those types of issues be available in Spanish also for them. 
 I would encourage a positive vote. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to amendment 2110. 
 Mr. Speaker, there is already information that is 
disseminated by the State Department in various languages, 
including Spanish and French and, I believe, Korean, Chinese, 
Vietnamese. So they already have the ability to disseminate the 
information that the gentleman hopes to have them disseminate 
in Spanish. So the amendment is not needed for this, for which 
he seeks. 
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 But even more importantly, this amendment really takes us 
off track from the underlying legislation's goal to actually be 
running in parallel to what has been held constitutional by the 
U.S. Supreme Court. So our objective, for those of us that are 
advocating for this legislation, is to ensure that when this is 
passed and signed into law, that it actually meets constitutional 
muster, that we do not cost the taxpayers of Pennsylvania an 
additional burden with any potential lawsuits, and that this 
legislation, his amendment to this legislation, is not needed. The 
department is already able to disseminate the information in the 
language that he seeks to disseminate it, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I am opposed to amendment 2110, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Mr. Cruz. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of amendment 2110. 
 Under Federal guidelines, there is money put aside to give 
ballots and questions in different languages. So it would be 
most appropriate that the State, this Commonwealth, also does 
the same thing. We receive HAVA money, which is the Help 
America Vote Act, and in that condition it is a Federal program 
implemented for that reason. So I ask both sides of the aisle, let 
us not deny the right of people to understand the process in their 
known language. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the amendment. 
I appreciate what the gentleman from Lancaster is trying to do, 
but it does add a major cost to the bill, and I believe that that 
information can be obtained in other ways than as proposed by 
the Representative from Lancaster's amendment. 
 Thank you. We ask for a negative vote on the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House adopt the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lancaster, Mr. Sturla, for the second time. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have heard that this amendment is going to 
have some outrageous cost, and it would seem to me that – and 
there is information available in Spanish on the Internet. So 
simply to print some ballots in Spanish and some information 
about voting in Spanish as well as in English, one does not 
increase the cost dramatically of this $10 million bill. 
Remember, the cost of the underlying bill is $10 million, but we 
do not have enough left to print a few pieces of information in 
Spanish. 
 Now, earlier on when we had the opportunity to say that 
seniors did not have to vote or have to produce a photo ID, we 
could have saved millions of dollars in costs processing new 
IDs for them, doing all that kind of stuff. No one was concerned 
about the cost then. When we said veterans would not need to 
produce the valid ID, we could have saved hundreds of 
thousands of dollars of cost. Now we get an amendment where 
the fiscal note by the majority Appropriations chair says, 
"…adoption of this amendment will have no adverse impact on 
Commonwealth funds," none, zero, and the argument is, we just 
cannot afford it. We have $10 million to spend, but we just 

cannot afford something that costs nothing. I mean, I have heard 
some great arguments up here, but that is not one of them. 
 If you want to deny those people whose primary language is 
Spanish the opportunity to vote even though they have been 
lifelong citizens of the United States, go ahead and vote "no" 
because someone will teach them how to vote against you in the 
next election. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leave of absence and 
recognizes the majority whip, who requests a leave of absence 
for the gentleman from Bucks County, Mr. PETRI, for the day. 
Without objection, the leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–83 
 
Barbin DeLissio Josephs Preston 
Bishop DeLuca Kavulich Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. DePasquale Keller, W. Roebuck 
Boyle, K. Dermody Kirkland Sabatina 
Bradford DeWeese Kortz Samuelson 
Brennan Donatucci Kotik Santarsiero 
Briggs Evans, D. Kula Santoni 
Brown, V. Fabrizio Mahoney Shapiro 
Brownlee Frankel Mann Smith, K. 
Buxton Freeman Markosek Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Galloway Matzie Staback 
Carroll George McGeehan Sturla 
Cohen Gerber Mirabito Thomas 
Conklin Gergely Mundy Vitali 
Costa, D. Gibbons Murphy Wagner 
Costa, P. Goodman Myers Waters 
Cruz Haluska Neuman Wheatley 
Curry Hanna O'Brien, M. White 
Daley Harkins Parker Williams 
Davidson Hornaman Pashinski Youngblood 
Davis Johnson Payton 
 
 NAYS–117 
 
Adolph Fleck Maher Reese 
Aument Gabler Major Reichley 
Baker Geist Maloney Roae 
Barrar Gillen Marshall Rock 
Bear Gillespie Marsico Ross 
Benninghoff Gingrich Masser Saccone 
Bloom Godshall Metcalfe Sainato 
Boback Grell Metzgar Saylor 
Boyd Grove Miccarelli Scavello 
Brooks Hackett Micozzie Schroder 
Brown, R. Hahn Millard Simmons 
Burns Harhai Miller Sonney 
Causer Harhart Milne Stephens 
Christiana Harper Moul Stern 
Clymer Harris Mullery Stevenson 
Cox Heffley Murt Swanger 
Creighton Helm Mustio Tallman 
Culver Hennessey O'Brien, D. Taylor 
Cutler Hess O'Neill Tobash 
Day Hickernell Oberlander Toepel 
Delozier Hutchinson Payne Toohil 
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Denlinger Kampf Peifer Truitt 
DiGirolamo Kauffman Petrarca Turzai 
Dunbar Keller, F. Pickett Vereb 
Ellis Keller, M.K. Pyle Vulakovich 
Emrick Killion Quigley Watson 
Evankovich Knowles Quinn   
Evans, J. Krieger Rapp Smith, S., 
Everett Lawrence Readshaw   Speaker 
Farry Longietti Reed 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Perry Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BRIGGS offered the following amendment  
No. A02133: 
 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

Amend Bill, page 5, line 2, by inserting after "OFFICER" 
the wallet-sized voter's identification card issued by the 
county voter registration commission or  

Amend Bill, page 5, line 7, by inserting after "produce" 
the wallet-sized voter's identification card issued by the 
county voter registration commission or  

Amend Bill, page 5, line 20, by inserting after "shows" 
the wallet-sized voter's identification card issued by the 
county voter registration commission or  

Amend Bill, page 7, line 13, by inserting after "produce" 
the wallet-sized voter's identification card issued by the 
county voter registration commission or  

Amend Bill, page 8, line 5, by inserting after "envelope;" 
 or 

Amend Bill, page 8, line 7, by striking out "(a.2)(1)" and 
inserting 

 (a.2) 
Amend Bill, page 8, lines 12 through 30; page 9, lines 1 and 2, 

by striking out "and that the elector's " in line 12, all of lines 13 through 
30 on page 8, all of line 1 and "provisional ballot" in line 2 on page 9 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Briggs. 
 Mr. BRIGGS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There has been a lot of talk about the $10 million cost to this 
bill, and my amendment simply will provide voters to use an  
ID card that they have already received when they registered to 
vote from every county election. Every registered voter receives 
this card already. They do not have to be provided with a free 
ID that the gentleman from Butler County suggests is a good 
solution. I think it is something that if somebody shows up to 
vote with their registered voter ID card, that should be sufficient 
for them to vote, and I ask you for your support. I am confident 

on this amendment. So hopefully, we will receive some 
bipartisan support this time. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to amendment 2133. 
 The amendment that would allow you to utilize the little 
paper identification card that lets you know that you actually 
registered to vote has no photo identification on it, can be 
received by somebody else through fraudulent means if they are 
registering fictitious voters, to register fictitious individuals. 
The ID that the gentleman is proposing, the voter ID that is 
issued by the Bureau of Elections, contains no photo. It 
absolutely would do very little to help in our effort to actually 
ensure that fraudulent votes are not being cast by fictitious 
individuals or individuals imposturing or being an impostor in 
the process. 
 Mr. Speaker, the language that the gentleman has proposed 
really, once again, takes the legislation off track from where we 
hope to see it and which is in the parallel direction of the law 
that has already been tested in the U.S. Supreme Court, which 
we hope this will withstand those same changes, ultimately, to 
ensure that we protect the right of every law-abiding citizen to 
cast a vote and have that vote counted and have it not canceled 
out by some fraudulently cast vote, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the gentleman on this amendment and previous 
speakers have been alleging that the cost would be $10 million 
on this. I believe once we see the fiscal note on the legislation, 
we will see that it is much less than that, and ultimately, the cost 
will be well worth ensuring the integrity of the election process, 
Mr. Speaker, and I oppose amendment 2133. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–90 
 
Barbin DeLuca Keller, W. Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Kirkland Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kortz Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kotik Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio Kavulich 
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 NAYS–110 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reese 
Aument Fleck Maher Reichley 
Baker Gabler Major Roae 
Barrar Geist Maloney Rock 
Bear Gillen Marshall Ross 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saccone 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Saylor 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Scavello 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Schroder 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Simmons 
Brown, R. Hackett Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Hahn Millard Stephens 
Christiana Harhart Miller Stern 
Clymer Harper Milne Stevenson 
Cox Harris Moul Swanger 
Creighton Heffley Murt Tallman 
Culver Helm Mustio Taylor 
Cutler Hennessey O'Brien, D. Tobash 
Day Hess O'Neill Toepel 
Delozier Hickernell Oberlander Toohil 
Denlinger Hutchinson Payne Truitt 
DiGirolamo Kampf Peifer Turzai 
Dunbar Kauffman Pickett Vereb 
Ellis Keller, F. Pyle Vulakovich 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Quigley Watson 
Evankovich Killion Quinn   
Evans, J. Knowles Rapp Smith, S., 
Everett Krieger Reed   Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Perry Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO offered the following amendment  
No. A02132: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 15, by inserting after "providing" 
for notice of November elections and  

Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 14 and 15 
Section 2.1.  Section 1201 of the act, amended July 14, 1961 

(P.L.647, No.333), is amended to read: 
Section 1201.  Notice of November Elections.–The county board 

of each county shall, not earlier than ten days nor later than three days 
before each November election, give notice of the same by newspaper 
publication in the county in accordance with the provisions of section 
106 of this act, said notice to be published twice in counties of the first 
class and once in all other counties. Such notice shall set forth–(a) the 
officers to be elected in the State at large, or in said county, or in any 
district of which said county or part thereof forms a part, or in any city, 
borough, township, school district, poor district, ward or other district 
which is contained in such county; (b) the names of the candidates for 
election to Federal, State, county and city offices, whose names will 
appear upon the ballots or ballot labels; (c) the text of all constitutional 
amendments and other questions to be submitted at such election; (d) 
the places at which the election is to be held in the various election 
districts of the county; [and] (e) the date of the election and the hours 
during which the polls will be open; and (f) the requirements for proof 

of identification in accordance with the provisions of section 1210 of 
this act. Such notice may include a portion of the form of ballot or 
diagram of the face of the voting machine in reduced size. 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Santarsiero. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to request that the House adopt amendment 2132. 
 This would merely require that in the existing legal notice 
that needs to go into the newspaper about an upcoming election, 
that the fact that voter IDs will now be required would also be 
included in that notice. 
 And I would add, Mr. Speaker, that this will have no 
additional cost. Those notices are already an obligation of the 
county's board of elections, and so this would merely be another 
line in the notice saying that there is a photo ID requirement as 
well. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to oppose amendment 2132, as the majority of the State 
Government Committee opposed a similar amendment that was 
considered by the State Government Committee. We had 
believed through that vote, defeating this amendment at that 
time in committee, that we did not need to micromanage the 
counties in how they were going to disperse information. 
 We did check with the Department of State. The counties are 
certainly free. There is no statutory prohibition against them 
utilizing this method if that is what they choose is best for their 
area to ensure that their voters actually have the information 
they need to know that they are going to be required to show 
photo ID the next time they vote. 
 This amendment is not needed. It is something that can 
already be done by the counties and something that, ultimately, 
I think is just moving us in the direction of micromanaging the 
operation rather than allowing the process to work itself out 
through the counties in a way that it works out best for those 
regions of the State. 
 The amendment was defeated in the State Government 
Committee, and I would ask for the members' support in 
defeating this amendment, once again, here on the floor, 
amendment 2132, which I oppose, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Freeman. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of amendment A02132, the 
Santarsiero amendment. 
 You know, we have had a lot of banter back and forth in the 
course of this debate as to whether there is a hidden meaning in 
this legislation, a concern over suppressing turnout by making it 
more difficult for certain individuals to be able to cast their vote 
because they may not have a photo ID readily at hand. If the 
folks on the other side of the aisle truly do not believe that this 
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is what this is all about, I find it hard to understand how they 
could not support this very simple, commonsense amendment 
which simply ensures that when the normal notices go into the 
paper as far as polling places, that we remind people there has 
been a change in the Election Code, a very dramatic change in 
the Election Code, which now requires people to show a photo 
ID. 
 There is no reason whatsoever why anyone should be against 
this very simple addition to this legislation. If it is really not 
about voter suppression, then you should be voting for this, 
because all this does is ensure that the public will know they 
have to bring a photo ID to the polling place when they vote. If 
it is about voter suppression, then vote against this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a negative vote on the 
Representative's amendment to this bill at this time. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Santarsiero, for the second time. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to respond to a couple of things that the chair, 
the majority chair of the State Government Committee, said 
earlier. 
 First of all, serving on the State Government Committee this 
year I have found that votes of the State Government 
Committee may not be the most persuasive evidence as to 
whether or not an amendment or a bill is a good idea. 
 Secondly, with respect to the idea of micromanaging, the 
existing law contains already about 17 lines of what the county 
board of elections must put in its election notice. So to the 
extent that there is any validity to the idea that this is 
micromanaging, and I reject that out of hand, the fact of the 
matter is that the law already requires county government to be 
quite detailed about the notice it requires with respect to an 
upcoming election. 
 As my colleague, the gentleman from Northampton County, 
just said, the fact of the matter is, this bill is making a very 
substantial change in our election law here in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It seems completely 
reasonable, Mr. Speaker, to require that the public be given 
ample notice of that fact if this legislature is going to take that 
step. So all this amendment is doing is requiring that county 
boards of elections provide that notice. It is not radical; it is not 
micromanaging. It really is an extension of open government, of 
transparency, and of giving the public adequate notice of a 
substantial change in the law. 
 And for that reason, Mr. Speaker, I ask that all the members, 
on both sides of the aisle, accept this amendment and vote 
affirmatively. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Greene County, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the majority whip stand for interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. You may proceed. 
 

 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have what I believe will be one brief question. My 
honorable colleague indicated he was against the Santarsiero 
amendment and he said it with great vigor, but he did not say 
why. I would like my honorable colleague to expatiate right in 
front of all of us as to why he is against this amendment. It 
seems so transparently obvious that this is a good amendment, 
and I just would like the gentleman to help me, inspire me. 
Thank you. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the reason I have opposed this 
amendment is for two reasons. One, this will increase the 
advertising cost for the counties. In their advertising space they 
need, the advertisement will have to be a larger size. 
 And number two, we are trying to keep this bill in line with 
the Indiana legislation that was approved by the Supreme Court 
as constitutional under the United States Constitution. So we are 
trying to maintain those constitutional lines between legislation. 
Thank you. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much. 
 No further interrogation. Just one brief observation. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order on the 
amendment. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. There is a fiscal note that indicates that the 
Santarsiero amendment will cost nothing, which would gainsay 
your statement. 
 And relative to the Hoosier State of Indiana, we all know that 
these amendments are percolating from the Cascades to Bar 
Harbor, and I cannot fathom that amendment after amendment 
after amendment we cannot get one vote from one of you 
people. Are we completely destitute of any wholesomeness over 
here? 
 I ask for an affirmative vote for the Santarsiero amendment. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny County, Mr. Frankel. 
 Mr. FRANKEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In the course of the hearings on this piece of legislation and 
in comments made by those on the other side of the aisle and 
including, I believe, the author of this bill, it has been cited on 
several occasions the Carter-Baker Commission on Federal 
election reform; that is former President Jimmy Carter and 
former Secretary of State Jim Baker, bipartisan. They called for 
significant outreach to be used in the legislation that they 
suggested in terms of voter ID, that there ought to be significant 
opportunities to go out, reach out to the voters, much more than 
just a notification in the newspaper, but at a minimum, they 
believe that any voter ID legislation ought to have significant 
resources dedicated to outreach. This is the most basic level of 
it, and I have an amendment to talk about more significant 
outreach that has also been suggested by the Carter-Baker 
Commission, but this is absolutely minimal. 
 Talk about cost, talk about cost of reaching out to people to 
let them know this dramatic change in our election laws, to 
oppose it, to oppose basically what Carter-Baker suggested is 
voter suppression. That is the cloaked reason behind this bill, 
and it is constantly throughout this debate exposed because of 
your opposition, those on the Republican side of the aisle, the 
opposition to these very reasonable recommendations that will 
temper what is really behind this bill, an attempt to suppress 
voter activity. 
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 At a minimum, Baker-Carter, bipartisan, former Democratic 
President, former Republican Secretary of State, two different 
administrations suggested and demanded, in fact, that there be 
significant voter outreach, and a newspaper identification of this 
is at least the most basic minimal level, and it is your 
responsibility to at least have that modest amendment 
incorporated into this bill. Otherwise, you are exposed, you are 
exposed as trying to suppress the vote and trying to steal future 
elections. 
 So I suggest that all of us vote in favor of this amendment. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On the question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Mr. Roebuck. 
 Mr. ROEBUCK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I guess that one learns a lot as one serves in the legislature, 
and I am glad to know we are so concerned about cost and the 
fact that something costs nothing concerns us even more, 
apparently. 
 I cannot understand why putting a simple notice with the 
record that goes into the news media that there is going to be an 
election, that you indeed need now to have ID is so 
revolutionary, so distracting, so devastating to this proposed 
legislation, and the gentleman from York suggests that cost is 
how we are going to deviate from the Indiana law. Now,  
I cannot believe that putting a notice in the newspaper is going 
to somehow pull this whole structure down on top of us. That is 
basic common sense to let voters know what is expected of 
them. There is nothing radical, nothing revolutionary about that. 
 And I might also just observe that as a historian, I am not 
certain that I want to emulate Indiana very much. After all, it is 
Indiana that once elected a clansman Governor of the State. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–98 
 
Barbin Dermody Kotik Preston 
Bishop DeWeese Kula Quinn 
Boyle, B. Donatucci Longietti Ravenstahl 
Boyle, K. Evans, D. Maher Readshaw 
Bradford Fabrizio Mahoney Roebuck 
Brennan Frankel Mann Sabatina 
Briggs Freeman Markosek Sainato 
Brown, V. Galloway Marshall Samuelson 
Brownlee George Masser Santarsiero 
Burns Gerber Matzie Santoni 
Buxton Gergely McGeehan Shapiro 
Caltagirone Gibbons Mirabito Smith, K. 
Carroll Goodman Mullery Smith, M. 
Cohen Haluska Mundy Staback 
Conklin Hanna Murphy Sturla 
Costa, D. Harhai Mustio Thomas 
Costa, P. Harkins Myers Truitt 
Cruz Harper Neuman Vitali 
Curry Hornaman O'Brien, D. Wagner 
Daley Johnson O'Brien, M. Waters 
Davidson Josephs Parker Wheatley 
Davis Kavulich Pashinski White 
DeLissio Keller, W. Payton Williams 
DeLuca Kirkland Petrarca Youngblood 
DePasquale Kortz 

