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SESSION OF 2012 196TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 15 

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 
the Reverend Dr. Kenneth Bell. He is the Administrative 
Bishop, Pennsylvania Church of God. 
 
 REV. DR. KENNETH R. BELL, Guest Chaplain of the 
House of Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Almighty God, creator and ruler of the universe and our 
Heavenly Father, we pause this morning to acknowledge Your 
sovereignty over our world, Your lordship over our lives, and 
our need of Your guidance and direction. We are grateful for 
Your bountiful blessings on our country, on our State, and upon 
each one of us, and we acknowledge that every good and every 
perfect gift comes from You. 
 Father, I ask that You would grant special grace and wisdom 
to these men and women who represent the millions of 
Pennsylvanians across this State as they deliberate the critical 
social, economic, and political issues of our time. May their 
discussion and deliberations reflect integrity, understanding of 
the key issues, and the submission of their personal agendas to 
the greatest good for the citizens of this State. 
 Father, I ask for a special blessing on America in general and 
upon Pennsylvania in particular. Bless these men and women, 
and may they reflect in their actions and behavior the spiritual 
affirmation of our forefathers that it is "In God We Trust." 
 And although I fully support and believe in the right of every 
American to worship whom they please and the way they 
please, as a Christian who is not ashamed of the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ, I ask these things in His 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, March 12, 2012, will be postponed until 
printed. 

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, 
 March 12, 2012 
 
 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 March 26, 2012, 
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, March 26, 2012, 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. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 384, PN 3201 (Amended) By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act providing for presentation checks delivered by government 

officials of the Commonwealth. 
 

 STATE GOVERNMENT. 
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HB 910, PN 3202 (Amended) By Rep. METCALFE 
 
An Act designating the Pennsylvania Long Rifle as the official 

firearm of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 

STATE GOVERNMENT. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

 No. 2143  By Representatives PAYTON, WHEATLEY, 
BRADFORD, BUXTON, CALTAGIRONE, COHEN, DALEY, 
DAVIDSON, DeLUCA, FABRIZIO, GIBBONS, 
HORNAMAN, KIRKLAND, MIRABITO, MURT, MYERS, 
PARKER, PASHINSKI, PRESTON, ROEBUCK, SWANGER 
and YOUNGBLOOD  

 
An Act amending Title 62 (Procurement) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, in small and disadvantaged businesses, further 
providing for definitions; and providing for small business reserve. 

 
Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT,  

March 13, 2012. 
 
 No. 2165  By Representatives PAYTON, B. BOYLE,  
K. BOYLE, V. BROWN, BROWNLEE, DAVIS, 
DiGIROLAMO, FABRIZIO, GILLEN, JOSEPHS, 
McGEEHAN, M. O'BRIEN, SANTARSIERO, TAYLOR and 
WATERS  

 
An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for automated red light 
enforcement systems in first class cities. 

 
Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION, March 13, 

2012. 
 
 No. 2247  By Representatives SIMMONS, BENNINGHOFF, 
CHRISTIANA, D. COSTA, COX, CREIGHTON, DeLUCA, 
DENLINGER, DUNBAR, EMRICK, EVANKOVICH, 
GABLER, GILLEN, GINGRICH, GODSHALL, GROVE, 
KIRKLAND, KRIEGER, MAHONEY, METCALFE, ROCK 
and SWANGER  

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

known as the Pennsylvania Election Code, in dates of elections and 
primaries and special elections, further providing for affidavits of 
candidates; and, in nomination of candidates, further providing for 
affidavits of candidates. 

 
Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT,  

March 13, 2012. 
 
 No. 2248  By Representatives McGEEHAN, BRENNAN, 
CALTAGIRONE, D. COSTA, CRUZ, DeLUCA, GODSHALL, 
M. O'BRIEN, PASHINSKI, SABATINA, STABACK, 
SWANGER, VULAKOVICH and YOUNGBLOOD  

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

known as the Public School Code of 1949, further providing for 
manner of election or approval, for election of assistant district 
superintendents, for term and salary of assistants, for commissions, for 
removal, for superintendents of schools or buildings and of supplies 
and for associate and assistant district superintendents; and making an 
editorial change. 

 

Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, March 13, 2012. 
 
 No. 2249  By Representatives WATSON, PETRI, MARSICO, 
BAKER, BOYD, D. COSTA, CREIGHTON, ELLIS, FLECK, 
GEIST, GILLESPIE, GINGRICH, GROVE, HARPER, 
HARRIS, HELM, HESS, KNOWLES, MAJOR, MANN, 
O'NEILL, PEIFER, PICKETT, PRESTON, READSHAW, 
SONNEY, STURLA, SWANGER, TAYLOR, TRUITT, 
VULAKOVICH and HICKERNELL  

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

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, defining the offense of online 
impersonation; and prescribing a penalty. 

 
Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, March 13, 2012. 

 
 No. 2250  By Representatives PAYTON, CREIGHTON, 
DONATUCCI, KILLION, KRIEGER, SWANGER, TAYLOR 
and YOUNGBLOOD  

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

known as the Public School Code of 1949, in charter schools, further 
providing for annual reports and assessments; and providing for 
multiple charter school organization. 

 
Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, March 13, 2012. 

SENATE BILL FOR CONCURRENCE 

 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following bill for concurrence: 
 
 SB 1141, PN 1909 
 
 Referred to Committee on LABOR AND INDUSTRY, 
March 13, 2012. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. Are there requests for leaves of absence? 
 The Speaker recognizes the majority whip, who requests a 
leave of absence for the gentleman, Mr. FLECK, from 
Huntingdon County for the day. Without objection, the leave 
will be granted. 
 The Speaker recognizes the minority whip, who requests a 
leave of absence for the gentleman, Mr. Brendan BOYLE, from 
Philadelphia County for the day. Without objection, the leave 
will be granted. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker is about to take the master roll 
call. Members will proceed to vote. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–194 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quigley 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Quinn 
Baker Ellis Knowles Rapp 
Barbin Emrick Kortz Ravenstahl 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Readshaw 
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Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reed 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Reese 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Roae 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Rock 
Boback Farry Maher Roebuck 
Boyd Frankel Mahoney Ross 
Boyle, K. Freeman Major Sabatina 
Bradford Gabler Maloney Saccone 
Brennan Galloway Mann Sainato 
Briggs Geist Markosek Samuelson 
Brooks George Marshall Santarsiero 
Brown, R. Gerber Masser Santoni 
Brown, V. Gergely Matzie Saylor 
Brownlee Gibbons McGeehan Scavello 
Burns Gillen Metcalfe Schroder 
Buxton Gillespie Metzgar Simmons 
Caltagirone Gingrich Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Carroll Godshall Micozzie Smith, M. 
Causer Goodman Millard Sonney 
Christiana Grell Miller Staback 
Clymer Grove Milne Stephens 
Cohen Hackett Mirabito Stern 
Conklin Hahn Moul Stevenson 
Costa, D. Haluska Mullery Sturla 
Costa, P. Hanna Mundy Swanger 
Cox Harhai Murphy Tallman 
Creighton Harhart Murt Taylor 
Cruz Harkins Mustio Thomas 
Culver Harper Myers Tobash 
Curry Harris Neuman Toepel 
Cutler Heffley O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Daley Helm O'Neill Truitt 
Davidson Hennessey Oberlander Turzai 
Davis Hess Parker Vereb 
Day Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Deasy Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
DeLissio Hutchinson Payton Waters 
Delozier Josephs Peifer Watson 
DeLuca Kampf Perry Wheatley 
Denlinger Kauffman Petrarca White 
DePasquale Kavulich Petri Youngblood 
Dermody Keller, F. Pickett   
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Preston Smith, S., 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Pyle   Speaker 
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Boyle, B. Fleck Marsico 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–3 
 
Harper Hennessey O'Neill 
 
 LEAVES CANCELED–2 
 
Fleck Hennessey 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. One hundred and ninety-four members 
having voted on the master roll call, a quorum is present. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 1484, PN 3209 (Amended) By Rep. CREIGHTON 
 
An Act amending the act of July 31, 1968 (P.L.805, No.247), 

known as the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, further 
 

providing for definitions; and providing for mailed notice in certain 
proceedings. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1909, PN 3210 (Amended) By Rep. CREIGHTON 
 
An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P.L.1206, No.331), 

known as The First Class Township Code, providing for appointment 
of township treasurers and election of tax collectors; further defining 
the duties and authority of the board of township commissioners. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1913, PN 3211 (Amended) By Rep. BENNINGHOFF 
 
An Act authorizing abatement of real estate taxes because of 

destruction or damage of property by Hurricane Irene or Tropical 
Storm Lee, or the refund of the amount of such taxes by certain 
political subdivisions; and authorizing reassessment of properties 
retroactive to August 1, 2011, and a limited moratorium on the increase 
of certain real estate taxes. 

 
FINANCE. 

 
HB 2116, PN 2942 By Rep. CREIGHTON 
 
An Act amending the act of May 25, 1945 (P.L.1050, No.394), 

known as the Local Tax Collection Law, providing for a transition 
from township treasurers to tax collectors in first class townships; and 
making editorial changes. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
SB 730, PN 1848 By Rep. CREIGHTON 
 
An Act amending the act of May 1, 1933 (P.L.103, No.69), known 

as The Second Class Township Code, in corporate powers, further 
providing for real property and for personal property; and, in contracts, 
further providing for letting contracts. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 

BILL REPORTED AND REREFERRED TO 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

SB 405, PN 1534 By Rep. CREIGHTON 
 

An Act amending the act of December 31, 1965 (P.L.1257, 
No.511), known as The Local Tax Enabling Act, further providing for 
delegation of taxing powers and restrictions. 
 
 Reported from Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
with request that it be rereferred to Committee on Finance. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will be so 
rereferred.  

HEMPFIELD HIGH SCHOOL 
FIELD HOCKEY TEAM PRESENTED 

 The SPEAKER. If I could have the members' attention. We 
would like to introduce some of the guests that are with us 
today. But first I want to invite Representative Aument to the 
rostrum for the purpose of presenting a citation to the 
Hempfield High School Field Hockey Team. 
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 Mr. AUMENT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have the privilege this morning of recognizing the State 
champion Hempfield High School Lady Knights Field Hockey 
Team. The Lancaster-Lebanon League of Section 1 field hockey 
boasts three of the top AAA teams in the State. This year was 
no exception, as perennial powerhouses Warwick, Penn Manor, 
and Hempfield battled it out for the Lancaster-Lebanon League 
and District III titles. 
 In the State final, it came down to two Lancaster-Lebanon 
League opponents taking on one another for the fourth time in 
the season for the title. Both Warwick and Hempfield played a 
tremendous game before going into an overtime period. 
Hempfield came out victorious on a tipped ball that cleared the 
goalie with just 23 seconds left in the first 15 minutes of 
overtime. This is the first State field hockey title for the Lady 
Knights, and I am privileged to introduce to you, with me, 
Julianne Bojanic, the head coach; Melissa Schimp, assistant 
coach; Kayla Denlinger, team captain; Heather Gailor, team 
captain; and Dr. Brenda Becker, the superintendent of schools at 
Hempfield High School. 
 In the back this morning, Steve Mummaw, the athletic 
director, and our Hempfield High School Lady Knights State 
champions. If you would join me in welcoming them. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. I would like to welcome some of the other 
guests that are with us. 
 To the left of the rostrum, we would like to welcome two 
guests who are here, actually with our guest chaplain, and they 
are the Reverend Rodney Hatfield and the Reverend Ron Brock, 
and they are guests of Representative Barbin. Will the guests 
please rise. Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 Also located to the left of the rostrum, I would like to 
welcome Michael Night, who is – if I can get this right – 
Michael Night, who is Representative Murphy's nephew, and 
Joe Waeral, who is Representative Gingrich's cousin and 
Representative Murphy's cousin. If I got that right, I hope so; if 
not, I apologize. Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 And also over to the left of the rostrum, as guests of 
Representative Milne, we would like to welcome Mary Anne 
Belisario, Tom Pascocello, Wendy Bonn, and Wesley Bonn. 
Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 And in the rear of the House, we would like to welcome 
Justin Hartz, who is interning in Representative Mirabito's 
district office. Justin is a senior at Lock Haven University, 
majoring in political science. Please rise. Welcome to the hall of 
the House. 
 And in the rear of the House, we would like to welcome four 
students from the University of Pittsburgh's Institute of Politics. 
They are here shadowing members today. Drew Billion is 
shadowing Representative Turzai; Lauren Barney is shadowing 
Representative Frankel; Matt Cassidy is shadowing 
Representative Preston; and Sam Lapin is shadowing 
Representative Wheatley. And along with them, along with the 
students, is Lee Fry, who is Representative Kula's grandson. 
Will our guests please rise. Welcome to the hall of the House. 
 And as guests of Representative Fred Keller, in the rear of 
the House, we would also like to welcome the students from 
Penn View Christian Academy. Will our guests please rise from 
 

Penn View. Over here on the far side. Welcome to the hall of 
the House. 
 A couple of the guest pages we have with us today: Located 
in the well of the House, we would like to welcome guest page 
Tyler Polito, and in the gallery with Tyler today are his mother, 
Linda; his father, Steve; his brother, Ryan; and grandmother 
Catherine. So our guests in the balcony and our young man on 
the floor, welcome to the hall of the House. They are guests of 
Representative Tom Killion. 
 And as the guest of Representative Lawrence, we would like 
to welcome guest page Jolene Sweitzer. Welcome to the hall of 
the House. 

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 Chester County,  
Mr. HENNESSEY, for the day. Without objection, leave will be 
granted. 

UNCONTESTED CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. MARSHALL called up HR 579, PN 3115, entitled: 
 
A Resolution recognizing March 30, 2012, as "Welcome Home 

Vietnam Veterans Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. SCHRODER called up HR 592, PN 3140, entitled: 

 
A Resolution designating the month of March 2012 as "Problem 

Gambling Awareness Month" in Pennsylvania and observing the week 
of March 4 through 10, 2012, as "National Problem Gambling 
Awareness Week." 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. MARSHALL called up HR 594, PN 3142, entitled:  

 
A Resolution designating March 2012 as "American Red Cross 

Month" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolutions? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Kirkland Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Knowles Rapp 
Baker Ellis Kortz Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kotik Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Krieger Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Kula Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Lawrence Roae 
Bishop Everett Longietti Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Maher Roebuck 
Boback Farry Mahoney Ross 
Boyd Frankel Major Sabatina 
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Boyle, K. Freeman Maloney Saccone 
Bradford Gabler Mann Sainato 
Brennan Galloway Markosek Samuelson 
Briggs Geist Marshall Santarsiero 
Brooks George Masser Santoni 
Brown, R. Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brown, V. Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brownlee Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Burns Gillen Metzgar Simmons 
Buxton Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gingrich Micozzie Smith, M. 
Carroll Godshall Millard Sonney 
Causer Goodman Miller Staback 
Christiana Grell Milne Stephens 
Clymer Grove Mirabito Stern 
Cohen Hackett Moul Stevenson 
Conklin Hahn Mullery Sturla 
Costa, D. Haluska Mundy Swanger 
Costa, P. Hanna Murphy Tallman 
Cox Harhai Murt Taylor 
Creighton Harhart Mustio Thomas 
Cruz Harkins Myers Tobash 
Culver Harper Neuman Toepel 
Curry Harris O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Cutler Heffley O'Neill Truitt 
Daley Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Hess Parker Vereb 
Davis Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hutchinson Payton Waters 
DeLissio Josephs Peifer Watson 
Delozier Kampf Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kauffman Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kavulich Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Keller, F. Pickett   
Dermody Keller, M.K. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, W. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Killion Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Fleck Hennessey Marsico 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolutions were 
adopted. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. I would like to recognize one other guest 
that is with us in the well of the House: Charles Goodell, an 
intern from Slippery Rock University, and he is here as the 
guest of Representative Jaret Gibbons. Welcome to the hall of 
the House. 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. P. COSTA called up HR 608, PN 3175, entitled: 
 
A Resolution honoring Curtis Martin for his induction into the Pro 

Football Hall of Fame. 
 
 

 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Kirkland Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Knowles Rapp 
Baker Ellis Kortz Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kotik Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Krieger Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Kula Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Lawrence Roae 
Bishop Everett Longietti Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Maher Roebuck 
Boback Farry Mahoney Ross 
Boyd Frankel Major Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Freeman Maloney Saccone 
Bradford Gabler Mann Sainato 
Brennan Galloway Markosek Samuelson 
Briggs Geist Marshall Santarsiero 
Brooks George Masser Santoni 
Brown, R. Gerber Matzie Saylor 
Brown, V. Gergely McGeehan Scavello 
Brownlee Gibbons Metcalfe Schroder 
Burns Gillen Metzgar Simmons 
Buxton Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gingrich Micozzie Smith, M. 
Carroll Godshall Millard Sonney 
Causer Goodman Miller Staback 
Christiana Grell Milne Stephens 
Clymer Grove Mirabito Stern 
Cohen Hackett Moul Stevenson 
Conklin Hahn Mullery Sturla 
Costa, D. Haluska Mundy Swanger 
Costa, P. Hanna Murphy Tallman 
Cox Harhai Murt Taylor 
Creighton Harhart Mustio Thomas 
Cruz Harkins Myers Tobash 
Culver Harper Neuman Toepel 
Curry Harris O'Brien, M. Toohil 
Cutler Heffley O'Neill Truitt 
Daley Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Hess Parker Vereb 
Davis Hickernell Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hornaman Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hutchinson Payton Waters 
DeLissio Josephs Peifer Watson 
Delozier Kampf Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kauffman Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kavulich Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Keller, F. Pickett   
Dermody Keller, M.K. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, W. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Killion Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Fleck Hennessey Marsico 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
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STATEMENT BY MR. P. COSTA 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. Paul Costa, is recognized under unanimous consent relative 
to the resolution just adopted. 
 Mr. P. COSTA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 And I would like to thank everybody in the House for just 
recently voting and passing the resolution honoring Curtis 
Martin on his induction into the Pro Football Hall of Fame. 
 It is appropriate that we ran this resolution today, because as 
most of you know, it is Pitt Day here at the Capitol, and some of 
you may know that Curtis Martin attended the University of 
Pittsburgh and played football for them. But that is not the 
reason I put the resolution in. Curtis Martin went to Taylor 
Allderdice High School, which is the high school that  
I attended, and I just wanted to honor him because we are from 
the same high school. 
 So thank you again for allowing me to run this resolution, 
and thank you to the members for voting for it. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. 
 On today's regular House calendar, we are going to pick up 
with the debate where we dropped off last evening on HB 934, 
PN 3166, on page 5. 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

 The House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 934, PN 3166, 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; 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; in voting by qualified 
absentee electors, further providing for applications for official 
absentee ballots, for approval of application for absentee ballot, for 
delivering or mailing ballots, for canvassing of official absentee ballots 
and for public records; and providing for enforcement and for a special 
procedure at certain elections. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
  
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
gentleman from Cambria County, Mr. Barbin. 
 Mr. BARBIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise, Mr. Speaker, to propose to you the name of the great 
man in commemoration of whose life and in honor of his 
services we are now forced to reconsider. That man's name is 
Abraham Lincoln. His statue towers over all who read the law 
in the House library in the Ryan Office Building. I also ask you 
to consider the portrait hanging outside the majority caucus 
room of our 21st Speaker, Andrew Hamilton. 
 Against these pictures, I ask that you consider the operation 
of this law, HB 934, on four citizens: Andy, Mike, Delores, and 
Bill. Andy is a 106-year-old Irish Catholic, World War II 
veteran, who has voted in every election since 1923 but has not 
left his home for 2 years. Mike is a 90-year-old blind World 
War II veteran that has recently had to fight to secure his right 

to have his daughter help him with his absentee ballot. Delores 
is an African-American woman in her sixties, recently retired 
after 40 years of service to the poor, to the sick, and to the 
disabled. Bill is a brain-injured veteran who staggers when he 
walks and travels by use of a three-wheeled bicycle. 
 There are those that today will say that this law is intended to 
enshrine in our law the tyranny of the majority by permanently 
disenfranchising the minority by eliminating those without 
wealth or cars. There are some who will say this law is nothing 
more than the misuse of law to reduce voter turnout, and 
specifically, the voice of the minority in this year's Presidential 
election. 
 In 2006 Philadelphia, led by a historic turnout of  
African-Americans, provided 590,000 votes for President 
Barack Obama. In 2006 President Obama won Pennsylvania by 
620,000 votes, taking all of Pennsylvania's electoral votes. 
Seven hundred thousand seniors no longer have driver's 
licenses. Registered Democrats outnumber registered 
Republicans by 1.2 million electors. Some would suggest that 
the Republican Party is hoping to establish a system that will 
eliminate minority, senior, elderly, and disabled Republican 
voters, knowing that far more Democrats will also be 
disenfranchised. Is such a system justified? The only statement 
that is made on behalf of this bill is a sound bite. The sound bite 
is: This bill is the only way to ensure that one man, one vote 
will be protected. 
 In Independence Park next to the Liberty Bell, there is a 
roofless, open room with the following quote. It was intended to 
remind those of the fight of African-Americans as early as the 
Revolutionary War. It says, succinctly, "Remember the past to 
build the future." 
 Mr. Speaker? Mr. Speaker? May I have order? 
 The SPEAKER. If the members would kindly hold the 
conversations down. Will the House please come to order. 
 Mr. BARBIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 So what is so special about HB 934, our election law, and the 
fundamental right to vote? Article I, section 5, states, "Elections 
shall be free and equal; and no power, civil or military, shall at 
any time interfere to prevent the free exercise of…suffrage." 
This provision was added in the 1967 Constitutional 
Convention. It summarized a long battle in Pennsylvania to give 
all citizens the right to establish government based on their own 
consent; to be governed, not ruled, has caused millions to shed 
their blood for our liberty. 
 In the 1700s, this fundamental right to vote applied to only 
those that had 50 pounds or 50 acres of land. After the 
Revolution, the property requirement was eliminated with Ben 
Franklin, the most vociferous critic of the poll tax. The poll tax 
survived. In 1872 the Constitutional Convention continued the 
poll-tax requirement, with Republicans sustaining that 
provision. In 1886, 25,000 Democrats were intimidated by a 
circular reported in the Philadelphia Record on November 2, 
1886, that anyone who had not paid the tax would be 
imprisoned if they tried to vote. On October 21, 1932, Herbert 
Hoover supporters stated in the New York Times that the Vare 
machine of Philadelphia would carry the three-generation 
Republican State on the back of the poll tax. 
 In 1933 this legislature ended the poll tax; however, it was 
endorsed by the United States Supreme Court in 1937. It 
continued to be in effect in the United States until the Voting 
Rights Act and the passage of the 24th Amendment to the 
Constitution in the early 1960s. 



2012 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 337 

 There are 47 cosponsors to this bill. They have been sold on 
the sound bite that the only way to protect one man, one vote is 
to disenfranchise hundreds of thousands of citizens. It is 
remarkable, when you review the list of the cosponsors, whose 
name is not on the cosponsor list. The leaders of the Republican 
and Democratic Parties are not listed as cosponsors. 
 The only purpose which is proffered for this rule is to change 
the law from the way it is now, which requires initial proof of 
identity and signature at each successive election, to one where 
at every election, in every request for an absentee ballot, the 
proof of identity must accompany the franchise to vote. This is 
the worst, most restrictive law in the nation. Wisconsin's law, 
which does not have the absentee restrictions which our law 
has, has been struck down by the court for having a 3-day 
chance to change a provisional ballot and ensure that it is 
counted. This law has a 4-day provisional opportunity to 
change. It is listed as 6 calendar days, but since 2 days come 
over the weekend, there are only 4 days when government 
offices are open, to change, to be able to remediate your ability 
to have your vote count. 
 Why should you care that the unstated purpose of this bill is 
to cause President Barack Obama's loss of Pennsylvania's 
electoral votes? Because to Hamilton and Franklin, "Those who 
would give up essential liberty, to…" obtain "a little temporary 
safety, deserve neither liberty nor safety." The words of 1759. 
 This law is unworkable. It is a sham, and it is opposed by the 
League of Women Voters, by the County Commissioners 
Association, by the AARP, by seniors, by veterans, by disability 
groups throughout this State, based on its insistence that 
additional obstacles of requiring a driver's license as 
identification, no matter how long one has voted, no matter how 
well known a person is to their local election board, and no 
matter what physical handicap this law would impose upon 
people that are attempting to exercise their most fundamental 
right. 
 Four business days to validate a provisional ballot. Three 
days was unconstitutional in Wisconsin. Ten days was 
allowable in Indiana under the Federal Constitution, not the 
State Constitution. 
 But let us look at how this law actually applies to the people 
that we say we are trying to protect. How does it apply to Andy? 
How does it apply to Mike? To Bill? They all deserve better. 
 It is a physical impossibility for Andy. He has voted in every 
election since 1923, but he can no longer get out of his house. 
How does he get a photo ID card? He has been voting by 
absentee ballot for the last 10 years, and this group now says he 
cannot vote by absentee ballot unless he gets himself to a 
PENNDOT location to get a driver's license, which he no longer 
has, or a nondriver's photo ID. Then he must take that 
nondriver's photo ID to the county board of elections 35 miles 
away. He deserves better. 
 What about the blind veteran who has just fought to make 
sure that his daughter can help him mark his absentee ballot? He 
has not been driving. He does not have a photo ID. He has got 
to go to the nearest Motor Vehicles location for his photo ID, 
and he has got to submit it or his vote will not count. 
 What about Delores, the person that spent 40 years working 
for the community? She relies on her husband. Now she has to 
get an ID card instead of the local county board, who has seen 
her vote for the last 40 years. 
 