 NAYS–102 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Killion Reichley 
Aument Everett Knowles Roae 
Baker Farry Krieger Rock 
Barrar Fleck Lawrence Ross 
Bear Gabler Major Saccone 
Benninghoff Geist Maloney Saylor 
Bloom Gillen Marsico Scavello 
Boback Gillespie Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Gingrich Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Godshall Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Grell Micozzie Stephens 
Causer Grove Millard Stern 
Christiana Hackett Miller Stevenson 
Clymer Hahn Milne Swanger 
Cox Harhart Moul Tallman 
Creighton Harris Murt Taylor 
Culver Heffley O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Helm Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hennessey Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hess Peifer Turzai 
Denlinger Hickernell Pickett Vereb 
DiGirolamo Hutchinson Pyle Vulakovich 
Dunbar Kampf Quigley Watson 
Ellis Kauffman Rapp   
Emrick Keller, F. Reed Smith, S., 
Evankovich Keller, M.K. Reese   Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Deasy Perry Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. VITALI offered the following amendment No. A02141: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 12, by striking out "in the Secretary of 
the Commonwealth," 

Amend Bill, page 1, lines 14 and 15, by striking out all of line 14 
and "elections," in line 15 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 18, by inserting after "challenges" 
; and providing for election spending limitations 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 16 and 17 
Section 3.1.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1627.1.  Election Spending Limitations.– 
(a)  No individual or political action committee shall make 

contributions to a candidate for Governor, Lieutenant Governor, 
Attorney General, Auditor General, Treasurer, Senate, House of 
Representatives, Supreme Court, Superior Court and Commonwealth 
Court, which exceed: 

(1)  Five thousand dollars ($5,000) for a general election. 
(2)  Five thousand dollars ($5,000) for a primary election. 
(b)  For purposes of this section, a political action committee 

shall have the same meaning as given to it in section 1621(l). 
Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by inserting after "AMENDMENT" 

or addition  
Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "SECTION 1210" 

and inserting 
 sections 1210 and 1627.1 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On May 11, 2010, the Students First PAC (political action 
committee) gave a campaign contribution in the amount of  
$2.6 million to a candidate for Governor, currently a 
Democratic Senator from Philadelphia; $2.6 million campaign 
contribution on one day. That political action committee 
subsequently gave 13 other contributions in excess of  
$100,000 the last election cycle. That group is promoting a 
piece of legislation which will cost the taxpayers of 
Pennsylvania in year 3 $1.3 billion. 
 Mr. Speaker, the natural gas industry in the last 10 years 
gave a total of $7 million in contributions to State government. 
This past Governor received $1.6 million in contributions from 
the gas industry in the last session. 
 The SPEAKER. The speaker will just suspend for a minute. 
 The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In the last election cycle, the current Governor received  
36 contributions in excess of $100,000 apiece. Mr. Speaker, 
now we are unable to get a Marcellus drilling tax, which would 
give this Commonwealth— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The gentleman will stay on the subject of the amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. Mr. Speaker, thank you. 
 I am just asking to be indulged just a little bit. I am trying to 
show a relationship between huge political contributions and 
legislation which costs the taxpayers of this Commonwealth 
millions, millions, and even billions of dollars, Mr. Speaker. 
That is the relationship. 
 Mr. Speaker, the amount of money contributed to candidates 
of this State government is absolutely obscene. Mr. Speaker, we 
need to do something about it, and now is an opportunity for us 
to do that. 
 Mr. Speaker, my amendment, amendment 2141, is a very 
simple amendment which I believe, if passed, will be a good 
step forward to reducing the influence of money in State 
government. Mr. Speaker, what this amendment does, very 
simply, is places a $5,000 contribution limit. That limit would 
be for PACs, that limit would be for individuals. It would be 
$5,000 for the general election and $5,000 for the primary 
election. This contribution limit would apply to candidates for 
Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Attorney General, Auditor 
General. It would also apply to the Supreme Court, Superior 
Court, Commonwealth Court, and would also apply to the State 
House and the State Senate. It would also apply to the 
Treasurer. 
 Mr. Speaker, campaign finance reform in Pennsylvania is 
long overdue. Mr. Speaker, I would ask that this House pass 
amendment 2141 to restore public confidence in our elections. 
 Mr. Speaker, yesterday during the debate the majority leader 
talked about the sanctity of the vote. He talked about one man, 
one vote. Mr. Speaker, the sanctity of an individual vote is 
watered down when you have a voter or a handful of voters who 
can give $2.6 million in a single day to a candidate— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe, rise? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. METCALFE. The gentleman is talking about individual 
contributions and many issues I think that are even off track 
from his amendment to this bill, which is problematic already 
for the nature of the bill, but he really is off track from where he 
should be in actually addressing the amendment that he is trying 
to put into HB 934. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman for his 
comments and would urge the member to stay focused on the 
amendment that is before the House. 
 Mr. VITALI. I will wrap this up, Mr. Speaker. 
 I think the need for campaign finance reform in Pennsylvania 
is so self-evident that I do not think we need an extended debate 
on this. I would simply ask for an affirmative vote. Thank you. 

GERMANENESS QUESTIONED 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, amendment 2141, of course I am opposed to 
amendment 2141, but I raise the issue of germaneness, 
Mr. Speaker, because this amendment to this legislation really is 
not within the unifying theme of the bill that is being proposed. 
The unifying theme of the bill is to identify voters and establish 
processes for acquiring and presenting that ID when you are 
being checked at the polls to ensure that you are who you say 
you are, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment that is being proposed as drafted deals with 
contributions from political committees. I think there is some 
flaw even in how he drafted his amendment just to address what 
I think he is ultimately after, but it is certainly not a piece of 
legislation that is in line with the unifying theme of this bill, 
Mr. Speaker, which is why I would like us to have a vote to 
determine the germaneness of this amendment, 2141. So  
I would raise that this is not germane to HB 934's unifying 
theme, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Butler, Mr. Metcalfe, 
has raised the question of whether amendment A02141 is 
germane. 
 Under House rule 27, questions involving whether an 
amendment is germane to the subject shall be decided by the 
House. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the germaneness of the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, for the information of the 
members, by rule the individual members are only allowed to 
speak on this one time. 
 On the question of germaneness, the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Mr. Maher, is recognized. 
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 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I agree that this amendment is not germane to the bill, but 
even if it were, it is flat out unconstitutional. The U.S. Supreme 
Court has addressed this question in some detail. This 
amendment completely ignores Federal constitutional law. It is 
not constitutional and it is not germane. Let us just be done with 
it. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
gentleman from Northampton, Mr. Samuelson, is recognized. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to argue that this amendment is germane. In fact, there 
has been a lot of discussion about trying to keep this law very 
close to the Indiana law. Well, if you Google Indiana 
contribution limits, guess what? They actually have contribution 
limits in Indiana State law, not as comprehensive as the ones 
that Representative Vitali proposed, but for certain cases  
$5,000 for statewide candidates, $2,000 for State legislative 
candidates. Since Indiana has this proposal in one form, I think 
it is germane to this discussion. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Delaware, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The rules clearly state it is up to this House to determine 
what is germane, and we traditionally have leeway in that 
regard. So I believe that under the rules we can do this if we 
choose to do this. We can do this if we have the political will to 
do this. 
 I would argue that there is a unifying theme between the bill 
and the amendment, and the unifying theme is integrity of 
elections. The bill in chief, by requiring a voter ID, claims to 
have a goal of restoring integrity of elections by making sure 
fraudulent votes do not water down legitimate votes; sanctity of 
election. This amendment, the campaign finance reform 
amendment, by preventing these obscene, obscene  
multimillion-dollar contributions, also goes to that same 
common theme of sanctity of elections by allowing or 
preventing the common man's vote who legitimately goes to the 
polls and casts his vote to be watered down just as it would be 
watered down by a fraudulent vote. The key point with regard to 
both the bill and the amendment is maintaining the integrity and 
the sanctity of elections. 
 Mr. Speaker, at the end of the day, we are not going to get 
many chances to do campaign finance reform. Here is an 
opportunity. You have to face your voters, let them know 
whether you wanted to reduce the influence of money in 
politics. Here is your opportunity. You will be on the record. 
 I urge you to vote to have this amendment found to be 
germane, and then let us get on with the amendment in chief. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, besides the unifying theme that Representative 
Vitali accurately referred to, this is an Election Code bill. It 
amends the Election Code. Representative Vitali's amendment 
amends the Election Code, and therefore, it meets our 
traditional definition over many decades of germaneness. 
 I urge a "yes" on the question of germaneness. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the lady from Philadelphia, Ms. Josephs. 
 
 

 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just to remind the House, Mr. Speaker, about a little history. 
Right after the 2004 election when we had a bill about an 
automatic recount, the gentleman from Butler amended it with 
blue-black or blue or black ink and that became law. Very 
result-oriented here. I think that is why the public is pretty 
 skeptical about what we do, and I very much regret that we 
have given them the fodder to be much more skeptical. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Greene County,  
Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Integrity. The germaneness issue should be 
on a pivot, an Archimedean lever called integrity. Vitali and 
Metcalfe – and I will say no more on names – but if this 
germaneness question can be countervailed, we shall have a 
marriage. I am not the best one to talk about marriage. Mine did 
not work out too well. But nevertheless, nevertheless, in the 
Speakership of Samuel Smith, Vitali and Metcalfe— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. —integrity. 
 The SPEAKER. I let you do it the first two names. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I could not remember their districts. 
 The SPEAKER. Then you threw mine into the mix and you 
thought you were going to get in my grace? 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I apologize to the honorable Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. You could fire a couple more names into the 
debate. 
 The gentleman will refrain from using members' names in 
the course of debate. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I apologize to the honorable Speaker, and 
within the next 30 seconds, I shall conclude. 
 But the man from Delaware and the man from Butler, what a 
momentous, what an apotheosis of this chamber to have the 
integrity of his measure as he sees it, God bless him, as he sees 
it, and to have campaign finance reform, something that we 
have striven for unsuccessfully for, one more time, 36 summers. 
What a marriage. This marriage of mine might work out. 
 I ask for a germaneness vote to be in the affirmative. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Cambria County,  
Mr. Barbin. 
 Mr. BARBIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of this, the support that this is in fact 
germane, and I would point out that at this point we are at now, 
it is 6 months into the session. We have had not a single bill that 
has been brought forward to the floor to deal with the fact that 
we have the enviable position of being the only State in the 
nation that does not have any campaign limitations of any kind. 
 Now, this is the only vehicle in which we have an 
opportunity to say to the public, well, maybe it is not such a 
good idea, an election for a Governor or a Lieutenant Governor 
or an Attorney General, that if a corporation decides that they 
want to give $1 million, that that somehow does not influence 
the election. Now, this is the only way that we are going to be 
able to say, maybe if we really want to make elections free and 
not improperly influenced and make sure that my vote gets to 
matter as much as ExxonMobil's vote, that maybe we should 
have some limitation in our general elections. Maybe we should 
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join the rest of the country in saying, you know, $1 million, that 
really probably does affect my vote. My vote does not mean as 
much if you get $1 million of campaign ad time, and that is all 
this amendment would do. 
 So obviously, it is germane. Obviously, it could make 
elections more free and equal, and it is just surprising that we 
have had 6 months to deal with this issue and somehow it has 
not come up. So at least for me, I do not know what the rest of 
you are going to do, but I am going to vote for this amendment, 
because it is about time we tell the public that maybe $1 million 
from a single person in a campaign, there is something wrong 
with that. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House, is the 
amendment germane? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to first respond to the 
gentleman from Delaware who took the time to make sure he 
mentioned the campaign contributions of certain candidates. He 
forgot to mention the millions of dollars that his side of the aisle 
received in campaign contributions, and if you are going to 
mention one side, I think you need to be fair and mention both 
sides. 
 But more importantly, Mr. Speaker, I rise to say that if this 
gentleman wants to introduce this as a bill, he is free to do so, 
but for the last 4 years when his party was in control of this 
chamber, it never got passed out of here. So if it was so critical 
to the other side of the aisle, I would have thought in the last  
4 years they would have brought this to the floor and sent it out 
of here. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, clearly by the rules that we have passed and 
we have clearly stuck to germaneness on all the legislation we 
have passed from this House, this particular amendment is not 
germane to voter ID. If we were doing campaign contribution 
laws, it would be germane. It is not germane to a voter ID bill. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, those who 
believe the amendment is germane will vote "aye"; those who 
believe the amendment is not germane will vote "no." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the germaneness of the amendment? 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leave of absence and 
recognizes the majority whip, who asks for a leave of absence 
for the gentleman from Philadelphia, Mr. Dennis O'BRIEN, for 
the remainder of the day. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the germaneness of the amendment? 
 
 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–90 
 
Barbin DeLuca Keller, W. Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Kirkland Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kortz Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kotik Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio Kavulich 
 
 NAYS–109 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Micozzie Stephens 
Causer Hahn Millard Stern 
Christiana Harhart Miller Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Milne Swanger 
Cox Harris Moul Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Murt Taylor 
Culver Helm Mustio Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey O'Neill Toepel 
Day Hess Oberlander Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Payne Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Peifer Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pickett Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Pyle Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quigley Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Quinn   
Evankovich Killion Rapp Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reed   Speaker 
Everett Krieger Reese 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Deasy O'Brien, D. Perry Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was declared not germane. 
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 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease just for a 
moment. 
 
 The House will come to order. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. PASHINSKI offered the following amendment  
No. A02189: 
 

Amend Bill, page 4, lines 27 and 28, by striking out "AND 
VOTES IN A POLLING " in line 27 and "PLACE THAT IS 
LOCATED IN THE CARE FACILITY" in line 28 

Amend Bill, page 5, line 2, by inserting after "OFFICER" 
a current utility bill, a current bank statement, a government 
check or  

Amend Bill, page 5, lines 4 and 5, by striking out "PROOF OF" 
in line 4 and "IDENTIFICATION" in line 5 and inserting 

 document 
Amend Bill, page 5, line 5, by inserting after "ELECTOR" 

under paragraph (1)  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Pashinski, from Luzerne County. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A point of order, sir. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. By some chance, amendment A2128, 
which comes prior to this one, was skipped. Will I have the 
opportunity to speak to that, sir? 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker had been informed that that 
amendment had been withdrawn. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. No, that is not the case, sir. 
 The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman indicating that he wanted 
to offer amendment A02128? 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. 2128. Yes, sir. 
 The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman agreeable to temporarily 
withdrawing the amendment that is currently before the House? 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. No. 
 The SPEAKER. Well— 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Can I return to that? 
 The SPEAKER. Well, this amendment has been read before 
the House, so either the House has to dispose of the amendment 
or I am asking if you would temporarily withdraw this 
amendment that has been read across the desk in order for me to 
call up the amendment that you are asking to have called up. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it is with high regard that  
I recognize not only your authority but also your willingness to 
bring this back. I would be more than happy to do that on a 
temporary basis. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 
 
 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. The amendment is temporarily withdrawn. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. PASHINSKI offered the following amendment  
No. A02128: 
 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 18, by striking out "A SUBSECTION" 
and inserting 

 subsections 
Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 7 and 8 
(a.5)  Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, in lieu 

of the requirements of subsection (a), an elector who does not possess 
proof of identification shall be permitted to cast a provisional ballot if 
the elector mails a photocopy of proof of identification, postmarked no 
later than the day following the election and provides an affidavit 
prescribed by the Secretary of the Commonwealth, swearing or 
affirming that the elector appeared at the election district and voted a 
provisional ballot. The county board of elections shall supply each 
election district with a sufficient supply of affidavit forms and 
envelopes that are preaddressed to the county board of elections for this 
purpose. 

* * * 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Pashinski. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe that everybody in this House has the 
same concern to make sure that every vote is indeed counted, 
and I know that everybody in this great hall is working 
diligently towards that. Although we certainly appreciate the 
effort of the maker of HB 934, we are making every attempt to 
solidify HB 934 so that it is indeed a just bill, so that every 
individual that has the right to vote is indeed given that 
opportunity. 
 One of the major concerns that we have is the fact that we 
are changing a form of habit by the people of Pennsylvania, that 
they have been conducting a particular kind of procedure for the 
last 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 years, and as a result, we are extremely 
concerned to make sure that the people of Pennsylvania know 
exactly what their obligation is. I, sir, brought this amendment 
to the floor because I know, without a doubt, there are people 
that will come to the polls and will forget or have misplaced 
their voter ID, and as a result, a provisional ballot could then be 
submitted and, sir, for the convenience of the voter, could be 
mailed in and certified 1 day after the voting. This will allow for 
every single vote to be accounted for. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
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 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment offered here, 2128, I oppose. It 
is similar to what was offered in 2064 that we defeated 
yesterday. This is a weaker amendment even as compared to the 
author's previously offered amendment. By my read, it looks 
like the previously defeated amendment actually would have 
required that the affidavit be notarized, where this does not 
appear to have to be notarized. 
 So it is just a similar version, a little bit weaker language of 
what we already defeated, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, I would 
ask the members to not support, to oppose, to vote down 
amendment 2128 as we did with his previously offered 
amendment. This type of amendment would just continue to 
leave the system open for fraud to be perpetrated, which would 
infringe on the right of law-abiding citizens to ensure that their 
votes are being counted as they are cast and not canceled out by 
a fraudulently cast vote, Mr. Speaker. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the lady from 
Philadelphia, Ms. Josephs. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you. 
 I am kind of mystified by the opposition to this amendment 
and to other similar kinds of ones, because people in 
Philadelphia can probably get to the county seat. It is the voters 
of the ladies and gentlemen on the other side of the aisle that 
this would help. But I will vote for their right to vote, even if the 
people who represent them are not interested in that. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Northampton, Mr. Freeman. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the Pashinski amendment 
A2128. This is a very basic commonsense amendment. If the 
majority party really is concerned about fraud, keep in mind that 
the amendment calls for a provisional ballot. It does not get 
counted unless the elector casting the provisional ballot can 
prove who they are by supplying a Xerox copy of a photo ID 
and an affidavit form. You could not ask for a more foolproof 
system to make sure that fraud is not going to happen. If they 
cannot produce those documents, the provisional ballot is not 
cast. That is basic. 
 Let us not disenfranchise people who are legitimate voters 
who just do not happen to have the photo ID that the precinct 
voters' boards will be requesting if this bill becomes law. Let us 
not disenfranchise them. Let us give them the chance to prove 
who they are, to prove that they are in fact a valid registered 
voter, and let them cast their constitutional ballot. 
 To be against this is to be for voter suppression. If you want 
to make sure a person who is legitimately registered to vote gets 
the chance to exercise their vote, then pass the Pashinski 
amendment and allow for that safeguard. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Pashinski, for the second time. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, and  
I do appreciate my colleague supporting this amendment. 
 

 You know, one of the ways that we are trying to allow for 
more voter registration and ease in voting is to eliminate some 
of the obstacles. HB 934 requires that within 6 days of the 
calendar, which really is only 4 business days, they would have 
to go and appear in front of the county election board. 
 Now, I am sure all of us can appreciate what that means. 
That means an individual has to take another day off of work in 
order to go in front of the election board. My provision would 
allow for the use of the U.S. mail system, an affidavit with that 
photo ID, in order to allow that individual's ballot to be 
reviewed. That provisional ballot would have all the 
scrutinization necessary to provide an accurate description of 
the individual. This thing that we have before us today, this 
amendment, A2128, allows for voters that have misplaced or 
lost their voter ID, to still allow them to cast their ballot. That is 
the whole idea here, to make sure that their vote counts, to make 
sure that every vote counts. 
 As I stated earlier, one of the shortfalls of 934, it is trying to 
achieve perfection in a system that is absolutely impossible to 
attain that perfection. These amendments help safeguard and 
allow for the ability of every American citizen, every 
Pennsylvania citizen that is within the voting age, to have their 
vote counted. Please consider this provisional system so that 
that individual does not have to take a day off from work and 
attempt to prove their identification. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–89 
 
Barbin DePasquale Keller, W. Preston 
Bishop Dermody Kirkland Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. DeWeese Kortz Readshaw 
Boyle, K. Donatucci Kotik Roebuck 
Bradford Evans, D. Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Fabrizio Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Frankel Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Freeman Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Galloway Markosek Santoni 
Burns George Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton Gerber McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gergely Mirabito Smith, M. 
Cohen Gibbons Mullery Staback 
Conklin Goodman Mundy Sturla 
Costa, D. Haluska Murphy Thomas 
Costa, P. Hanna Myers Vitali 
Cruz Harhai Neuman Wagner 
Curry Harkins O'Brien, M. Waters 
Daley Hornaman Parker Wheatley 
Davidson Johnson Pashinski White 
Davis Josephs Payton Williams 
DeLissio Kavulich Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLuca 
 
 NAYS–110 
 
Adolph Everett Krieger Reese 
Aument Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Baker Fleck Maher Roae 
Barrar Gabler Major Rock 
Bear Geist Maloney Ross 
Benninghoff Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Bloom Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Boback Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
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Brooks Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brown, R. Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Carroll Hackett Micozzie Stephens 
Causer Hahn Millard Stern 
Christiana Harhart Miller Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Milne Swanger 
Cox Harris Moul Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Murt Taylor 
Culver Helm Mustio Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey O'Neill Toepel 
Day Hess Oberlander Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Payne Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Peifer Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pickett Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Pyle Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quigley Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Quinn   
Evankovich Killion Rapp Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reed   Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Deasy O'Brien, D. Perry Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is the Speaker's understanding that the 
lady from Philadelphia, Ms. Josephs, was preparing to withdraw 
amendment A02138? The lady would be recognized relative to 
whether or not to call that amendment up. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Yes; thank you. I would like to make a 
statement about it, Mr. Speaker, if you will allow me to do that. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is recognized relative to whether 
or not she is introducing or withdrawing the amendment and 
may proceed. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you. 
 I had introduced amendment 02138, which removes the 
penalties for unlawful voting, which is voting in the identity of 
somebody else, and repeat voting, both of which acts, we are 
told by the gentleman from Butler and other people on the other 
side, will fix our problem with fraud. So I thought to myself, 
well, if the problem is fixed, why have penalties? So why not 
have an amendment that takes those penalties, which are quite 
severe, by the way – for unlawful voting, a fine not exceeding 
$10,000 and an imprisonment not more than 5 years, or both, if 
you are convicted; and for repeat voting, a fine not exceeding 
$15,000 or an imprisonment of not more than 7 years, or both, if 
you are convicted. I thought, hey, this problem is solved; why 
have this in the criminal section? 
 But then I read about how easy it is to get fake photo ID. If 
you would, any of you would like to go to March 14 of this 
year, Philly news, you will see a long, long article about what is 
a growing industry where there is a China-based Web site where 
you can go and get any kind of ID you would like. They are 
very hard, according to this article and to other authorities, to 
detect. So it became clear to me that this was a bill that really 
had nothing to do with fraud, and believe me, I am against fraud 

as well, but a bill to suppress voter turnout. So I am 
withdrawing the amendment, and I thank you, Mr. Speaker, for 
allowing me to make that statement. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. PASHINSKI reoffered the following amendment  
No. A02189: 
 

Amend Bill, page 4, lines 27 and 28, by striking out "AND 
VOTES IN A POLLING " in line 27 and "PLACE THAT IS 
LOCATED IN THE CARE FACILITY" in line 28 

Amend Bill, page 5, line 2, by inserting after "OFFICER" 
a current utility bill, a current bank statement, a government 
check or  

Amend Bill, page 5, lines 4 and 5, by striking out "PROOF OF" 
in line 4 and "IDENTIFICATION" in line 5 and inserting 

 document 
Amend Bill, page 5, line 5, by inserting after "ELECTOR" 

under paragraph (1)  
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Pashinski. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Amendment A2189 would eliminate the requirement that the 
care facility in which the voter resides is also a voter's polling 
place in order to exempt the resident of the facility from the 
proof of identification requirements. 
 Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that all health-care facilities or 
all care facilities are essentially the same, and the only thing that 
differs between exemption of those residents is a polling 
machine. So my concern here is, if we are going to exempt 
people in a care facility because a polling machine is rolled in 
so that they can vote as opposed to a care facility with the same 
kinds of residents without a polling machine, I believe it is 
discriminatory, and as a result, this would eliminate that 
exemption. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the majority whip, who requests a leave of 
absence for the gentleman from Delaware County,  
Mr. MICOZZIE, for the remainder of the day. Without 
objection, the leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to oppose amendment 2189. The current language of 
the bill acknowledges that individuals who vote in the same 
place in which they live are, of course, more than likely to be 
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known by those poll workers that are there having them vote in 
the same facility. So we have made for that allowance in the 
original legislation as amended by the committee. But this 
amendment that takes that a step further and expands it to other 
various forms of identification is not acceptable if we are going 
to ensure that this legislation is going to stay in that same 
direction as the law that has been held as constitutional by the 
U.S. Supreme Court, Mr. Speaker. So it is important that we 
vote this amendment down, and I oppose 2189. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lancaster County, Mr. Cutler. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to speak on the amendment, if I may. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order on the 
amendment. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding that the provisions in 
this bill for those individuals who have a long-term-care facility 
where there is a polling place are not required, because those 
individuals have already been adequately identified. 
Mr. Speaker, these individuals reside in that facility. The 
employees who work there understand who they are. They are 
receiving Federal and perhaps State payments on their behalf. 
They and their identity have been adequately vetted. 
Mr. Speaker, but unfortunately this proposal is merely some of 
the other interest groups rebundled in that it creates a separate 
class of citizens. 
 Mr. Speaker, the goal of the underlying legislation is to 
prove definitively, with identification, who individuals are. 
Those individuals who are in long-term-care facilities that have 
that polling place there have already been identified. That is the 
reason that they are exempt from the photo ID requirements. 
Mr. Speaker, transporting other individuals to another area and 
then somehow exempting them based on age is the same 
constitutional problem that we ran into before. You are creating 
a group of individuals who are being treated differently based 
on some criteria; in this case, age or their residency status in 
long-term-care facilities. 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

 Mr. CUTLER. For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
make a motion. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his motion. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would make the motion that this amendment as drafted is 
unconstitutional according to Article I, section 5, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution that guarantees all elections shall be 
free and equal. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Cutler, raises the point 
of order that amendment A02189 is unconstitutional. 
 The Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions 
affecting the constitutionality of an amendment to the House for 
decision, which the Chair now does. 
 
 
 
 

 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Cutler, on the constitutionality of the amendment. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As we laid out previously, we cannot treat individuals who 
desire to vote differently based on some criteria, whether it be 
age or some other delineation that we provide through statute. 
Absent some compelling constitutional interest, statutory 
provisions including exceptions for various groups such as this 
from general election requirements such as the photo ID are 
constitutionally suspect. It is only where competing 
constitutional interests collide that exceptions may be made. 
 For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I would encourage a vote that 
this amendment as drafted is unconstitutional, because it singles 
out individuals based solely on their age and residency status. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is the 
constitutionality of amendment A02189. 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Pashinski. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 On the very point that the gentleman just made, it seems to 
me that the provision in the bill is now discriminating against all 
people in care facilities and is making an exception for those 
people in one care facility simply because a voting machine is 
in there. I say that is discriminatory, and as a result, this 
amendment was put forward to allow for all people in care 
facilities. 
 The gentleman made a point that the people in that care 
facility are well known and recognized by the people that work 
there and are employed there. What would be the difference 
then of care facility No. 2 if those people were to be bused to 
that polling place and those people identified the same patients? 
 I believe that this is unconstitutional as written, and that is 
why I believe the amendment will provide for constitutionality. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the minority whip, who requests a leave of 
absence for the gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. KOTIK, for the remainder of the day. Without objection, 
the leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, those 
voting "aye" will vote to declare the amendment to be 
constitutional; those voting "no" will vote to declare the 
amendment to be unconstitutional. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
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 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–89 
 
Barbin DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio 
 
 NAYS–108 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the 
constitutionality of the amendment was not sustained. 
 
 
 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Ms. JOSEPHS offered the following amendment  
No. A02192: 
 

Amend Bill, page 2, lines 9 and 10, by striking out "and the name 
conforms to the name of the " in line 9 and "individual as it appears in 
the district register" in line 10 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 16, by inserting after "by" 
 an agency, department or instrumentality of 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 17, by inserting after "Commonwealth" 
, a political subdivision of the Commonwealth or an agency, 
department or instrumentality of a political subdivision of 
the Commonwealth 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 20, by striking out "The" and inserting 
 As soon as practicable following the effective date of this 
section, the 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 21, by inserting after "disseminate" 
 in English and Spanish 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 23, by inserting after "1210." 
 Dissemination of information by the secretary as required by this 
subsection shall include publication in at least one newspaper in each 
county in this Commonwealth, publication in the Pennsylvania Bulletin 
and posting on the Department of State's Internet website. Each county 
having an Internet website shall also post the information on the 
county's Internet website. The information shall be permanently posted 
on the Internet websites of the Department of State and the counties. 
The secretary shall also publish the information in at least one 
newspaper in each county in this Commonwealth not earlier than thirty 
days and not later than ten days before each election following the first 
election after the effective date of this section for a period of five years 
following the effective date of this section. At the first election 
following the effective date of this section, at least one election officer 
in each election district shall verbally inform each elector once the 
elector has signed the voter's certificate required by section 
1210(a.3)(1) of the proof of identification requirements established 
under section 1210 that will be in effect for the next election. The 
election officer shall also provide the elector with a written list of the 
documents that satisfy the proof of identification requirements. Each 
county board of elections shall provide a sufficient number of written 
lists to each polling place in the county for every election following the 
effective date of this section. 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 10, by striking out "the counties and 
the" and inserting 

 each county board of elections and to the 
Amend Bill, page 3, line 11, by striking out "The" and inserting 

 As soon as practicable following the effective date of this 
section, the  

Amend Bill, page 3, lines 12 and 13, by striking out "the county 
boards of election shall " in line 12 and "disseminate" in line 13 and 
inserting 

 each county board of elections shall disseminate in English 
and Spanish 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 14, by inserting after "(b)." 
 Dissemination of information by the Secretary of Transportation shall 
include permanently posting the information of the Department of 
Transportation's Internet website. Dissemination of information by the 
Secretary of the Commonwealth and the county boards of elections 
shall include the same manners of dissemination required by subsection 
(a). 

Amend Bill, page 4, lines 27 and 28, by striking out "AND 
VOTES IN A POLLING " in line 27 and "PLACE THAT IS 
LOCATED IN THE CARE FACILITY" in line 28 
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Amend Bill, page 8, lines 7 through 15, by striking out "fails to 
appear before the " in line 7, all of lines 8 through 14 and "BEING 
PHOTOGRAPHED" in line 15 and inserting 
 failed to execute an affidavit in the presence of an election officer 
affirming a religious objection to being photographed which conflicts 
with the presentation of proof of identification required under this 
section and that the elector is the same individual whose name appears 
in the district register 

Amend Bill, page 8, lines 17 through 22, by striking out "fails to 
appear before the " in line 17 and all of lines 18 through 22 and 
inserting 

 failed to execute an affidavit in the presence of an election 
officer affirming that the elector is 

Amend Bill, page 8, line 24, by inserting after "fee" 
 and that the elector is the same individual whose name 
appears in the district register 

Amend Bill, page 8, lines 29 and 30; page 9, line 1, by striking 
out ", under penalty of perjury, that the elector " in line 29, all of line 
30 on page 8 and "district election board" in line 1 on page 9 and 
inserting 

 that the elector is the same individual who personally 
appeared at the elector's polling place 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 1, by striking out "a" and inserting 
 the 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 2 and 3 
(ii.1)  The Secretary of the Commonwealth shall develop the 

form of affidavit to be used by electors under subparagraphs (ii)(D) and 
(E) and provide the forms to each county board of elections for 
distribution to and use at each polling place in the county. 

Amend Bill, page 9, lines 17 and 18, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 

Section 4.  The amendment of section 1210 of the act shall apply 
to elections held after the first election following the effective date of 
this act. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
lady, Ms. Josephs. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There are several parts of this, and I beg everybody's 
indulgence so that everybody can hear the explanation. 
 This amendment is meant to fix some practical 
implementation issues in the bill. It corrects some 
inconsistencies and other drafting issues and ameliorates some 
of the harsher provisions. And before I get into anything 
specific, I want to assure all you ladies and gentlemen and the 
people who are watching that I am very concerned about fraud 
in voting, and I agree that when there is fraud, it does shake 
confidence in the system. If I thought this had anything to do 
with fraud, I would have a different reaction. 
 So this is what my amendment, 2192, does. It deletes 
language which says that the photo identification that is being 
presented has to conform to the name of the individual in the 
voting district registrar. Now, we all know that sometimes our 
names appear with a middle initial and sometimes they do not, 
and if the photographic ID does not, for instance, have the 
middle initial, then it may be that the voter registrar does, and 
this would say that it can be accepted for voting by the election 
officials. 
 In Indiana, by the way, so that the gentleman from Butler 
and other people know, this is part of the law. 
 My amendment also allows documents issued by political 
subdivisions or their agencies, departments or instrumentalities 

to be included in the list of acceptable forms of ID and the fact 
that an ID card is available from PENNDOT. It requires that 
instructions regarding the requirement of the bill be 
disseminated in both English and Spanish and spelling out the 
actual dissemination requirements, which has to do with 
publication in newspapers, permanent posting on the 
Department of State's and county Web sites, and training 
election officials so that they can verbally inform voters of these 
new requirements. 
 The amendment also deletes the requirement that a person in 
a nursing facility must also vote in the facility in order to get the 
benefit of the new provisions. That amendment was added in 
committee. There are people in nursing facilities who do have to 
leave them to vote in person, and I do not see why they are any 
different from people who live in a nursing facility that does 
have a polling place. It is a matter of happenstance. Some 
facilities have a common room and some do not. Why should 
people be treated differently because of that happenstance? 
 It allows a voter who does not bring photo ID with him or 
her because of a religious objection to cast a provisional ballot 
and sign an affidavit at the polling place in the presence of the 
election officials rather than to be forced to appear at the county 
board of elections 6 days after the election. And I will note that 
I believe this not only helps Mennonite and Amish voters but 
certainly Muslim women, many of whom, if they had their 
picture taken, their face is covered, so there is no point. 
 It allows a voter who does not bring a photographic 
identification with him and her because the voter who is 
indigent can get an ID without paying a fee by signing an 
affidavit at the polling place in the presence of the elections 
officials rather than, again, being forced to appear at the county 
board of elections after election. 
 And this is, I think, an important one. My amendment deletes 
the phrase "under penalty of perjury," which you can all look at 
in paragraphs (D), (E), and (F) on pages 8 and 9, because in 
Pennsylvania, the criminal offense of perjury applies only to 
statements made under an oath in an official proceeding. It does 
not apply to a written statement, an affidavit, containing false 
information. Under Title 18, a person who makes a false written 
statement intending to mislead a public servant – in this case, a 
local election official – commits the crime that is named in the 
Crimes Code's unsworn falsification. 
 The language appearing in the paragraphs I cited before, (D), 
(E), and (F) on pages 8 and 9, should be amended, be adopted. 
We require electors who cast provisional ballots under 
subsection (a.2) of section 1210 to execute an affidavit 
affirming various facts in the presence of the election official, 
and thus, if information affirmed in this writing is false, the 
elector would be subject to prosecution under Title 18, section 
404, which has got to do with unsworn falsification, not perjury. 
 And it would make the ID requirements effective with the 
second election following the effective date of the bill and 
conforms with Indiana. Why that should matter, I do not know, 
but it does. Really, it keeps us from looking so foolish, like we 
do not understand the criminal law in a State where we are 
charged by our voters to understand the code. It says people are 
going to be charged with perjury when the crime is not perjury, 
it is unsworn falsification. Why anybody would vote for this 
and look so foolish, would vote against this so they can continue 
to perpetuate a bill that has the wrong section, that refers to the 
wrong bill, the wrong crime, the wrong punishment for the 
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wrong crime, why would anybody want to do that? Already the 
public thinks, many people in the public think that we are 
foolish, venal, and uncaring. Anybody who does not vote for 
this amendment is just confirming that image in the public's 
mind, and I think that is really a shame for all of us. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just to quickly summarize one of the main aspects of this 
legislation that is very egregious to the intent of the underlying 
legislation that it is seeking to amend, and that is that the maker 
of the amendment would allow a voter who casts a provisional 
ballot, because he or she did not have proof of identification, to 
sign an affidavit at the polling place. So if somebody is voting 
under the thousands of registrations that were found in 
Philadelphia, that were found out to be fraudulently filed, if you 
have a fictitious individual voting that does not have ID to back 
up their fictitious name, now they sign their fictitious name to 
an affidavit and then leave the polling place after casting the 
vote to go off into the masses and disappear, or maybe to go to 
another precinct and cast another vote, whatever they have lined 
up for the day to align with those fraudulently registered voter 
names that they just kind of picked out of the phone book or 
picked out of thin air, Mr. Speaker. So, Mr. Speaker, this 
amendment certainly undermines the intent of the legislation to 
ensure that every law-abiding citizen has a right to have their 
vote counted after they went and cast it to be part of "we the 
people," the government. 
 Mr. Speaker, our intent in this legislation is not to keep any 
law-abiding citizen from casting their vote and exercising that 
right. Our intent is to ensure that every law-abiding citizen has 
the right to integrity in the process and to have their vote 
counted by ensuring that the person that is showing up next to 
them or later in the day actually is the individual that they claim 
to be according to the voting rolls and actually eligible to cast a 
vote to be a participant in we the people's government. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I oppose amendment 2192. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the lady,  
Ms. Josephs, for the second time. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In Indiana, if you are a voter and you go in and your photo 
ID says "John S. Smith" and the registrar says "John Smith," 
you get to vote. I do not know why we cannot do the same thing 
here, especially since the gentleman from Butler seems to think 
that what they did in Indiana is some kind of talisman that we 
all have to follow. I do not really quite get that. And I—  Nor do 
I get, after we have been told we need to follow it, if somebody 
else who is not the gentleman from Butler suggests an 
improvement, then it is always wrong. Right? Right? Yes, right. 
Thank you. 
 I am also pretty disturbed about the gentleman from Butler 
constantly bringing up voter registration fraud, which is not the 
same as election day voting fraud. It is not the same. And 
actually, in discussions with my colleagues, I have discovered 
that a number of them, and I have listened carefully to their 
arguments, would be in favor perhaps of some kind of voter 
registration tightening up, because that is not time limited. 