 

 What about Bill? Bill lives in a housing complex, not a  
long-term-care facility. He does not have an ID card. He does 
not drive. He has got to go to the Motor Vehicles and he has got 
to take that ID, and he has got to send it in just if he wants to 
vote by absentee ballot or if he wants to vote at his polling 
place, which is in the basement of the housing tower that he 
lives in. 
 This law, if passed, will effectively silence the voices of 
Delores, of Andy, of Mike and Bill. Thousands of people of 
color, seniors, the disabled, veterans who have no ID, will not 
be able to understand the rigorous time period that is intended to 
disenfranchise them from their vote. 
 This bill takes effect immediately. There is supposed to be a 
runout in the primary election. By the time this law is even 
printed, there will be less than 30 days. Why should you care? 
The 15th Amendment to the United States Constitution says, 
"The right of citizens of the United States…shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States or by any State on account of" 
any "race, color, or previous condition of servitude." The 
argument is that race abridgement occurs when minority voices 
– people without driver's licenses – are denied the right to vote 
for whatever the reason, for whatever the complications of 
getting a new driver's license or getting a nondriver's license ID. 
 The timetable to begin this sea change is immediate, and we 
as elected Representatives will all be immediately called in to 
untangle the problems that our constituents will unavoidably 
become ensconced with because of the provision that you have 
to have the ID, whether it is a driver's license or a nonphoto ID. 
We are all going to be dealing with this, and it is going to be 
immediate. People will be in long lines, and at the polling place 
come the primary, people will not be able to vote or will be 
discouraged from voting because every ID has to be checked. 
 It should not be lost on this body that Abraham Lincoln, 
whose body lay in State in our House of Representatives,  
his last speech in 1865 stated that it was time for the  
African-Americans to vote. John Wilkes Booth was present for 
that speech and stated at the time that it would be Abraham 
Lincoln's last speech. Three days later, he was assassinated. 
 The 14th Amendment: "No State shall make or enforce any 
law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens 
of the United States;…nor deny to any person within its 
jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws." The argument is 
that a State is trying to create a class of nonpersons – those who 
do not carry a State ID. 
 The State may not legislate to deny citizens their 
constitutional privilege to vote. To do so is to deny them equal 
protection of the right to vote based on class considerations – 
wealth; the right to drive a car; owning a car; being able to pay 
for transportation to ensure your provisional ballot is counted. 
This argument is made by Bill, the man who drives the  
three-wheeled bicycle. He passes, he passes none of the 
trappings of wealth, and this is clearly an obstacle to his 
franchise to vote. His right, unlike the right suggested by this 
bill, is based solely on his service to his country. 
 History often responds or continues itself for those who fail 
to heed its lessons. Our Constitution was established, more than 
by any other means, by the actions of one man. His name was 
Daniel Shays. He had a greater impact than Madison or 
Hamilton or Washington. Shays is remembered in history as a 
radical, a ragged farmer rebellious of the new country's order. 
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But what is forgotten about Daniel Shays is that he was not just 
the leader of a rabble army that was quickly overdone by the 
State militia; he was a member, a hero, of the Massachusetts 
Line. He fought at Bunker Hill. He fought at Ticonderoga to 
bring the cannons to Boston to force the British out, and he 
fought at Saratoga. He was such a hero at Saratoga that 
Lafayette gave him his sword. 
 After the war, Shays went back to farming, like all the other 
veterans of the line. The currency was no good. The pensions 
that were promised were not paid. The legislature was 
controlled by lawyers and bankers who passed laws to 
implement foreclosure of the veterans' and the farmers' lands. 
They passed regressive taxes. They passed restrictions of voting 
rights. 
 Finally, Shays had had enough. He determined that he would 
march to Springfield to the Federal arsenal with his army of 
farmers and veterans, take the ammunition and the guns, like 
they had done from Fort Ticonderoga, and use them to force the 
court to stop the foreclosures and force the legislature at 
Springfield to stop passing laws only in favor of those of 
wealth. 
 His rebellion, while short-lived, resulted in his sentence of 
death. He was later pardoned and lived his life out in western 
New York. However, that rebellion is what forced the delegates 
in Philadelphia to come in May and, in 100 days, to establish a 
government not that would rule its subjects but that would 
govern its subjects by their consent. 
 Checks and balances are the benefit and the reason that we 
do not have tyrannical rule. Shays, more than any man, is 
responsible for our government today. 
 There is a senior Senator in this General Assembly who has 
recently stated, "To link this outrageous version…" of HB 934 
to a poll tax "demonstrates a depth of cynicism that's 
astounding." Shakespeare's response is appropriate: I think the 
man doth protest too much. 
 The cause of preventing the permanent disenfranchisement 
of the minority is the best cause. Andrew Hamilton, our  
21st Speaker, was the best lawyer in the Commonwealth when 
tyranny required him to go to New York and to defend the 
freedom of the press. He was asked, why would you defend 
John Peter Zenger? He said, I defend all tyranny, because if you 
do not defend tyranny, that bad precedence has a way of moving 
back to closer parts. He was afraid that if the New York 
Assembly could muffle the speech, the freedom of speech in 
New York, it would be a short time before each other colony 
attempted to do the same thing. His legal work inspired the 
phrase "Philadelphia lawyer." He is best known for winning the 
case which established the permanent right of the press to 
criticize the arbitrary nature of government. 
 This law, HB 934, turns back to our most fundamental 
freedom: the right to vote. This law, if enacted without 
amendment, will lead in the same way as Dred Scott, Plessy v. 
Ferguson, Korematsu v. United States, and Citizens United 
stained our national identity. 
 To fail to speak is to risk a holocaust. How many Germans 
failed to speak up as thousands of people – Gypsies, Jews, 
Freemasons – were led to death camps? 
 What happens if this law is passed? Recession; high 
unemployment; disaffected youth; distrust in government; taxes 
on the poor. Let us just look at history. History repeats itself. It 
repeated itself with Daniel Shays. It repeated itself at the time of 
Herbert Hoover. Farmers marched on the courthouses because 

the laws that were passed were tyrannical. Voting was 
restricted. It leads people to do things they should not do. Order 
is required for government. You cannot expect order if you do 
not deal with legitimate requests of the people that lift their 
voices, whether they be minority or majority. 
 Lastly, each of us has to ask ourselves this: What will you 
say to your grandchild when he asks you what you did when 
voting rights were eliminated in 2012? Will you say you were 
silent, or will you raise your voice to protect liberty? 
 In closing, we should remember Andrew Hamilton's closing 
speech to the Zenger jury: "…it is the cause of liberty; and  
I make no doubt but your upright conduct, this day, will not 
only entitle you to the love and esteem of your fellow citizen, 
but every man who prefers freedom to a life of slavery will 
bless and honor you as men who have baffled the attempt of 
tyranny, and, by an impartial and uncorrupt verdict, have laid a 
noble foundation for securing to ourselves, our posterity, and 
our neighbors that to which nature and the laws of our country 
have given us a right – the liberty of both exposing and 
opposing arbitrary power (in these parts…) by speaking and 
writing truth." 
 I ask all members, whether Republican or Democrat, to stand 
up for your registered electors, to ensure that all voters in 
Pennsylvania continue to have the rights which they have today, 
and that all of the restrictions that are included within this bill 
be viewed just as the Sedition Act was viewed by the Zenger 
jury in 1732. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker gives permission for media 
access to the House floor to Gretchen Gailey and Jon Eirkson of 
ABC-27 News for videotaping for approximately 10 minutes. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lehigh County, Mr. Simmons. 
 Mr. SIMMONS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I stand here today in support of concurrence on HB 934. This 
important piece of legislation ensures that one person equals 
one vote, which is the foundation of our Republic. Nowadays it 
is quite common to need a photo ID for just about anything. In 
fact, the other day when my wife and I went to our local 
pharmacy, my wife needed an ID just to pick up a nasal 
decongestant for a cold. 
 There is actually an entire list of things that you need a photo 
ID for in today's society: adopting a pet; purchasing a home; 
purchasing an automobile; purchasing a gun; obtaining a bank 
account; obtaining a credit card; obtaining a passport; writing a 
check; making a credit card purchase; applying for a loan to 
purchase anything; proving your age; getting married; receiving 
a marriage license; driving; buying a house; closing on a house; 
getting medical care; getting on a plane; getting insurance on 
anything; getting a job; getting a post office box; getting a 
hunting license; getting a fishing license; getting a business 
license; cashing a paycheck; renting an apartment; renting a 
hotel room; renting a car; renting furniture; renting tools and 
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equipment; receiving welfare; receiving Social Security; 
receiving food stamps; buying cigarettes; buying alcohol; 
buying a bus ticket; buying a cell phone; buying an 
antihistamine; going into a casino; going into a bar; going to 
college; having your water turned on; having your electricity 
turned on; having your cable turned on; having your gas turned 
on; obtaining trash pickup service; picking up a package from 
the post office; picking up a package from Federal Express; 
picking up a package from UPS; and finally, picking up a 
prescription. I think you understand my point. 
 The notion that my friends on the other side of the aisle keep 
putting out there, that there is no such thing as voter fraud, is an 
absolute farce. In an editorial in the Philadelphia Inquirer on 
Sunday by attorney Linda Kerns, she talks about the mystery of 
the two Joes: Joseph Cheeseborough, spelled C-h-e-e-s-e-b-o-r-
o-u-g-h, and Joseph Cheeseboro, spelled C-h-e-e-s-e-b-o-r-o, 
both of whom regularly voted in the City of Brotherly Love. At 
a recent meeting of the city commissioners who oversee 
elections, the unusual names caught the eye of an enterprising 
activist, who visited the south Philadelphia addresses of the two 
Joes. One of the addresses was a vacant lot; the other address 
was a convenience store. Obviously, we cannot check every 
address on voter registration cards before an election. However, 
this bill would force the mysterious Joes to produce a valid ID 
before voting. 
 There is another notion being put out there by the other side 
that somehow this bill disenfranchises voters. Again, this is an 
absolute farce. First of all, 99 percent of Pennsylvanians have a 
valid ID that would suffice as a voter identification card, 
according to Carol Aichele, Secretary of the Commonwealth. If 
voters show up without a photo ID, they would be allowed to 
cast a provisional ballot and then would have 6 days to present 
election officials with an acceptable form of ID. The State 
Department of Transportation would also be required to issue 
free identification cards to those who apply and swear they have 
no other acceptable proof of identity for voting. Again, this 
ensures one person, one vote. 
 On a personal note, I must add that I find it quite hypocritical 
that the other side of the aisle is claiming that we have some 
kind of vast right-wing conspiracy to disenfranchise people with 
this bill. This is coming from the political party that has 
members that want to take away workers' rights in the 
workplace to a secret ballot when forming a union, and 
members of the party that want to take away some of our 
Second Amendment rights. 
 Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the members of this chamber to 
support this bill on concurrence. There is nothing more 
important to the foundation of this Republic than to ensure one 
person, one vote. Thank you. 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(JOHN MAHER) PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, Mr. Frankel. 
 Mr. FRANKEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Before I start, I just want to suggest to you that that 
compilation, that list that we just heard, is a list of privileges – 
privileges – that we have in our communities to purchase things 
and other things. It is not a right. This right to vote is enshrined 
in our Constitution. And we are going to hear many compelling 

arguments today in opposition to this. However, I believe that 
the essence, the essence of HB 934, which I affectionately call 
the Republican voter suppression bill, the essence comes down 
to one basic truth: that it stifles our fundamental right to vote 
that is enshrined in our democracy. Any attempt, any attempt to 
infringe that right is an affront to the Constitution and it is an 
affront to the founders of this nation. 
 Supporters of this bill will have you believe that this is about 
good government whose outcome just happens to have the 
partisan implication of suppressing voter turnout in a 
Presidential election. Unfortunately, the most harm this 
legislation will cause will be the nonpartisan pain caused to our 
voters, particularly our youngest voters – those 18-year-olds, 
high school students who will show up to the polls for the first 
time; our college students, who in my district line up for hours – 
hours, in the last two Presidential elections – to vote, extending 
the opening of the polls up until 10 o'clock at night, and they 
stayed patiently to do it. This will only make that job tougher. 
 And for our oldest voters who have been voting their whole 
lives and now will be turned away because they cannot show a 
government-issued, nonexpired voter ID; for example, one of 
my constituents called worried that her elderly father will have 
trouble voting. He is in a wheelchair, and his only photo 
identification is an expired driver's license. He has voted in 
every election for the past several decades. So he is well known 
at the polling place. Unfortunately, the fact that the judge of 
elections knows him by name is not enough to validate him at 
the polling place, and it is not enough to convince the majority 
party that he will not be voting illegally, so he will have to show 
his voter ID. 
 Now, let us take a look. What does he have to do? What is 
the process to get that voter ID for this elderly disabled voter? 
First, he has got to go out and obtain and fill out a form,  
DL-54A. Next, find or obtain his Social Security card. Next, 
find or obtain a birth certificate or passport. Next, get together 
utility bills, mortgage or rental documents, and tax documents. 
Lastly, use public transportation to get a driver's license, to go 
to the driver's license center in tow, or if he is likely to have a 
family member who is willing to take time off of work to get 
him to the driver's license center. And the reason we are asking 
this wheelchair-bound octogenarian supervoter to jump through 
these hoops is that we are worried that he is going to commit 
voter impersonation. 
 Apparently the majority party fears that this gentleman will 
call the transit agency serving older residents and people with 
disabilities, ACCESS. He will somehow convince the ACCESS 
driver to aid him and abet him in his voter impersonation fraud 
by taking him from polling place to polling place. Of course, he 
will have done extensive research in advance to figure out the 
name of a registered voter in that precinct. It cannot be 
somebody, just any registered voter; it has to be someone who 
does not plan to vote that day and someone from that polling 
place who nobody else in the polling place knows. Quite an 
extraordinary risk he is taking. 
 Then, then he will have to sign that person's voter card, 
copying their signature in order to avoid getting caught. That 
part might be especially difficult since his hands tremble when 
he writes. But it is important, because if this gentleman is 
caught, he will be committing a felony, a felony that will result 
in a $10,000 fine and prison time. That is pretty expensive and 
pretty compelling for someone living on a pension or on Social 
Security. 
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 Finally, this man can wheel himself before the voting screen 
and vote for somebody else if all those things have taken place. 
Are we not glad that the Republicans have forestalled this 
terrible crime? Now you can understand, now you can 
understand why the AARP is adamantly opposed to this 
Republican voter suppression bill. 
 The bill's supporters claim we need this legislation to solve a 
widespread problem, but the truth is, there is not a documented 
problem of voter fraud in Pennsylvania, nor is it a far-reaching 
problem elsewhere, because impersonating another voter is 
really hard to do, and the consequences are really very serious. 
 So what does voter fraud look like? Let us take a look, and  
I have got an example for you. This is an example of how not 
far-reaching, how not legitimate these concerns are. An 
advocacy organization in Minnesota recently offered a  
$1,000 reward for proof of any official allegation, charge, or 
conviction of fraud, voter fraud, in that State, going back as far 
as 10 years. After months of time passed, one group, one group, 
a pro-voter-ID organization, was finally able to scrounge up one 
single charge from the 2008 election, an election where almost 
3 million Minnesotans cast their votes. You know what the 
voter fraud was? A mother signed her daughter's absentee ballot 
because she thought she was allowed to and she did not know 
her daughter planned to vote the same day. Oops. 
 I am glad we are going to spend millions of dollars to stop 
any well-meaning mom from pulling that trick in Pennsylvania. 
That is what passes for far-reaching voter fraud, I guess. So the 
question becomes, if HB 934 does not stop voter impersonation, 
what does it really stop? Very simply, it would stop people who 
do not have a government-issued photo ID from voting, and it 
would very clearly stifle the votes and voices of our older 
voters, our younger voters, and voters of color. This is a 
calculated maneuver. Let there be no question or doubt about 
that. Republicans have talked a lot about good government this 
year, and I am not sure how preventing seniors and students 
from voting makes our government better. 
 This is nothing more than a form of partisan, political 
bullying, bullying aimed at intimidating our seniors, 
intimidating our youth, our disabled, and our economically 
disadvantaged citizens. It is for these reasons that I will be 
voting to nonconcur in the Senate amendments to HB 934, the 
Republican voter suppression bill. I urge all of my colleagues to 
do the same. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and reminds members that our rules provide for not 
assaulting the motives or intentions on the question, but to keep 
your comments on the question. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Mr. DeLuca. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I oppose concurrence on HB 934. It is not that  
I think it is going to be a dual hardship because of getting a 
photo ID, but I think what we need to ask ourselves is, is this 
the right thing to do with the State taxpayers' money? Are we 
doing the best when we are cutting costs in education, in some 
of our social programs, some of the rural cancer centers, are we 
doing our best with this money that we are going to utilize for a 
situation that has not proven the extent of voter fraud in this 
Commonwealth? Now, nobody on either side of this House is 
for voter fraud. We are certainly for elections that are not taken 
advantage of by anybody, no matter who they are. But in the 
same token, some of that Federal money that we are going to be 

using, I do not hear anybody talking about paper trails for some 
of these machines, and we know how hackers today, 
Mr. Speaker, are able to hack. We hack into the Federal 
programs. Yet, we do not have a paper trail for a lot of these 
machines, and we are talking about fraud. Is it not time that we 
update these machines to make sure there is a paper trail to 
ensure the integrity of our election process? 
 Mr. Speaker, when you have, we talk about, on this side of 
the aisle, about less mandates. We do not believe in mandates. 
We should not send mandates down to our schools and our 
counties, yet the county commissioners say this is a mandate. 
They do not want it because it is going to cost them money, 
Mr. Speaker, yet we are willing to mandate what they have to 
do. They say they have not experienced all this voter fraud that 
we are talking about. And let us not kid ourselves, Mr. Speaker; 
this is not going to solve voter fraud. 
 There have been recent news stories regarding the ease in 
which fake IDs can be obtained from China and other foreign 
countries – fake ID licenses, tougher and tougher to not verify. 
The Philadelphia Daily News, March 14, 2011, just last week, 
Mr. Speaker, a PENNDOT employee in Chester County was 
arrested and charged with providing convicted felons with fake 
IDs. This will not stop voter fraud. What it will do is suppress 
voters from voting, some of the handicapped. 
 And I wonder what this is going to do, Mr. Speaker, to the 
people who work on the election boards. Right now we cannot 
get people to fill election board positions. They work tirelessly; 
many, many hours providing a service to have free elections in 
this State and this country. We pay them less than minimum 
wage, but they provide a service. And we have a tough time 
staffing the judge of elections, minority and majority clerks, and 
now we are going to say if they make a mistake, they are going 
to be penalized $1,000 and maybe a year in jail. And when they 
signed that little card there, if they make a mistake, they might 
just be disenfranchised for 4 years from voting. Now, I wonder 
who is going to represent somebody's false allegations that an 
election board member has to defend themselves, has to hire an 
attorney if somebody makes that type of accusation. What is 
that going to cost? And one thing I can say on this bill that the 
other side has put together: It is a job-creating bill. I want to 
thank them because it is a job-creating bill. It is a job-creating 
bill for our prosecutors. It is a job-creating bill for our lawyers, 
and certainly will keep our judges very active on the court 
challenges. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a situation that we have other important 
legislation to argue about, to pass, pertaining to jobs, finding 
money for other things. It is amazing how we can find this 
million dollars in this budget when we do not have money for 
other things. Mr. Speaker, this is a sad day in Pennsylvania, 
with the budget restraints that we have, that we are going to 
spend money on a situation that no person can verify that we 
had that extent of fraud. Therefore, I ask this House to 
nonconcur on HB 934. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Northampton County,  
Mr. Freeman. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge a vote of nonconcurrence in  
HB 934. This legislation is unnecessary, and it is a real threat to 
the ability of legitimately registered voters to be able to cast 
their ballot here in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The 
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reason this legislation is unnecessary is because if you look at 
the facts, the cases of voter fraud in this Commonwealth are 
practically nonexistent. There have been only four individuals 
convicted of voter fraud in Pennsylvania since 2004. As the 
Philadelphia Inquirer observed in today's editorial, this is "a fix 
in search of a problem." We have already heard from speakers 
yesterday and today that the County Commissioners 
Association, that level of government entrusted with overseeing 
our election process, is against this legislation. They realize that 
there is not a problem, that voter fraud is not an ongoing 
problem in this State, and they see the dangers inherent in this 
law, this bill, to the ability of legitimately registered voters to be 
able to exercise their franchise. 
 I should also note that if you look at the facts again, the vast 
majority of county commissioners in this Commonwealth are 
Republicans. They overwhelmingly hold the positions of county 
commissioner in this State, and yet the County Commissioners 
Association is against this legislation. We already have in place 
effective safeguards to ensure the integrity of our election 
process. A voter going to vote has to sign. Their signature has to 
be the signature that is on the books. The election day poll 
workers, the judge, the inspectors know the vast majority of the 
people who come in and vote in their district. They know them 
by name because they are their neighbors, they are their friends, 
they see them on a daily or weekly basis, and they see them at 
every election, those who consistently vote. We also have a 
watcher process here in Pennsylvania. Candidates and parties 
can have watchers at the polling place to check on any 
irregularities, to question, and to challenge. And first-time 
voters in Pennsylvania have to bring identification when they 
vote for the first time in a new precinct. These are safeguards 
that are working, that have worked, and prove that there is no 
need for this expensive legislation. 
 What must be raised today is the danger that this legislation 
places on our election day workers, those who work inside the 
polls – the judge of elections, the inspectors, the machine 
operators. Imagine how awkward it will be for them, if this bill 
becomes law, to turn away people they know are legitimately 
registered voters, people they have seen vote consistently in 
elections in that precinct, year in and year out, people who are 
just there to exercise their franchise and are being told, I am 
sorry, you do not have a voter ID card; you cannot vote today. 
Oh, we can give you a provisional ballot, and yes, you have to 
in a very short span of time get an ID form and go down to the 
election bureau and make it clear that you are legitimate. The 
incredulous look that is going to be on the face of these voters 
and the awkwardness we are putting our election workers in, the 
awkward position, is outrageous and unnecessary, as  
I mentioned. 
 If they let a legitimately registered voter vote, by the way – 
these election workers say, well, I know you. You are my 
neighbor. You voted in every election. I have seen you. I am 
going to let you vote – that election day worker is subject to a 
fine of up to $1,000, subject to being in prison up to 1 year, and 
will lose their own right of franchise for 4 years. That is covered 
in the Election Code under section 1852. It is difficult enough 
for us to get people to serve in the roles of judge of elections 
and inspector of elections in our polling places. Now we are 
going to make it almost impossible to recruit people, knowing 
that they will be put in an awkward position to turn away people 
they know are legitimate voters because they do not have a 
photo ID, or to face the possibility of fine and imprisonment and 