Because if you try and register to vote 6 months before the 
cutoff – or I guess in this State it has to be 5, because you would 
be into another election – you do have time to get together the 
kinds of documents that are required. 
 Voting registration, registering to vote, is not the same thing 
as voting on election day. I will say that again, because 
constantly I hear from the gentleman from Butler, oh, I am for 
this measure on election day because of something that I do not 
believe actually happened, did not happen, that has to do with 
registration. And by the way, in Philadelphia there were a 
handful of voter registration forms turned in that were not valid. 
There were not thousands and thousands. That is an untruth – an 
untruth. I would not want to call it a lie, so I will call it an 
untruth that was perpetrated – I am trying to be polite here – by 
the gentleman from Butler for his own reasons. It is a shame. It 
is no wonder the public is very cynical about us. 
 We are being hurt, all of us, by this. Please vote for my 
amendment. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–89 
 
Barbin DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio 
 
 NAYS–108 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
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Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SAMUELSON offered the following amendment  
No. A02287: 
 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 17, by striking out "is" and inserting 
 are 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 18, by striking out "A SUBSECTION" 
and inserting 

 subsections 
Amend Bill, page 9, line 8, by striking out "(F)  DEFINITIONS.–

AS USED IN THIS SECTION, "CARE FACILITY"" and inserting 
(a.5)  An elector, other than an elector who appears to vote in that 

election district for the first time, who has a physical or intellectual 
disability is exempt from the provisions of subsection (a). The elector 
shall sign an affidavit in a form prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Commonwealth swearing or affirming that the elector has a disability 
and does not possess proof of identification. The county board of 
elections shall supply each election district with a sufficient supply of 
such forms. 

* * * 
(f)  Definitions.–As used in this section, the following words and 

phrases shall have the meanings given to them in this subsection unless 
the context clearly indicates otherwise: 

"Care facility" 
Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 15 and 16 
"Intellectual disability" means a medically diagnosed limitation 

in an individual's ability to function socially or intellectually. 
"Physical disability" means a medically diagnosed impairment 

which limits the physical function of an individual's: limbs or motor 
ability; vision; or hearing. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Thomas, rise? 
 Mr. THOMAS. A point of inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his inquiry. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the last time I checked, this 
would be the 17th amendment that we will be entertaining. In 
light of the fact that there are 470,000 people in Pennsylvania 
unemployed, over 60 percent of people in our community 

colleges need remedial help, and over 800,000 people currently 
are without insurance— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So my inquiry is, when are we going to get 
to the people of Pennsylvania and deal with a budget? We only 
have 9 days left. 
 The SPEAKER. That is not a parliamentary inquiry. 
 The question is, will the House agree to the amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Northampton County, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment would exempt people with a physical or 
intellectual disability from the requirement that they have a 
photo ID in order to exercise the basic American right to vote. 
 People with disabilities have the same right to vote as the 
next person, but their disability might hinder them in having the 
government-issued photo ID that is required by this bill. When 
you think about our voting laws, we make sure that polling 
places are accessible to make sure that people with disabilities 
have the right to vote. 
 Now, I know the gentleman from Butler in his legislation has 
ways that you can get the photo ID. You can take an extra trip 
to PENNDOT ahead of time. Maybe you need to get some 
documents in advance of that trip to PENNDOT. Maybe you 
need a copy of your birth certificate. Maybe if you vote with an 
affidavit, you can go to the county courthouse after you vote, 
within 6 days, to validate the fact that it was you that actually 
voted. So either scenario, either the extra trip to PENNDOT 
ahead of time to get a duplicate copy or an initial copy of a 
photo ID, or the extra trip to the county courthouse afterwards 
to make sure that when you sign that affidavit at the polls, that 
was you and your vote counts, but unlike other citizens who cast 
their vote, you have to make a separate trip to the courthouse. 
Well, people with disabilities sometimes have mobility issues, 
and they might have difficulty making those additional trips, 
jumping through those extra hoops, going over those extra 
hurdles that this bill puts in the line of people who want to 
exercise their right to vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, Vice President Hubert Humphrey once said, 
"…the moral test of government is how that government treats 
those who are in the dawn of life, the children; those who are in 
the twilight of life, the elderly; and those who are in the 
shadows of life – the sick, the needy, and the handicapped." 
People with disabilities absolutely have a right to vote. We 
should not put additional barriers that could prevent them from 
exercising that right to vote. 
 I ask for a "yes" vote on this amendment, which would 
exempt people with physical or intellectual disabilities from the 
photo ID requirements of this bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler County, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to amendment 2287, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, right now the people that the gentleman is 
addressing in his amendment, when they vote for the first time, 
they have to show ID currently, Mr. Speaker, under the current 
law. So his amendment does not exempt individuals from 
showing ID the first time of voting; it would be afterwards, 
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which the underlying legislation, of course, requires everybody 
to show photo ID every time they vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, the law, both Federal and State law, already 
recognizes that polling places need to be accessible for the 
disabled and also allows disabled individuals to fill out a 
declaration of need of assistance for those who need to help 
them to vote. Mr. Speaker, this amendment does not address 
access. Our law, our Federal law, our State law, has already 
addressed access. Everyone has access to the polls, 
Mr. Speaker. What we need when somebody shows up to vote 
once they have access is to ensure that they are who they say 
they are, Mr. Speaker, to ensure that we protect the right of 
every individual who is taking time out of their day to be part of 
their government, to exercise their right to vote, that their right 
is protected to have their vote counted, Mr. Speaker, and not 
canceled by a fraudulently cast vote that may be cast in 
response to those fraudulent registrations that have been 
identified in the past – somebody registers a fictitious name, 
somebody shows up to vote under that fictitious name. That is 
the connection that the previous speaker was missing a couple 
of speakers back, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I oppose amendment 2287, Mr. Speaker. It does not deal 
with what is already dealt with in law, which is access, which 
we all want to make sure that every individual who is a law-
abiding citizen wanting to vote, that they are able to exercise 
that right and cast that vote, that they have access. But we also 
want to ensure that their vote counts, because their neighbor is 
showing up and showing ID to prove that they are who they say 
they are also, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I would oppose amendment 2287. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Westmoreland County, Mr. Krieger. 
 Mr. KRIEGER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 One thing that has been missing, I think, from this debate, we 
have talked a lot about, all afternoon, about our emotions. We 
have talked about how there are certain sympathetic groups out 
there that certainly elicit our sympathy and elicit the public's 
sympathy. One thing we have missed, however, the Constitution 
does not change because a certain group is sympathetic. The 
Constitution means what it says. 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

 Mr. KRIEGER. And, Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a 
motion. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his motion. 
 Mr. KRIEGER. I would move that the amendment, the bill 
as amended by this amendment violates the Constitution, 
particularly the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution; Article I, section 5, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution; and Article VII, section 6, of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Krieger, raises the point 
of order that amendment No. A02287 is unconstitutional. 
 The Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions 
affecting the constitutionality of an amendment to the House for 
decision, which the Chair now does. 
 

 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Krieger, on the question of constitutionality. 
 Mr. KRIEGER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 We have argued extensively already under the Pennsylvania 
Constitution, Article I, section 5, and Article VII, section 6.  
I could restate those arguments, but for brevity, I will not do 
that. I will focus on the equal protection clause of the  
U.S. Constitution. 
 I think we need to remember, first of all, the purpose of this 
bill. The purpose of this bill is right out of case law that came 
out of the 14th Amendment, and that is, we have one person, 
one vote. There is real concern in this Commonwealth that that 
is not happening. Our response was a very reasonable response, 
and this bill is to make sure that we can verify that there is one 
person, one vote. 
 It is clear from the constitutional jurisprudence that we are 
permitted as a State legislature to regulate the franchise, and we 
are doing that. We must do that, however, constitutionally. This 
bill creates a separate class of person that would not be 
treated—  They would be treated differently than others under 
the law, and if there is anything that is foundational to our law 
and our constitutional jurisprudence, it is everyone is equal 
before the law. We are not telling folks that are intellectually 
disabled that they have to do anything different than anyone else 
has to do, but we are obligated constitutionally to make sure 
they are treated just like anyone else, and to do anything less 
than that is a disservice to our Constitution, to our responsibility 
to our constituents, and I think most importantly to those people 
that the other side seems so intent upon protecting. 
 So I would ask the members to vote that this amendment, 
this bill as amended by this proposal 2287, is unconstitutional. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment, which would protect the right of people to 
vote if they have a physical or intellectual disability, is clearly 
constitutional. In the State Government Committee, in 
testimony before the State Government Committee, there was 
discussion of four instances of voter fraud over the last decade. 
To my knowledge, not one of those four instances of voter fraud 
was perpetrated by a person with a disability, and yet here, 
under the gentleman from Butler's bill, every person with a 
disability would have to show a photo ID every single time they 
vote. 
 The gentleman from Westmoreland said, well, this 
amendment would carve out a new group of people, a separate 
class of people. I would suggest, take a look at this bill. This bill 
has different provisions for absentee ballots and folks who show 
up at the polls. If you vote by absentee ballot, under this 
legislation, you do not need a photo ID. If you vote at the polls, 
you do. 
 And in the text of this bill, there already is a separate class of 
people carved out. If you live in a nursing home and there is a 
polling place at your nursing home, you do not need a photo ID. 
So the gentleman from Westmoreland's argument that we are 
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not allowed as legislators to make exceptions to a bill, to a bill 
that already includes exceptions, I think what the majority is 
trying to do here is hide behind a vote on constitutionality rather 
than debate the merits of whether or not we should consider the 
challenges faced by people with disabilities. 
 Yes, the gentleman from Butler allows them to go make an 
extra trip to PENNDOT, an extra trip to the courthouse, but we 
should recognize that they might face extraordinary 
circumstances that it would make that very difficult. It is good 
public policy to exempt folks with disabilities from this 
legislation, and the central question of whether or not to exempt 
them is clearly constitutional, clearly something the House 
should take up. We should debate the merits of this amendment 
and not hide behind a vote on constitutionality. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the philosophy recently expressed by the 
gentleman from Westmoreland was expressed very succinctly 
by a great French philosopher in the 1800s. The philosopher 
said that the law in its majestic equality prohibits rich and poor 
alike from sleeping on park benches. That is not the law of the 
United States. The law of the United States has long recognized 
that it is reasonable to treat people differently based on their 
circumstances. There is no argument, there is no case anywhere 
that is upheld that it is illegal or unconstitutional to provide help 
for people with intellectual disabilities or physical handicaps. It 
shows a reckless disregard for truth, a reckless disregard for 
legal precedent, a reckless misreading of Supreme Court cases 
to make the kinds of arguments we are hearing on this issue. 
 This amendment is unquestionably constitutional. Abraham 
Lincoln once asked, if he calls a tail a leg, how many legs does 
a dog have? Somebody answered, five legs. Lincoln said no, a 
dog has only four legs; just because you call a tail a leg does not 
make the tail a leg. Just because you call this amendment 
unconstitutional does not make it unconstitutional. 
 This amendment is clearly constitutional. It is clearly just. It 
clearly ought to be held unconstitutional. It clearly ought to be 
held to be constitutional. These arguments, frankly, demean the 
House of Representatives because they are so far afield from 
legal precedent that they are not only irrelevant to legal 
precedent, they are totally opposite of legal precedent. There are 
not—  Constitutionality is not a game; it is a factual question 
based on what the courts have held. To just string together a 
bunch of slogans and a bunch of irrelevant court cases and say 
something is unconstitutional demeans the process and demeans 
this House. 
 I strongly urge a "yes" vote on constitutionality. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. Dermody. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the constitutional provisions that have been 
cited here were placed in the Constitution to protect people's 
rights, not take them away. The Pennsylvania Constitution 
requires us to give voters, that voters be afforded a reasonable 
opportunity to vote. All the gentleman's amendment does is help 
voters have a reasonable opportunity to vote. And without the 
amendment, those people with intellectual disabilities and 
disabilities will not be afforded that reasonable opportunity to 

vote. That is why this amendment is constitutional, and that is 
why we should all vote for it. We need to follow what the 
Pennsylvania Constitution says, and what it says is that 
elections are free and equal only when all who possess the 
requisite qualifications are afforded a reasonable opportunity to 
vote. That is what the gentleman is doing here today. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from York County,  
Mr. DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Northampton is clearly constitutional. Our Constitution is 
designed to ensure that everybody has an equal chance to vote, 
and I will go into more of my personal story on the actual 
amendment, if we get there. But the reality is that people with 
physical disabilities have significant hurdles to voting. Many of 
those hurdles are something that many of us cannot imagine, 
and already having to show your ID the first time you vote at 
one place is something that they already have to do. But doing it 
under a certain circumstance, I will just give you what my 
brother had to do when he was a student at the University of 
Pittsburgh. 
 He had muscular dystrophy and he was in a wheelchair. He 
had to leave class through a handicapped accessible van, had to 
get back to another part of the city of Pittsburgh to cast his vote, 
and then get back to class. And in the Presidential election when 
the lines can go around the block, if for some reason he just did 
not have his ID with him, unlike some of the things we talk 
about here where Joe just has to walk three blocks back to his 
house or something like that, or you just get in your car or get 
on the bus, when you are relying on public wheelchair 
accessible vans to transport you around, it is just simply not as 
easy as many of us are accustomed to in our lives. And I believe 
any court would find that that policy distinction put into this bill 
would clearly meet the constitutional test, because it would be 
this legislature saying that we understand that there is a special 
burden that people that have physical disabilities have in the 
effort to vote and that the legislature recognizes how that 
physical disability impacts people's right to vote, and therefore, 
it is constitutional. 
 So I would ask for a "yes" vote on the constitutionality. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of constitutionality, those 
voting "aye" will vote to declare the amendment to be 
constitutional. Those voting "no" will vote to declare the 
amendment to be unconstitutional. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–89 
 
Barbin DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
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Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio 
 
 NAYS–108 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the 
constitutionality of the amendment was not sustained. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the lady, Ms. Rapp, 
rise? 
 Ms. RAPP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will suspend. 
 The amendment was declared unconstitutional. Therefore, it 
is no longer before the House. 
 Ms. RAPP. All right. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 

 It is the Speaker's understanding that the lady from 
Philadelphia, Ms. Josephs, has withdrawn amendment  
A02332 and amendment A02333. Is that correct? 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. I am sorry; I did not hear all those numbers.  
I am going to withdraw 2407, but I would like to make a 
statement. Is that—  Did you mention that? 
 The SPEAKER. Which amendment have you withdrawn? 
The Speaker was of the understanding that— 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. 2332 is withdrawn, yes. 2333 is withdrawn, 
correct. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 Did the lady seek recognition just on the bill for the purpose 
of declaring why she was withdrawing those amendments? The 
Chair certainly will— 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Not those, sir. I would like to speak about 
why I am withdrawing amendment 02407 at the proper time. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady may proceed relative to 
withdrawing amendment A2407. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Before I do that, sir, I would like to inform 
you that I am also withdrawing, without a statement, 2351, 
amendment 2351, because it is almost identical to 2407. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Is it all right to proceed, sir? 
 The SPEAKER. The lady may proceed. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you. 
 Amendment 02407 would have required that every election 
place, every polling place, be supplied with a scanner to be able 
to detect the fake IDs which I just mentioned, which are cheap 
to get and can be obtained easily over the Internet and which are 
very difficult to detect by the naked eye. 
 Actually, I do not think anybody would spend even a few 
dollars, $200 was mentioned in the newspaper article I referred 
to that it would cost somebody to get a fake ID, which would be 
very hard to detect. I think probably people might do that for 
another purpose – cheating someone out of money; buying 
something in a store that they could not afford and getting it 
charged to someone else. But I suppose it is possible that once 
you have this ID, this false ID from China, and if it is election 
day, you might wander into your polling place, I guess, and 
think to yourself, okay, I will vote, and so you would be there 
with a fake ID. I believe that if we are really serious about 
fraud, we would equip each polling place with an 
instrumentality that would allow the election officials, once they 
scanned a photo ID – and maybe they should be scanning 
everybody's photo ID – to detect those that are manufactured, 
counterfeit, and do not reflect the truth of the person who is 
standing before the election official. 
 But as we have proceeded with this debate, it has become 
clear to me and I am sure to anybody who is watching this that 
the gentleman from Butler and the other people who keep 
voting down all of these amendments are really not concerned 
about fraud, not one bit, or this would be their amendment. I am 
concerned about fraud, very concerned about fraud, but I am 
withdrawing this amendment to silence on the other side.  
I mean, there is not even attention being paid by any of your 
leadership, sir, except for yourself, for which I thank you. So  
I will withdraw this amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the lady. 
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 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO offered the following amendment  
No. A02410: 
 

Amend Bill, page 2, line 1, by striking out "a definition" and 
inserting 

 definitions 
Amend Bill, page 2, lines 6 and 7, by striking out "a " in line 6 

and all of line 7 and inserting 
 any of the following: 

(1)  A current identification card issued by an institution of 
higher education located in this Commonwealth if it shows a 
photograph of the individual to whom the card was issued. 

(2)  A current license to carry a firearm issued by a county in this 
Commonwealth if it shows a photograph of the licensee. 

(3)  Any other document that satisfies all of the following: 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 8, by striking out "(1)" and inserting 

 (i) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 11, by striking out "(2)" and inserting 

 (ii) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 13, by striking out "(3)" and inserting 

 (iii) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 14, by striking out "(4)" and inserting 

 (iv) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 16, by striking out "(5)" and inserting 

 (v) 
Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 17 and 18 
(z.6)  The words "institution of higher education" shall mean a 

public or private college or university, including a community college. 
(z.7)  The words "community college" shall mean a public 

college or technical institute which is established and operated under 
Article XIX-A of the act of March 10, 1949 (P.L.30, No.14), known as 
the "Public School Code of 1949," including branch campuses. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from Bucks County, Mr. Santarsiero. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment is fairly straightforward. It would add two 
categories of identification to the bill that would be acceptable 
for the purposes of allowing the holders of those identifications 
to vote. The first category is a current identification card of a 
college or university located here in Pennsylvania, provided that 
there was a photo of the individual on that identification card. 
The second would be a current license to carry a firearm as 
issued by a county in this Commonwealth. That also would 
have to have a photo of the carrier of that license. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler County, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to amendment 2410. The 
amendment will take us off track from the alternate objective of 
staying parallel to the law that has been found to be 
constitutional by the U.S. Supreme Court. Along with it, it 
would undercut the security of the ID that is being represented, 
which, by the current legislation, would require a State-issued 

or Federal-issued ID. I know the minority chair of the State 
Government Committee stood earlier and made comments 
about how easy it is to get fraudulent ID. It is certainly going to 
be easier to get fraudulent ID that mimics that of a private 
educational facility than it is to get a fraudulent ID mimicking 
the State or Federal IDs that we are attempting to use in this 
legislation that has been held to be constitutional, Mr. Speaker. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, this amendment would undermine the 
ultimate intent and objective of this legislation to protect the 
right of every individual that is a law-abiding citizen casting 
their vote to ensure that their vote is counted and is not 
discounted, not cast aside by a fraudulently cast vote, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I oppose amendment 2410, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 Does the gentleman from Bucks seek recognition a second 
time? I do not see anybody else standing. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Santarsiero, is recognized for the second 
time, on the amendment. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The argument that these forms of identification are somehow 
more susceptible to a fraudulent copying or a creation than the 
ID that is being proposed, or for that matter, a Pennsylvania 
driver's license, I think is without merit. The fact of the matter 
is, any form of identification can be and has been fraudulently 
created and forfeited. So I do not think that that is the case here, 
and what we are trying to do, Mr. Speaker, is broaden access to 
the polls and to enable individuals who hold a valid college or 
university ID or a license to carry a firearm to be able to use that 
as identification. 
 Certainly if the underlying concern here is that someone is 
going to come to the polling place and present themselves as 
somebody else and, therefore, in a fraudulent way cast a vote, if 
we have other forms of identification that our institutions of 
higher education here in Pennsylvania accept through a wide 
array of different services and which our counties accept to be 
able to carry a firearm, which I think we would all agree is a 
fairly serious right that someone has and, therefore, an 
important thing to guard with respect to the issuance of that 
license, it seems to me that they should be acceptable forms of 
identification for someone who wishes to go and to vote. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, having heard the many arguments both in 
committee and here on the House floor as to why the underlying 
bill is necessary in the first instance, it seems to me that this 
amendment is completely consistent with that, and as a 
consequence, it should be overwhelmingly adopted, and I ask 
that my colleagues on both sides of the aisle do so. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–89 
 
Barbin DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
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Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
DeLissio 
 
 NAYS–108 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO offered the following amendment  
No. A02411: 
 

Amend Bill, page 2, lines 6 and 7, by striking out "a " in line 6 
and all of line 7 and inserting 
 any of the following: 

(1)  A current Pennsylvania ACCESS card or an ACCESS EBT 
issued by the Department of Public Welfare to an individual who is 

eligible for medical assistance or cash or food stamps benefits. 
(2)  A current resident hunting license issued by the Pennsylvania 

Game Commission. 
(3)  A current resident fishing license issued by the Pennsylvania 

Fish and Boat Commission. 
(4)  Any other document that satisfies all of the following: 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 8, by striking out "(1)" and inserting 

 (i) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 11, by striking out "(2)" and inserting 

 (ii) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 13, by striking out "(3)" and inserting 

 (iii) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 14, by striking out "(4)" and inserting 

 (iv) 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 16, by striking out "(5)" and inserting 

 (v) 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from Bucks, Mr. Santarsiero. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Let me try 
again. 
 This amendment would also broaden acceptable forms of 
identification that could be used under the bill for the purposes 
of voting to include a Pennsylvania ACCESS card or an 
electronic balance transfer card, as well as a current hunting 
license or a fishing license. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose amendment 2411.  
I would ask the members to vote "no." 
 Just a recent issue that occurred in the Commonwealth. 
There was an illegal alien who was actually arrested, I believe 
up in the Lehigh Valley area, that had two Pennsylvania 
ACCESS cards on him. So he would have had enough cards on 
him to actually cast two votes if he had had somebody register 
fictitiously prior. Along with, you do not show—  Your resident 
hunting license, your resident fishing license, do not have a 
photo ID on them. You show a photo ID to secure the license, 
but that does not ensure to the poll worker that you actually are 
that individual presenting the license. If I hunt in the field,  
I have to be prepared to show photo ID to the Game 
Commission officer when they stop me while I am hunting. So 
while I am hunting, I have to show photo ID to substantiate that 
that is my license. So a license would do us no good. 
 I ask for the members to vote "no." Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 Does the gentleman seek recognition a second time? The 
gentleman, Mr. Santarsiero, is recognized on the amendment for 
the second time. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Presumably the majority chair of the State Government 
Committee is not suggesting that a person who has two copies 
of the identification that is anticipated by this bill would be 
allowed to vote twice. Mr. Speaker, I think the concern is 
unwarranted. The fact of the matter is, if a person has a valid 
ACCESS card or a valid hunting or fishing license accepted by 
the State, that is sufficient identification to engage in those 
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activities. It should be sufficient identification to establish the 
person's identity and allow them to be able to vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think it is completely reasonable, and it is a 
way that I think the bill is greatly strengthened. And as a 
consequence, I ask my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this measure. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–88 
 
Barbin DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Evans, D. Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Fabrizio Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Frankel Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Freeman Markosek Santoni 
Burns Galloway Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Curry Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Daley Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Davidson Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davis Johnson Payton Williams 
DeLissio Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
 
 NAYS–108 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reichley 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Cruz 
 
 

 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the gentleman from 
Cambria County, Mr. Barbin, had several amendments which  
I believe he has indicated he was going to withdraw. The 
Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. CRUZ offered the following amendment No. A02680: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "Commonwealth," 
 further providing for powers and duties of the Secretary of 
the Commonwealth and 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 13, by inserting after "identification;" 
 in district election officers, further providing for 
appointment of watchers; 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 17 and 18 
Section 2.  Section 201 of the act is amended by adding a 

subsection to read: 
Section 201.  Powers and Duties of the Secretary of the 

Commonwealth.–The Secretary of the Commonwealth shall exercise in 
the manner provided by this act all powers granted to him by this act, 
and shall perform all the duties imposed upon him by this act, which 
shall include the following: 

* * * 
(f.3)  To develop a mandatory professional certification and poll 

watcher training program for use by county election officials in 
consultation with county boards. Each poll watcher shall attend at least 
one training class provided by the county of residence before each 
election at which the watcher will serve. A certificate of training shall 
be provided to a poll watcher at the successful completion of training. 
The certificate must be presented by the poll watcher at the polling 
place before poll watching to verify training. 

* * * 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 18, by striking out "2" and inserting 

 3 
Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 14 and 15 
Section 4.  Section 417(b) of the act, amended October 8, 2004 

(P.L.807, No.97), is amended to read: 
Section 417.  Appointment of Watchers.– 
* * * 
(b) Each watcher so appointed must be a qualified registered 

elector of the county in which the election district for which the 
watcher was appointed is located. Each watcher so appointed shall be 
authorized to serve only in the election district for which the watcher 
was appointed [and, when the watcher is not serving in the election 
district for which the watcher was appointed, in any other election 
district in the county in which the watcher is a qualified registered 
elector]: Provided, That only one watcher for each candidate at 
primaries, or for each party or political body at general, municipal or 
special elections, shall be present in the polling place at any one time 
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from the time that the election officers meet prior to the opening of the 
polls under section 1208 until the time that the counting of votes is 
complete and the district register and voting check list is locked and 
sealed, and all watchers in the room shall remain outside the enclosed 
space. [It shall not be a requirement that a watcher] A watcher must be 
a resident of the election district for which the watcher is appointed. 
After the close of the polls and while the ballots are being counted or 
voting machine canvassed, all the watchers shall be permitted to be in 
the polling place outside the enclosed space. Each watcher shall be 
provided with a certificate from the county board of elections, stating 
his name and the name of the candidate, party or political body he 
represents. Watchers shall be required to show their certificates when 
requested to do so. Watchers allowed in the polling place under the 
provisions of this act, shall be permitted to keep a list of voters and 
shall be entitled to challenge any person making application to vote and 
to require proof of his qualifications, as provided by this act. During 
those intervals when voters are not present in the polling place either 
voting or waiting to vote, the judge of elections shall permit watchers, 
upon request, to inspect the voting check list and either of the two 
numbered lists of voters maintained by the county board: Provided, 
That the watcher shall not mark upon or alter these official election 
records. The judge of elections shall supervise or delegate the 
inspection of any requested documents. 

* * * 
Amend Bill, page 3, line 15, by striking out "3" and inserting 

 5 
Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "4" and inserting 

 6 
Amend Bill, page 9, lines 19 and 20, by striking out all of said 

lines and inserting 
Section 7.  This act shall take effect as follows: 

(1)  The amendment or addition of sections 201(f.3) and 
417(b) of the act shall take effect in 60 days. 

(2)  The remainder of this act shall take effect July 1, 
2011, or immediately, whichever is later. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. We will go over that amendment 
temporarily. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. CONKLIN offered the following amendment  
No. A02731: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 14, by striking out "and," 
Amend Bill, page 1, line 18, by inserting after "challenges" 

; and providing for advance voting and for advisory 
committee 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 15 and 16 
Section 4.  The act is amended by adding an article to read: 

ARTICLE XIII-D 
ADVANCE VOTING 

Section 1301-D.  Advance voting. 
(a)  Establishment.–The county board of each county shall 

provide for advance voting to begin no earlier than ten business days 
prior to the dates of elections and primaries established in accordance 
with Article VI and to end no later than 8 p.m. Eastern Standard Time 
on the day immediately before the election or primary. 

(b)  Conduct.–Each county board shall allow individuals to vote 
in the election in the same manner as voting is allowed on the date of 

the election or primary. 
(c)  Days and hours.– 

(1)  The county board of each county shall designate the 
days and hours that advance voting sites shall be open, provided 
that all sites throughout the county shall have uniform days and 
hours, shall be open no fewer than eight hours each weekday, 
shall be open a minimum of an aggregate eight hours each 
weekend if weekend voting is approved by the county board 
under paragraph (2) and shall not open prior to 7 a.m. Eastern 
Standard Time or close before 7 p.m. Eastern Standard Time. A 
qualified elector in line at the closing of an advance voting site 
shall be permitted to vote. 

(2)  A county board may approve conduct of advance 
voting during the period of advance voting provided in 
subsection (a) on Saturdays, Sundays, or both. The weekend 
advance voting shall be conducted during the hours as provided 
in this subsection. 
(d)  Places.–Advance voting shall occur at the main office of the 

county board and in locations as may be designated by the county 
board. The designations shall occur at a public meeting of the county 
board. 
Section 1302-D.  Voting checklists and records. 

(a)  Compilation.–Voting checklists shall be compiled in 
accordance with section 1212. 

(b)  Division.–The voting checklists shall be divided by date. 
(c)  Records.–Separate records shall be maintained for each day 

of advance voting. 
Section 1303-D.  Staffing of polling places. 

(a)  Duty of county board.–Each county board shall designate 
sufficient individuals to staff advance voting sites. 

(b)  Staff duties.–The individuals staffing advance voting sites 
shall execute the responsibilities of: 

(1)  Judges of elections. 
(2)  Inspectors of elections. 
(3)  Clerks. 
(4)  Machine operators. 

(c)  Requirement.–Every individual staffing any advance voting 
site shall be a member or full-time employee of the county board or an 
employee of the county to whom the county board has provided 
training equivalent to that given a full-time employee of the county 
board and has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the county board an 
understanding of and ability to execute the responsibilities. 

(d)  Alternate advance voting site staffers.–A county board may 
designate alternate advance voting site staffers provided that all 
alternate advance voting site staffers meet all requirements provided by 
this subsection. 
Section 1304-D.  Advance voting plan. 

(a)  Duty of county board.–Each county board shall prepare and 
unanimously approve an advance voting plan no later than 30 days 
prior to an election. 

(b)  Contents.–The advance voting plan shall include, but is not 
limited to: 

(1)  The names, hours and locations of advance voting 
sites. 

(2)  The names of individuals who shall staff the 
respective advance voting sites, including alternative advance 
voting site staff. 

(3)  The protocol to preserve the security and integrity of 
voting machines, provisional ballots, voting checklists and all 
other equipment, records and supplies necessary for the conduct 
and successful completion of advance voting. 
(c)  Petition.–If a county board of elections has considered one or 

more proposed advance voting plans and has been unable to reach 
unanimity in favor of an advance voting plan, a member of that county 
board may petition the Commonwealth Court to adopt a plan for it. If 
petitioned, the Commonwealth Court may also receive and consider 
alternative petitions from another member or members of that county 
board. The Commonwealth Court may adopt an advance voting plan 
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for that county. 
(d)  Returns.–The canvass of returns for ballots cast under this 

article shall be substantially the same as votes cast by qualified electors 
in election districts. 

(e)  Results.–The results or tabulation of votes cast during the 
period of advance voting shall not be made before the close of the polls 
on election day. 

(f)  Reporting.–Advance voting results shall be reported in the 
same manner as votes cast on election day. 
Section 1305-D.  Advance voting implementation advisory committee. 

(a)  Establishment.–There is established an advisory committee 
to be known as the Advance Voting Implementation Advisory 
Committee. 

(b)  Members.–The advisory committee shall be comprised of the 
following persons: 

(1)  The Secretary of the Commonwealth or his designee 
who shall act as chairperson. 

(2)  One county commissioner, as appointed by the 
Chairman of the County Commissioners Association of 
Pennsylvania, from each of the following: 

(i)  A county of the first class. 
(ii)  A county of the second class. 
(iii)  A county of the second class A. 
(iv)  A county of the third class. 
(v)  A county of the fourth class. 
(vi)  A county of the fifth class. 
(vii)  A county of the sixth class. 
(viii)  A county of the seventh class. 
(ix)  A county of the eighth class. 

(3)  Four county elections directors as appointed by the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Commissions, Elections and 
Legislation. 

(4)  Two members from the Senate, one appointed by the 
Majority Leader of the Senate and one appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate. 

(5)  Two members from the House of Representatives, 
one appointed by the Majority Leader of the House of 
Representatives and one appointed by the Minority Leader of the 
House of Representatives. 

(6)  Two county sheriffs, one appointed by the President 
Pro Tempore of the Senate and one appointed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. 

(7)  The President of the League of Women Voters of 
Pennsylvania or his designee. 
(c)  Roles and responsibilities.–The advisory committee shall 

recommend to the Department of State regarding the formulation of 
technical, administrative and operational standards for use in 
implementing, executing and overseeing advance voting. 

(d)  Reimbursement.–The advisory committee members shall 
serve without compensation, but shall be reimbursed for their necessary 
travel and other reasonable expenses in connection with attendance at 
meetings called by the chairperson. 

(e)  Advisory committee subcommittees.–The chairperson may 
create, within the committee membership, subcommittees to study and 
address specific technical and program areas. 

(f)  Advisory committee report of recommendations.–No later 
than 90 days after this section becomes effective, the advisory 
committee shall submit a report of its recommendations to: 

(1)  The Secretary of the Commonwealth. 
(2)  The General Assembly. 
(3)  The Governor. 

(g)  Publication.–The Secretary of the Commonwealth shall 
make available for inspection the report of recommendations on its 
public Internet website upon receiving the report. 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "4" and inserting 
 5 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 19, by striking out "5" and inserting 
 6 

Amend Bill, page 9, lines 19 and 20, by striking out "JULY 1, 
2011, OR " in line 19 and all of line 20 and inserting 
 as follows: 

(1)  The addition of section 1305-D of the act shall take 
effect immediately. 

(2)  The amendment or addition of sections 102, 206 and 
1210(a), (a.1), (a.2), (a.3) and (a.4)(1) and (5) of the act shall take 
effect July 1, 2011, or immediately, whichever is later. 