the loss of their own voting rights. But by far the most hurt class 
of people by this legislation are our senior citizens. Most of our 
senior citizens do not have a passport. Many of them have given 
up their driving privileges and no longer have a license. Now, 
they could never have missed a vote in 60-some years of voting. 
They are recognized by the election day workers on a first-name 
basis, and yet, under this bill, they will not be allowed to vote 
unless they can produce a voter ID. 
 There was a case that was cited in today's editorial by the 
Philadelphia Inquirer, where in Aurora, Ohio, on March 6, the 
date of that State's Presidential primary, an 86-year-old World 
War II veteran was prevented from voting at the same precinct 
that he has lived in for 40 years. His driver's license had 
expired, and an ID from the Veterans' Administration – an ID 
from the Veterans' Administration – was not acceptable under 
Ohio's new voter ID law. That story, if this bill becomes law, 
will be replicated time and time again across this 
Commonwealth, and shame on us if we put a veteran in that 
position so that they cannot cast their ballot, someone who 
defended the freedom of this country. And that is what this 
legislation will do. 
 The argument that they can get a free photo ID ignores the 
tremendous inconvenience, the hurdles that seniors will have to 
go through to get that ID. Many PENNDOT photo centers are 
located in suburban settings that are poorly served by public 
transportation, or not served at all by public transportation. So 
someone who does not have a driver's license has to figure out a 
way to get to that photo center to get that photo ID. A senior 
citizen living in a rural part of Pennsylvania will be particularly 
handicapped in trying to get that photo ID. In many parts of 
Pennsylvania, you are going to require grandparents to pay cab 
fare in order to get to that center to get their photo ID. Eighteen 
percent of senior citizens in this Commonwealth do not have a 
government-issued photo ID. That is according to Karen Buck 
of the SeniorLAW Center. It is the Greatest Generation, who 
has voted in the greatest numbers and consistently in our 
elections, who will be hurt the most by this legislation. Those 
who survived the deprivations of the Great Depression, endured 
the hardships and sacrifice of World War II, and went on to 
build the most robust American economic period of time in this 
country in the post-World-War era will be the ones who will be 
penalized by this legislation. 
 Mr. Speaker, my hometown paper, the Express-Times of 
Easton, wrote an editorial, published an editorial that appeared 
in Friday's paper opposing this legislation. Let me quote just in 
part their arguments, because they are very salient. To quote the 
Express-Times editorial of March 9, 2012: "Debunking the 
'fraud-fighting' argument is easy. The evidence of voter fraud is 
nearly nonexistent. Even the Justice Department under President 
George W. Bush came to that conclusion, after a five-year study 
looking for organized activity to skew elections.  
 "Second, making someone produce a photo ID doesn't do 
much – except prevent someone else from showing up and 
trying to vote under your name. How often does that happen? 
The errors that do occur often involve record-keeping that isn’t 
up to date. But even that doesn't foment much in the way of 
fraud at the polls. 
 "Voting is a right, not a privilege. For whatever reason 
people may not carry a photo ID, they shouldn't be made to 
jump through hoops to fill out a ballot. Besides, Pennsylvania 
residents already must show proof of residence and age when 
they register to vote, and when they show up at a new polling 
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place" – if they are voting for the first time in that polling place. 
 "County officials across the state warn that checking IDs 
could create long lines at polling places and headaches for 
election workers. Those who show up without a photo ID – for 
instance, a senior who gave up his or her driver’s license – 
would be required to fill out a provisional ballot, then have six 
days to go to a PennDOT licensing center, secure an ID, then go 
to the county election office with proof of identity. That’s an 
insult to someone who may have been voting regularly for 
decades and is well known to the election judges and 
inspectors" in their precinct. 
 "Here's another reason to get worked up over a voter-ID bill: 
It will cost" taxpayers "up to $11 million to put it in place, in a 
state with a huge budget deficit." 
 That is a very clear argument against this legislation. If you 
want to go after potential fraud, increase the number of poll 
watchers who can be at our polling places. If you want to go 
after fraud, increase the penalties for those who commit the 
fraud, but do not make legitimately registered voters the victims 
of this bill. This proposal is an affront to our democracy. It is 
voter suppression, pure and simple.  
 In the name of our Constitution and the right of all free 
citizens to cast their ballot without unnecessary obstruction,  
I urge this House to vote "no" on concurrence of HB 934. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Clinton County, the minority whip, Mr. Hanna, 
on the question. 
 Mr. HANNA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Today I rise in opposition to HB 934, which would require 
voters to present photo identification issued by the United States 
or the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania before voting at a 
polling place every time they vote. Laws already exist requiring 
first-time voters to provide identification. This photo ID would 
have to include an expiration date and show a name conforming 
to the name of the individual as it appears in the district register. 
Mr. Speaker, this bill will only disenfranchise citizens who are 
eligible and have the right to vote, especially minorities, the 
disabled, the elderly, and the working poor. Studies have 
consistently shown that approximately 10 percent of voting-age 
citizens in this country – 10 percent or more, and that is  
20 million individuals – lack a government-issued photo ID. 
That is 20 million individuals in this country lack a photo ID. 
 Further, by requiring an expiration date, HB 934 would also 
exclude individuals with common forms of ID, such as student 
or military ID cards. Though HB 934 would allow voters 
without acceptable ID to vote a provisional ballot, many of the 
very individuals who do not have acceptable ID will be unable 
to travel to the county seat to sign the required affidavit within 6 
days. This is simply not practical. And although the bill would 
allow PENNDOT to distribute photo IDs at no charge, the 
underlying documents required to get the ID cost money and 
involve extra time and cost. According to the Pennsylvania 
Budget and Policy Center, the estimated costs associated with 
Pennsylvania's voter ID are staggering: more than $11 million. 
Here are the figures: cost of the free voter ID cards,  
$1.94 million; lost revenue for PENNDOT, $1.18 million; 
public education on the program, $4.2 million; voter 
notification, $2.7 million; photo ID equipment, $376,540; 
election day staffing, $576,840. 
 HB 934 would create an unfunded mandate, imposing 
significant costs on the counties and the State that are 
unnecessary and avoidable. While this State is facing continuing 

budget deficits, these costs would be incurred unnecessarily. 
There are so many important issues facing our State and country 
right now. We should want people to be even more motivated to 
vote. We should be considering making voting easier, not 
making the process more difficult. 
 Mr. Speaker, I urge a "no" vote on HB 934. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentlelady from Philadelphia, Representative 
Brown. 
 Ms. V. BROWN. Thank you. I appreciate that. 
 HB 934 is more than just a piece of legislation that will most 
likely be voted into law; for me, this has become very personal. 
It has become very personal to me because I have listened to the 
other side of the aisle and I understand their argument that there 
could be fraud, that there probably is some fraud. But when  
I think about being the cleanup crew – which is what the other 
side of the aisle in this term has become, the cleanup crew – 
some jobs take a broom or a mop; HB 934 takes out the 
bulldozer to clean up a very small problem that barely lifts up 
off the page when you go to document it on a flow chart. When 
the bulldozer comes out to clean up this problem, the side effect 
is roadkill, and the roadkill is our seniors, our young, our 
homeless, and our minority groups in this Commonwealth. And 
you say that is a small group; it may be 18 percent, but this  
18 percent is a protected class. This 18 percent has fought hard 
to count and to even be included as 18 percent of our whole. 
When I look at my ancestors and the folks that I stand on their 
shoulders, those great giants who have motivated me to become 
the State Representative that I am today, and I look at how hard 
they fought for their right to vote, there is no way I could be 
silent on this issue. 
 When I think about a great woman as Fannie Lou Hamer, 
who motivated me to run because she was sick and tired of 
being sick and tired, and as a young mother in my community 
who was struggling to make whole my family, I was sick and 
tired of being sick and tired. But when this vote came up, I got 
to see her a little deeper. I got to see Fannie Lou Hamer as just 
not a woman, a mother like me in the community, but a true 
leader who had less than what I had in my struggle. In her day, 
she had even less than me. She became aware, and not everyone 
was aware that the right to vote was the way to change her life, 
the way to change her community, to have a voice in the 
electoral process, to have a voice to choose who would 
represent her in her House, in her State, and in Washington 
D.C., and she was neglected that right to have that voice. So she 
stood, she marched, she rode on buses to make her voice heard, 
to fight for that right. And when she stood, there was opposition 
that said, you will not have this right to vote. And that 
opposition came with dogs; it came with fire hoses; it came with 
billy clubs; it came with arrests and to be put in a cage to silence 
her voice. And while she sat in that cage, they beat her. A 
woman like me, who just wanted her voice to be heard, they 
beat her. And when they were tired of beating her, they looked 
over at her friends, who looked like me, and they said, you beat 
her now because we are tired. You take this baton and you 
finish my job. They beat her until they took her hearing from 
her, and she walks now with a limp. 
 The most courageous thing when I think about HB 934, why 
I have to stand today, is because with all of that, they still did 
not silence her voice. She came right out of that prison cell, she 
healed herself up, and she stood again for her right to vote, to 
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have her voice heard, to have her life be better because she 
could make decisions about who would represent her. And she 
sang hymns and spirituals to help heal her wounds and heal her 
community's wounds. She continued to march until her death, 
and on that, I stand today, Mr. Speaker. 
 It has given me a tremendous amount of courage to walk my 
community and understand exactly how this bill would affect 
my community. I have already been acting as if this bill has 
passed, and I have been listening to the stories of whom people 
say it will and will not affect. And as I go into my communities 
and I talk to them in a meeting setting and I educate them about 
HB 934, at the end of it I say – now here is the action – could 
everyone please pull out your photo ID? I have been in groups 
where people were all of those minorities I have mentioned, and 
I have been in groups where people were not representing those 
minorities, they were more, looked like this room right here. 
When I asked them to pull out their photo ID, drivers of 
Pennsylvania State ID, you would be surprised that 75 percent 
of the room to 50 percent of that room did not have their ID. 
Some of them were embarrassed that after I told that story about 
Miss Fannie Lou Hamer and how important the right to vote 
was, that they did not have their ID. And it was surprising to 
me, because I thought that maybe you might have been right; 
maybe I was wrong. But my case study proved that this was 
right, that there are people who do not carry an ID every day for 
whatever reason they choose, and even if they carry that ID, 
there were people who had moved. There was a young girl who 
was 19 years old, who has a baby, and she has moved from one 
home to another because she has been displaced. And as she 
moves, she does not change her address. Before we come up to 
the November election, I can guarantee you she will probably 
have moved two more times, and she will not have that address 
correct on that day of the election because that is the last thing 
she is worried about. Moving, finding someplace secure is the 
priority for her, and making sure her baby is safe, not the 
address on her photo ID. And in most places, when she has to 
give that photo ID, they will accept it with the wrong address, 
but at the polling place they will not. And you will have, once 
again, another woman who is trying to stand, silenced that 
voice. Shame on anyone who would vote for HB 934. Shame on 
anyone who would allow the law, even as the cleanup crew, to 
silence the voice of that young mother. 
 In the room when I talked to my constituents and just last 
night, three elderly women were sitting over to the side, and 
they looked at me and they said, we do not have our ID. And  
I said, you know, on election day, when you go to the polls, my 
legs are young, I can walk back home and get my ID, but I do 
not know if yours will allow you to walk back. And they said, 
you know, that is right; we will not go back. And I said, then 
they won; you will not have voted. So I am here today to get 
you ready. And they said, well, will it not be in the paper that 
we will need to take our ID? I said, no; that amendment was 
voted down in the House of Representatives, that when that 
posting is printed in the paper, it will not say voter ID, photo ID 
is required in order to cast your vote. So those same three 
seniors, elders, who remember what it was like to struggle for 
the right to vote, would not come back to the polling place. And 
they felt ashamed that they had said they would not come back 
when they remembered that their mother, cousin, or aunt stood 
against all adversity for that right to vote. 
 
 

 This is very personal to too many people to make this go by. 
There are too many people still here today, alive, who have 
fought and walked and marched for this right to vote. In my 
community they are between 70 and 90 to 100 years old, and for 
them to even see this come up is unconscionable and hurts them 
deep down in their soul, that anyone would take them back to a 
time 30 years. It is only 30 years ago when we just got the right 
to vote for everyone, for everyone. We did not all have this 
right. So I am asking and I am imploring and I am begging of 
you to please reconsider your stand – because I know many of 
you have your minds already made up – to please, what is right 
for one has to be right for all. What is wrong for one is wrong 
for all of the citizens of this Commonwealth here in 
Pennsylvania. 
 The world is looking at us. They are looking at us to take a 
firm stand. They are looking at us to serve as a democratic 
Republic, working for the good of all of us together. This 
cannot be a partisan vote. We must work together. And I stretch 
my hand across this aisle to ask you to please consider my 
family, my district, and those who look like me, who when that 
bulldozer goes across to clean up this wave of whatever you 
think is fraud or can calculate is fraud, it will have roadkill as 
you try to clean this up and make a better and more ethical 
voting process.  When I asked everyone in that room, "Has 
anyone ever experienced voter fraud? Could you raise your 
hand if you know of any of your neighbors who has ever stolen 
a vote?" no hands went up. No one knew of any incidences 
where that had happened, and they could not understand why 
we would enact something like this when no one knows why we 
would do this.  
 So again, I am asking you to stand firm and think about all of 
the people in this Commonwealth, even the few, when you cast 
your vote for HB 934. Please vote "no." Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Representative Preston. 
 Mr. PRESTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Several months ago I became very emotional about the right 
to speak, because people wanted to deny that right to speak. The 
previous speaker talked about the police, some of the bullying, 
some of the blackjacks that were hit on people's backs, and 
some of the water hoses that were put to keep people from 
voting. I am one of those people who experienced that, who felt 
the blackjack on my back and had the water sprayed on me. 
And I am sitting down here thinking that all of a sudden we are 
hearing there is a problem in Pennsylvania; there is a big 
problem in Pennsylvania and we have to do something about it. 
So my question is, what is the problem? I have heard people 
say, well, voter fraud. I sat in the Rules Committee, and  
I looked at the experience around the members just as well as in 
this House. I have not heard one person yet, not one member of 
the great House of Representatives in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania give us an idea of when we had strong or any 
form of reputed voter fraud in this State in the last 10 years.  
I am still waiting. But we have a problem in Pennsylvania, and 
we are about to spend millions upon millions of dollars. Do we 
care about those people, our mentally, physically challenged? 
The people in the wheelchair who do not have it? 
 I will give another example. There was a member in the 
Rules Committee who spoke and raised the question that, I have 
been married for so many years; it is my understanding they 
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have been married over 50 years. His wife happens to be judge 
of election. And what he was giving the example about, if he 
came to vote and he did not have this wallet with him with his 
ID, and his wife of over 50 years let him vote, she would have 
to go to jail and pay a fine after they had been married 50 years. 
How redundant can this be? But somebody is saying that we 
have a problem here in Pennsylvania, but yet in a sense, nobody 
has identified what the problem is. But we are going to spend 
tens of millions of dollars on a problem that to the best of my 
knowledge as a simple country boy, does not exist. But we are 
going to spend the money on 934. 
 It is a form of suppression, clearly a form of Republican 
suppression to be able to deny people to vote. Not only that, the 
cost on the lines. This State has 67 voter registrars, who are 
autonomous, no matter what we say, from the Secretary of 
State, and they control the voting process within each one of 
those counties. We have new voting machines, even though 
some of the counties have different voting machines, so now we 
are going to put an extra expense on those respective counties. 
And they say $9 or $11 million is going to pay for it. Let us be 
serious. We know what is going to happen. You know why? 
Several years ago I had the honor of being the chairman of the 
State Government Committee, right after the fiasco in Florida – 
fiasco or fraud in Florida, however you want to look at it. Now, 
that might have been some voter fraud right there. But after that 
fiasco in Florida, we still do not have, 11 years later, a central 
voter registration process. Each county has its own registration 
process. Each county has its own separate voter record, and 
there is no way that you can control that. And how do you even 
stop somebody from each county? So we are failing ourselves, 
but someone says in Pennsylvania we have a problem, and we 
are going to spend millions of dollars on a problem that I still 
have not heard one member stand up here and say we have this 
great problem about voter fraud. Come on. How long do we 
have to run this scenario? We need to do something much more 
about it. 
 Let us respect the senior citizens. Let us respect the people 
who are physically and mentally challenged, who come out to 
vote, who come out to vote to express themselves, and to make 
it even difficult for them is the wrong thing to do. If we had the 
problem, I could see us raising it, but so far we have not had the 
problem: have not heard it from the maker or the sponsor of the 
bill, have not heard it from the members, have not really heard it 
from the press. All I have seen are editorials all the way across, 
from the Council of Churches, the Black Political 
Empowerment association back in my district, to the County 
Commissioners Association, who think that this bill is 
ludicrous. It is not worth the money that we are spending on it. 
But yet, in a sense, here we are discussing an issue because we 
have a problem in Pennsylvania that no one can tell us what the 
problem really is, because it really does not exist. I am at a loss 
for words.  
 Common sense will tell you that this is not the way to go. 
There is no way in the world that I can vote for 934, because  
I think I have some common sense, and I understand that this is 
nothing but a Republican suppression voter bill. Please vote 
"no" on 934. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentlelady from Luzerne, Representative Mundy, on the 
question. 
 

 Ms. MUNDY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, HB 934 is yet another example of this 
majority's misplaced priorities. Your party has the majority in 
the House, the Senate, and the Governor's Office. How do you 
use the power of that majority at a time when you are cutting 
vital human services to our frail elderly in nursing homes, 
cutting early childhood education for our children, just two 
among your many other proposed cuts in funding for services to 
Pennsylvanians who need them? You in the majority choose to 
spend millions of dollars on a problem that does not exist.  
I believe just as strongly in the concept of one person, one vote 
as you do. If you could show any substantial evidence of voter 
impersonation that could justify the expenditure of millions of 
hard-earned taxpayer dollars, I would be among the first to sign 
on to a solution. 
 I value citizen participation in the electoral process so 
strongly that I spent some 20 years of my life working as a 
board member and president of my local League of Women 
Voters, an organization dedicated to promoting informed citizen 
participation in the electoral process. This is what the League of 
Women Voters has to say about this bill in testimony before the 
State Government Committee: "Proponents of the voter photo 
ID requirement claim it is necessary to stop voter fraud. 
However, investigations of alleged instances of voter fraud by 
The Brennan Center for Justice at NYU School of Law have 
revealed no evidence of widespread fraud of the type that would 
be prevented by a photo ID requirement. Furthermore, fair 
implementation of expanded Voter ID in Pennsylvania will cost 
taxpayers millions of dollars – money that could be better spent 
addressing the real problems that face Pennsylvania citizens. To 
burden Pennsylvanians with voter identification beyond what is 
already required of those going to a polling place for the first 
time, amounts to nothing more than a high-priced solution in 
search of a problem. 
 "The League urges the House State Government Committee 
to oppose any and all forms of expanded Voter ID legislation 
beyond what is already required of first-time voters. In 
addressing the problems that do exist in election administration, 
we believe it is vitally important that officials who are 
responsible for establishing and administering election systems 
act only after careful consideration of the facts, rather than on 
the basis of unsubstantiated allegations. From our perspective, 
any proposal that restricts voter registration or raises barriers to 
voting in order to deal with an alleged problem of voter fraud is 
a solution based in fear rather than fact. We simply have seen 
no credible evidence of the magnitude of voter fraud being 
claimed that justifies restricting the franchise." This is from the 
League of Women Voters of Pennsylvania. 
 I also share the concern of those organizations whose 
mission it is to protect the rights of older citizens. This is what 
the AARP has to say about this travesty of a bill: "HB 934 
would add another unnecessary layer of bureaucracy to the 
voting process and would be likely to disenfranchise the 
elderly…. The cost to implement this legislation is likely to be 
considerable…. Currently, nearly one in five citizens over  
65 lacks a current, government-issued photo ID…. HB 934 is an 
expensive voter suppression bill that would make it harder for 
older citizens, students, people with disabilities, minorities, and 
lower-income people to vote." That is from Pennsylvania's 
Association for Retired Persons, AARP. 
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 How do you use the power of your majority in the House, the 
Senate, and the Governor's Office? You use the power of your 
majority to spend millions of dollars, millions of dollars on a 
nonexistent problem. You use the power of the majority to deny 
our citizens their most fundamental right in a democratic 
society, a right which men and women of America's military 
have shed blood and died to preserve: the precious right of 
Pennsylvania citizens to vote. I can only hope that those 
Pennsylvanians who are allowed to cast a ballot will hold you 
accountable for your misuse of the power of your majority. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
majority whip, who requests that the gentleman from Bucks 
County, Mr. O'NEILL, be placed on leave for the balance of the 
day. Without objection, leave is granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Representative Markosek. 
 Mr. MARKOSEK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise today to oppose HB 934, the voter 
suppression bill. There are two main groups that will be 
suppressed from voting if this bill passes. First of all, there are 
our senior citizens. We know that it is very difficult to get birth 
certificates for people born before the year 1930. That means 
that anybody who is 82 years old or older has a very difficult 
time or will have a very difficult time in getting a birth 
certificate. That is something that they need to get the ID 
required under this current legislation. If we pass this and they 
cannot get that, there is a whole host of obstacles that they have 
to go through, and in a sense, they will not be able to vote. 
Many of them will show up at the polls and just simply go home 
and not come back or not go downtown to the county 
courthouse or all the other things that this bill mandates aged 
people to do. With the aging of America, and particularly the 
aging of Pennsylvania, we see many people in their eighties 
coming out to vote. We see many people in their nineties 
coming out to vote. And we are starting to see centenarians 
coming out to vote, people over 100 years old. God bless them. 
We all hope we get there, and we all hope that when we are that 
old we can still make it to the polls and vote. But heaven forbid 
if they do not have the proper ID and it takes them all day to get 
ready to get out to the polls and they go through a lot of 
hardship to get there. And then once they get there, because 
they do not have proper ID, even though the people working at 
the polls know them personally, they will be told not to vote. So 
this suppresses senior citizens from voting. 
 It also has the consequence of suppressing some young 
people from voting, people that we are trying to register and 
trying to encourage to vote. This bill requires an ID, a college 
ID, that has an expiration date. We have a major college in this 
Commonwealth, Penn State University, that does not have an 
expiration date on its student ID. So if you are a young voter 
and you show up at the polls and use your student ID from Penn 
State, since it does not have an expiration date, you will be 
turned away or you will be given some other means to vote – 

provisional ballots, etc., and oftentimes many people will not 
bother to come back. 
 But most of all, I think we have to look at this bill in terms of 
how much it will cost. When HB 934 left the House, the fiscal 
note set the State dollar cost at $4.3 million. The Senate fiscal 
note set the cost at a mere $1 million. Now the House sets the 
cost at $1,026,000. We think that this estimate is way too low. 
Additionally, the fiscal notes fail to take into consideration lost 
revenue to PENNDOT for renewal photo ID cards. It says that 
the counties will not have increased costs because they "may" 
use an online absentee ballot system. What is the cost if they do 
not? Will there be a cost to utilize this system? 
 My point is, cost estimates vary widely, depending on what 
is getting counted. In fact, the Pennsylvania Budget and Policy 
Center estimates the real cost of this unnecessary legislation is 
about $11 million. What they can agree with is that $4 million 
in Federal Help America Vote Act funds will be expended. 
These funds could be used for better purposes, such as 
purchasing voting machines, making polling places more 
accessible, and get-out-the-vote efforts. We do not know if  
$4 million will even be enough. And I might add that in the 
budget hearings we had the Attorney General come before us 
and say they are being cut by 5 percent. If we were really 
interested in somehow eliminating fraud, why would we be 
cutting the Attorney General 5 percent? What is clear is that 
important programs all over the State are certainly being cut. 
Why would we be willing to spend millions on this, especially 
now? 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Representative Kortz. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, would the prime sponsor of the bill stand for 
brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. It appears that the gentleman in 
question is not available at the moment. You are welcome to 
proceed. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Is there anyone else, Mr. Speaker, on the other 
side who could answer several questions? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates he 
will receive your inquiries. You may proceed. And I will remind 
the gentleman, the purpose of interrogation is to ascertain 
information necessary for your understanding of the bill before 
you. 
 Mr. KORTZ. That is correct, sir. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thank you. You may proceed. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the bill as I interpret it mandates that 
everybody, eligible voters in Pennsylvania, must show a photo 
ID every time they vote. My question deals with this, it deals 
with the General Assembly. Next January we are going to vote 
on a new Speaker of the House when that new session takes 
place. Will we be mandated, the General Assembly members, 
be mandated to show a photo ID prior to casting that vote for 
the new Speaker of the House? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, that is not addressed in this 
legislation, of course. This is dealing with the elections that are 
occurring across the State that each of us go vote in as voters. 
And when we go to vote in our own precincts, we will be 
required to show photo ID when we show up to cast that vote 
this year in the primary and this year in the general election, but 
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as you know, when we were all sworn in here, to be sworn in, to 
have a seat at the table to elect the Speaker you have to be taken 
through that process which is thoroughly vetted. So we did not 
see any reason to include that in this legislation, of course. 
Actually, we did not even think of it because there is such a 
thorough vetting to ensure that when myself or the gentleman 
currently at the microphone shows up, that you are who you say 
you are, you are who you claim to be that has been elected by 
the people. That is not included in this legislation, but we do 
require that when you and I show up to vote, coming up in this 
primary, this general election, you and I will both have to show 
our photo ID, once this is signed into law. 
 Mr. KORTZ. I guess what I was getting at, sir, is that we are 
being excluded from the process, we in the General Assembly, 
as we vote for a new Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman suspend, 
please. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Yes, sir. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. I remind the gentleman, your 
interrogation should be as to the subject in the bill and questions 
for which you actually require understanding. I think it has been 
established, the subject line is not in the bill— 
 Mr. KORTZ. Yes, sir; I understand. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. —so I would ask you to keep 
that in mind. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Okay. Sir, on the bill. I would like to make 
some comments. 
 Mr. Speaker, this bill is a very bad bill. It is bad policy for 
the people of Pennsylvania. It was just ascertained by the 
question that we in the General Assembly are being set aside, 
we are carved out of this. We do not have to show a photo ID. 
We are not required to show a photo ID to vote for the Speaker 
of the House next January, and that is a vote elevating someone 
to a position in this House, but yet, everybody else voting across 
this State must show a photo ID. So here is another case of a 
little bit of a discrimination where we are carved out of this 
process, and it is wrong. It is bad policy. 
 This bill will do nothing but disenfranchise the voters of this 
great State. It is an attack on the law-abiding, voting-eligible 
people in Pennsylvania, especially our seniors, our youngsters, 
the poor, and the minority, those that have trouble getting their 
ID, those seniors that will have trouble getting their ID. You 
heard from the gentleman from Northampton County a little 
while ago talk about the editorial that was just written today, 
talked about the veteran in Ohio. He put his life on the line. He 
is 86 years old. He is being denied the right to vote in Ohio 
because his driver's license expired. Here is a guy who fought 
for us and defended our country, and yet, we are going to 
disenfranchise a veteran, a veteran who went to war for us. It is 
absolutely wrong, and it is shameful that we are bringing this 
before this robust body. 
 Let us talk about the cost. The cost is estimated at  
$4.3 million and as high as $11 million. And we have had four 
cases of voter fraud in 8 years; four cases of voter fraud in  
8 years, but yet, we have to put this in and we are going to 
waste potentially $11 million. At the same time, we have cut 
education another $100 million this year, cut higher ed  
$242 million, cut PHEAA (Pennsylvania Higher Education 
Assistance Agency) $19 million, and we are wasting this 
money. It is just unbelievable, unbelievable, that we are doing 
this, sir. 
 