(3)  This section shall take effect immediately. 
(4)  The remainder of this act shall take effect in 180 

days. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Conklin. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 You know, as we look at this bill, and we are using Indiana 
as our model, I think it is very important that when you use a 
model, you have got to use that template the whole way, 
Mr. Speaker. When you look at this amendment, what this 
amendment does, it will bring us in line with not only Indiana's 
election law but 30 other States. Thirty other States believe that 
people have that right to vote, and we need to make it as easy as 
possible. 
 What this amendment does, it gives you the opportunity to 
early vote. Ten days before you can go in and early vote, and it 
is quite simple. The election office can designate the places or 
they can just use their election office. They can come up with 
different techniques. It is up to the elections office. But the only 
difference between this and Indiana, Mr. Speaker, is that 
Indiana gives them 29 days before the election to vote; this 
gives them 10 days. 
 So those folks who may have trouble with having 
identification, which I am sure the maker of the bill from Butler 
County wants to make sure that every voter who is there, that if 
they do have trouble with their identification, they can go home, 
change it, and have that time to get back in again, and he wants 
to imitate Indiana law. I think it is very important that we come 
in line with the other 30 States, including that great star of 
Indiana that we want to be like, and do early voting, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 I would ask for the folks in this wonderful hall to give our 
citizens the opportunity to have access to voting easier. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the majority leader, 
Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Please vote "no." Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 I do not see anybody else seeking recognition. Does the 
gentleman, Mr. Conklin, seek recognition for the second time? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Well, I do not want to be upstaged, so I am 
just going to say please vote "yes." 
 The SPEAKER. Very good. 
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 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–88 
 
Barbin DeLissio Josephs Petrarca 
Bishop DeLuca Kavulich Preston 
Boyle, B. DePasquale Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, K. Dermody Kirkland Readshaw 
Bradford DeWeese Kortz Roebuck 
Brennan Donatucci Kula Sabatina 
Briggs Evans, D. Longietti Samuelson 
Brown, V. Fabrizio Mahoney Santarsiero 
Brownlee Frankel Mann Santoni 
Burns Freeman Markosek Shapiro 
Buxton Galloway Matzie Smith, K. 
Caltagirone George McGeehan Smith, M. 
Carroll Gerber Mirabito Staback 
Cohen Gergely Mullery Sturla 
Conklin Gibbons Mundy Thomas 
Costa, D. Goodman Murphy Vitali 
Costa, P. Haluska Myers Wagner 
Cruz Hanna Neuman Waters 
Curry Harhai O'Brien, M. Wheatley 
Daley Harkins Parker White 
Davidson Hornaman Pashinski Williams 
Davis Johnson Payton Youngblood 
 
 NAYS–109 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Roae 
Aument Fleck Maher Rock 
Baker Gabler Major Ross 
Barrar Geist Maloney Saccone 
Bear Gillen Marshall Sainato 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marsico Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Masser Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metcalfe Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metzgar Simmons 
Brooks Grove Miccarelli Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Millard Stephens 
Causer Hahn Miller Stern 
Christiana Harhart Milne Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Moul Swanger 
Cox Harris Murt Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Mustio Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett Krieger Reichley 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Deasy Micozzie Perry Petri 
Kotik O'Brien, D. 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. CONKLIN offered the following amendment  
No. A02782: 
 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 15 and 16 
Section 4.  Section 1220(d) of the act is amended to read: 
Section 1220.  Regulations in Force at Polling Places.–* * * 
(d) All persons, except election officers, clerks, machine 

inspectors, overseers, watchers, persons in the course of voting, 
persons lawfully giving assistance to voters, and peace and police 
officers, when permitted by the provisions of this act, must remain at 
least [ten (10)] fifty (50) feet distant from the polling place during the 
progress of the voting. 

* * * 
Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "4" and inserting 

 5 
Amend Bill, page 9, line 19, by striking out "5" and inserting 

 6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Conklin. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Mr. Speaker, I was shocked to find that last 
amendment go down, literally surprised and in awe with the 
outcome of those votes. 
 I actually have two amendments to come, Mr. Speaker. One 
would keep people 50 feet from the voting place so they have 
time to find their ID, but I am afraid that that will not be 
important to this chamber. And the other one was basically 
doing such as Indiana does and open up that primary for folks to 
be able to vote on either one. 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 Mr. CONKLIN. But, Mr. Speaker, I think I saw my shadow. 
So with that, if it is okay with the Speaker and my hero, 
Punxsutawney Phil, would it be okay with the Speaker if I pull 
this one and my next amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. That would be very much appreciated. The 
Speaker thanks the gentleman for withdrawing the amendments. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. SHAPIRO offered the following amendment  
No. A02817: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 14, by striking out "and," 
Amend Bill, page 1, line 18, by inserting after "challenges" 

; and, in primary and election expenses, providing for 
restrictions on contributions by certain contracting parties 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 15 and 16 
Section 4.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1634.2.  Restrictions on Contributions by Certain 

Contracting Parties.–No Commonwealth agency, the unified judicial 
system and its courts, officers and agencies, or the General Assembly 
and its officers and agencies, shall award a contract permitted to be 
awarded without competitive bids to any company, firm or individual if 
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an officer, director, controlling shareholder, partner or executive 
employe of the contracting company or firm or the contracting 
individual makes any contribution to the officeholder or candidate for 
the office that authorizes that contract. This contribution prohibition 
shall also apply to the spouse and dependent children of the executive 
employe or individual as well as to any political action committee 
controlled by the contracting company, firm or individual. 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "4" and inserting 
 5 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 19, by striking out "5" and inserting 
 6 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Shapiro. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a simple and straightforward amendment 
designed to address a problem that has been discussed on this 
House floor many times in this session and certainly over the 
past few sessions, and that is to end pay-to-play here in 
Pennsylvania. 
 This amendment provides for restrictions on campaign 
contributions by certain contracting parties in Pennsylvania. 
Specifically, the amendment would prohibit any government 
body in the Commonwealth from awarding a no-bid contract to 
individuals or companies whose executive employees have 
made campaign contributions to the government employee or 
official who oversees or controls that contract. 
 The bottom line is, Mr. Speaker, this would end no-bid 
contracts by simply saying, if you give a campaign contribution 
to an authority over a contract, you cannot get a no-bid contract. 
If that entity wants to compete in a competitive process, they are 
more than welcome to, but this would end no-bid contracts in 
Pennsylvania. It is an issue that many on the other side of the 
aisle and some on this side of the aisle have talked about for 
many years. This amendment would address it, and I would ask 
the members of this body for their support. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler County, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to follow the example set by my 
majority leader. Please vote "no." 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 I do not see anybody else seeking; do you seek to speak the 
second time? The gentleman, Mr. Shapiro, is recognized for the 
second time, on the amendment. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I understand that the maker of the bill, HB 934, 
would like this bill to run clean, but I would caution the 
members for listening too much to the maker of the bill to 
simply vote "no." 
 You know, I can remember a time when we talked about 
Deloitte on this floor, when we talked about certain law firms 
on this floor who had given money to executives and received 
work back, and they were roundly criticized by the members of 
this body. This is an opportunity to end pay-to-play, to end  
no-bid contracts for campaign contributors. 

 So the admonishment to just simply vote "no," I suppose 
obviously every member can do what they wish, but I would 
think given the history of the discussion in this chamber and the 
discussion at press conferences, discussion in different circles 
around this Commonwealth, would at least lend itself to 
members thinking a bit further, a little bit more than the 
gentleman from Butler would like you to think. And I would 
urge the members to join me in ending pay-to-play in 
Pennsylvania, in stopping no-bid contracts to campaign 
contributors, and to stepping forth right now with this 
amendment to make this bill better, address pay-to-play, and 
end that practice here in Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would ask the members not to vote "no" as 
the gentleman from Butler has suggested but to resoundingly 
vote "yes" to restore people's confidence in the governmental 
process here in Pennsylvania and end pay-to-play. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

GERMANENESS QUESTIONED 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House agree to the 
amendment? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the majority leader, 
Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment, sir, prohibits State agencies from awarding 
noncompetitive contracts. It has no connection or germaneness 
to the underlying voter ID bill. I would move that the 
amendment be not germane. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. Turzai, has raised the question of whether amendment 
A02817 is germane. Under House rule 27, questions involving 
whether an amendment is germane to the subject shall be 
decided by the House. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the germaneness of the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from York County, Mr. DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 First of all, I want to congratulate the gentleman from 
Montgomery for his amendment, the work in an effort to try to 
end pay-to-play in Pennsylvania. We have heard this effort 
repeated year after year after year by this legislature that 
something needs to be done to crack down on pay-to-play, and 
the gentleman from Montgomery's amendment would do that.  
I also believe that this amendment is absolutely germane to the 
bill. This bill is about voting, and what could be more important 
about voting? Not only is it about the access of the voter to get 
to the polls, but how the voter gets that information. Many times 
it is believed by our constituents that they are getting that 
information from contributors that are getting something from a 
direct return from that campaign contribution. 
 So if you believe the right to access to vote is critical, you 
also have to believe that how voters get their information is 
critical. So that connection, that connection is absolutely 
germane. Mr. Speaker, I would contend that voters getting that 
information on their television screen, through their mailboxes, 
through the robocalls, and I also congratulate the gentleman 
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from Butler for allowing a bill for robocall disclosure, from the 
gentleman from Centre County. We voted that in State 
Government today. Those are all part of trying to make our 
election system cleaner so that the voter, the voter has the right 
to vote. 
 I also want to conclude by saying this: How people cast their 
vote, in many respects, has to do with the type of campaign that 
someone operates. The campaign that someone operates is 
driven by, in many instances, the amount of campaign 
contributions they can get, and that filters out to the voters. So 
when the voter goes into the booth, that is important. It is 
absolutely important. So to say that it is not germane how 
campaigns are funded, to how voters vote, I just do not 
understand. So please, please, please, regardless of how you 
vote on the gentleman from Montgomery's amendment, which 
would absolutely crack down on pay-to-play and restore voters' 
confidence in our State government, regardless of how you vote 
on that, please vote to say that this is a germane amendment so 
that we can get to the vigorous debate we need on how best to 
end pay-to-play in Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is 
germaneness. 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Berks County, Mr. Gillen. 
 Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Apparently, campaign finance and money that is donated to 
campaigns has become a substantive part of this debate. 
 (Additional remarks by Mr. Gillen at this point were 
voluntarily withdrawn from the record.) 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The question before the House is the germaneness. 
 Mr. GILLEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman— 
 Mr. WILLIAMS. Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman who made the remark 
should have that stricken from the record, because those words 
should not be used on the House floor. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman asked a point of order. Let 
me address it. 
 To be candid, the Speaker did not hear everything that was 
said. We will examine the record. We will examine the record 
and take your request under advisement. We certainly respect 
the comments relative to the point of order. The Speaker will 
take the gentleman's point of order under advisement. We will 
review the record relative to the comments made. 
 On the question of germaneness, anyone else seeking 
recognition? 
 The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, from Butler County is 
recognized on germaneness. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I had asked earlier, I would like to see this 
amendment removed from this legislation. I would like to see 
this amendment defeated through the germaneness motion that 

has been offered now by the majority leader and would ask for 
support for a germaneness ruling. I would like to see this 
amendment ruled not germane, Mr. Speaker. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Cumberland County, 
Mr. Grell. 
 Mr. GRELL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I certainly support the effort of the Representative from 
Montgomery County in offering this amendment. I may already 
be a cosponsor or prime sponsor of similar legislation pending 
either this session or in previous sessions. However, it is clearly 
not germane to this piece of legislation to which it is sought to 
be attached. If you look at the language of the amendment, there 
is no reference in the language to voters, electors, election 
judges, anything to do with the process of voting in 
Pennsylvania. What it does is imposes limitations on 
Commonwealth agencies. The language of the amendment is 
directing Commonwealth agencies that they may or may not do 
certain things. To place this language in the Election Code, 
rather than in the Procurement Code where it belongs, would 
certainly be a disservice to those employees of the 
Commonwealth who are charged with making those 
procurement decisions. So for those reasons, I support the 
motion that this amendment is not germane to the bill. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
gentleman from Greene County, Mr. DeWeese, is recognized. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. The previous speaker, my honorable 
colleague, just gave a very solid, legal commentary that  
I embrace almost in its entirety, but I would say there is one 
exception relative to germaneness vis-à-vis the voting process, 
and that is why I think it is germane, and that is, the gentleman 
from Montgomery offers language that would include the 
Attorney General of this Commonwealth. The Attorney General 
of this Commonwealth enforces the voting laws and 
mechanisms of our State. That is the link. So I am trying to 
bring you in with me because I think this is germane, no 
legerdemain, just germane. The fact is, the gentleman from 
Montgomery's language, and I repeat myself for the final time, 
includes the Attorney General of the Commonwealth. No  
pay-to-play for an Attorney General. The Attorney General 
enforces our voting laws. There is your link. Join us. Vote "yes" 
on germaneness. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia County, 
Mr. Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will Mr. Metcalfe submit to interrogation, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he is not standing 
for interrogation. 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. Cohen, seek further recognition on 
germaneness? 
 Mr. COHEN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am rather sorry the gentleman from Butler will not submit 
to interrogation. Mr. Speaker, I remember several years ago  
I debated Mr. Metcalfe on the question of whether colored ink 
could be used in signing one's name, and Mr. Metcalfe 
succeeded in persuading the House. The gentleman from Butler 
succeeded in persuading the House that it was vital for the 
House, it was vital for the State to have people sign in black or 
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blue ink when they registered to vote, that signing in red ink or 
green ink would not be a valid signature. That was attached to a 
bill that had very, very little to do with the question of blue or 
black ink. It seems to me that the principle of germaneness that 
is now being advocated today would stop that kind of 
amendment from having been introduced. I think regardless of 
what we think about any given amendment, we have to be very 
careful about the kind of precedents we set. The precedents we 
set are not locked into stone, but nevertheless, there is a rough 
equality here between how Democrats treat Republicans when 
we are in the majority and how Republicans treat Democrats 
when you are in the majority. I think that this kind of very strict 
definition of germaneness that is being applied here would have 
stopped many Republican initiatives in past years and certainly 
will stop many initiatives of both the Democratic and 
Republican Parties, depending on who is in the majority in 
future years. I think it is unwise in the interest of the House to 
have such a strict definition of "germaneness." I would urge that 
the germaneness of this amendment be upheld. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, does the 
gentleman from Lehigh, Mr. Day, seek recognition? The 
gentleman waives off. 
 On the question of germaneness, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from Lancaster, Mr. Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I just rise to commend the maker of the 
germaneness motion on what is probably a historic event. 
Probably more times has the issue of germaneness been raised 
now in 6 months than ever— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. STURLA. —in the history— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. The fact that 
other amendments have been declared or challenged on 
germaneness is not relevant to whether this amendment is 
germane, and the gentleman will keep his arguments to the 
question of germaneness of the amendment that is before the 
House. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, clearly, this amendment, as well as all those 
others that have been challenged on germaneness, record-
breaking numbers, are germane. I have to, as a politician, say 
that this is perhaps the most in-your-face move that I have seen 
against the people of Pennsylvania in my 21 years in the House. 
The continuation of this maneuver, unprecedented as it is,  
I believe shows the feelings toward the voters in Pennsylvania 
and is displayed here today in grandiose fashion. I have to 
acknowledge that. So thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
gentleman from Montgomery, Mr. Shapiro, is recognized. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I respect the leader and his effort here to have 
the House consider the issue of germaneness as opposed to the 
merits of the issue of pay-to-play, but I respectfully disagree 
with the leader's conclusion, and that is, I believe this is 
germane for two reasons. Number one, Mr. Speaker, it deals 
with the single subject of elections, and the underlying statute 
that the gentleman from Butler seeks to amend is that which  
I seek to amend. Mr. Speaker, even more important than that, 
there is clear precedent for this being germane. I would draw the 
members' attention to the 2005-2006 legislative session, when 
the gentleman from Allegheny – Mr. Speaker, if I may just 
 

identify him for the purposes of sponsoring the bill – 
Representative Gergely, introduced HB 1318 that amended the 
very act that we seek to amend with a campaign finance reform 
similar to the one that I put forth today. Lo and behold, there 
was an amendment, amendment A01 – excuse me; there was an 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Butler, the same 
gentleman that sponsors the underlying bill today, on June 27, 
2005, amendment A1984, offered by the gentleman from 
Butler. Guess what that did, Mr. Speaker? It was the voter ID 
bill. And at that moment, in the 2005-2006 session, this House 
deemed that amendment to the underlying campaign finance 
reform bill to be germane. Today, when the underlying bill is 
the voter ID bill, when I offer virtually the same amendment 
that was the underlying bill, somehow that is not germane. 
Come on, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, there is precedent, June 27, 2005. Let us follow 
the precedent of this House. Let us rule, whether you agree with 
my amendment or not, that this is at least germane. If it was 
germane in 2005, it should be germane in 2011. 
 Mr. Speaker, if we vote to make this amendment not 
germane, it is akin to allowing the pay-to-play culture in 
Pennsylvania to continue. Let us move that this amendment is 
germane, and let us get on with considering the merits of this 
underlying amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
gentleman from Allegheny County, Mr. Maher, is recognized. 
 Mr. MAHER. As entertaining as the prior remarks were, it 
has not swayed me that this amendment is germane to this bill.  
I am impressed that the gentleman seeks to declare that the 
behavior that was ordinary and repeated throughout the 8 years 
of the past Governor, that he believes that that behavior is 
something that we should deem to be a crime. Now, I am 
impressed by that. I am impressed by that indictment of the 
prior Governor, but it does not make it germane. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? The speaker just mentioned 
indictment of the prior Governor. I want the remarks stricken 
from the record. I have no idea what he is talking about, but 
what is that— 
 Mr. MAHER. It is a metaphor. It is a metaphor, Mr. Speaker, 
but if he is uncomfortable with that word— 
 Mr. DERMODY. No such thing happened. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. MAHER. In the ordinary use of the word— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The Speaker was listening closely and would certainly say 
that was pushing it towards the edge, but I think in the context 
he did not mean it in the extreme; I think he meant it just in the 
sense that one is convicted of something and not in a criminal 
sense. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, may I? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend just one 
second. 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. Dermody, have a second point of 
order? 
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 Mr. DERMODY. I do not, Mr. Speaker, other than I am not 
sure of the context, but it had no business being repeated here 
on the floor of the House. It is not accurate and I do not 
understand how it has anything to do with this germaneness 
motion whatsoever. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I am sorry— 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Maher, seek— 
 Mr. MAHER. I am sorry for any discomfort I may have 
caused. It was not my desire. I certainly, and I will emphasize 
for the record, was using the word in the ordinary 
conversational use of the word and was not suggesting any 
judicial proceedings of any nature involving anybody. 
 Nonetheless, while however impressed I am with the 
reflection on the past 8 years that this amendment suggests, and 
it has some real appeal to me for that reason, but this does not 
make it germane to a bill about how we conduct elections. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
gentleman from Cambria County, Mr. Barbin, is recognized. 
 Mr. BARBIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 With all respect that is due to the prior speaker for the 
statements that he has made, I would make one statement as to 
the germaneness of this motion. All of the speech, whether you 
agree with it or you believe it should be stricken from the 
record, should go to the fact that it was nothing more than 
obfuscation, and basically, it is an attempt to take you off the 
subject. Either the bill and the amendment were germane in 
2005 and are germane now or they are not, but since the 
precedents of the House say they were, then we should vote on 
the bill. Now, if we do not and we sit here and continue to use 
the procedural method of germaneness to avoid making a hard 
vote or trying to solve a problem that both people or both sides 
of the aisle admit is a problem and can continue to be a problem 
and we have not brought that bill out of committee, then I think 
it is absolutely germane and the people of Pennsylvania expect 
us to do our job, and our job is to vote. Are we going to have a 
free election? If we are going to have a free election, does that 
not mean that not just the voter ID is going to be in play, but 
also that what leads up to the vote is going to be in play?  
Pay-for-play is bad. We have an opportunity to take care of it. If 
we do not use procedural tricks that were turned away in 2005, 
we can solve a problem. That is what we were elected to do. 
 I ask for a vote that this amendment is germane. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, the 
Speaker recognizes the majority leader, Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. It is important to be very specific about the so-
called precedent that has been so cavalierly offered. Back in 
2005, the bill was a bill that was a candidate affidavit bill that 
required the candidate affidavit to include a statement that the 
person filing the affidavit is not a candidate for an office that he 
or she already holds, the term of which is not set to expire in the 
same year as the office subject to the affidavit. It was a specific 
bill dealing with the Pennsylvania Election Code. The 
amendment offered by the good gentleman from Butler was a 
voter ID bill and it sought to amend an Election Code bill; 
Election Code to Election Code. The amendment being offered 
by the good gentleman from Montgomery County is 
"Restrictions on Contributions by Certain Contracting Parties." 
It says, "No Commonwealth agency, the unified judicial system 
and its courts, officers and agencies, or the General Assembly 
 