 Mr. Speaker, just last Friday I had the opportunity to go into 
West Mifflin High School. I am invited to the various schools in 
my district to teach civics and government. I have a nice lesson 
plan put together, and I always end my teaching subject with 
telling the kids, when they turn 18, one of their most important 
responsibilities is to register to vote. And I tell them it does not 
matter whether you register Democrat, Republican, 
Independent, Libertarian – whatever – just register to vote, find 
out about the candidates, and vote. And I tell them, sir, by 
pointing to the flag, and I tell them, everybody look at that flag. 
Here is why you need to vote, because 625,000 Americans died 
under that flag in the Civil War to preserve this Union and our 
right to vote. I tell them that every time I teach, sir, because  
I want them to see the gist of what they are doing and how 
important that responsibility is, plus the hundreds of thousands 
of other men and women in World War I, World War II, Korea, 
Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, everything that is going on, and the 
millions of Americans that have put on a uniform to defend this 
country, to defend their right to vote. And here we are, here we 
are arguing in this House about throwing a roadblock in front of 
these people to vote. It is just unbelievable to me.  
 I see this as nothing more, sir, than a Republican voter 
suppression bill, and I am ashamed that we are even talking 
about this today. This should not have even been brought up, 
and I would urge a nonconcurrence vote. I thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. For the information of the 
members, at the moment we have a list of merely 31 remaining 
speakers seeking recognition. 
 On the question, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Cambria County, Representative Haluska. 
 Mr. HALUSKA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. May I interrogate 
the maker of the bill, please? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates he 
will stand for interrogation. 
 Mr. HALUSKA. My question for the maker of the bill: Why 
do we make people register to vote? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Why do we make people register to vote? 
 Mr. HALUSKA. Why do we make people register to vote? 
 Mr. METCALFE. That was passed many years before I was 
here, and I am assuming before you were here. So that was 
another bill that was passed at some point in time, but it is 
certainly nothing in this bill, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. HALUSKA. May I speak on the bill? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized 
on the question. 
 Mr. HALUSKA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 We make people register to vote, in my opinion, to make 
sure that they are duly registered in Pennsylvania, they live in 
Pennsylvania, they are citizens, and they meet all the 
requirements to vote. So why in the world, if we go through that 
process of registering people and asking them to register to vote 
so that we know that they are citizens of Pennsylvania, they are 
of the age in Pennsylvania, they meet all the requirements to 
vote, and then now we are putting another roadblock in their 
place. I just do not understand why, if we register people to vote 
– if anybody could just walk up and vote, it would be different. 
But we actually have a process in place where we ask people to 
fill out a voter registration to make sure that they do have an 
address, that they live in the State, and that they are of legal age 
to vote. So I just do not understand the whole concept of this 
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29-page bill that is actually going to make it a little tougher for 
a lot of people, people that do not drag their identification with 
them, and then they are going to have to go through this process 
of putting a provisional ballot in place and then doing all the 
things that they have to do to prove that, yes, I am a registered 
voter; here is my ID. 
 And it is really going to put a lot of strain on the people that 
work the polls. And as many people have said before, it is really 
tough to find people to work polls, especially in small 
communities like I represent. It is only going to make it harder. 
It is going to make it harder on some of the senior citizens. I just 
cannot see the rush to justice to do this. It really is going down 
that road that one of these days maybe we will have to stick our 
finger in a bottle of blue ink just to make sure that we do not 
come back and vote twice.  
 But I just really do not see any need for this legislation.  
I cannot support it, and I would ask people not to concur in 
amendments to HB 934. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, 
Representative Wheatley. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. May  
I interrogate the maker of the bill? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates he 
will stand for interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, can you tell me if we have analysis or has there 
been analysis done on the rate of voter fraud that has occurred 
in the Commonwealth? 
 Mr. METCALFE. I am not aware of any study that has done 
analysis on the rate of voter fraud; no. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Do we know, Mr. Speaker, or has there 
been any research done, analysis done, to identify where the 
massive occurrence of fraudulent voting activity has occurred 
thus far in the Commonwealth? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, there have been incidents of 
voter fraud in Pennsylvania in the past. In fact, we had an 
election, the Marks v. Stinson election in the 1993 special 
election in the 2d Senatorial District, where they received 
testimony from political party officials, people working on 
behalf of the senatorial candidates who described campaign 
activities that were at best questionable and at worst illegal. 
Ultimately, the election was overturned. We also had the 1998 
conviction of former Pennsylvanian Congressman Austin 
Murphy, who was convicted of absentee ballot fraud. So we 
have instances. We have a history in Pennsylvania of voter 
fraud, of these types of violations of the Election Code, and the 
violations of the law, elections being overturned, prosecutions 
occurring. And, Mr. Speaker, as a veteran, as I know you are 
also, I believe every single individual has a right to have their 
vote counted, and if any individual vote is being canceled out by 
a fraudulently cast vote, that is one too many, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Sure. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
I appreciate that.  
 It is my understanding, Mr. Speaker, that those cases, and  
I could not hear all the ones you were citing, but the ones I did 
hear, that those are all referring to fraud via absentee ballot and 
not necessarily what we are attempting to correct in this 
particular bill, but I do appreciate you responding to that 
question, Mr. Speaker.  
 
 

 I just have a few other questions around the analysis, because 
I have sat and listened to a lot of the comments today, and I am 
curious to know if we either have already or will have, as a part 
of this law being implemented, some analysis or studies being 
done to see if there is a negative or positive impact to our voting 
process here in the Commonwealth. Meaning, are we planning – 
since your original statement to the first question was we have 
not done an analysis yet – are we planning an analysis to figure 
out how this law will help address whatever fraud is occurring 
in our voting process? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, there was a long question 
there. What is the short, summarized version of the question? 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. The short summary is, are we planning to 
have an analysis done of the fraud that is happening? If there is 
fraud happening in our system, are we planning to have an 
analysis done to find out exactly where the fraud is? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, there have been, as I have 
worked with staff and as research has been done, there are 
incidents of fraud that occur around the State. Many times local 
district attorneys do not prosecute those cases. Years ago  
I actually worked within this General Assembly to advance a 
law that would give our Attorney General concurrent 
jurisdiction on Election Code violation-type cases so that the 
Attorney General could pick up those cases and pursue those. 
What we have seen over the years is those prosecutions just do 
not occur very regularly. They are not something that is pursued 
normally by the D.A.s, by the Attorneys General, but we do 
have a case. And what you mentioned earlier is your question 
being related to absentee voter fraud; this legislation as 
amended by the Senate addresses absentee voter fraud. Some of 
the amendments that were put in were, this new, this amended 
version of 934 will address absentee voter fraud situations by 
requiring identification when somebody is asking for that by 
requiring a driver's license, last four of Social Security number. 
But we did have an incident, which you were asking about any 
incidents that we have had in Pennsylvania as you are looking 
to analyze it, but we had an incident where there were two 
names registered in Philadelphia as Cheeseborough, spelled 
different ways; both born on the same date, both voted in the 
2007 primary and the 2007 general, 2008 primary elections. The 
phone numbers that they had given on the voter registration 
forms were wrong, disconnected; gave addresses where it was 
impossible to live. I think one was a vacant lot and one was a  
7-Eleven, I believe. These individuals being found to not 
actually be anybody that could be validated, they have been, as  
I understand, removed from the polls now because they did not 
really exist. So we have incidents like that that do occur; not 
something that is being prosecuted, but something that really 
raises the alarm signal for any law-abiding citizen across the 
State that wants to make sure their vote is counted, that we do 
not want to see any fraudulent votes cast. That is why it is 
important to make sure when somebody shows up to vote, they 
actually prove they are who they claim to be. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. And certainly, Mr. Speaker, as you stated 
earlier, I definitely am very concerned and committed to make 
sure every vote, every Pennsylvanian that is eligible and 
qualified to vote has the opportunity to vote. From your 
explanation, can you help me understand how, if we were to 
implement this law as it is currently drafted, how this would 
have prevented the case in Philadelphia that you mentioned 
from happening? 
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 Mr. METCALFE. If there are fictitious registrations, if 
somebody has created some fictitious personalities to vote and 
registered them, when they show up to vote, they are going to 
have to have ID that actually legitimizes that fictitiously created 
individual. So that sets a much higher barrier for somebody to 
try and jump over to commit the fraud, and ultimately would 
create a paper trail in trying to identify that individual if that 
type of fraud, if they went that far to perpetrate it. But it would 
set up a situation where if somebody is trying to create fictitious 
individuals or vote under fictitious names, that they are going to 
have to have ID that matches that. And the types of ID that we 
have limited this to would make it very hard for somebody to 
create that type of ID to match what is needed so they could 
execute votes on behalf of fictitiously created individuals. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. And, Mr. Speaker, and I apologize; I do 
not want to take up a lot of your time here, but I just want to be 
clear before I go into my statement, that I am making an 
appropriate statement. I am not familiar with the case in 
Philadelphia, but if in fact what you just said would have 
occurred, my understanding of our current law, if that 
Cheeseborough person who was made up actually showed up to 
vote as a first-time voter attempting to vote, they would already 
have to prove themselves to be real before being allowed to vote 
the first time. And if that is the case, then regardless if we had 
HB 934 or not, that particular person would have been 
prevented from voting unless they could prove themselves to be 
real. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Under the current law, Mr. Speaker, on 
your first time voting, you do have to show some type of 
identification, but it allows for electric bills, it allows for other 
forms of identification that do not have photos on them. So you 
are not tying a person's identity to their name, to the expiration 
date of the ID that has actually been issued by either 
PENNDOT or the Federal government or one of the universities 
or one of the senior residential facilities that may be issuing it or 
a municipal employee that is receiving their municipal badge 
for working in a municipality across the Commonwealth. 
 So you in fact would not necessarily have to present a form 
of ID that is going to help to prevent the fraud because we do 
not require photo ID when somebody actually shows up to vote 
for the first time. There are other forms of identification that are 
utilized. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Mr. Speaker, thank you. I would like to 
speak on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman may proceed on 
the question. 
 Mr. WHEATLEY. Mr. Speaker, this is really very interesting 
debate and discussion we are having, particularly in this 
particular month, because whenever we are talking about the 
constitutionally given human right that every citizen in this 
country, every citizen in this State is granted, the basis of the 
foundation of our government that is granted to every citizen, 
we should do, we should do so very slowly and deliberately and 
be very cognizant of the fact that we want to enhance citizens' 
ability to participate in government, and try as best we can not 
to put additional barriers on citizens' participation. 
 If you look at many of us who are elected, all of us who are 
elected, and many of us from the district we come from, I can 
almost assure you, without doing the analysis for every one of 
the 203 members in this chamber, that we are probably coming 
to this chamber with less than 50 percent of the people who are 
eligible and qualified electors in our district participating. For a 

number of reasons, they choose not to participate. But the 
essence of our democracy, the essence of our government is to 
enhance participation and not to diminish participation. Yes, we 
want to make sure that you are qualified, an elector who is 
legitimately able to participate. We do not want fraud, but as the 
gentleman, the sponsor of the bill, stated earlier, we have not 
even taken the necessary steps to do the analysis to make sure, 
one, we know how much or what the rate of occurrence of fraud 
is, because if it is a high rate of fraud that is happening in 
Pennsylvania, then all of us should be outraged, all of us should 
ask for immediate review, because that delegitimizes our stance 
to be here. Because if there is such a high rate of fraud and we 
believe there is such a high rate of fraud, then all of us should 
question if in fact we were sent here fraudulently, because we 
all participated in elections. And unless we do a deep analysis to 
find out exactly where those fraudulent behaviors have 
happened, then we are kind of shooting in the wind to try to 
solve a problem. 
 Secondly, whenever we start talking about voting and putting 
barriers or more requirements for people to vote and participate, 
I get particularly interested in how it impacts minorities, 
working poor families, disabled or physically challenged 
individuals, and seniors. Historically speaking, in March of 
1965, for African-Americans, this is a very important historical 
month for us as it relates to voting, because March 7 is 
historically considered Black Sunday, where many of our 
ancestors, brothers and sisters, relatives, because of the 
importance of voting, took to the streets to try to show a country 
that in the south did not respect every citizen with the right to 
vote. So it is critical for us to make sure we do not do more 
harm to that legacy in a mistaken, halfhearted attempt to cover 
fraud. 
 Again, it is hard for me to justify voting or supporting a bill 
like this that will require additional requirements outside of the 
ones that we already have that are already not producing  
100 percent participation of all of our citizens, then to add 
additional burdens to them in the attempts to conquer or 
diminish fraud that we ourselves do not even know if it is 
occurring and at what rate it is occurring. And with the 
examples that were given earlier from our previous, from our 
sponsor of the bill, if we pass this tomorrow, those occurrences 
can still happen, because this bill does not address it. 
 I would just like to encourage us, in an issue like this—  This 
is not a partisan issue, because there are many Democrats and 
there are many Republicans who will be harmed if we do not 
get this right. We should step back, take our time, and really 
address the issues that hamper our elections and our electoral 
process, that delegitimize our process. We should really step 
back and try to address those issues. I do not think that this bill 
is the comprehensive bill to do that.  
 I will leave you just with this quote. For some, you might 
know it. It was given by Susan B. Anthony in her statement 
around the natural rights of voting for every citizen. As we talk 
about making sure every vote, every eligible voter has the 
chance to make sure that their vote counts and counts equally, 
we have to also keep in mind when we do things what those 
implications could be for others and what that means to our 
Constitution and what that means to our government stability. 
She states, "And here, in this very first paragraph of the 
declaration," of Independence "is the assertion of the natural 
right of all to the ballot; for, how can 'the consent of the 
governed' be given, if the right to vote be denied." 
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 Do not deny one citizen of Pennsylvania their legal and 
proper right to vote by putting unnecessary barriers to their 
process. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
majority whip with the information that the gentleman from 
Huntingdon County, Representative Fleck, has returned and will 
be removed from leave, without objection. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Centre County, Representative Conklin, on the 
question. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I would like to thank the Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the bill, who has been so kind, would he 
just stand for a couple more questions so I can help to clarify? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates he 
will receive your interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I would like to thank the gentleman for 
standing up. 
 I am just curious, you were talking about if somebody does 
not have a voter ID, that they can go to PENNDOT and have 
one supplied to them. Is that correct? 
 Mr. METCALFE. I was not talking about it, but now that 
you bring that up, the legislation does provide that if one does 
not have photo ID that they can utilize in the voting process, 
that they will be, under this legislation, provided free of charge 
a photo nondriver identification card from PENNDOT. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Would, by any chance, would the ride to get 
there – because many of our seniors who live in rural 
Pennsylvania may live 30, 40 miles from a PENNDOT center. 
There is no public transportation; they may not have somebody 
with transportation. Is there a way that that individual, that this 
bill would help provide for those individuals to get a ride? No 
taxi services or anything to get there? 
 Mr. METCALFE. The law does not provide for a ride to the 
polling place to be able to vote, either, and neither would it 
provide for a ride to go get your nondriver photo ID, but I am 
sure if they called you at your office or they called me at mine,  
I would be happy to give any of my constituents a ride if they 
really need it, as I am sure you would. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. That is very kind. I will let my constituents 
know that you are more than— 
 Mr. METCALFE. I said my constituents. You are going to 
have to give your own constituents a ride. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Oh, okay. I appreciate the clarification about 
that. That is very kind of you. 
 Could you do me a favor? Could you again clarify the 
penalty for the poll worker? Say, for instance, say the majority 
leader, the poll worker that is in his precinct – best friend of his 
mother, worked at the hospital when he was born, babysat him, 
changed his diapers. He comes in to vote after this bill passes, 
and the majority leader does not show his ID because the lady 
has known him since he was born, and somebody reports her for 
it. Are there any penalties to that sweet lady that has been doing 
this poll work for $25, $30 a day? 
 
 

 Mr. METCALFE. I am confident the majority leader would 
probably already have his ID out and already show it without 
putting anybody in the situation of having to ask since he is a 
big supporter of this, but I believe that ultimately, the penalties 
that are currently in current law to require those workers to do 
their due diligence in their activities, in their job that they are 
tasked with that day, that they are being provided for, to be 
there, that the current penalties would be the same penalties for 
violation or allowing the law to be violated. They have a 
requirement to do their job under the law, and we did not touch 
the penalties at all as far as changing any penalties. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I do not suppose you would know what 
those penalties are? 
 Mr. METCALFE. If you hold one second, I will try and get 
the answer for you on what the current penalties are. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Absolutely. I did not get the questions for 
you beforehand, so it would only be fair. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair notes that the 
question is as to existing law beyond the scope of this 
legislation, and while happy that the gentleman standing for 
interrogation is attempting to research the questions to provide 
the gentleman from Centre County with a response, the Chair is 
not inclined to delay our proceedings for a question that is 
beyond the scope of the bill, but when that answer is 
available—  So would the gentleman be recognized under— 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I have further questions, Mr. Speaker. So 
yes, I can— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Well, we are ready to proceed. 
 You may proceed, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, we could take the additional 
questions and come back. We are researching and going to print 
off the information— 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Thank you. 
 Mr. METCALFE. —the gentleman was requesting.  
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Centre 
County may proceed on the question.  
 Mr. CONKLIN. For full disclosure, one of my colleagues 
was able to get me the answer to that question. It says up to a 
year in jail, up to $1,000 penalty. So I was able to get that, and  
I would like to thank someone for bringing that to me. 
 Mr. METCALFE. I believe that that section of the law is if 
they violate their oath of office to carry out their duties, which 
we believe entails when somebody signs in, that they actually 
are not allowing somebody to sign in in place of somebody else 
when they sign the book. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Butler,  
I believe interrogation has concluded, and the Chair has 
recognized the gentleman from Centre County on the question. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Thank you. I still have a few more 
questions, Mr. Speaker. Thank you so very much. 
 I am just curious, will there be, because I realize— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Excuse me; so the gentleman 
from Centre County wishes to return to interrogation? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Yes. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. And the gentleman from Butler 
County is happy to stand for interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I apologize. I was just mentioning that I was 
able to get that information. 
 I am just curious because there are some changes, will there 
be further training for those individuals that work at the polls to 
be able to train them on the new rules? 
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 Mr. METCALFE. The Department of State has 
communicated to us that they will work to disseminate the 
information that is needed to facilitate the training of the local 
poll workers in each county's election. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Will that be paid for by the county to help 
send these folks transportation, get them to where they need to 
go? Will that be paid by the county or will that be paid by the 
State? 
 Mr. METCALFE. As I understand it, the counties already 
provide training as you approach an election and that that would 
certainly be part of what was included, in addition to when 
somebody signs in now as a certain voter, that they would be 
required to present ID. That would be part of the training that 
occurs already and/or in addition to that. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I am just curious, and this may be a little bit 
stretching it, why did the maker of the bill decide to do this for 
everybody voting every year rather than just changing the 
criteria for the first-time voter? Because, as you know now, a 
first-time voter must show ID. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Right. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. And I know you had mentioned that much 
of the information you did not think was adequate or it could be 
manipulated, but rather than just making a bill that would 
change it just for the first-time voter, what prompted to do this 
for every year each individual votes? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Well, I believe it was about 10 years ago 
that that change to the law was actually an amendment that  
I had put forward here in the House and was amended in the 
Senate from being required every time to being required just the 
first time you vote. So my objective 10 years ago was to require 
identification, and ultimately, what we wanted was photo 
identification every time somebody voted. So it has taken  
10 years, but now we are back to that point that we were  
10 years ago, and hopefully, when it leaves the House this time, 
it goes to the Governor's desk and we will see this required each 
and every time so we protect against fraud being perpetrated 
and prevent against any single vote being undermined from a 
fraudulent vote. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Just out of curiosity, on the military ID, am 
I correct in the bill that a military ID will be proper ID to use to 
vote? 
 Mr. METCALFE. That is correct. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Could you explain to me, and this is just out 
of curiosity, as you know, non-U.S. citizens can serve in the 
military and will get a military ID. Can you explain to me, is 
there a difference in a noncitizen military ID versus a  
U.S. citizen's military ID? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Not that I am aware of, and neither is 
there a difference in the driver's licenses issued by PENNDOT 
to a driver's license that is issued to a foreign national who is 
here legally when they receive their driver's license and they are 
going to school here. There is no notation that I am aware of on 
the current driver's license that would say that they are a foreign 
national. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. So both of those individuals, if they 
somehow register to vote, would be able to use that 
identification at the polling place to vote? 
 Mr. METCALFE. And you are bringing up a good point, 
because to prevent that problem of having somebody vote here 
that is a foreign national, we need to also provide more 
accountability at the front end of registering to vote, which is 
something that I am in favor of and will be happy to work with 

the gentleman on further enhancing the law down the road to 
deal with that front-end registration. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. That is not part of this bill though? 
 Mr. METCALFE. That is correct. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Okay. Thank you. 
 I want to thank the gentleman for taking the questions. 
 If it is okay with the Speaker, I would like to just make a few 
comments. On the bill, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized 
on the question. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Thank you. 
 I want to thank the gentleman for doing what he believes in. 
We all have to do what we believe in. I disagree. I believe the 
Republican voter suppression bill is not good use of our tax 
dollars. I believe, in this economy, to be able to waste tens of 
millions of dollars of not just State money but local money is 
not the way a fiscal conservative does his business. 
 And I also want to tell you – and I forgot to ask the 
gentleman if he has ever spoken to anybody that was on an 
election board or anybody that was involved in the election 
process when somebody tried to do something illegal within the 
system, because I do not think he has. And no offense to the 
gentleman; I believe that he is doing what he believes his 
ideological views are correct. I do not agree with that ideology, 
but I want to let him know as somebody who has been on an 
election board, somebody who chaired an election board, 
someone who has been there when a citizen tried to commit 
voter fraud: There is a reason why you cannot find any cases of 
voter fraud. There is a reason why you have to use hypotheticals 
or go back years. The reason is that the counties—  You see, 
what we are saying here today is that the county election offices 
cannot do a good job. That is what this bill says. What this bill 
says in its own way is that the county election board, those folks 
that work in the polling places, those folks that work within the 
election offices, do not understand the system or know how to 
do a good job. As someone that has been there for many years,  
I can tell you there was a case that someone tried to vote twice, 
that someone tried to be able to, as you would call, scam the 
system. Before the ballots were counted that night, that 
individual was caught and the authorities were called. That 
individual was reprimanded and brought in because the system 
works; the system works. 
 When you look at things that have happened over the last 
few years, who is going to pay for the lawsuit, which we know 
there is going to be a lawsuit over this? Who is going to pay the 
millions of dollars for people to do this lawsuit? The taxpayers 
again are going to have to pay. The taxpayers again are going to 
have to pay. 
 I asked a question a minute ago, and the reason I wanted to 
go over this question is that today when you go to a polling 
place, those poll workers – most of them retired, low-income 
individuals who believe in this system – will spend the day for 
almost no pay because they believe in the voting system. They 
come in, they know that individual. And I know I did not mean 
to make a joke out of it, but sometimes that individual coming 
in to vote, the person standing behind there knew them from the 
day they were born, knows their name, their parents, everything 
about them. What this bill says is that that person is going to be 
in violation of the law and sent to jail if I walk in and they allow 
me to sign my name and vote without giving them proper ID. 
We are going to send senior citizens to jail, if this bill goes into 
effect, because they know you; they know you. 
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 This bill is flawed as it has been put out. A non-United States 
citizen can have a military ID or a driver's license and they can 
use that to vote. Illegal immigrants, if they are able to get a 
driver's license, illegals under this system, it does nothing to 
stop that. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

 Mr. CONKLIN. You know, I get a little surprised sometimes 
with our rush to do things that our ideology has us to do; 
ideology. We can argue the merits of the bill all we want, which 
we are, and I am glad that we are having a civil discussion on it, 
but I believe this bill is not about a policy decision; it is about 
an ideological decision. It is about a suppression. But what 
scares me most, what scares me most is the fact that it was 
rushed so quickly that there are flaws in it, that we can have 
someone not of this country using an ID given to them to vote, 
and for that reason, Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a motion. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like a motion that we send this bill 
back to committee. I believe we should send it to maybe the 
Veterans Committee since we have a voter ID problem with the 
military ID, Mr. Speaker. I would like to make a motion to send 
this back to the Veterans Committee, to have this bill to be gone 
over to take care of these shortsighted, ideologically rushed 
flaws. And I do not mean to downgrade anybody, because we 
all have our own ideologies, good or bad, up or down, but, 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to make that motion to send this back 
to Veterans Affairs just so we can look at this one flaw, this 
military ID of folks who are defending this country, but because 
the law— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Centre 
County has made a motion that the bill before us be 
recommitted to the Committee on Veterans Affairs. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that question, the Chair 
recognizes the minority leader, Mr. Dermody. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 We should all support this motion to rerefer this bill back to 
committee for many of the reasons that have been mentioned 
including the veterans, including the problems there, but there 
are significant problems throughout this bill that have not been 
addressed. There are holes here that need to be fixed. We 
offered several amendments yesterday to try and fix them. This 
bill should be fixed. It implicates a person's constitutional right 
to vote, and if you are going to have something that requires 
some form of ID, it ought to be done right. This bill needs to go 
back to committee because it needs all kinds of work, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 So I support the gentleman's motion and urge everyone to 
vote for it. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY  

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question to recommit 
the bill to the Veterans Affairs Committee, the Chair recognizes 
the majority whip, Representative Saylor. 

 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, if I may, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. If this bill is sent back to the Veterans Affairs 
Committee, what are the results of what that committee can do 
with this bill? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under our rules, a bill before 
the House on concurrence in Senate amendments referred to a 
standing committee, the standing committee has no authority to 
amend that bill and may consider it and return it to the House 
floor in the same condition that it was referred to committee. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I may speak? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized 
on the question. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, we would oppose the 
recommittal of this bill to the Veterans Affairs Committee. They 
have no power to do anything with this bill. It would simply sit 
there without any action taking place on it. 
 We believe this is an important bill out of respect to all 
voters of this Commonwealth, and so we would ask for a 
negative vote, I believe is the correct vote, on recommitting this 
bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question, the Chair 
recognizes the maker of the motion, the gentleman from Centre 
County, Representative Conklin. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Mr. Speaker, I was just given some 
information. Would it be possible to amend my motion to send 
this to Rules versus Veterans? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the gentleman seeking to 
withdraw the question that is before the House? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I would like to send this to Rules, my 
understanding is, versus—  I was informed that it would be a 
better committee to send it to Rules versus Veterans. So 
whatever procedure the Chair would deem necessary to ask for 
that motion to go to Rules versus Veterans, I would greatly 
appreciate it. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. If the gentleman has changed 
his mind about offering this motion to recommit to Veterans 
Affairs, the gentleman can certainly withdraw that motion. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Correct. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. And at that time the gentleman 
would still be recognized under the question of concurrence in 
the legislation, and if you wished at that time to make another 
motion, if it is a privileged motion, it would be in order. 
 

MOTION WITHDRAWN 
 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I want to thank the Speaker for that 
clarification, and with that information, Mr. Speaker, I will be 
withdrawing the Veterans Affairs motion, and I would like to 
make a motion. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair accepts the 
gentleman's withdrawal of the motion to recommit to the 
Veterans Affairs Committee. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
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MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman on the question of concurrence in Senate 
amendments. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Thank you so much. 
 I would like to make a motion to send that to Rules, 
Mr. Speaker. Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. So the gentleman is making a 
motion to recommit the bill before us on concurrence to the 
Rules Committee. Is that correct? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that question, the 
gentleman, the minority leader, is recognized, Representative 
Dermody. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, if it is referred back to Rules, it will also give 
us an opportunity for further study; it will give us an 
opportunity to make the changes that we have already 
discussed; it will also give us an opportunity to wait and see 
what happens with additional court challenges that are pending 
on this type of legislation. They are virtually all the same in 
every State where it has been introduced. We know where it 
came from. It would give us an opportunity to see what those 
courts do with this to see whether or not it is frivolous for us to 
be taking our time dealing with this expensive bill when it is 
unconstitutional. 
 Therefore, I support the gentleman's motion to recommit this 
to the Rules Committee. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of recommittal, 
the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Allegheny County, the 
majority leader, Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 We oppose the motion to recommit to Rules. Rules in fact 
did take up the bill and eight amendments offered by our 
colleagues on the other side. The bill came over after 
concurrence, and any bill that comes over from the Senate on 
concurrence automatically goes to Rules. There were, as  
I indicated, eight amendments offered. They were all defeated. 
 In addition, I might just say, HB 934 is quite similar and is 
based upon the State of Indiana statute. The State of Indiana 
statute was upheld in a 6-to-3 United States Supreme Court 
decision, the validity. And in addition, that statute, after it was 
passed, that State went with the incumbent President, so this 
notion that somehow it is voter suppression or an attempt to 
change the outcome of an election is just not accurate. 
 In addition, when the Georgia voter ID law was challenged 
in Federal court, the court dismissed all claims because none of 
the plaintiff organizations could produce a single individual, 
including any senior, who did not have a photo ID or could not 
easily obtain one. There was a similar decision in the lower 
courts in the Indiana case that, as we indicated, went up to the 
Supreme Court. 
 The fact of the matter is, voter identification was 
recommended by the commission, the Carter-Baker 
Commission, President Carter and James Baker, two 
 
 

distinguished individuals in American history, and the 
commission had recommended voter ID comparable to the 
legislation that is underlying it. 
 This bill was voted on in June of 2011. It was voted upon by 
the State Senate. Amendments were added, and we are now here 
on concurrence on HB 934. 
 I would ask everybody to please oppose the motion for 
recommittal. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question to recommit to 
the Rules Committee, the Chair recognizes the maker of the 
motion, the gentleman from Centre County, Representative 
Conklin. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I want to thank the Speaker. 
 And I appreciate the majority leader's thoughts on this. I also 
would really appreciate the minority leader's thoughts, but  
I believe with the new information that we discovered, the fact 
that we now do realize that we can have illegals, illegal 
individuals who are not United States citizens using an ID to be 
able to vote, changes the scope of this. I believe for that reason 
alone we need to send this back, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I am asking my colleagues, let us make sure that our 
elections are upfront. Let us make sure that people are not able 
to manipulate the system. Let us make sure that non-U.S. 
citizens using IDs granted to us by the United States 
government are not able to vote. We do not want illegals who 
are not citizens voting. So let us be able to stop that loophole 
that is in this. Let us be able to stop that oversight. Take it back, 
take a step back and look at this, Mr. Speaker. So I am asking 
for folks, please send this back to Rules. Let us give this a 
chance to make sure it is done correctly. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded:  
 
 YEAS–86 
 
Barbin DeLissio Kavulich Payton 
Bishop DeLuca Keller, W. Petrarca 
Boyle, K. DePasquale Kirkland Preston 
Bradford Dermody Kortz Ravenstahl 
Brennan DeWeese Kotik Readshaw 
Briggs Donatucci Kula Roebuck 
Brown, V. Evans, D. Longietti Sabatina 
Brownlee Fabrizio Mahoney Sainato 
Burns Frankel Mann Samuelson 
Buxton Freeman Markosek Santarsiero 
Caltagirone Galloway Matzie Santoni 
Carroll George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Cohen Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Conklin Gergely Mullery Staback 
Costa, D. Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Costa, P. Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Cruz Haluska Myers Vitali 
Curry Hanna Neuman Waters 
Daley Harhai O'Brien, M. Wheatley 
Davidson Harkins Parker White 
Davis Hornaman Pashinski Youngblood 
Deasy Josephs 
 
 NAYS–107 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reese 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
 
 



2012 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 353 
Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Masser Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Metcalfe Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metzgar Schroder 
Boyd Grell Miccarelli Simmons 
Brooks Grove Micozzie 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 Oberlander Tobash 
Cutler Hess Payne Toepel 
Day Hickernell Peifer Toohil 
Delozier Hutchinson Perry Truitt 
Denlinger Kampf Petri Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kauffman Pickett Vereb 
Dunbar Keller, F. Pyle Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, M.K. Quigley Watson 
Emrick Killion Quinn   
Evankovich Knowles Rapp Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Krieger Reed   Speaker 
Everett 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Hennessey Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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 concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the gentleman from Centre 
County seeking recognition? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Yes, Mr. Speaker, just to finish up. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman—  I am 
sorry; you are seeking recognition for the purposes of? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Just to finish my comments on concurrence, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. You know, as we look at this, I am proud to 
say that my brother-in-law, who came back from Vietnam with 
a Purple Heart and died of his injuries, fought to give every  
U.S. citizen a right to vote, fought to give every Pennsylvanian 
a right to vote. He gave his life to make sure that people could 
go in and vote without their restrictions being taken from them. 
My brother, who has passed away from his injuries from 
Vietnam, gave his life to make sure that every Pennsylvanian 
would not be restricted from that right to vote, that people 
would not make new laws and new rules to stop them from their 
right to vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, when you look at the court cases in the last  
24 hours, the last 24 hours where these cases have gone to the 
Supreme Court and being held up, Mr. Speaker, when you look 
at the soft cost of $1 million, Mr. Speaker, just to initiate this 
just for the primary, Mr. Speaker, we are rushing this. 

MOTION TO TABLE 

 Mr. CONKLIN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to make a motion 
to table this bill until June 28 to give it proper time for us to 
look at this, Mr. Speaker. So I would like to make another 
motion, Mr. Speaker, because of the court cases, because of 
what is going on, because of the soft cost, because of the 
primaries. I would like to make a motion to table this— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the gentleman making a 
motion— 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. —to table the question of 
concurrence until June 28? Is that correct? 
 Mr. CONKLIN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of the motion 
to table consideration till June 28, the Chair recognizes the 
minority leader, the gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. Dermody. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 For the reasons we have discussed several times here today, 
there are significant problems with this bill and it should be 
tabled. It should be tabled to give us an opportunity for further 
study. It should be tabled for an opportunity to see what changes 
should be made that can be made to make it a better bill. It 
should be tabled so that we can see what happens with the 
additional court cases that are currently pending, because unlike 
what we have just heard, or at least in contradiction to what we 
have just heard, the Department of Justice has at least limited or 
thrown out this similar bill in the State of Texas, and a State 
court in Wisconsin has done the same with similar legislation in 
Wisconsin. Other court cases are pending. 
 This legislation's chances in the courts are iffy. We ought to 
make sure what happens before we go spending $11 million of 
taxpayers' money frivolously on an issue that does not help one 
person get a job, it does not educate one child, it does not take 
care of one disabled person. This bill needs to go back, needs to 
be tabled so we can study it; work on it; fix it, if it is fixable, 
which I doubt; and we ought to see what happens in our court 
system. And if nothing else, we ought to do it to make sure that 
we take care of the veterans who should have their right to vote. 
We ought to table this bill, Mr. Speaker. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. For the information of the 
members, WHP-TV 21 has requested access to the floor for the 
purpose of videotaping and audio. Without objection, 
permission is granted for a period of 15 minutes. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the motion to table, the 
Chair recognizes the majority leader, the gentleman from 
Allegheny County, Representative Turzai. 
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 Mr. TURZAI. Please oppose the motion to table. Texas is 
not an analogous situation in the least. Texas is a section  
5 voting rights jurisdictional State. That means that there had 
been past discriminatory behavior in that particular jurisdiction, 
which Pennsylvania does not have. It means that under those 
particular circumstances, under that section 5, that they have a 
burden to meet with respect to legislation that the State of 
Pennsylvania and other States do not have. 
 This particular statute, as I mentioned earlier, is based on the 
State of Indiana and has been taken up all the way to the United 
States Supreme Court. The Supreme Court, on a 6-to-3 decision, 
upheld the Indiana photo identification voter bill. 
 Keep in mind also that this bill has been vetted out 
previously on the House floor in June of 2011, in the Senate last 
week, and now it is on concurrence. It is clear that this 
legislation will withstand judicial scrutiny, given what the 
Supreme Court's prior decision is. 
 And I would just say this, I am going to cite a principle from 
a Pennsylvania Supreme Court case. It says, "Of more recent 
vintage, former Chief Justice Nix addressed the meaning of the 
'free and equal' clause" in the Pennsylvania Constitution "when 
he wrote" as such: " 'Elections are free and equal within the 
meaning of the Constitution when they are public and open to 
all qualified electors alike…when every voter has the same right 
as any other voter, when each voter under the law has the right 
to cast his ballot and' " – and these are the important words –  
" 'and have it honestly counted….' " 
 The fact of the matter is, your vote and any citizen's vote is 
diluted if in fact it does not represent one person, one vote. This 
is designed to ensure one person, one vote. 
 Folks on I think either side of the discussion sometimes 
overstate this. I think the idea that it is suppression is inaccurate. 
I think the fact that we are going to catch a myriad of fraud is 
not what the purpose of this is. This is to ensure in the end that 
it is one person, one vote, and that means that every citizen who 
is qualified to be a voter in the State of Pennsylvania is treated 
the same. 
 I would argue against the motion to table. It is time to vote 
this on concurrence. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the motion to table, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from Centre County, the maker 
of the motion, Representative Conklin. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I would like to thank the Speaker again. 
 I want to thank the majority leader for a compelling 
argument about Indiana, but that was not the reason for my 
tabling. My tabling is, I believe there is a cloud over this.  
I believe we continue to make this a cloudy situation with a lot 
of smoke. See, my decision to table is based on Wisconsin, 
which has just been overturned; Wisconsin. You see, we are not 
Indiana. We are not other States. There continues to be a cloud 
on this piece of legislation. This piece of legislation, I believe, 
has been rushed. 
 Again, we talk about how we have talked about it. I do not 
remember there being a public meeting where the public was 
invited. I know there were committee meetings. I do not 
remember there being a meeting in Harrisburg in the Harrisburg 
School auditorium. I do not remember there one in Pittsburgh or 
Philadelphia or Wilkes-Barre or Erie or anyplace else. I do not 
believe the people have had a chance to come and talk about 
this. In fact, I have not even gotten an e-mail asking me to vote 
for this, but I have gotten hundreds asking me not to. 
 

 This is a piece of legislation that needs to be tabled. When 
you look at this piece of legislation, it was just changed less 
than 48 hours ago. Again, 48 hours ago it was changed. Nobody 
has had a chance to publicly vet this piece of legislation; 
nobody. 
 There is a reason why people are sending out e-mails telling 
you not to vote for it in the majority. There again, there is a 
reason why. I hate to go back to the facts because, you know, 
the facts of the situation always cloud a good argument. The 
fact of the situation is we have a hard time finding any voter 
fraud. The fact of the matter is our county election boards do a 
great job. Again, you are talking, you are saying your counties 
are not doing a good job. You should be ashamed. You are 
saying that people are out scamming the system, that veterans 
may not be able to vote. You should be ashamed. 
 But most of all, we need to table this because of the court 
decisions. We need to table this because of this cloud that is put 
over this. We do not need any more rains in Pennsylvania. We 
need the sunlight. We need the shine. We need openness. We 
need transparency. We need the people to be involved. 
 Let us table this till June 28. Let us make sure that only those 
individuals that are United States citizens can vote. Let us not 
allow them to use that loophole that is in this bill and to get their 
military ID even if they are not a United States citizen and vote. 
Let us fix it. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will ask the 
gentleman to suspend and remind the gentleman that the motion 
is your motion to table, and the conversation should be as to the 
question of tabling and not to the bill itself. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I apologize, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. You are welcome to proceed. 
 Mr. CONKLIN. I was just getting a little passionate for my 
reasons to table. I do apologize for that. 
 I will just wrap it up. Let us give democracy a fighting 
chance. Let us do it the constitutional way. Let us give our 
citizens a chance to have their voice said and not by an 
ideological few. Let us table this bill. Let us give it a chance to 
be vetted properly. Open up the windows, let in the fresh air, get 
the sunshine in. Let the People's House have the people 
involved, and let us table this bill until June 28. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the question to table, those in favor of—  The Chair 
rescinds his announcement and recognizes the majority leader, 
the gentleman from Allegheny County, Representative Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of tabling. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Again, please vote "no" on the motion to 
table. 
 The amendments that were offered by our good friends in the 
Senate were provisions that are widely known and have been 
debated for a significant period of time. Keep in mind, the bill 
was in the Senate from June of 2011 up to and through last 
week. Many of the suggestions that had come from the other 
side of the aisle were incorporated in the Senate amendments – 
ID card from an accredited college or university; ID card issued 
by a Pennsylvania care facility including long-term-care 
facility; assisted living residents, personal care home; employee 
photo IDs issued by government entities including the United 
States, the Commonwealth, county and municipal governments; 
the use of provisional ballots, voters who would forget to bring 
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identification to the polls can vote provisional ballots; and 
absentee provisions. Specifically, voters have expanded 
opportunities under absentee provisions that are incorporated 
with respect to photo identification. These are not new 
provisions nor do they need additional debate. 
 We are certainly for democracy. We are certainly for the 
Constitution. We are certainly for the enfranchisement of every 
citizen of Pennsylvania, and we want to protect the integrity of 
this system so that each and every individual has one person, 
one vote. 
 Please vote against the motion to table, which is just 
designed to stifle the movement forward of a long-debated piece 
of legislation. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, the minority 
leader, from Allegheny County, Representative Dermody, is 
recognized for the second time on the question of tabling. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would just like to clear up one area. It was 
mentioned that the Justice Department's action in the State of 
Texas has nothing to do with Pennsylvania. Well, I suggest that 
the Justice Department does have an issue here in Pennsylvania, 
because I believe the Federal Register makes it clear that we 
have three counties that are subject to section 203 of the Voting 
Rights Act: Berks, Lehigh, and Philadelphia certainly have an 
interest. We have an interest in those districts. There is a huge 
Hispanic population. They are subject to section 203. The 
Justice Department does have an interest, and we ought to table 
this bill to make sure we are in compliance with all Federal 
rules and regulations on that issue. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–86 
 
Barbin DeLissio Kavulich Payton 
Bishop DeLuca Keller, W. Petrarca 
Boyle, K. DePasquale Kirkland Preston 
Bradford Dermody Kortz Ravenstahl 
Brennan DeWeese Kotik Readshaw 
Briggs Donatucci Kula Roebuck 
Brown, V. Evans, D. Longietti Sabatina 
Brownlee Fabrizio Mahoney Sainato 
Burns Frankel Mann Samuelson 
Buxton Freeman Markosek Santarsiero 
Caltagirone Galloway Matzie Santoni 
Carroll George McGeehan Smith, K. 
Cohen Gerber Mirabito Smith, M. 
Conklin Gergely Mullery Staback 
Costa, D. Gibbons Mundy Sturla 
Costa, P. Goodman Murphy Thomas 
Cruz Haluska Myers Vitali 
Curry Hanna Neuman Waters 
Daley Harhai O'Brien, M. Wheatley 
Davidson Harkins Parker White 
Davis Hornaman Pashinski Youngblood 
Deasy Josephs 
 
 NAYS–107 
 
Adolph Farry Lawrence Reese 
Aument Fleck Maher Roae 
Baker Gabler Major Rock 
 
 

Barrar Geist Maloney Ross 
Bear Gillen Marshall Saccone 
Benninghoff Gillespie Masser Saylor 
Bloom Gingrich Metcalfe Scavello 
Boback Godshall Metzgar Schroder 
Boyd Grell Miccarelli Simmons 
Brooks Grove Micozzie 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 Oberlander Tobash 
Cutler Hess Payne Toepel 
Day Hickernell Peifer Toohil 
Delozier Hutchinson Perry Truitt 
Denlinger Kampf Petri Turzai 
DiGirolamo Kauffman Pickett Vereb 
Dunbar Keller, F. Pyle Vulakovich 
Ellis Keller, M.K. Quigley Watson 
Emrick Killion Quinn   
Evankovich Knowles Rapp Smith, S., 
Evans, J. Krieger Reed   Speaker 
Everett 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Hennessey Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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 concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of concurrence 
in HB 934, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lancaster 
County, Representative Cutler. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe that the gentleman from Centre 
County did raise one valid point in his prior and very passionate 
speech, and that is that we should take a look at the facts. 
Mr. Speaker, I would agree with that. 
 Let us briefly review the facts that we have before us. 
Mr. Speaker, there have been fraudulent registrations in the 
Commonwealth; there have been prosecutions that have resulted 
from that. There have been fraudulent elections in the 
Commonwealth, and there have been elections that have been 
overturned as a result of that. 
 And finally, Mr. Speaker, the other fact that remains is as a 
Commonwealth, we are required to ensure the integrity of every 
voter's vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, previously the gentleman from the Lehigh 
Valley gave an exhaustive list of those items that require the use 
of photo ID. Mr. Speaker, some of them, as pointed out by the 
gentleman from Allegheny County, were correctly identified as 
privileges. However, he erroneously assumed that no 
constitutional rights were mentioned in there. 
 Mr. Speaker, I heard the Second Amendment mentioned 
twice. When it comes to purchasing a firearm as well as a 
requirement to apply for a concealed carry permit, at least in my 
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home county, you are required to provide photo identification. 
Mr. Speaker, that is a fundamental constitutional right just like 
voting, and there is an example where we are required to 
provide photographic ID. 
 Mr. Speaker, furthermore, we have heard a lot of passionate 
speeches regarding those individuals who might not have access 
to a valid form of ID. Mr. Speaker, when we have shifted the 
debate to what forms of ID are valid versus not, I can only 
assume then that some people do in fact believe that a photo ID 
or another form of ID is required. In fact, Mr. Speaker, an 
overwhelming number of States require some form of identity 
prior to voting. Mr. Speaker, of special note to me were the 
following States: Michigan, Hawaii, and Rhode Island; certainly 
not the right-wing conspiracy that has been painted by some 
here that this is somehow a conservative agenda that is being 
advanced. Mr. Speaker, Rhode Island just recently passed their 
law. Granted, it is a two-part series. The first part requires ID 
and the photo ID will not be required until 2014, but 
nonetheless, their Democratic legislature passed such a bill. 
 Mr. Speaker, back to the facts. I believe it is important for 
the record to mention these following incidents that I alluded to 
in my opening statement. In May of 2009 a 6-month  
FBI investigation led to forgery and election fraud charges 
against seven Pittsburgh area ACORN (Association of 
Community Organizations for Reform Now) employees. All but 
one received 2 years of probation. In October of 2008 the 
Philadelphia Deputy City Commissioner, Fred Voigt, reported 
that ACORN had submitted approximately 8,000 fraudulent 
voter registration forms, and of those, 1500 involved apparent 
criminality and were referred to the D.A. for investigation. 
Furthermore, on October 21, 2008, an ACORN employee was 
arrested in Delaware County after forging and submitting 
fraudulent applications. He was charged with 108 counts of 
forgery, theft, and records tampering. He pled guilty and was 
sentenced to 6 to 23 months of house arrest. And also in 2008, 
October, an ACORN canvasser was arrested in York after he 
was found to have submitted more than 100 fraudulent— 
 Mr. DERMODY. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 
minority leader seek recognition? 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we are talking about a voter so-called ID bill 
here— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Excuse me. 
 Mr. DERMODY. —not a voter registration bill. The subject 
of this discussion and debate on the floor ought to have to do—  
If it has anything to do with fraud or voter fraud, it ought to be 
talking about voter identification, nothing to do with 
registration. This bill has nothing to do with that. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and observes that the question of registration arose 
from members on your side of the aisle directing questions to 
Mr. Metcalfe a while ago. And in recognition that while the 
Chair agrees with the gentleman, there is certainly a relationship 
between registration and voter ID establishing registration.  
I think you are rather narrowly constructing at this point. So 
while I appreciate your observations, I believe the gentleman is 
in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That was actually my last example of voter registration fraud 
prior to leading into the actual election fraud, which I do believe 
there is a direct correlation. 