 

and its officers and agencies" – and please hear this part – "shall 
award a contract permitted to be awarded without competitive 
bids to any company, firm or individual…." Now, Election 
Code to Election Code and competitive bidding to voter ID. 
 In the interim, between what occurred in 2005 and today, as 
a second point of departure, are two important things. There was 
the Speaker's Commission on Legislative Reform. I would 
argue that one of the most important reforms that occurred, 
which is consistent with Pennsylvania Supreme Court 
jurisprudence, has said that amendments need to be tightly 
drawn in connection to the underlying bill, and numerous cases 
coming from the Supreme Court have ruled similarly. So one, it 
is not apples and apples here, and I would suggest that it is a 
nonprecedent and that it was cavalierly used and not provided in 
any detail to this chamber. In addition, it completely dismisses 
the fact that there have been case laws that have required a 
tighter nexus under the single subject and that reforms 
emanating from this chamber have looked to make sure that 
amendments were tighter to underlying bills. 
 I am sorry, but the precedent does not apply, nor does it take 
into account significant jurisprudence coming from our courts. 
Please vote "no" to germaneness. Thank you. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the minority whip, who requests a leave of 
absence for the gentleman, Mr. GEORGE, from Clearfield 
County for the day. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 

QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 
 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. On the question of germaneness, for what 
purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Shapiro, rise? 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Under rule 12, a point of personal privilege, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
personal privilege. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The leader in his prior comments, in my estimation, 
undermined my reputation by suggesting that I cavalierly 
offered my remarks earlier, and given that, I believe he opened 
the door to allow me to address the substantive issue at hand 
that he believes I originally suggested cavalierly, as the 
gentleman, the leader, I believe, either misspoke or misstated 
the underlying facts and issues at hand, and I would like the 
opportunity, under rule 12, to correct that record. I think the 
leader was wrong, bottom line, in his assessment of the 
precedent, and I think I was right, and for him to suggest that  
I was cavalier about that, I think, is a violation of rule 12 – or 
excuse me – is a violation that allows me under rule 12 to 
correct the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Shapiro, is seeking an 
interpretation and utilization of the point of personal privilege 
that has not necessarily been the custom of the House, and we 
are doing a little checking to see just how far that goes to the 
degree that the gentleman is seeking to use it. 
 The House will be at ease for a few minutes. 
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 The House will come to order. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Shapiro, was seeking recognition under 
personal privilege, and essentially, in the course of that posed a 
parliamentary inquiry to the Chair as to how far he could take 
the personal privilege. Mason's Manual, in section 223, 
"Questions Not Constituting Personal Privilege," No. 2 states, 
"Merely criticizing a member's acts in a house does not 
constitute a question of personal privilege." So the Speaker 
would say that the gentleman is not in order to respond to the 
criticisms that were a part of the prior debate. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman have a further 
parliamentary inquiry? The gentleman may state it. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the Speaker's review and research. I guess, 
Mr. Speaker, my parliamentary inquiry is as follows: Under 
germaneness, a rank-and-file member is limited to speaking one 
time. Under the custom of the House, the two floor leaders are 
afforded unlimited opportunities to speak. If a floor leader, as 
was just the case with the majority leader, uses those unlimited 
opportunities to speak to affect the reputation of a member, 
which I believe the gentleman did in suggesting that my facts 
were incorrect when in fact they are correct, then what right 
does a rank-and-file member have to be able to respond? If rule 
12, as personal privilege, affords rank-and-file members the 
opportunity to address these questions, yet the Speaker is 
suggesting that somehow Mason's does not permit that, how 
would a rank-and-file member respond to either floor leader 
who uses their unlimited opportunities to insult or affect the 
reputation of another member? 
 The SPEAKER. It is the Speaker's recollection of the nature 
of the debate that the majority leader did not suggest that you 
misrepresented facts; I think he was questioning the use of the 
facts, not that you misrepresented them, that you were 
misleading. He was just saying there is a different way to look 
at these facts. I do not think it was intended to question, to 
suggest that the gentleman was misleading the House by your 
use of the facts because the facts are that there was an 
amendment to a bill and what the underlying subject of the 
amendment and the underlying subject of the bill were, that is 
factual, that is not disputed. I think he was just simply stating to 
put it in a different context that those facts could tell a different 
story, his opinion versus your opinion. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Further 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the Speaker stating for the record that what I was 
speaking was in fact factual. I do not believe, however, 
Mr. Speaker, that the majority leader suggested that, so my 
parliamentary inquiry again, Mr. Speaker, is, if I believe that my 
rights, reputation have been affected by the conduct of another 
member, as I believe was the case with the majority leader, 
what rights do I have under our House rules to address that to 
the full House if I am not afforded the unlimited opportunities 
to speak and only able to speak once and thus I do not have the 
opportunity to respond? 
 If the majority leader would like to take— 
 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. I think the 
answer to your question is what you initially stated when you 
sought a point of personal privilege, where you essentially 
stated that you felt that your reputation was impugned by the 
comments, and that in itself is what you are afforded, not to  
re-debate the whole issue that brought about the comment that 
you call into question. So I believe under the point of personal 
privilege, to the degree that it falls within the definitions of what 
a personal privilege is and what a personal privilege is not to be 
used for, the statement that I had read, the ruling that I had read 
before out of Mason's, under section 223, that "Merely 
criticizing a member's acts in a house does not constitute a 
question of personal privilege," I believe the personal privilege 
is your recourse. I do not think it opens you up to additional 
debate outside of seeking unanimous consent, which may or 
may not be a good thing to do. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Okay. Then, Mr. Speaker, I suppose if that is 
my option, I would seek unanimous consent for the purpose of 
addressing the issue that the Speaker believes is factual, the 
majority leader thinks was being said in a cavalier way, so  
I would seek unanimous consent at this time to speak on the 
underlying issue. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized. 
 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend just one 
minute. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Mr. Day, rise? 
 Mr. DAY. Point of order. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. DAY. Section 222, No. 2, if I could refer the Speaker to 
that and read that part of Mason's Manual before he makes a 
ruling for the floor. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker did look at that. I was not real 
sure that that applied to this specific case. So we have reviewed 
that. 
 Mr. DAY. Mr. Speaker, point of order. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. DAY. I believe it says that the offending remarks would 
have to incapacitate the member from being able to serve as a 
member, and I believe that the gentleman seeking recognition 
would probably not say that the accusation rises to that level. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The Speaker has examined paragraph 2 that was raised in 
your point and does not feel that it applies to this particular 
question raised by the gentleman, Mr. Shapiro. 
 Mr. DAY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I respectfully disagree with your ruling, but I appreciate 
your— 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. DAY. I appreciate your taking the time to consider that. 
I was hoping we would not move forward with every minor 
word like my colleague here— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. We are not 
going into this any deeper. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. TURZAI. Mr. Speaker, parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Turzai, will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Sir, really, two questions. Look, I believe in sincerity that 
when you have a fact pattern and you argue it and you have 
different perspectives, that is appropriate debate, and I think that 
is what occurred here. The fact of the matter is, if another 
member, no matter who it is, feels that they have been in fact 
slighted by another person's remark on the floor, that in and of 
itself should lend an opportunity to try to rectify it. I will just 
say that to the extent that I used the term "cavalierly" or 
"broad," it was making a point both the good gentleman and  
I have both argued in court many times, I am sure, and it is not 
unusual, but if the term "cavalierly" in any way offended my 
good colleague from Montgomery County, it was certainly not 
my intention other than to make a point with respect to 
germaneness. 
 I will also say this: I consider the gentleman, he is one of the 
certainly skilled orators and debaters here, and he had his 
opportunity to make his point on germaneness and I had an 
opportunity to make my point on germaneness with respect to 
the same facts, but in no way would I seek to impugn his 
reputation. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Was there a point of parliamentary inquiry 
here or— 
 Mr. TURZAI. Just that I am not sure that we really need to 
take this any further with respect to unanimous consent, sir, and 
I just want to know if that is a reason to move forward. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. We would hope so. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Is that an objection to unanimous consent? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Dermody, rise? 
 Mr. DERMODY. A point of parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. Liberally interpreted at the moment, I see. 
The gentleman may— 
 Mr. DERMODY. I was just wondering if that was an 
objection to unanimous consent? 
 Mr. TURZAI. Not an objection to unanimous consent, 
probably a request that we can move on to the underlying issue 
and the vote on germaneness, but I have no problem with the 
gentleman from Montgomery County speaking, and certainly, if 
he wants under unanimous consent to—  The only thing I would 
just say is this: We cannot always revisit the arguments on the 
floor, but I have no problem with the gentleman speaking and 
do not object to unanimous consent. But I would just say that  
I think when you have spirited debate and you have not said 
anything personal about somebody, it is just best if we move on 
to the underlying issue. But I have no objection. 

STATEMENT BY MR. SHAPIRO 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Shapiro, is recognized 
under unanimous consent. 
 

 Mr. SHAPIRO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my friend from Allegheny, the 
majority leader, for his clarifying words and I appreciate the 
fact that he was not in any way attempting to impugn my 
character. I would just simply say this: I would like to join the 
gentleman in getting back to the underlying issue. Perhaps he 
would be willing to withdraw his motion on germaneness to 
allow us to do that. In the event that he does not, the thing  
I would say is, when the gentleman spoke, he was absolutely 
correct that the issues in 2005 and the issues in 2011 dealt with 
the issue of elections and the underlying statute of the Election 
Code, and that makes it germane. I would ask the members to 
oppose the motion of germaneness. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Day, rise? 
 Mr. DAY. Is that the conclusion of the gentleman's 
comments, Mr. Speaker? Has that member concluded his 
comments? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has concluded his comments 
under unanimous consent. For what purpose do you seek 
recognition? 
 Mr. DAY. Does the gentleman still have the floor for 
personal privilege? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is not recognized. The 
question before the House is the germaneness of the 
amendment. Did you have a further parliamentary inquiry? 
 Mr. DAY. I was going to make a point of order on if he was 
recognized under personal privilege and going to continue. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker would admit that it got a little 
unclear as to who was recognized under what, between the two 
floor leaders and the gentleman from Montgomery County. 
However, to clarify the record, the gentleman initially was 
recognized under a point of personal privilege. He moved into a 
parliamentary inquiry, which led to a little discussion about 
what constitutes a point of personal privilege and how far that 
can be taken, and subsequently, the gentleman was recognized 
under unanimous consent. So at this point in time, the question 
before the House is the germaneness of this amendment. 
 Mr. DAY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I withdraw my comments before about your ruling and 
would like them to be stricken from the record. 
 The SPEAKER. No, we are not doing that. We will have 
those around forever. 
 The question before the House is germaneness. Is the 
gentleman, Mr. Dermody, seeking recognition on germaneness? 
 Mr. DERMODY. That is correct. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As we have just heard from the gentleman from Montgomery 
County, in 2005 we dealt with an amendment that dealt with the 
Election Code and a bill that dealt with the Election Code. Here 
we are in 2011 with an amendment that deals with the Election 
Code and a bill that deals with the Election Code. Campaign 
contributions are dealt with in the Election Code. The 
gentleman from Montgomery County's amendment deals with 
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campaign contributions from State contractors, pay-to-play in 
Pennsylvania. So it is certainly germane. 
 We have heard over the last several years how the folks on 
the other side of the aisle are for reform or for campaign finance 
reform or for ending pay-to-play. We have an opportunity here 
today to end pay-to-play with a germane amendment. The 
majority leader was not accurate in describing that these 
amendments were not similar, that they were not both to the 
Election Code, because they are. The Election Code deals with 
campaign finance reform. That is what the gentleman's 
amendment is about. It is germane. If we want campaign 
finance reform, if you want to end pay-to-play in Pennsylvania, 
this amendment is germane. Let us vote on the amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker returns to leaves of absence 
and recognizes the majority whip, who requests a leave of 
absence for the gentleman, Mr. MUSTIO, from Allegheny 
County for the remainder of the day. Without objection, the 
leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is 
germaneness of amendment A02817. Those who believe the 
amendment is germane will vote "aye"; those who believe the 
amendment is not germane will vote "no." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House sustain the germaneness of the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–88 
 
Barbin DeLissio Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DeLuca Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. DePasquale Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. Dermody Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford DeWeese Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Donatucci Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Evans, D. Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Fabrizio Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Frankel Markosek Santoni 
Burns Freeman Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton Galloway McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
 
 NAYS–107 
 
Adolph Farry Krieger Reichley 
Aument Fleck Lawrence Roae 
Baker Gabler Maher Rock 
 
 

Barrar Geist Major Ross 
Bear Gillen Maloney Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marshall Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Marsico Scavello 
Boback Godshall Masser Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metcalfe Simmons 
Brooks Grove Metzgar Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Miccarelli Stephens 
Causer Hahn Millard Stern 
Christiana Harhart Miller Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Milne Swanger 
Cox Harris Moul Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Murt Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Deasy Kotik Mustio Perry 
George Micozzie O'Brien, D. Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was declared not germane. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is the Speaker's understanding that the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Mr. Cruz, has withdrawn 
amendment A02680. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the maker of this 
bill real quick? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman would be in order at the 
point in time that I ask the House if it will agree to the bill on 
second consideration. If you wanted to interrogate the 
gentleman on the bill at that point in time, the bill is actually 
before the House for debate. So you would have that 
opportunity, technically, just not at this moment. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Well, I wanted to pull the amendment, but  
I wanted to interrogate him for the record, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. In that case, I would prefer to recognize you 
for the consideration of the amendment and then you can 
proceed on the amendment to go where you need to go, and if 
you choose then to withdraw it, it is withdrawn; if not, it is 
before us. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
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 The clerk read the following amendment No. A02680: 
 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "Commonwealth," 
 further providing for powers and duties of the Secretary of 
the Commonwealth and 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 13, by inserting after "identification;" 
 in district election officers, further providing for 
appointment of watchers; 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 17 and 18 
Section 2.  Section 201 of the act is amended by adding a 

subsection to read: 
Section 201.  Powers and Duties of the Secretary of the 

Commonwealth.–The Secretary of the Commonwealth shall exercise in 
the manner provided by this act all powers granted to him by this act, 
and shall perform all the duties imposed upon him by this act, which 
shall include the following: 

* * * 
(f.3)  To develop a mandatory professional certification and poll 

watcher training program for use by county election officials in 
consultation with county boards. Each poll watcher shall attend at least 
one training class provided by the county of residence before each 
election at which the watcher will serve. A certificate of training shall 
be provided to a poll watcher at the successful completion of training. 
The certificate must be presented by the poll watcher at the polling 
place before poll watching to verify training. 

* * * 
Amend Bill, page 2, line 18, by striking out "2" and inserting 

 3 
Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 14 and 15 
Section 4.  Section 417(b) of the act, amended October 8, 2004 

(P.L.807, No.97), is amended to read: 
Section 417.  Appointment of Watchers.– 
* * * 
(b) Each watcher so appointed must be a qualified registered 

elector of the county in which the election district for which the 
watcher was appointed is located. Each watcher so appointed shall be 
authorized to serve only in the election district for which the watcher 
was appointed [and, when the watcher is not serving in the election 
district for which the watcher was appointed, in any other election 
district in the county in which the watcher is a qualified registered 
elector]: Provided, That only one watcher for each candidate at 
primaries, or for each party or political body at general, municipal or 
special elections, shall be present in the polling place at any one time 
from the time that the election officers meet prior to the opening of the 
polls under section 1208 until the time that the counting of votes is 
complete and the district register and voting check list is locked and 
sealed, and all watchers in the room shall remain outside the enclosed 
space. [It shall not be a requirement that a watcher] A watcher must be 
a resident of the election district for which the watcher is appointed. 
After the close of the polls and while the ballots are being counted or 
voting machine canvassed, all the watchers shall be permitted to be in 
the polling place outside the enclosed space. Each watcher shall be 
provided with a certificate from the county board of elections, stating 
his name and the name of the candidate, party or political body he 
represents. Watchers shall be required to show their certificates when 
requested to do so. Watchers allowed in the polling place under the 
provisions of this act, shall be permitted to keep a list of voters and 
shall be entitled to challenge any person making application to vote and 
to require proof of his qualifications, as provided by this act. During 
those intervals when voters are not present in the polling place either 
voting or waiting to vote, the judge of elections shall permit watchers, 
upon request, to inspect the voting check list and either of the two 
numbered lists of voters maintained by the county board: Provided, 
That the watcher shall not mark upon or alter these official election 
records. The judge of elections shall supervise or delegate the 
inspection of any requested documents. 