 Mr. Speaker, we have had a history of questionable elections. 
The minority leader just brought up several reasons why several 
counties are required to comply with Election Code. But 
additionally, Mr. Speaker, in 1918 an election in the  
10th Congressional District; 1926, a U.S. Senate election; and 
most recently, the 1993 State special election that was 
overturned, Mr. Speaker, because of alleged ballot and voter 
fraud. Additionally, in 1998 there was a conviction of the 
former Congressman, Austin Murphy, for absentee ballot fraud. 
 Mr. Speaker, this bill attempts to undertake the ability, 
rather, to outline who was in fact eligible to cast a vote in the 
first place. Mr. Speaker, just from that handful of examples that 
I read through earlier, we have several thousand individuals 
who are fraudulently on the rolls, but, Mr. Speaker, without 
providing some form of identification, we are not able to prove 
that John Smith is in fact John Smith. 
 Mr. Speaker, furthermore, there have been allegations that 
somehow requiring an ID would suppress voter turnout. That 
certainly has not been the case in Georgia and Arizona where 
after their ID law, minority turnout was up. 
 Mr. Speaker, furthermore, I think it is important to note that 
there is a vast majority of Americans who have concerns about 
the integrity of our election process. In a poll, 62 percent of 
Americans felt that voter fraud was common or very common, 
and as a result, nearly 82 percent of Americans support some 
form of photo ID laws. 
 Mr. Speaker, this problem is not just limited to the 
Commonwealth, either. As recently as 2010, U.S. News 
proposed the headline that Al Franken may have won his Senate 
seat through voter fraud. There was an inconsistency between 
the voter registration rolls and the actual number of ballots cast. 
Mr. Speaker, we have to ensure the integrity of every 
individual's vote when they show up at the polls. 
 Mr. Speaker, to reiterate the facts that we have, we know that 
there are fraudulent registrations. We know there has been a 
history of elections, one that was also overturned by a Federal 
court, and finally, Mr. Speaker, we also know that we have to 
ensure that integrity. 
 The Supreme Court case, Reynolds v. Sims, very clearly said: 
one person, one vote. We need to ensure that every person who 
was casting that vote is in fact constitutionally able to do so. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, as a final example that has been alluded to 
previously here on the House floor but I think that it is 
important to draw out some of the details, the Joe 
Cheeseborough case. Cheeseboro, b-o-r-o and b-o-r-o-u-g-h, 
both born on the same day, both voting in the 2007 primary, 
2007 general election, and the 2008 primaries, both phone 
numbers being disconnected, and both residences not in fact 
residences. One is a vacant lot and one is a 7-Eleven that does 
not have living quarters. Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to follow 
this particular case, because it is not a typographical error. 
There have been times when each one of them has voted. There 
have also been times where they each individually voted, most 
recently in a February 2011 election as well as November 2, 
2010, for the longer Borough spelling. Mr. Speaker, what is 
really of interest is this particular case was so egregious that 
they have labeled the registration inactive and will require him 
to show photo ID if and when he shows up. 
 Mr. Speaker, we cannot stand here on the floor of the House 
and say that there are not cases, because there are. We may not 
agree with all of the cases. This man has not yet been 
prosecuted because we do not know his whereabouts or if he is 
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even real. But, Mr. Speaker, to have the case where we know 
that we have people on the voter rolls that are not eligible voters 
causes a sincere flaw in our voting registration system. I believe 
the best way to address this flaw is to require identification just 
like we do for other constitutional rights, just like I have to do 
when I want to exercise my Second Amendment right to 
purchase a firearm or to get a concealed carry permit. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of concurrence 
in Senate amendments on HB 934, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Bucks County, Representative Santarsiero. 
 Mr. SANTARSIERO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, once again I find myself standing here on the 
House floor, and once again I am astounded in this day and age 
in our country where so few people vote on a regular basis, 
where we just had a municipal election across the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania where on average about 22 to 
25 percent of the electorate showed up to vote. We are today 
considering a bill that will ultimately wind up suppressing the 
vote and driving those numbers down even more. Mr. Speaker, 
it simply makes no sense. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, we are told by the other side that there is a 
problem with voter fraud in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, a problem which they say is of epidemic 
proportions throughout the United States. The facts, 
Mr. Speaker, do not bear that allegation out. 
 I sat in the State Government hearings on this bill last year, 
and there was a parade of witnesses who made these allegations, 
and when we were given the opportunity to ask them questions, 
in each case it was clear that there were in fact no incidents of 
voter fraud that they could point to. There was one story about a 
number of college kids from upstate New York who were 
allegedly bused in to Pittsburgh to vote en masse at the 
University of Pittsburgh in the '04 election, and there was no 
proof to support any of that when we did some research into the 
allegation, because the fact of the matter is, Mr. Speaker, voter 
fraud is not happening in this Commonwealth; it is not 
happening across the United States. But do not take my word 
for it, Mr. Speaker, because the Justice Department of George 
W. Bush concluded exactly that when they did a 5-year study 
into potential voter fraud in the United States, and that Justice 
Department concluded that it is just not happening. So why 
then, Mr. Speaker, are we looking to foist this solution to a 
nonexistent problem on the people of Pennsylvania? Why are 
we putting up yet another hoop, another barrier in the way of 
people being able to go out and cast their ballot on election day? 
Why indeed? 
 Mr. Speaker, it is happening in State after State after State, 
and it is happening this year, not shockingly, before a 
Presidential election. This is not about protecting the integrity of 
our voting process. This is about voter suppression. Let us just 
call it for what it is. 
 There is no problem. This bill simply creates more barriers, 
makes it more likely that people will not be able to cast their 
ballot, and as a consequence, it is bad policy and the exact 
opposite of what we ought to be doing. We ought to be making 
it easier for people to vote. We ought to be allowing voting over 
a couple days. We ought to be allowing weekend voting and 
voting by mail – all of these things that have been shown in 
other States to actually expand participation and not to have any 
 
 

impact on the integrity of our election process. That is what we 
ought to be doing here in Pennsylvania, not passing this bill, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 And to the earlier speaker's point, he was talking about voter 
registration. Every time we hear about ACORN, never do we 
actually hear confirmed incidents of voter fraud, fraud at the 
voting place, people voting who are not entitled to vote. Why? 
Because it did not happen. 
 Now, people may not like the outcome of a particular 
election, but that is no reason to trump up charges of voter 
fraud, and it is certainly no reason to change Pennsylvania law 
to make it more difficult for people to vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to reject what is, at the end of the day, in my view, an effort to 
suppress the vote, and vote against HB 934. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the question of 
concurrence, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Representative Waters. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I stand here in opposition to HB 934 and the 
concurrence in HB 934. 
 I was listening and I could not help but hear some of the 
comments that had been made. I believe the person's name is 
Cheeseborough. Is this one individual we are talking about out 
of 13 million Pennsylvanians? I wish we would have this same 
kind of energy for someone who commits a crime, other crimes. 
If that is a crime that deserves this much investment of 
taxpayers' dollars, I wish we would generate the same kind of 
enthusiasm and interest in stopping crimes that really hurt 
people, take people's lives, and place communities in danger, 
have innocent people living inside of their homes afraid to come 
outside, have legislators afraid to walk around in the capital 
city. I wish that we would invest the same kind of interest, 
investment, and security in the lives of Pennsylvanians as we 
are investing in this Cheeseborough fellow, to prevent him and 
other people like him. 
 Twenty million ballots cast in Pennsylvania over the last 
maybe 7 years; 20 million ballots cast in Pennsylvania and 
about 4 cases of fraud, about 4 cases of fraud. I cannot help but 
to think about how we would proceed if 4 out of 20 million 
students were failing school. If we only had 4 out of 20 million 
students failing school, I believe that we would be celebrating a 
victory here in Pennsylvania, because we know those numbers 
are far worse than that. I believe if only 4 out of 20 million 
Pennsylvanians were out of work, we would be considering that 
full employment and we would be celebrating how well 
Pennsylvania has put its people to work. I think that that would 
be considered a victory. I believe that if, in the cases of cancer 
and other illnesses in our country, if only 4 out of 20 million 
Pennsylvanians had cancer, I believe we would call that a 
medical achievement. I believe that Pennsylvania already has in 
place safety measures that protect the integrity of voting. 
 But I would just like to ask the maker of this bill, HB 934, if 
he would stand for, hopefully, a brief interrogation, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The maker of the bill indicates 
that he is willing to receive your interrogation, and you may 
proceed. 
 
 
 



358 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE MARCH 13 

 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the maker, the prime 
sponsor of HB 934, what would happen to voters who decide 
that they are not going to comply with this new requirement? 
Even voters who have been voting for the last 40 or 50 years 
legally, how would they be treated with their long-standing 
history of being supervoters? How would they be treated if they 
could not comply or decided not to comply? How would they be 
treated with their long history of legally voting? 
 Mr. METCALFE. I think could not and will not are two 
different scenarios, Mr. Speaker. I think any law-abiding citizen 
is going to comply with the law. They have to sign when they 
come in to vote. They have to sign the log now that they have to 
sign in. That is part of the current law. If they are voting for the 
first time, they have to show ID, which many voters have done 
for the first time, and now when they show up every time, they 
are going to be required under law. So any law-abiding citizen 
when they show up, they are going to comply with the law. 
 And as far as those that you said cannot, we have made 
accommodations for individuals that might not be able to 
because they do not currently have a photo ID, and one of those 
accommodations is to ensure that they are provided a free photo 
ID, a nondriver photo ID that is issued by PENNDOT. 
 Mr. WATERS. And I really appreciate that. And to that 
particular subject, do you have, Mr. Speaker, a fiscal note on or 
a number on the amount of people that currently apply for a 
nondriver's license here in the Commonwealth? 
 Mr. METCALFE. The information that we had received 
from an analysis that was done was that .9 percent of the 
individual citizens, residents, here in Pennsylvania that are of 
voting age would not have currently a photo ID; .9 percent. 
 Mr. WATERS. No; Mr. Speaker, I would like to just ask the 
question again. The question was, are you aware or do you have 
information of how many people currently apply for a 
nondriver's license without this voter ID measure? They just 
want to have State ID. How many people apply for that? 
 Mr. METCALFE. That is not a question that we have 
researched, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WATERS. Okay. All right. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have taken time to look into this, and I just 
want to state that according to the information that I have 
received, it is approximately 215,000 people who apply every 
year at a cost of $13.50 per person, and that cost is about  
$2.3 million a year that is being spent now. 
 So my question is, if that is an ongoing expense in the first 
year that this bill is implemented, then it is going to be 
additional people on top of this number that will apply, because 
they want to be legal and get the required documents so that 
they can vote. So if there is going to be an additional 9.3 percent 
of the population that does not have it on top of the already 
215,000 per year who apply, it is going to add even more cost to 
the Commonwealth, because now these 215,000 people will not 
have to pay to get this ID since it is free. Since it is free, they 
will not have to pay. Where they were paying $13.50, now they 
will not have to pay to get the same exact ID. So you add that 
on to $2.3 million, I believe that the cost for this ID is going to 
impact our fiscal status here in the Commonwealth, because 
these are added expenses, based on the low amount of fraud that 
has occurred, including the Cheeseborough person, whose name 
keeps coming up, this is an additional amount of cost on the 
taxpayers in this Commonwealth. 
 

 So have you taken into consideration the fact that not only 
will we lose, possibly lose the current average of 215,000  
paid-for State IDs because now it is free, we are going to have 
an influx of additional people who will need this now. So not 
only is it going to add up, the demand for these State IDs, which 
will probably require additional equipment, which will probably 
require additional staff as we are pursuing a measure that is 
going to be meddling and causing people to now have to meet 
another requirement that they did not have to meet to legally 
vote. 
 So in addition to what was in the bill, about $4.3 million is 
what the estimate was in the original bill, when we refer to what 
happened in Indiana, they spent about $12.4 million over a  
4-year period, and Indiana is about half the size of our 
Commonwealth. If they spent that much money, which averages 
about $3.1 million, to do it, we probably should be looking at 
spending at least $6 million to do this. And based on the 
information that I have received from the concurrence out of the 
Senate, the amount of money that has been set aside for this is 
about $1 million. 
 Do you believe that $1 million is an accurate number even 
though it does not agree with the original number that was in 
HB 934, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Are we still on interrogation, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. WATERS. I am sorry, Mr. Speaker. I was asking you a 
question about I believe in the original version of 934, there was 
a fiscal note of about $4.3 million. Is that correct, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. METCALFE. In the fiscal note or the information that  
I had from our Appropriations Committee, it was in the  
$4 million—  Well, originally we had $1 million—  Well, the 
fiscal impact is said to be $1 million, according to the fiscal 
impact and the information I had from our Appropriations. 
There have been a lot of figures that have been bandied about 
back and forth – $1 million, $4 million, there are other figures 
that are thrown out there – but I believe that we also had 
received some information on some recurring costs, as you 
mentioned, going forward with the IDs that would expire and 
people getting new IDs and then maybe getting those to vote 
with. There will be a cost incurred for this legislation. 
 Mr. WATERS. I agree. 
 Mr. METCALFE. As I talk to taxpayers, Mr. Speaker, they 
believe that government does make certain legitimate 
expenditures, and to ensure that we have integrity in the process 
of election, to ensure that every legal vote cast is protected, that 
there would be an expense associated with that, although I think 
a very minimal expense for ensuring that we have this kind of 
integrity in our election process. 
 Mr. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, thank you for your response. 
 Would you agree that 4 out of 20 million votes cast does 
demonstrate some legitimacy, does demonstrate some integrity, 
does demonstrate some prevented measures, does demonstrate 
some safeguards have been put in place, if we have 4 cases out 
of 20 million ballots cast? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, the figures that you are using 
I do not accept as legitimate figures. 
 Mr. WATERS. Okay. 
 Mr. METCALFE. I believe that voter fraud cases are really 
not pursued, they are not identified, because we have no checks 
and balances in place right now to identify such as voter ID. 
You do not have a prevention measure in place to prevent it 
from happening, and there is no way to tell how much of it is 
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actually occurring. Although we know through the examples 
that were given by the gentleman from Lancaster earlier that 
there has been an enormous amount of fraud that has occurred 
in our system, in our voting system from the fraudulent voter 
registrations that could then end up being used by fictitious 
individuals to vote to the elections that have been overturned in 
Pennsylvania's history because of voter fraud, because of 
Election Code problems such as this. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in addition to my line of questioning, I would 
just like to ask you, because I know that this bill is probably 
going to get voted out of the House, as I look at how the 
procedural votes have taken place so far, because this possibly 
will become law in 2012, what outreach measures do you know 
of that are in place to inform the public, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. METCALFE. The legislation provides, Mr. Speaker, the 
legislation provides that the Department of State and the 
counties will be required to disseminate information related to 
the new requirements for voting with ID. We have received 
information from the Department of State that indicates a plan 
already and how to utilize especially the $4 million, 
approximately, of Federal money that they expect, and what 
they are proposing in elements of their media campaign to 
actually inform people is to do a series of things. One would be 
a mass postcard mailing to every household with at least one 
registered voter, cable television ads statewide, phone calls to 
households for which they have a phone number, statewide 
radio print and Web advertising, posters for all the polling 
places, letters to the poll workers informing them of what types 
of IDs are acceptable, posters in the PENNDOT license centers 
informing voters, printing posters in Spanish as required by 
Federal law in Philadelphia, Lehigh, and Berks Counties. They 
are also proposing to develop PDFs (portable document format) 
for fliers that could be made available to counties to be given as 
handouts for poll workers to give to voters, and that is some of 
what they are proposing. Of course, this is the proposal that has 
been shared with us currently as far as what their plans are, and 
I am sure that could change to have additional ID as 
implemented as far as how to inform the public of the new 
requirement under the law, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, with the outreach, to your knowledge, because 
we have a very diverse State and in particular in some areas –  
I know in my legislative district I have many different 
nationalities represented in the district, in the 191st Legislative 
District – how many different languages will be posted to 
accommodate that diverse population of people? 
 Mr. METCALFE. The only information that we have is 
related to being printed, as I said, in those areas in Spanish. As 
far as other languages, I do not have the information on that, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WATERS. So then, Mr. Speaker, what you are saying is, 
this bill, 934, is on a fast track to becoming a voter requirement 
law in the Commonwealth, but you right now cannot provide us 
with a clear description of what this will mean in terms of 
outreach to the people who have been voting legally perhaps for 
years and years without this new State requirement? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, we thought that it was going 
to be a better policy to put in place as far as writing a policy that 
does not try to micromanage the dissemination of that 
information but puts it in the hands of the State Department in 
working with the counties to ensure that they are able to work to 

get the information out and that the legislature really did not 
have to micromanage that aspect, but that, ultimately, the 
counties will be able to work with the Department of State to 
ensure that the information does get out. 
 Mr. WATERS. And I appreciate that, too, Mr. Speaker. But 
do we have any, any kind of ballpoint figure, ballpark figure as 
of what this could cost? And I am sure that you are going to use 
the Help America Vote Act funds for the outreach, but do we 
have any idea how much this is going to cost the Federal 
government to implement this program here in our 
Commonwealth, this outreach in our Commonwealth? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, the money that has been 
discussed that will be available is approximately $4 million in 
those Federal moneys, and this plan that I shared with you, 
some of those items that I shared with you are part of the plan 
that is being discussed to try to disseminate the information 
using that money Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I have some reason to be 
concerned about that dollar amount. I believe in certain counties 
in our State, it might take almost that much money for one 
county, especially when you get to a large county like the  
first-class county of the Commonwealth. It could easily cost 
about that much money just for Philadelphia let alone the other 
66 counties. 
 And for us as lawmakers here, I really believe that what we 
have to have in place is to make sure that we have created – any 
legislation that we create should have some kind of scientific 
analysis so that we are not guessing at what this could cost. We 
should make sure that we protect the one man, one vote or one 
woman, one vote as the Constitution stipulates. And right 
now— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Waters, 
have you moved on to speaking on the question of concurrence? 
 Mr. WATERS. I was responding, Mr. Speaker, to— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. You have further interrogation? 
Thank you. 
 Mr. WATERS. Yes. This is in response to the interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thank you. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to end the interrogation and speak 
on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is in order and 
welcome to proceed. 
 Mr. WATERS. All right. 
 And I would like to thank the gentleman from Butler County 
for standing and accepting the interrogation. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have an article, and I am not going to read it 
verbatim, but according to the Washington Post, 11 percent of 
all Americans lack ID, 20 percent of the voters under age 29 
lack ID, 15 percent of people earning less than $35,000 lack ID, 
and 25 percent of the people of color lack ID. 
 In an effort that we should be making to make sure that we 
have every eligible person voting, I do not see how this 
particular bill helps to encourage participation in the process. 
According to these statistics right here, it is going to 
disenfranchise about 700,000 people. Perhaps right here in 
Pennsylvania many people will be disenfranchised by this, 
because so many of our senior citizens, who I have heard one of 
the members earlier speak about, because they might have been 
born prior to 1930, they might not be able to produce the ID that 
will be accepted. They are not in school because they have to be 
at least 82 by now. So they are not in school. I am not saying 
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that they are 81 and 82 in school, but for the most part, I doubt 
if there is an overwhelming majority of people in school at 82.  
I would guess that the numbers are low, and I am not saying that 
in a negative way. I am just saying that statistically speaking.  
I am on Appropriations, and we asked the people with the 
different colleges, what are the ages of their population? And 
they told us what those ages were. 
 So we have people who have been voting religiously, people 
who remember the people like Fannie Lou Hamer, people who 
remember people like Octavius Catto, people who remember all 
the civil rights movements to include, make sure that women 
had a right to vote, people who remember the movements to 
make sure that people of color were treated fairly and had a 
right to vote, people who fought real hard to make sure that 
there was integrity in the process because they wanted all legal 
Americans to have a right to vote. I do not see how this right 
here helps to promote that or encourage it. 
 And I do not even see how this measure right here—  How 
does a person who is working on the polls on election day; they 
are not bartenders, they are not cops, they do not know a fake 
ID from a real ID, so how are they going to be held in contempt 
or violating a law, this 934 law, later on because they are not 
experts when it comes to this? More than likely, we are going to 
have people nervous to work in the polling place if they feel as 
though they could be prosecuted for violating this new law. So  
I do not see how this helps the process at all. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Would the gentleman suspend 
for just a moment, please? 
 The side conversations are getting to an elevated point. The 
gentleman is entitled to be heard, and I would ask that we show 
respect for our friend from Philadelphia. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. You may proceed. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, my friend, who is the Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, is it okay if I ask the maker if he would answer 
just one more question in interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates he 
will stand for interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There was one more question I wanted to ask you. As I speak 
about people who work on the polling places, are they required 
to present any ID for them to be able to work on the polling 
places? 
 Mr. METCALFE. No, but when they vote, they are going to 
have to show their photo ID also, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. WATERS. Okay. But if they vote at the end of the day 
and not at the beginning of the day, they have been involved in 
that process and perhaps they do not even vote. So will they be 
allowed to be in this electoral process where everyone else is 
going to be required to show ID, but the people who are asking 
for it do not have to show ID themselves? Does this sound fair, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Well, Mr. Speaker, of course if they are 
working there at that precinct, they are from that precinct, and— 
 Mr. WATERS. Well, all the voters are from that precinct. 
 Mr. METCALFE. But they are working with the judge of 
elections who was elected to serve in that capacity to run the 
elections in that precinct. And as I said, they will be voting in 
that precinct. I would not expect anyone who worked in there 
not to be voting in there, that they would be casting a vote, and 
they will show their ID when they vote. That is what the law 
requires. 

 As I said to the gentleman from Centre County earlier,  
I believe we should change the law related to registrations up 
front, ensuring people are actually citizens when they register to 
vote. And I would be happy to work with you on issues like 
that, that you think the law needs to be changed in that regard, 
and work from my capacity as chairman of the State 
Government Committee. But that is not a change that is in this 
law, as the gentleman from Allegheny County had asked earlier 
about our IDs when we vote for Speaker. But every voter in 
Pennsylvania will be required, without exception, every voter, 
each of us, the Governor, everyone when they go to vote and 
cast that vote will be required to show photo ID, Mr. Speaker, 
as it should be. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. And I am sure that 
this will be something that will come to pass, and I am not here 
to doubt that. I can count. I can count, and I know where the 
numbers are stronger, because elections do have consequences. 
And the voters right now will have to see some of the measures 
like this that now will become law to attack a problem that is 
minimal at best, that will disenfranchise or create new obstacles 
for so many people who are already legally voting. 
 Mr. Speaker, I just do not believe that this is a necessary 
measure that we should be addressing right now because, as the 
maker and the prime sponsor of 934 has admitted, there are 
some things that should be done that have not been included in 
this. So before we move forward, I believe that we should 
continue to work on this, to continue to work on this, because 
there are a lot of senior citizens out there who will not have 
birth certificates. There are a lot of people out there that even if 
they go through all the steps to get a birth certificate – and I am 
speaking on the bill, Mr. Speaker; I forgot to say that – that they 
will have— 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 Mr. WATERS. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 —they will have additional loopholes. In addition to now 
getting this ID, now they have got to go get a birth certificate, 
now they have got to go get a Social Security card before they 
can get the State ID, and who is going to pay for that? These are 
legal voters who have been voting legally and who have upheld 
the integrity of this process for years and years. Even before 
many of us were even born, they were legally voting in this 
electoral process. 
 This measure right here is not necessary. It is very costly. It 
has not been completely thought out. Other States have ruled it 
unconstitutional. I hope that Pennsylvania finds it 
unconstitutional. We do not want to disenfranchise voters. We 
should be using the HAVA money, the Help America Vote Act, 
to do exactly that: help America to vote. That is what we should 
be doing. This does not help that process at all. So that money 
could be better spent, that $4 million this year that they are 
talking about spending, and how many other millions in the 
years to come could be easily invested in helping people to 
vote? 
 Mr. Speaker, I just want to say that I am totally opposed to 
HB 934. I am opposed to the concurrence in the Senate 
amendments. And I would just ask all of the colleagues here to 
think about the constituents in the district that you live with, 
think about the people who voted to put you in office, and why 
are you asking them to jump through another loophole to 
prevent a problem that does not even exist? 
 Mr. Speaker, thank you. 
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 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes, on the question of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 934, the gentleman from Allegheny 
County, Representative Saccone. 
 Mr. SACCONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of HB 934. Mr. Speaker, we have argued all 
of these issues numerous times since last June, and voter ID is 
an important subset of voter fraud. 
 Now, I have heard in this hall that voter fraud does not exist 
because we have few prosecutions, but as a victim of voter 
fraud myself, I can tell you that that is the very problem. The 
problem is in the failure to prosecute. 
 Now, we have had our good colleague from Lancaster 
County get up and give us numerous examples of voter fraud. 
That was not enough. We have had our sponsor of the bill from 
Butler County get up and give us numerous instances of voter 
fraud. That was not enough. We have even had our good 
colleague from Bucks County get up, who is a Representative 
himself and who had his ID stolen, and when he went to the 
polls to vote, somebody had already voted in his place. Now, 
you would think that at the polling place they would know their 
Representative, and yet he was denied the right to vote. And yet, 
that is somehow not enough for those on the other side that we 
have a voter fraud problem in Pennsylvania. 
 Now, I have heard that veterans are being disenfranchised. 
Now, as a veteran I can tell you, I do not try to speak for all 
veterans, but I can tell you this: I daresay that veterans are 
among the group of people most accustomed to showing an ID 
to do anything. They cannot even go in the dining hall and get a 
meal and stand before a sergeant or a private that knows them 
without showing their ID. So they are used to showing an ID 
card. 
 Now, I have heard it said here that we are rushing through 
this bill, yet I cannot think, we spent about 5 hours on this floor 
debating it back in June, and we have sat I do not know how 
many hours here in the last 2 days. It has gone through the 
Senate; it has gone through here. This is the second time.  
I cannot think of a bill that has been more debated and more 
talked about. So I do not think we are rushing this bill. 
 And finally, I have heard that even AARP does not support 
this bill and this bill somehow hurts our senior citizens. 
Mr. Speaker, I just want to say this: I do about a town hall a 
month, as probably most members here do, and in between 
those town hall meetings, I speak at AARP groups and senior 
groups, and it is the first question I have asked them in every 
one of those meetings since last May – how many of you in this 
room have a photo ID? – and literally every hand goes up. And 
then I say, and how many of you would not mind showing that 
ID to vote, and literally every hand goes up. I have only had two 
people since last May come up to me and say, I do not think it is 
a good idea. Senior citizens are some of our most law-abiding 
citizens, and they are completely prepared to show an ID card 
when they go to vote. 
 So I think all of these arguments are fallacious, and I think it 
is time that we do the will of the people and we vote "yes" on 
HB 934 and secure the most precious election system in this 
Commonwealth. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 
 
 

BILL PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The debate on concurrence of 
HB 934 will be over temporarily, with the understanding and 
expectation that the Chair is going to permit meetings of the 
Transportation and Appropriations Committees at this time. 

TRANSPORTATION COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, the chairman of the Transportation Committee, 
Representative Geist, for an announcement. 
 Mr. GEIST. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The Transportation Committee meeting has been moved 
from 205 Ryan to the Appropriations meeting room. 205 Ryan 
is canceled. The Appropriations meeting room, and that meeting 
will take place immediately upon the recess here. 
 So anybody listening to this, the Transportation Committee 
will meet. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 Transportation will meet immediately in the Appropriations 
meeting room. 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Butler County, Representative Ellis, for the 
purpose of an announcement. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The Appropriations Committee will have an immediate 
meeting in the majority caucus room following the break. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 Appropriations will meet immediately in the majority caucus 
room. 
 
 The House will be at ease until approximately 3:25 so that 
those committees may proceed. 

THE SPEAKER (SAMUEL H. SMITH) 
PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. 

BILLS REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 1106, PN 3003 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for willful 
failure to pay support order. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1841, PN 3198 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for false reports 
to law enforcement authorities. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 
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HB 1842, PN 3199 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for concealing 
death of child. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1852, PN 3200 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending the act of December 5, 1936 (2nd Sp.Sess., 1937 

P.L.2897, No.1), known as the Unemployment Compensation Law, 
further providing for definitions, for records of and reports by 
employers, for contributions to be liens and entry and enforcement 
thereof, for qualifications required to secure compensation, for certain 
agreements void and penalties, for false statements and representations 
to obtain or increase compensation, for false statements and 
representations to prevent or reduce compensation and other offenses, 
for violation of act and rules and regulations and for recovery and 
recoupment of compensation. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 2125, PN 2955 By Rep. ADOLPH 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for burglary, for 
robbery and for grading of theft offenses. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1106,  
PN 3003, entitled: 

 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for willful 
failure to pay support order. 
 
 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–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
Baker Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Roae 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Roebuck 
 

Boback Farry Maher Ross 
Boyd Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Frankel Major Saccone 
Bradford Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Brennan Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Briggs Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brooks Geist Marshall Santoni 
Brown, R. George Masser Saylor 
Brown, V. Gerber Matzie Scavello 
Brownlee Gergely McGeehan Schroder 
Burns Gibbons Metcalfe Simmons 
Buxton Gillen Metzgar Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Carroll Gingrich Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Godshall Millard Staback 
Christiana Goodman Miller Stephens 
Clymer Grell Milne Stern 
Cohen Grove Mirabito Stevenson 
Conklin Hackett Moul Sturla 
Costa, D. Hahn Mullery Swanger 
Costa, P. Haluska Mundy Tallman 
Cox Hanna Murphy Taylor 
Creighton Harhai Murt Thomas 
Cruz Harhart Mustio Tobash 
Culver Harkins Myers Toepel 
Curry Harper Neuman Toohil 
Cutler Harris O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Daley Heffley Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Helm Parker Vereb 
Davis Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hornaman Payton Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Josephs Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett   
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Hennessey Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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 2125,  
PN 2955, entitled: 

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

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for burglary, for 
robbery and for grading of theft offenses. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
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 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–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
Baker Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Roae 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Roebuck 
Boback Farry Maher Ross 
Boyd Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Frankel Major Saccone 
Bradford Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Brennan Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Briggs Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brooks Geist Marshall Santoni 
Brown, R. George Masser Saylor 
Brown, V. Gerber Matzie Scavello 
Brownlee Gergely McGeehan Schroder 
Burns Gibbons Metcalfe Simmons 
Buxton Gillen Metzgar Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Carroll Gingrich Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Godshall Millard Staback 
Christiana Goodman Miller Stephens 
Clymer Grell Milne Stern 
Cohen Grove Mirabito Stevenson 
Conklin Hackett Moul Sturla 
Costa, D. Hahn Mullery Swanger 
Costa, P. Haluska Mundy Tallman 
Cox Hanna Murphy Taylor 
Creighton Harhai Murt Thomas 
Cruz Harhart Mustio Tobash 
Culver Harkins Myers Toepel 
Curry Harper Neuman Toohil 
Cutler Harris O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Daley Heffley Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Helm Parker Vereb 
Davis Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hornaman Payton Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Josephs Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett   
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Hennessey Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. We return to consideration of HB 934,  
PN 3166. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Speaker recognizes the 
lady from Philadelphia County, Ms. Donatucci. 
 Ms. DONATUCCI. Mr. Speaker, since 2008, out of the 
nearly 6 million votes cast in Pennsylvania and in all the 
balloting since then, only four instances of voter fraud have 
been prosecuted. Mr. Speaker, statistically, the incidence of 
voter fraud in Pennsylvania is approaching the miniscule chance 
that a person has of being hit by a meteorite in their lifetime, 
and this is worthy of spending $11 million? $11 million when 
schoolteachers are being laid off, class sizes increased, 
academic subjects being pared, and local taxpayers being 
required to pay even more. 
 I noticed earlier that a supporter of the legislation had to go 
back to the early 1990s for examples of voter fraud. Boards of 
elections have since employed new measures to drop the rate to 
virtually nothing, and then they want to subject a $1,000 fine on 
an upstanding poll worker who recognizes a longtime voting 
neighbor and lets them vote without having a photo ID? I have 
seen seniors, including veterans, struggle with walkers in a 
supreme effort to vote, and you are going to deny them that 
right because they no longer have a driver's license and the 
process of casting a provisional ballot is insurmountable to 
them? 
 The arguments against this legislation are so overwhelming 
that I cannot see how a member of this body can argue in favor 
of it with a straight face. It reminds me of watching one of the 
old "Saturday Night Live" shows when a character, Emily 
Litella, spouts exaggerated and mistaken nonsense until 
questioned and corrected by another cast character. Emily 
Litella, played by Gilda Radner, caught in her falsehood, spouts 
"Never mind." The lack of justification for this bill, the cost of 
implementing it, threatening poll workers with jail and fines, 
and the suppression of the right of many citizens to vote is so 
absurd that the most rational and positive thing the supporters of 
this bill could say for the people of Pennsylvania when they 
come to the microphone is "Never mind." 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the lady from 
Philadelphia County, Ms. Brownlee. 
 Ms. BROWNLEE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As a member of the House Appropriations Committee, I was 
privileged to spend the last few weeks listening to testimony 
from many experts, Cabinet Secretaries, and other concerned 
citizens on all aspects of this year's budget, and throughout the 
process, it became clear to me that the average citizen in this 
Commonwealth is under attack at both the State and Federal 
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levels. I believe Republican leaders have misguided priorities. 
And today, as other places in the world are in the midst of 
revolutionary fights for democracy, our legislature is poised to 
pass a bill suppressing a person's right to vote in elections. 
 Mr. Speaker, I ask the members of this chamber, what does 
this accomplish? Does it put food in the mouths of your 
constituents? Does it help pay for skyrocketing tuition or lower 
property taxes? Where is your jobs plan? Where is your 
transportation fix? Why are we wasting valuable time and 
energy debating and legislating a nonexistent problem when 
there are so many other real needs that must be addressed? 
 Mr. Speaker, I am told this bill may disenfranchise up to 
70,000 Pennsylvania voters, mostly seniors, minorities, and 
other low-income citizens. Many of them will be the people in 
the city of Philadelphia. It will turn away people who have 
dutifully voted for decades, simply because they do not have a 
photo ID. Some of these people will be the very same men and 
women who fought in wars to defend and protect our nation's 
democracy. 
 The Brennan Center for Justice reports that as many as  
11 percent of eligible voters do not have a government-issued 
ID. I know supporters of this bill have tried to remediate this by 
offering free identification, but let us stop to think about how 
difficult it is for the average person to leave work, to leave their 
children and their homes, to get to a PENNDOT center during 
opening hours. Think about people who do not have a car they 
can hop into or an extra SEPTA (Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority) token or TransPass? How many 
people will actually know what free ID is available to them? 
 Going back a minute to our budget process. I heard many of 
the Governor's experts testify our Commonwealth must cut 
wasteful government spending and excessive government 
regulation. This bill will cost millions to implement and add 
another layer of bureaucracy to a process that is perfectly fine 
the way it is. It will divert precious funding that could be used 
to educate our children, fund colleges and higher educations of 
learning, higher institutions of learning, pay for lifesaving 
medical services for seniors and the disabled, and much more. 
But I also assure you that if my Republican counterparts and the 
Governor move forward with this bill, it will be overturned, and 
it will be overturned at taxpayer expense. 
 This very week, the Wisconsin judges ruled a similar law 
unconstitutional. Judge Niess struck down the law. He wrote in 
his 8-page opinion, quote, "A government that undermines the 
very foundation of its existence – the people's inherent,  
pre-constitutional right to vote – imperils its legitimacy as a 
government by the people, for the people, and especially of the 
people. It sows the seeds for its own demise as a democratic 
institution." This is precisely what the 2011 Wisconsin Act 23 
does with its photo ID mandates, and this is what this bill will 
do. 
 Mr. Speaker, as other States are moving forward with 
democracy and voting rights, Pennsylvania is going backwards 
with this bill. There is no voter fraud. There is no surreptitious 
effort to steal elections. There is an effort to undermine the 
constitutional rights of Pennsylvanians and push middle- and 
low-income Pennsylvanians further behind. 
 This bill is Jim Crow at its best. I strongly oppose it, and  
I strongly encourage every member of this House to do the 
same. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Bucks County, Mr. Clymer. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, just a passing thought here. One of the earlier 
speakers this morning had mentioned about the failure of people 
to speak out when Adolph Hitler was coming into power. Just 
reflect on the fact that one of the things that Nazi Germany did 
was to close down the churches to repress the ability of people 
of faith to come forth and to protest. I just mention that because 
we need to recognize how important religious freedom is that 
we have here in America and the fact that the German 
movement at that time wanted to make sure that they could 
quiet all the voices. So we need to just keep that in mind as we 
continue our debates on many issues. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I just mentioned, next to religious freedom, 
free and honest elections at all levels must be part of our 
heritage. Elections must be honest and immersed with integrity, 
and I think that is what this bill and this debate is about. 
 What separates us as Americans from many Third World 
countries? Let us take a brief look at many countries around the 
world that are controlled by tyrants and dictators. Now, they 
have elections, sure enough, but they are fraudulent elections 
allowing these dictators and tyrants to stay in power. 
 Who are some of the countries? Mr. Speaker, we also heard 
throughout the debate that this is a Republican suppression 
voter bill, and I hope that my good friends on the other side of 
the aisle are not saying that this suppression is somehow equal 
to the suppression of voters in the Sudan or the Darfur, which is 
part of the Sudan, or the country of Venezuela, or the country of 
Uganda, which is suppression, or the country of Zimbabwe, or 
the country of North Korea, or the country of the Congo, or the 
country of Vietnam, or the country of Cuba where these tyrants 
reign and where there is true suppression of the right to vote.  
I am sure our friends are not making that distinction as we look 
at these countries. 
 Mr. Speaker, there is little doubt that as we continue on this 
debate, I have heard members say, for example, that they know 
of individuals that will not be able to vote because different 
circumstances surround them, that some are handicapped, some 
are in nursing homes. If they know of individuals that would 
need assistance, then they should be very proactive. If I hear of 
a person in my district that is handicapped and would like to 
vote, I make sure that person gets a registration form and then 
an absentee ballot if they need it. I mean, that is something we 
can all do. It is not an issue that has to be redefined. We should 
all be able to help those, if we know who they are, to go out into 
the community, to the nursing homes or wherever these people 
are and whatever their circumstances are, to help them to get to 
the ballot box. 
 Mr. Speaker, I also heard about the fact that we are spending 
a lot of money, that this is going to cost money that should go to 
other causes, and I do not have any quarrel with the fact that we 
should be funding other programs. But I just would like to 
remind the members that in the many years that I have been 
here, I have seen hundreds of thousands of dollars blown out of 
this General Assembly on pet projects that have no economic 
value. It helps the individual but does not do anything for the 
people of Pennsylvania. 
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 And for those members that still remember the casino vote 
back in 2004 on the other side of the aisle, we gave away 
approximately $2 billion that we should have had in the 
Treasury because we allowed the casinos to get a license for 
$50 million that was worth anywhere from $250 million to  
$500 million. I only mention it, I only mention it because, 
Mr. Speaker, the issue has been brought up, and I just want to 
say that in the past, we need to be much more careful when we 
cast votes and we give the special interests really a windfall. 
 Mr. Speaker, I support HB 934. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Luzerne County, Mr. Pashinski. 
 Mr. PASHINSKI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise today to speak against concurrence of HB 934. 
 I stand before you today to actually say the concept of 
issuing an official identification card is a reasonable one. It is a 
reasonable idea. It is one whose time has come, and why not 
have a photo ID? As stated earlier, so many of us have one. We 
use it for many, many things, time and time again, for countless 
transactions. But I would like to point out to you that that 
process, whether it be your ATM (automated teller machine) or 
whether it be your credit cards, that concept took years to 
develop, not months as 934 requires. 
 My good friend and colleague from Lancaster County 
indicated that Rhode Island had also initiated a voter ID bill, but 
they were wise enough to implement it in 2014, not in 
September or October or November of 2012. So we are going to 
change the way people have voted for decades and decades. We 
are going to change that in months. There is absolutely not 
enough time for this. 
 This is one of the main problems of 934. There is absolutely 
not enough time to appropriately implement 934 without 
making mistakes, without disenfranchising our fellow 
Pennsylvania citizens. To move forward on this bill, knowing 
that 934 has many flaws, most of which will eliminate 
thousands of PA citizens, their right to vote, is completely and 
totally irresponsible and downright careless. When you know 
that something is not right, when you know that it is not going 
to work and you go ahead and do it anyway, that is careless and 
dangerous. 
 This bill needs to have a phase-in provision. If we had a 
phase-in provision, we could test the process and correct the 
inadequacies of this legislation. If we had a phase-in provision, 
we would be able to evaluate, to modify the process to ensure a 
fair, efficient, and constitutionally correct and just process and 
not a process that literally will, without a doubt, prevent 
thousands of American citizens from voting. That is wrong. 
 There is no way that I can or I will vote for an ill-conceived 
proposal that is being challenged in the courts, because this bill 
is contrary to law and is considered by many as 
unconstitutional. How could any of us that have taken the oath 
of office to uphold and protect our Constitution be willing to 
move so quickly, to ramrod a bill that is gravely flawed, a bill 
that will no doubt prevent thousands of PA citizens who pay 
their taxes, who work hard, who follow the law? And yet, this 
will prevent them from casting their precious right to vote. 
 Our democratic process that has become the envy of the 
world is now in jeopardy. It is now in jeopardy of being 
dismantled because of a questionable and highly suspect plan to 
disenfranchise and suppress our Pennsylvania citizens from 

voting. The only reasonable and logical thing to do is refer this 
bill back to the proper committee to reconstruct this legislation, 
to redesign it; to redesign the process so as to guarantee every 
Pennsylvania citizen that is qualified to vote the opportunity to 
vote. To move forward knowing that this bill, HB 934, will not 
allow our Pennsylvania citizens their ability to exercise their 
constitutional right to vote is not only irresponsible and fiscally 
careless, but it becomes more evident that the real motive for 
934 is to manipulate elections and prevent certain groups of 
Pennsylvania citizens their right to vote. 
 For these reasons and many more reasons that have been 
stated here today, I vigorously stand against concurrence of 934, 
and I encourage my fellow colleagues to vote for justice, vote 
for fairness, vote for constitutionality. Vote against concurrence 
of 934. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to vote against concurrence on HB 934. 
And, Mr. Speaker, I have heard a lot of comments yesterday and 
today regarding HB 934, and so, Mr. Speaker, I am going to 
depart from the path that we took yesterday and the one that we 
have taken today. 
 I am not going to talk to my colleagues about HB 934.  
I believe that the people who have decided to support HB 934, 
that we are not going to change their minds. I just only wish that 
this same one-person-one-vote analysis was applied to the 
redistricting process that we now have to deal with. If this same 
passion for one person, one vote was present then, then we 
probably would not be in the quagmire that we are in right now. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, the people that I would like to talk to are, 
number one, I would like to talk to the 53 constituents in my 
district, from Ms. Johnson who is 90 to Ms. Rodriguez who is 
114. All residents, all constituents, 90 years of age and over do 
not have a driver's license. Mr. Speaker, the young man that is 
wheelchair bound as a result of senseless violence, he does not 
drive and does not have a driver's license. Mr. Speaker, there are 
a number of other young and older residents of Pennsylvania 
who are similarly situated. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, this driver's license, this voter ID, 
Mr. Speaker, I would be curious as to how does it line up with 
the REAL ID law, which will be implemented just next year? 
You know, under the REAL ID law, under the Federal Patriot 
Act, all States will have to comply with some basic standards as 
it relates to uniform identification, though this identification that 
we are demanding or mandating right now will have to be 
changed come 2013 or when Pennsylvania will have to comply 
with the Federal REAL ID law. I do not know whether the 
architect of 934 took that into consideration when he went 
through developing this bill, but it is going to be on a collision 
course with the REAL ID law, if it is not on a collision course 
with the Pennsylvania courts. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, to the constituents, to Ms. Johnson who is 
90, Ms. Rodriguez who is 114, and all the other constituents of 
my district in Philadelphia County, I say to you the basic 
question, two questions that you need to ask and answer in the 
affirmative or negative as you go to the polls on April 24 and on 
November 7, the first question is, why now? Why now? Why do 
we have to spend an estimated $11 million to ensure – or 
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allegedly ensure – the sanctity of the voting process while we 
have children who do not have health insurance, while we have 
unemployment in the 30, 40 percent of some communities 
throughout Pennsylvania? Why are we spending or planning to 
spend up to $11 million to allegedly sanctify the voting process? 
Mr. Speaker, and to my constituents, on April 24 and on 
November 7, ask the question, why are we prepared to spend 
your tax dollars this way and why now? 
 The second question that you have to ask is, under what 
circumstances? Look at the circumstances under which you are 
being mandated to get appropriate identification in order for you 
to exercise your right on April 24 and on November 7. Why, 
and why under these circumstances? 
 And, Mr. and Mrs. Constituent, I say to you that if you have 
concluded the same way that I have, on April 24 and on 
November 7, I want you to vote like you have lost your mind.  
I want you to vote; I want you to get the identification, and for 
the people in my district, I am going to do whatever I need to do 
to make sure that you get this sorry identification, because  
I want you to vote. I want you to vote. I will not allow this  
so-called legislative prescription, this prescription that is 
arguably designed to eliminate fraud which has never existed. 
 Ms. Johnson, you have never committed fraud in the 30-plus 
years that you have gone out and voted. Ms. Rodriguez, even 
though you have language problems, you have never committed 
an act of fraud in exercising your right to vote. And to the 
constituents and Pennsylvania residents that are handicapped, 
that are disabled, you have never committed fraud giving rise to 
this kind of legislative prescription. 
 And to my constituents and to all of the people of 
Pennsylvania that are 18 and over and have the capacity to vote, 
I need you to join me in ringing your voice out loud on April 24 
and on November 7, and in a resounding way say to the authors 
of this prescription that I would have preferred that you thought 
about the babies that do not have health care rather than you 
commit $11 million. I will want you to join me in saying in a 
resounding way that we can spend this $11 million in a more 
appropriate way. 
 Now, I am not saying and I know that you do not say, I know 
that you are not saying that there might not be some things that 
we do not need to undertake to ensure the integrity of the voting 
process. We are not saying that we are not sensitive to that 
request. What we are saying is that in 2012, after receiving the 
Governor's proposed budget, there are a lot of other ways that 
we can spend $11 million. 
 I remember one writer said that the conditions of the people 
will not change until the people change the conditions within 
themselves, that the only way, the only way men and women 
can do what needs to be done is you have got to be upright, you 
have got to be honest, and you have got to know what time it is. 
This is not the time to commit taxpayer dollars to this issue 
while we have these other pressing issues. 
 And secondly, this is not the time, this is not the time to put 
honest working people, because if my colleagues do not know, 
you should know, the majority of people that work as judges 
and majority inspectors in Pennsylvania are over 60 years of 
age. Let us get that out there now. The majority of people who 
work as judges of elections and as majority inspectors, many of 
them who are retired, they work 16, 17 hours a day on election 
day, and to put them through this mandate of having to check 
every picture identification that comes in and out of the polling 
place, and to say that these judges and majority inspectors will 

be subjected to civil and possibly criminal punishment if they 
do not comply with the literal application of this legislative 
prescription. And, Mr. Speaker, let us not forget that the 
majority of people that work in these polls on election day are 
women, are women, are women who should not be subjected to 
the tenets of this bill if they do not check these picture 
identifications. 
 Mr. Speaker, if we had to do anything now, we should be 
trying to put some people that have been out of work for the last 
6 months back to work. If we wanted to do anything now, we 
should be helping these local school districts who are trying to 
provide our kids with a quality education. If we need to do 
something now, Mr. Speaker, we need to provide health care for 
our children if we cannot provide it for anyone else. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, the issue is, where are you prepared to 
stand now on this day, at this hour? If your decision is the 
health, safety, and welfare of Pennsylvania taxpayers is less 
important than whether or not we catch fraud on election day, 
then you vote for HB 934. But if you believe that those issues 
are imperative and require our attention and the $11 million that 
is being committed, then you vote against HB 934. 
 I am putting people first and the challenges facing the people 
of Pennsylvania, and I am going to vote "no" on concurrence of 
HB 934. Thank you. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. We return to leaves of absence. 
 The Speaker recognizes the presence of the gentleman from 
Chester County, Mr. Hennessey, on the floor of the House. His 
name will be added back to the master roll call. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 934 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Clearfield County, Mr. George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would just like to tell my fine colleagues how important 
these elections are. You know, there are some that know that  
I am a veteran of the Navy in World War II. I had quit school – 
and I was a good student – to join the Navy, and I put my  
3 years in and came home. And I had to sign up, register for the 
draft – I was still within that age – but I could not register to 
vote, and I think what I am going to say to you might be a shoe 
that fits. 
 I registered to vote and I voted 61 years, never missing a 
vote. Now, voting is important to you as well. And how many 
times have we heard that a democracy is not the perfect 
government, but it is far better than any other form of 
government. And yet, rightfully so, you and I, Republicans and 
Democrats, all Democrats do not do the right thing all the time 
and all Republicans do not do the right thing all the time. 
 Today more than usual, politics rears its ugly head. The 
Speaker knows that I voted for Republican budgets on four 
occasions. One time the Democrats put up 47 votes for Matt 
Ryan to pass a budget. We are friends; we are colleagues. We 
continue to do what we think is best for those we serve – our 
neighbors, our friends, our kids, our colleagues – and that is 
why we pass legislation that we think will protect them – 
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protect their well-being, protect the persons – and so we pass 
laws. 
 And there is not anyone here that does not know about gun 
control and what we go through, but, you know, you can pass 
any gun control—  I am sorry if I am bothering you. I will not 
be very long. We can pass gun control, and still we have a 
colleague among us that was robbed the other night with a gun 
put to his head. And this might be news to all of you, but 
yesterday there was a young boy that had a gun put to his head 
down at a college in the eastern part of the State, and his mother 
is a secretary for one of you legislators. So elections are that 
that is proposed and for the purpose of protecting people. It is 
not for the purpose of creating havoc or putting them to a test. 
 I probably know as much about elections and the duress, not 
because I have served 19 terms, but my beloved of 59 years is a 
judge of elections, like you people have mentioned. Oh, it is not 
an easy job to be a judge of elections, especially when you have 
commissioners that want voting machines, and the older people 
get scared and they do not want to use a voting machine because 
they do not understand them. Just this last year in Clearfield 
County there were two precincts discontinued because we could 
not get enough people to fill the positions that needed to be 
filled to be an election board. 
 Now, I work as hard as Edna does at the polls, because the 
night before election they bring four machines to my home, and 
they must weigh about 70 pounds apiece, and they put them in 
the back of Edna's wagon. And the next morning at 5:30 we are 
on our way up to the fire hall where I have got to carry those 
machines in, and luckily, by 7 o'clock we are ready to vote. And 
there are people waiting outside to go to work, and some of 
them do not carry their wallet or their ID. You know, for me, 
the greatest ID I have, and everybody recognizes it, is this thing 
that hangs on my shoulder. Now, probably Edna is going to be 
the first one to be fined, because she better not ask me for ID 
when I go and vote on election day. 
 Now, let us be reasonable. I did not think I was going to 
stand here and change one vote, but what I would like to do 
when this is all over, I would like to see the good people on that 
side and the good people on this side get together so we can do 
something real good for the people in Pennsylvania. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Mr. Roebuck. 
 Mr. ROEBUCK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to urge that we nonconcur in this legislation, HB 934. 
 Now, first of all, let me be very clear that there is no real 
evidence of voter fraud in this Commonwealth. I found it 
interesting that the gentleman from Lancaster who made the 
argument for documenting such fraud cited cases from the 
nineteen teens and the 1920s. Now, I am a historian and I found 
that interesting, but that is not something that is current or 
compelling that would command the adoption of this 
legislation. 
 The assertion of voter fraud is, in my mind, very similar to 
the arguments that were made back at the end of the  
19th century, arguments that were used to suppress the voting 
rights of African-Americans in this country. And the idea was 
that somehow that Blacks voting, that was wrong, and so there 
were also suggestions made as to why that should not be 
allowed. After all, they had been slaves. They might not be able 
to have the levels of literacy and articulation that was general 