* * * 
 

Amend Bill, page 3, line 15, by striking out "3" and inserting 
 5 

Amend Bill, page 9, line 17, by striking out "4" and inserting 
 6 

Amend Bill, page 9, lines 19 and 20, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 

Section 7.  This act shall take effect as follows: 
(1)  The amendment or addition of sections 201(f.3) and 

417(b) of the act shall take effect in 60 days. 
(2)  The remainder of this act shall take effect July 1, 

2011, or immediately, whichever is later. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Cruz. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Mr. Speaker, I will be withdrawing this 
amendment, but I wanted to go on the record, letting them know 
the importance of having poll watchers in our polls on election 
day. This bill reflects on that. This amendment, what it does is 
just gives an education on teaching poll watchers. Do I have a 
commitment that we will work on that and find the correct 
wording or possible way of teaching our poll workers? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman was seeking to interrogate 
the maker of the bill. Will the gentleman stand for 
interrogation? The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, is in order in 
response to the interrogation. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you. Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the gentleman's efforts and question ultimately 
and certainly commit to work with the gentleman in trying to 
find language and a way that we can address his concerns. I do 
not know if ultimately it would result in training poll watchers, 
but I believe the gentleman's concerns about some of the chaos 
that is created from some actors that show up as potential poll 
watchers that seem to be there to create confusion at the polls, 
and ultimately, that confusion can lead to more fraud 
opportunities, and that is why they create the confusion. I am 
certainly committed to working with the gentleman to see if we 
can find language and find ways to address ensuring that when 
judges of election are there to do their job, to have the votes 
counted to make sure that the vote is legally cast, that there are 
not individuals who are acting out and trying to disrupt those 
activities. So I am not sure what the ultimate fix is, but I am 
certainly committed to working with the gentleman to try and 
find ways that we can address his concerns related to that. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That is all I wanted, a commitment that we can work and do 
the people's business the correct way. 
 I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will withdraw this 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
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 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is in receipt of a 
reconsideration motion of amendment A02110. It was the 
Speaker's understanding that the gentleman, Mr. Cruz, was 
going to withdraw that reconsideration motion as well. 
 Mr. CRUZ. (Speaking in Spanish.) 
 Mr. Speaker, with all respect— 
 The SPEAKER. Do I get to interpret that how I choose? Did 
you move to adjourn? 
 Mr. CRUZ. As long as it is correctly done, yes. 
 The SPEAKER. Did the gentleman, Mr. Cruz, move to 
adjourn? 
 Mr. CRUZ. After the people's business has concluded. 
Mr. Speaker, may I speak on that amendment before I withdraw 
also? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Just going back on amendment 2110, I find it—  
May I interrogate the Parliamentarian, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. No. If you want to make a parliamentary 
inquiry, you have to direct that to the Speaker. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Mr. Speaker, I am trying to find out, to get 
educated here on finding out, does the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania receive HAVA money? HAVA is Help America 
Vote Act from the Federal government. 
 The SPEAKER. That is not a parliamentary inquiry. 
Arguably, that would be a question that someone may be 
willing to stand for interrogation on when we are under 
consideration of the bill, but it is not a parliamentary inquiry in 
and of itself. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Well, Mr. Speaker, I do want to reconsider that 
vote on 2110, amendment 2110, 02110. 

MOTION TO RECONSIDER 
AMENDMENT A02110 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Cruz, and the 
gentleman, Mr. Hanna, have filed a reconsideration motion on 
an amendment. They move that the vote by which amendment 
A02110 to HB 934, PN 1805, was defeated on the 21st of June 
be reconsidered. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is, shall the 
vote on amendment 02110 be reconsidered? 
 On the question of the reconsideration motion, the 
gentleman, Mr. Cruz, is recognized. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Is it appropriate, Mr. Speaker, to interrogate the 
maker of the bill? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Mr. Speaker, I am trying to get information and 
the correct definition, do we receive, the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, for election purposes, dollars, Federal dollars 
under the HAVA Act, which is the Help America Vote Act? 
 Mr. METCALFE. As a Commonwealth, we do. 
 Mr. CRUZ. We do. So that is a Federal program funded by 
the Federal government to provide materials of election on 
different languages. 
 
 

 Mr. METCALFE. In general, we receive money through the 
Help America Vote Act, and some of that money is used in 
different ways. I do not have the specifics in front of me on how 
it might be appropriated or what is required for all those various 
funds, but it is something we can certainly research and get back 
to the gentleman on that. 
 Mr. CRUZ. The question, why I ask, Mr. Speaker, was 
because under the reconsideration of 2110, we turned down 
providing Spanish or any other language. Under Federal law, if 
this Commonwealth receives money, we have to apply that and 
we are not doing that with this procedure. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Well, the information we provided during 
the original debate on amendment 2110 was that the State 
Department was already providing information in various 
languages, including Spanish and other languages on their site. 
As to whether or not that is being provided as a result of funds 
that they have received, I am not sure, but it is certainly 
something we can look into. 
 Mr. CRUZ. My last question will be, Mr. Speaker, are we 
open for a Federal lawsuit, voting for this amendment and this 
bill? 
 Mr. TURZAI. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will just suspend for one 
second. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, the answer would be no. 
 Mr. CRUZ. I beg to differ, Mr. Speaker, because we did that 
in our county against the president commissioner of election 
and we won the lawsuit. I just want to acknowledge and let 
everyone know that with these actions, we are heading into a 
lawsuit, a Federal lawsuit, and we are going to lose $6 million 
that comes into Pennsylvania every year under HAVA. So I just 
wanted to make sure that all the members know that when we 
are voting this, with this amendment, if we do not put this 
amendment into this bill, it is going to hurt us; we are going to 
lose Federal dollars. So I will withdraw my amendment. I did 
the other bill, but I want to do a reconsideration on this bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is, shall the 
vote by which the amendment was defeated be reconsidered? 
 The gentleman withdrew that? The Speaker apologizes. 
 The Speaker thanks the gentleman for withdrawing the 
reconsideration motion. 
 Mr. CRUZ. This reconsideration is not withdrawn, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 I thought I heard you right the first time. 
 The question before the House is, shall the vote by which 
amendment A02110 was defeated be reconsidered? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Sir, I would ask that everybody please vote not to reconsider 
this particular amendment. I would state for the record that with 
respect to Federal law, including the Federal law cited by the 
good gentleman from Philadelphia County, that it is certainly 
completely the intention for everybody in the State of 
Pennsylvania, including the Commonwealth itself, to adhere to 
Federal law with respect to any particular subject, but certainly 
with respect to Federal election materials. In no way does the 
underlying bill address or in any way come close to impinging 
on Federal law. The fact of the matter is, we completely support 
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the application of Federal law and make clear that people ought 
to be adhering to the Federal law. I think that the arguments are 
misguided. Certainly, I think that many of us would be glad to 
help make sure that in a different context the questions raised, 
which I think are really far afield from the underlying bill, are 
addressed for the good gentleman from Philadelphia County.  
I would ask that people please vote "no" on the motion to 
reconsider. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question to reconsider, the minority 
leader, Mr. Dermody, is recognized. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in light of the concerns that the gentleman from 
Philadelphia just mentioned to the House with regard to the 
necessities of having these bills and election notices in different 
languages, I think it behooves us to reconsider this amendment 
and debate it and make sure we are doing the right thing so we 
do not leave ourselves open to lawsuits, and more than 
anything, leaving ourselves open and not doing the right thing. 
So I think we should support the motion to reconsider the 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is, shall the 
vote on the amendment be reconsidered? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lancaster County, Mr. Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge members to reconsider this 
motion, reconsider this amendment. We already know that the 
bill in and of itself is a $10 million boondoggle. Without the 
amendment, it will be a $16 million boondoggle for the State of 
Pennsylvania, so I would encourage members to reconsider the 
amendment and add it so that it is only potentially a $10 million 
boondoggle as opposed to a $16 million boondoggle. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of reconsideration, the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Mr. Waters, is recognized. 
 Mr. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak under 
unanimous consent. Well, I would like to speak, make a motion 
for the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is the 
reconsideration. Does the gentleman seek recognition on that 
subject? 
 Mr. WATERS. I would like to speak on the reconsideration 
motion, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to just ask if the 
members of the General Assembly are aware of what the census 
numbers are in terms of the Hispanic population growing in the 
State of Pennsylvania at a rate of over 80 percent since the last 
time the census was taken. I believe just based on the fact that 
the Latino population has grown in such a large number, that it 
is imperative amongst us that we reconsider what we are doing 
here in terms of making sure that the language is shared equally 
amongst the most rapidly growing population in this 
Commonwealth as well as in this nation. 
 So I would like to ask everyone to really reconsider what we 
are doing here today. If we do not allow everyone in this 
growing population to have access to the changes that are being 
proposed here today if this bill becomes law, I think it will be 
unconscionable amongst us if we do not do that. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. On the question of reconsideration, the 
Speaker recognizes the majority leader, Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. As the son-in-law of an immigrant from 
another country who had to learn English and who is a citizen 
that votes in this country and is a proud American citizen, I can 
assure you that myself and all others want to make sure that the 
Help America Vote Act is fully implemented. In fact— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 

POINT OF ORDER 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Cruz, rise? 
 Mr. CRUZ. Point of order, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Just a reminder for this House, I happen to be of 
Puerto Rican descent. We are a territory to the United States.  
I am not an immigrant. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Mr. Speaker, certainly my reference was not 
to Mr. Cruz; it was to my mother-in-law. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. The gentleman 
will suspend. 
 Mr. TURZAI. No problem, sir. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Turzai, may continue 
on the question of reconsideration. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Yes. As I indicated, my mother-in-law is an 
immigrant to this country and my reference was to my  
mother-in-law, not to Mr. Cruz, and I will restate that. As a 
person who is the son-in-law of somebody who was born to 
somebody born in another country who became an American 
citizen and who had to learn the language and wanted to make 
sure that she could fully participate, please understand that the 
Help America Vote Act is something that we believe should be 
fully implemented. In fact, the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
State plan, as amended, as required by Public Law 107-252, the 
Help America Vote Act of 2002, there was a plan put together 
under Governor Rendell and under Secretary of the 
Commonwealth Pedro A. Cortés back in September of 2005 to 
show that we in fact as the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania met 
the requirements of the Help America Vote Act, or HAVA.  
I would ask everybody to please take a look at your 
convenience at the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania State plan 
as amended, to show that the State of Pennsylvania has in fact 
complied with the Help America Vote Act. 
 The underlying bill here is completely consistent and really, 
to a significant extent, irrelevant to the State plan, and I would 
please make clear that we should not be voting to reconsider 
this particular amendment. It really has nothing do with the 
Help America Vote Act as contended. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, the minority leader,  
Mr. Dermody, is recognized. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Very briefly. I just want to echo some of the comments that 
the gentleman from the 191st District in Philadelphia just made 
with regard to the growing Hispanic population in the 
Commonwealth. All across our Commonwealth in key cities 
like Hazleton and Lancaster and York, including the gentleman 
from Philadelphia's district, the Hispanic population is growing 
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significantly. We need to debate this motion. It is crucial for us. 
I think we should approve this motion to reconsider so we can 
have a substantive discussion on this motion, so this language 
and these notices can be presented to the people of Pennsylvania 
in many, many languages. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of reconsideration, does the 
gentleman, Mr. Waters, seek recognition for the second time? 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I did not know if I was allowed to speak on this again or not, 
but I appreciate your opening up the mike to me. 
 I just wanted to concur with what the minority leader just got 
finished saying. We cannot ignore the reality and amendment 
2110 addresses that issue. Now, we want to make sure that we 
are in compliance with the Federal law of the HAVA Act, and 
we are not going to—  Make sure that people have the 
information in real time because this is something that we are 
talking about doing July 1 or January 1, 2012. Now, that is not a 
lot of time to get the word out, but we have to make sure that we 
are fair and make sure that everyone gets this information, 
including that population that has risen by over 80 percent in the 
last decade. We cannot ignore that reality, Mr. Speaker. I would 
just like to make sure everyone is aware of that as we cast our 
vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question of reconsideration, those 
who want to reconsider the vote on amendment A2110 will vote 
"aye"; those opposed to reconsidering the vote on the 
amendment will vote "nay." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–88 
 
Barbin DeLissio Kavulich Preston 
Bishop DeLuca Keller, W. Ravenstahl 
Boyle, B. DePasquale Kirkland Readshaw 
Boyle, K. Dermody Kortz Roebuck 
Bradford DeWeese Kula Sabatina 
Brennan Donatucci Longietti Sainato 
Briggs Evans, D. Mahoney Samuelson 
Brown, V. Fabrizio Mann Santarsiero 
Brownlee Frankel Markosek Santoni 
Burns Freeman Matzie Shapiro 
Buxton Galloway McGeehan Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Carroll Gergely Mullery Staback 
Cohen Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Conklin Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Costa, D. Haluska Myers Vitali 
Costa, P. Hanna Neuman Wagner 
Cruz Harhai O'Brien, M. Waters 
Curry Harkins Parker Wheatley 
Daley Hornaman Pashinski White 
Davidson Johnson Payton Williams 
Davis Josephs Petrarca Youngblood 
 
 NAYS–107 
 
Adolph Farry Krieger Reichley 
Aument Fleck Lawrence Roae 
Baker Gabler Maher Rock 
Barrar Geist Major Ross 
Bear Gillen Maloney Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Marshall Saylor 

Bloom Gingrich Marsico Scavello 
Boback Godshall Masser Schroder 
Boyd Grell Metcalfe Simmons 
Brooks Grove Metzgar Sonney 
Brown, R. Hackett Miccarelli Stephens 
Causer Hahn Millard Stern 
Christiana Harhart Miller Stevenson 
Clymer Harper Milne Swanger 
Cox Harris Moul Tallman 
Creighton Heffley Murt Taylor 
Culver Helm O'Neill Tobash 
Cutler Hennessey Oberlander Toepel 
Day Hess Payne Toohil 
Delozier Hickernell Peifer Truitt 
Denlinger Hutchinson Pickett Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kampf Pyle Vereb 
Dunbar Kauffman Quigley Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, F. Quinn Watson 
Emrick Keller, M.K. Rapp   
Evankovich Killion Reed Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Knowles Reese   Speaker 
Everett 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Deasy Kotik Mustio Perry 
George Micozzie O'Brien, D. Petri 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the motion was not 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The bill will be reprinted as amended. 

REMARKS VOLUNTARILY WITHDRAWN 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Gillen, seek 
recognition under unanimous consent? 
 Mr. GILLEN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to withdraw my earlier cavalier remarks on 
germaneness, earlier in the debate, and I would like those to be 
stricken from the record, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman's previous remarks will be stricken from the 
record. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of SB 1060, 
PN 1196, entitled: 

 
An Act making an appropriation from a restricted revenue account 

within the General Fund to the Office of Consumer Advocate in the 
Office of Attorney General. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
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JUDICIARY COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For the purpose of an announcement, does 
the gentleman, Mr. Marsico, seek recognition? 
 Mr. MARSICO. Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 The House Judiciary Committee will hold a committee 
meeting tomorrow, June 22, 2011, at 10 a.m. in the minority 
caucus room, room 418 in the Main Capitol, to address  
SB 1131, PN 1389. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. There will be a Judiciary Committee 
meeting in room 418 of the Main Capitol Building tomorrow at 
10 a.m. 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For the purpose of an announcement, the 
gentleman from Bucks County, Mr. Clymer, is recognized. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, just a reminder to the members of the House 
Education Committee, we have a meeting beginning at 9 o'clock 
tomorrow morning in room 50G. We did send out a notice, but  
I am just reminding you, please be there promptly so we can 
begin the public hearing. This is a public hearing on related 
educational issues. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. There will be an Education Committee 
meeting at 9 a.m. tomorrow in G-50. 

STATE GOVERNMENT 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For the purpose of an announcement, does 
the gentleman from Butler, Mr. Metcalfe, seek recognition? The 
gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just to remind the members of the State Government 
Committee that we are going to reconvene the meeting that we 
had started this morning when we leave the floor here this 
evening. We will be meeting in 205; that is 205 Ryan Office 
Building. We have one bill that we are going to run, that we 
were not able to wrap up this morning and hopefully expect to 
allow the members to get to dinner very shortly thereafter, but 
we will be meeting to conclude our business to reconvene the 
State Government Committee meeting in room 205, Ryan 
Office Building. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 The State Government Committee will reconvene in room 
205 of the Ryan Office Building at the adjournment. 

COMMITTEE MEETING CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Chester County, 
Mr. Hennessey, seek recognition for the purpose of an 
announcement? The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. HENNESSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just to remind the members that tomorrow's scheduled 
meeting of the House Aging and Older Adult Services 
Committee which had been set for 9:30 in the morning has been 
canceled. 
 Thank you. 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 
 There will be no more votes. 
 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Thomas, rise? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his inquiry. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Can you share with us at what point we will 
be dealing with the budget within the next 9 days? 
 The SPEAKER. That is a not a parliamentary inquiry. It is an 
inquiry that perhaps should be directed to the majority leader. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 May I make an inquiry of the majority leader? 
 The SPEAKER. I would advise the member that certainly the 
majority leader is on the floor. He would be free to walk down 
and ask him the question, and if the majority leader were so 
inclined to make an announcement relative to that effect, it 
certainly would be acceptable.  

BILLS SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bills numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the 
titles were publicly read as follows: 
 
 SB 358, PN 348 

 
An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P.L.1206, No.331), 

known as The First Class Township Code, further providing for suits 
and property. 
 
 SB 360, PN 350 

 
An Act amending the act of June 23, 1931 (P.L.932, No.317), 

known as The Third Class City Code, further providing for sales of 
personal property. 
 
 SB 450, PN 433 

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

Statutes, providing for terms of members of the Pennsylvania Fish and 
Boat Commission. 
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

BILLS RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves the following bills be recommitted to the 
Committee on Appropriations: 
 
  HB   755; 
  HB   934; 
  HB 1026; 
  HB 1269; 
  HB 1355; 
  HB 1646; 
  SB    302; 
  SB    387; 
  SB    745; 
  SB  1055; 
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  SB  1056; 
  SB  1057; 
  SB  1058; 
  SB  1059; 
  SB  1060; and 
  SB  1061. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILLS REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that the following bills be removed from the tabled 
calendar and placed on the active calendar: 
 
  HB     61; 
  HB 1203; 
  HB 1307; 
  HB 1363; 
  HB 1416; 
  SB    163; 
  SB    227; 
  SB    326; 
  SB    369; 
  SB    606; 
  SB    612; 
  SB    723; 
  SB    728; and 
  SB    858. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

HOUSE BILL 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 1715  By Representatives ELLIS, REED, GERGELY, 
BARRAR, BENNINGHOFF, BURNS, CALTAGIRONE, 
CHRISTIANA, D. COSTA, DEASY, DeLUCA, EVERETT, 
GABLER, GALLOWAY, GIBBONS, GROVE,  
M. K. KELLER, MAHONEY, MAJOR, PEIFER, PICKETT 
and SCAVELLO  

 
An Act authorizing an unconventional gas well impact fee in 

counties where unconventional wells are located; providing for 
distribution of the fee and for the powers and duties of the 
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. 

 
Referred to Committee on APPROPRIATIONS, June 21, 

2011. 
 
 
 
 
 

SENATE BILL FOR CONCURRENCE 

 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following bill for concurrence: 
 
 SB 1131, PN 1389 
 
 Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, June 21, 2011. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER 

 The SPEAKER. For the information of the members, the 
desk will remain open, awaiting the arrival of a bill from the 
Senate. The House will be at ease for a little while. 
 
 The House will come to order. 

BILL REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

SB 109, PN 1106 By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act requiring certain notification in certain advertising. 
 

STATE GOVERNMENT. 

BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, all remaining bills and 
resolutions on today's calendar will be passed over. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Ellis, from Butler County, who moves that this House do 
adjourn until Wednesday, June 22, 2011, at 11 a.m., e.d.t., 
unless sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 7:55 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 