among the population, so it was easy to make up ways to deny 
to them the right to vote. And many of them also lacked 
economic resources.  
 But then there were certain problems that developed, and so 
you imposed a poll tax, a tax upon the right to vote. In order to 
vote, you had to pay a tax. But gee whiz, guess what? It was not 
only African-Americans who could not pay the tax, neither 
could White southerners pay that tax. And so you imposed a 
literacy test. But guess what? It was not that Blacks could not 
read or write, but many White southerners could not read or 
write. 
 And so you did something to get around that, and what you 
did was you imposed what were called grandfather clauses, 
clauses that said, well, if your grandfather had voted in 1866, 
the year before the 14th Amendment, you had an automatic 
right to vote. And so you got around what was the real intent: 
that was to exclude a certain category of people from voting. 
And somehow this debate we are having really reminds me very 
much of an effort to make it harder for certain people in our 
society to vote, to make it more difficult, to make it more 
cumbersome for them to vote. And no matter how we sugarcoat 
it, no matter how we make the argument, that is the reality 
which drives, I believe, this Republican effort to suppress 
voting rights in this State. 
 Now, I am also intrigued to know that everyone thinks it is 
okay, or at least my colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
think it is okay to have to produce some kind of identification to 
vote. Well, I guess then they also are supporting a national ID or 
a REAL ID program for all of us, that we all have to have 
identification as American citizens to be a part of this country.  
I am glad to know the gentleman from Butler has been 
converted on that issue, since he is the sponsor of this bill, that 
IDs now are okay. And if that is what we are saying, let us say it 
straight out and be honest about it. Let us not say that one kind 
of ID is all right but another is not. Let us be truthful about this, 
and if that is not the case, I would love to have that gentleman 
stand up and tell us that he now supports the REAL ID bill. That 
would be encouraging to me. 
 Now, the gentleman from Allegheny also mentioned that 
somehow the arguments against this bill were fallacious and 
that somehow they must not be real. But for me, this is very, 
very real. I understand what it is to be discriminated against.  
I understand what it is to have basic rights denied to me and to 
people that I represent. Understand that to me, there is a 
compelling sense about this, that what this is is fundamentally 
wrong. It strikes at the basic heart of what is the American 
democracy, the democracy that we all say we love. You know, 
it makes very real that comment that was made by a political 
observer who once said that Pennsylvania was in fact 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh with Alabama in between. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Schuylkill County, Mr. Knowles. 
 Mr. KNOWLES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I stand in strong support of HB 934, and I ask 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to concur. 
 When I first signed on to this bill, I must admit that I was 
somewhat lukewarm. I thought it was something that should be 
certainly pursued, or I would not have signed on. But as we 
went through the process, as we had the many informational 
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meetings, as we had the hearing, I realized how important and 
how necessary this legislation is. 
 Mr. Speaker, we can talk and we can say that there have been 
few people prosecuted. I do not know exactly what a few is, but 
what about the people, what about the people who maybe were 
identified as violating the law but they were not prosecuted? 
And what about all the ones that we do not know about, 
possibly because this was not law? So let us be honest about 
this. We really do not know how many people are voting that 
should not be voting. We really do not know that. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think that we are selling our people short, 
particularly our senior citizens. The senior citizens that  
I represent do not want their votes to be canceled out because 
somebody that is voting should not be voting. Mr. Speaker, we 
need to stop the impersonation at the polls – the fictitious 
registrations, the double voting, and voting by illegal aliens. 
Mr. Speaker, no one is trying to stop anyone from voting that 
should be voting. This is good legislation. It is reasonable, it is 
transparent, and it is common sense. That is what it is. 
 One of the speakers, the gentleman from Philadelphia  
I believe it was, said that he was going to do everything that he 
had to do to make sure that every person in his district that was 
eligible to vote is going to vote. Well, let me tell you something, 
Mr. Speaker: I am going to do something too. In an article that 
appeared in the Pottsville Republican back in May, when  
I responded to an inquiry on this legislation, here is what I am 
going to do. I am going to make sure that that small percentage 
of .8 percent – and that is what it is; we are talking about  
.8 percent of my constituents – I have reached out to them;  
I have told them that my legislative office will help them with 
whatever paperwork they need to make sure that they can get 
that ID that they can use when they go to vote, and then I am 
going to make sure that they get a ride to the photo center. If  
I do not take them myself, one of my volunteers will. Or do you 
not think, those of you who are Lions and Rotarians, do you not 
think that would be a great project? 
 So let us stop the negativity. This is necessary legislation. No 
one wants to disenfranchise anyone from voting; no one wants 
to do anything. We all want to be certain that each and every 
eligible voter has the opportunity to vote. But the people that 
should not be voting, we do not want them voting and they 
should not be voting. 
 Mr. Speaker, I thank you for your time, and again I would 
ask that you would support HB 934 on concurrence. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the lady from 
Philadelphia County, Miss Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, misplaced priorities plus potential unintended 
or intended consequences equals Pennsylvania's 2012  
game-change formula as it relates to HB 934. With the nation 
watching as Pennsylvania makes history by positioning itself to 
become the next State in our nation, in my opinion, to embrace 
voter suppression by passing this so-called voter ID law, today 
becomes what I coin "Voting Rights D-day" in the PA House 
chamber. It is Voting Rights D-day to me, because on this day, 
in passing HB 934, this chamber will be voting to D, 
Mr. Speaker, disrupt the voting process; D, Mr. Speaker, 
destroy a particular voting base; and D, distract voters and 
deflect attention from what I call the anti-investment agenda. 
That is, anti-investment in public education, anti-investment in 

women's rights, senior citizens, the poor and working class, the 
public policy agenda being proffered in this body via various 
legislative initiatives and the proposed budget cuts that we are 
facing. D, Mr. Speaker, disenfranchising senior citizens, 
veterans, minorities, and others who traditionally vote Democrat 
from participating in the voting process which makes our 
democracy so great. 
 Mr. Speaker, you know, we have a total of 8,186,052 people 
registered to vote in Pennsylvania, and as of March 5, 2012, 
according to the Pennsylvania Department of State Web site, 
that is 8,186,052 people. Of that, Mr. Speaker, 1,641,708 of 
Pennsylvania's registered voters are over the age of 65. 
Pennsylvania has the third eldest population in the nation, with 
only Florida and West Virginia ahead of us. Are we not 
concerned about the impact this law will have on our senior 
citizens and their efforts to exercise their right to vote? 
 In addition, Mr. Speaker, with HB 934 on concurrence in 
mind, it is impossible not to think about the impact that passage 
of this bill will have on our upcoming elections, and one cannot 
think about this bill without thinking about its political impact 
on Presidential politics in particular. Now, nationally, 
Mr. Speaker, when we think of other States that have passed 
some form of this law, they amount to a total of approximately 
174 electoral votes: Georgia, 15 electoral votes; Indiana, 11; 
Kansas, 6; Mississippi, 6; South Carolina, 8; Tennessee, 11; 
Texas, 34; Wisconsin, 10; Alabama, 9; Florida, 27; Hawaii, 4; 
Idaho, 4; Louisiana, 9; Michigan, 17; and South Dakota, 3. 
 Now, without Pennsylvania, Mr. Speaker, again, this is a 
total of 174 electoral votes. Once HB 934 passes, that will mean 
that States carrying a total of 195 electoral votes will have 
passed some form of this law. Do you think, Mr. Speaker, that 
the people of this nation or that the people of Pennsylvania will 
think that this is a coincidence, especially given that in 2008 the 
Obama-Biden team won 365 electoral votes and the  
McCain-Sarah Palin team won 173 votes? I do not think so, 
Mr. Speaker. I think the people of Pennsylvania are connecting 
the dots. 
 In addition, Mr. Speaker, with numbers in mind, I want 
Pennsylvanians to know that in the 2008 general election, the 
Obama-Biden team won 3,276,363 votes in Pennsylvania. The 
McCain-Sarah Palin team, they won 2,655,885 votes, 
Mr. Speaker. Do the math. That is only a 620,478 vote 
difference. And for the record, Mr. Speaker, 595,980 of the 
votes for the Obama-Biden team came from Philadelphia. Now, 
Mr. Speaker, can we in this chamber blame Philadelphians or 
Pennsylvanians from believing that HB 934 is an effort to 
accomplish a very slow and steady and systematic suppression 
of voter turnout? I do not know, Mr. Speaker. We will have to 
let the people decide. 
 In addition to that, Mr. Speaker, it has been said by several 
of my colleagues, and I thought the gentleman from my side 
from Delaware County yesterday did an outstanding job in 
noting that HB 934 is an answer to a problem that does not 
exist. Well, fortunately for us, Mr. Speaker, the United States 
Department of Justice has rejected and is fighting the 
implementation of bills like HB 934 in Texas and South 
Carolina, and the judge recently blocked implementation of a 
bill similar in Wisconsin. 
 Now, to the people of Pennsylvania, I want to be clear, 
Mr. Speaker. I do not want them to give up and I do not want 
them to get frustrated and I do not want them to give in when 
they think about the elements of HB 934. Several advocacy 
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groups have said that they are filing lawsuits in an effort to halt 
implementation of this bill that the Governor has indicated that 
he will sign. Now, we do not know if the Department of Justice 
will step in once they review this bill and its impact on our 
election process. 
 And finally, Mr. Speaker, whether implemented or not, we 
must do everything that we can to assist Pennsylvanians in 
overcoming these new legal obstacles to voting. We will need 
clergy men and women of all faiths, we will need working men 
and women from all walks of life, we will need students from 
every region in the Commonwealth to get organized and mount 
a campaign like we have never seen before to assist 
Pennsylvanians in overcoming this unnecessary obstacle. 
 You know, Mr. Speaker, we are only 42 days away from the 
primary election when we are supposed to see a soft rollout of 
these measures, and, Mr. Speaker, we need to share with our 
constituencies that they must keep fighting measures like this by 
educating, empowering, and motivating each other to participate 
in the voting process. 
 Now, Mr. Speaker, during these tough fiscal times, whether 
the price tag be $1 million, $4.3 million, or $11 million, I do not 
believe that HB 934 is worth taxpayer dollars, and it does not 
make sense unless, Mr. Speaker, I do not believe the bill makes 
sense unless it does exactly what one intends for it to do, and  
I leave that thought up to the people of Pennsylvania to decide. 
Twenty-percent proposed budget cuts to State System of Higher 
Education schools; 30-percent cut to State-related institutions; 
an $8.8 million cut to community colleges; $100 million less in 
accountability block grant funding for public education next 
year; no remedy proposed for our $3.5 billion transportation 
crisis; draconian cuts to health and human services affecting 
people with disabilities: We must cut funding in these areas, 
Mr. Speaker, but we can find the funds— 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will suspend. 
 When you get into that comparative reasoning, I think you 
are pretty far off the subject of the bill. The bill before us has to 
do with the voter ID and not with the rest of the budget, and  
I would encourage the lady to stay on the subject of the bill.  
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will proceed. 
 Mr. Speaker, we must cut funding in those areas, but we can 
find funding to fund unnecessary new government regulations. 
After all, Mr. Speaker, my contention is that HB 934 is 
Pennsylvania's proposed game change for the 2012 elections, 
particularly the Presidential and also our local elections.  
I believe that the elements contained in 934 equal misplaced 
priorities plus potential unintended or intended consequences, 
and we need to see if the people of Pennsylvania support this 
kind of game-change formula. If they thought they were 
watching a show on HBO when they recently watched "Game 
Change," they should watch the debate on this floor as it relates 
to HB 934. They are seeing a game-change process take place 
and roll out in front of their very eyes, and this is reality, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Do not support concurrence on HB 934, and it should not be 
allowed to prosper as Pennsylvania's game change for 2012. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Mr. Payton. 
 
 

 Mr. PAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to support nonconcurrence on HB 934 and wanted to 
just put my remarks on the record against this. And I know in 
the legislation it says that you can – I am getting my OWLcard 
out – you can use a college ID as long as it has an expiration 
date and your address. I am looking at my ID from Temple 
University, which just has a name, no expiration date, and a 
student ID number – no address, no expiration date. So I would 
not be able to use this to vote, according to this bill. So all of the 
rhetoric around using college ID being added to make the bill 
better is hogwash. 
 Instead of taking this approach to suppress the vote, how 
about we make it easier to vote and embrace measures like 
same-day registration like they have in other States, embrace 
measures like no-excuse absentee ballots like they have in many 
other States, embrace early voting like they have in other States, 
and make the franchise easier, and that way we can increase 
participation. Right now what we have before us is an 
opportunity to suppress the vote, suppress the vote among 
certain people that tend to vote Democrat. Let us call a spade a 
spade here, Mr. Speaker. 
 And I would also like to note that I do not support this bill 
because it does not create one job. You have been in the 
majority now for a long time and we have not focused on one 
piece of legislation to create jobs. And I also note that we left 
about $800 million on the table as it relates to Marcellus Shale. 
 Thank you very much. Vote "no," Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Montgomery County, Mr. Curry. 
 Mr. CURRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to oppose HB 934 and urge a "no" vote. 
 It is March again. In March 1965, I was in Selma, Alabama, 
part of the civil rights movement, to protect the right to vote. 
We were there amidst a great deal of State-approved violence to 
stand for the voting rights of African-Americans. It is now 
March 2012, 47 years later, and I am once again standing to 
protect voting rights, but this time of Pennsylvania citizens. 
 Proponents say this voter ID bill will not inconvenience most 
voters since most voters have a driver's license, but we should 
be concerned about all voters, not just most. And this bill will 
disenfranchise senior citizens who may not have a driver's 
license or other form of photo ID. 
 When I think back to those days in Alabama, the police and 
their tear gas and snarling dogs, I knew we were fighting a 
noble cause and we knew we were going to overcome the 
principle that we as a people are about – the right to determine 
our future, the right to vote. I could not have dreamed then and 
find it hard to believe now that we were willing to take a step 
backward for the right to vote, and now in my home State. 
 What will be our legacy when this day is over? The session 
is scheduled to further protect the right to vote, to keep that vote 
pure, that fundamental right that we all enjoy and that we fight 
for not only here but around the world. What will be our legacy, 
the session that added and fought for that right to vote and 
maintained it, or the session that added a new strategy to the 
disenfranchisement of voters? 
 Proponents say that this is really necessary to protect the 
vote. We do not want to have happen here in Pennsylvania what 
happened recently in Ohio, where a World War II veteran was 
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kept from voting because he had forgotten his card, and when 
he presented his driver's license and his Veterans' 
Administration card, they did not include his address and so he 
was denied the right to vote. 
 This bill is going to cost tax dollars that should be spent 
elsewhere, and it is a mistake; it is a mistake to put that money 
into this kind of, really, frivolous political gimmick. When  
I think back to those days in Alabama, the police with their tear 
gas and snarling dogs, I remember that we knew we were 
fighting simply for the right of Americans to vote. It was a 
noble cause, and we knew in the midst of that fight that we 
would overcome. Well, we have an opportunity now to continue 
in that direction of preserving the right to vote, and we ought 
not fall for a political gimmick that will disenfranchise a 
number of our citizens. 
 I urge you to vote against this bill. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Westmoreland County, Mr. Krieger. 
 Mr. KRIEGER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It has been a long afternoon, a long debate filled with many 
weary words, and I wondered whether I can add anything to it.  
I think the debate as it has gone on; actually, probably there is 
more confusion now than there was when we started this, so  
I thought if there is anything I can do at all, perhaps I can try to 
add what I think to be some clarity to the debate. 
 There was a lot of talk today about disenfranchisement, and 
let us look at what the dictionary calls that word. It is to deprive 
someone of their legal rights. No one can say we are attempting 
to deprive anyone of a legal right. We are not telling anyone 
they do not have a right to vote; in fact, I would say the opposite 
is the case here. What this bill is attempting to do is to say only 
qualified persons can vote, and they only can vote once – pure 
and simple. There has been some talk of suppression of votes.  
I would argue there is no evidence whatsoever this bill will 
suppress votes, at least not legal votes. If there was and if you 
were going to assume for a moment that this bill does suppress 
votes, there is no evidence whatsoever that it would suppress 
Democratic votes more than it would suppress Republican 
votes. I would argue with the premise that just because you are 
a senior citizen, you are a Democratic voter; in fact, I would 
argue strongly the opposite. 
 I think one thing is clear, however: This bill will suppress 
illegal votes. In fact, I would say that is its design. I think that is 
a good thing. The gentleman prior to me speaking talked about 
legacy and talked about what kind of legacy would we like to 
leave. For myself, I would like to leave a legacy that I believed 
in the rule of law and not of man; I believe the same rules 
should apply to everybody, and that includes voting rules; that  
I believe that we leave a system to all the people that come 
behind us that has integrity. This is about the integrity of the 
most fundamental part, one of the most fundamental parts of our 
society. So that is the legacy I think we all should leave. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Mr. Cruz. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I stand here in opposing the bill, 934, and I also 
want to note for the record, to let you know that my name was 

added as a cosponsor and I was deleted and removed on the 
cosponsorship for 934. I also wanted to address the House and 
let you know that we all have to use a driver's license or a birth 
certificate to take in to be registered to vote, but as it stands 
now, the voter registration, which I have a copy of, in 
Philadelphia states that you have to either put your driver's 
license number or your last four digits of your Social Security 
number. We have in place what we are asking. Why do we need 
to create something else when we are already bringing a State 
ID to be able to be registered? If you do not qualify with this 
voter registration, then it is rejected. So to put this process in 
place, it is a waste of time, money, disenfranchising people to 
be able to go on the process. Today we are facing the fight with 
the Federal government that is changing polling places because 
of the ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act), so how are we 
going to get people, elderly people to be able to be registered 
when they have to go to places that are not ADA-equipped? 
 There are many States that are facing the same fight that we 
are doing today, and the Governors are vetoing their process 
with the ID. Just a couple of hours ago today Minnesota voted 
on that also, to veto it. We stand here today in creating a process 
that already takes place, that is in place. Why are we wasting 
our time with this? We should be fighting and making sure that 
we negotiate that we have a redistricting process so people have 
somewhere to go vote that has representation. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think that we are wasting time here today with 
this ID bill when there is something, a structure in place 
already, and this is one mechanism that is being used to 
disenfranchise voters. And my question is, and for the record,  
I hope that if we are going to put something differently than 
what we have, that Spanish speaking people in Pennsylvania get 
the right to also have it in a language they can understand.  
 I thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Lancaster County, Mr. Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, will the maker of the bill rise for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. You may proceed. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on page 11 of this bill, under section (b), lines 8 
through 17, it says, "NOTWITHSTANDING THE 
PROVISIONS OF 75 PA…(RELATING TO ISSUANCE AND 
CONTENT OF DRIVER'S LICENSE) TO THE CONTRARY, 
THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SHALL 
ISSUE AN IDENTIFICATION CARD DESCRIBED…AT NO 
COST TO ANY REGISTERED ELECTOR WHO HAS MADE 
APPLICATION THEREFOR AND HAS INCLUDED WITH 
THE COMPLETED APPLICATION A STATEMENT 
SIGNED BY THE ELECTOR DECLARING UNDER OATH 
OR AFFIRMATION THAT THE ELECTOR DOES NOT 
POSSESS PROOF OF IDENTIFICATION AS DEFINED IN 
SECTION 102 (Z.5) (2) AND REQUIRES PROOF OF 
IDENTIFICATION FOR VOTING PURPOSES." So when I go 
to that section, (Z.5), point one says that if I am an elector who, 
in the case of a religious objection, does not want to be 
photographed, I can get a photo ID. But section (2), which says 
that I can get the free ID, says that I can get that if I am willing 
to get my photograph taken. Does that mean that if I now have a 
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religious objection to having my photograph taken and I want to 
go get an ID to vote – because I am now required to have an ID 
to vote – that I do not get the free ID, that I have to pay for that 
ID because that is not covered under this section? 
 Mr. METCALFE. The ID that is being provided free of 
charge is the nondriver photo ID. We are not providing, per the 
way the legislation is drafted, a nonphoto driver ID, because we 
have nonphoto driver IDs available, but there is a process that 
they have to go through, already in current law, to obtain that 
ID. So the free ID that is being provided is one that has a photo. 
We are not providing free ID that does not have a photo on it; 
no. 
 Mr. STURLA. So, Mr. Speaker, if I am a member of the 
Amish community in this State, or any other religious affiliation 
that does not allow my person to be photographed, I do not get a 
free ID and I have to pay for my ID to be able to vote now. Is 
that correct? 
 Mr. METCALFE. I am not aware that PENNDOT is issuing 
an ID card—  They issue nonphoto driver's licenses, and they do 
issue—  Okay, they do issue the nonphoto driver, they do issue 
the nonphoto ID, but this legislation as it is written would not 
provide for a free nonphoto ID card. It is going to provide a free 
photo ID card. 
 Mr. STURLA. So if I am a member of one of those religious 
sects and I currently do not have one of those IDs because  
I never had to have one before to go vote, I now have to, in 
essence, pay a poll tax in order to go vote, in order to obtain an 
ID to be able to vote? 
 Mr. METCALFE. If you do not have a, if you are not—  As  
I said, the legislation is providing for a free photo ID card, 
nondriver photo ID card, the way that it has been drafted. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. If I could, 
Mr. Speaker, on the bill? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order on the bill. 
 Mr. STURLA. Mr. Speaker, there are a whole lot of reasons 
why I am opposed to this bill, but as was just pointed out, for 
those people who have an objection to being photographed, this 
bill is in essence a poll tax. And I believe, susceptible to 
challenge on that issue alone, I would certainly hope that any 
member who has an even slight population, let alone a 
significant population, of constituents that object to having their 
photograph taken, that they seriously consider what this bill 
proposes to do. It proposes to say, you have to spend money to 
go vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, furthermore, I have heard various members on 
the other side say that – including the sponsor of the bill – say 
that they would gladly drive people to the PENNDOT office to 
get a photo ID, if they do not object to having their photo taken. 
And I heard other members say they will do everything they 
can, they will go out of their way to make sure that people have 
access to the IDs through PENNDOT that would be required to 
vote. Mr. Speaker, I would like to follow up on that by 
reminding members, some may not remember, in the not too 
distant past there was a scathing report by a grand jury that was 
issued just 2 years ago on the operations of the General 
Assembly. In it, the grand jury admonished the General 
Assembly for using legislative resources for patently 
nonlegislative functions. Specifically, Mr. Speaker, the grand 
jury was appalled that "…members of the Legislature have for 
years taken on the task of serving as an intermediary for 
constituents with regard to the Pennsylvania Department of 
Transportation." That is a direct quote from the grand jury 

report issued while the now Governor was Attorney General. 
The report goes on to state that, quote, "Members of the 
legislative staff routinely will complete paperwork for 
constituents, place phone calls to PennDOT, and often even" – 
get this – quote, "physically go to PennDOT to expedite the 
processing of the constituents' paperwork." We just heard 
members say that is precisely what they intended to do. Imagine 
the nerve of these people, using taxpayer resources for 
constituent services. 
 I would suggest that before the gentleman from Butler uses 
his staff to drive people to the PENNDOT office to get their ID, 
that he gets an opinion from the Attorney General's Office as to 
whether this is a legitimate use of taxpayer funds. According to 
the grand jury report, it is not. So for all the good intentions,  
I do not believe that you should be doing that for your 
constituents. I think you should just not pass this legislation. 
 Mr. Speaker, in recent years the former Attorney General 
and now Governor prosecuted members in one case for using 
$11 million of taxpayer money for a computer system to gain 
political advantage. Now we have a different tact: The 
legislature wants to vote to use $11 million of taxpayer money 
for a voter ID system— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. STURLA. —to gain political advantage. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend. 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Vereb, rise? 
 Mr. VEREB. Mr. Speaker, I think we are aware of the report. 
We read it 2 years ago. I do not know if it is relevant to the 
immediate bill. The way it is being described is merely a 
reaction to a description of a member, what they might do, but it 
has nothing to do with the actual legislation, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker appreciates the gentleman's 
comments. I have been paying close attention. Arguably, the 
door was open a little bit. I think I would urge the gentleman, 
Mr. Sturla, to confine the remarks to the specific elements of the 
bill, but the door was open a little bit; I would ask you not to 
blast on through. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this legislation pushes headlong into spending 
millions of taxpayer dollars. I keep hearing about these free IDs 
that are going to be given out. I want to know where the free ID 
fairy is that delivers it to my wallet, because the cost is between 
$6 and $11 million to the taxpayers of Pennsylvania. Free at a 
cost of $11 million, to me, is not free. It is the taxpayers that 
will be paying for those free IDs that some members intend to 
help people go get. 
 Not only does it spend taxpayer money, it is highly 
susceptible to lawsuits, which will cost more taxpayer dollars. 
Just today in my local newspaper, one of my colleagues said, he 
was quoted as saying that he would work to fix this legislation 
after it passes. Mr. Speaker, we have an opportunity to fix it 
now. Vote "no" on concurrence. That does not kill the bill; it 
simply sends it to a conference committee where we can fix 
those things instead of passing the law and then trying to fix the 
law after it is passed. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have heard lots of comments about how we 
have got to make sure that no fraud exists in the voter system 
ever. And we heard cases cited where people had fraudulently 
registered voters. I know of one of those cases. It occurred in 
Lancaster County not too long ago. The chair of the Republican 
Party in Lancaster County was paying people to register voters. 
This bill does not do anything to address that issue. 
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Mr. Speaker, I know of another case where there has been 
impugning of the political system. The Lancaster City 
Republican Committee, up until recently, was not even 
registered with the Department of State, even though candidates 
received money and paid money to that committee. That is not 
addressed in this legislation. Mr. Speaker, this issue of "but we 
are just addressing the voter ID and we can prove whether 
people vote or not with voter ID"; the examples that were given 
of people that were believed to have been committing voter ID 
fraud are people who are intently going out to commit voter 
fraud, and if someone is intent on committing voter fraud, this 
bill does not stop it. Mr. Speaker, all I need is a Xerox machine 
and a good person to put new letters on photo licenses with new 
photos, and I can xerox 100 different photo IDs tomorrow. And 
I can go out and register those people and I can vote them by 
absentee ballot, or I can go walk into a polling place and vote 
for them and say, "I forgot my ID today," and mail it in within  
6 days later. This does nothing to stop voter ID fraud; in fact, it 
gives us a false sense of security, because now all I need is a 
photocopy machine and I can do voter fraud. 
 Mr. Speaker, if you want to really make sure, then let us put 
one of those scanner machines that the bars in Pennsylvania 
have and the LCB (Liquor Control Board) has, that when you 
even run a fake ID through, it picks up the fact that it is a fake 
ID. My photocopy machine cannot tell whether my ID is fake or 
not, and the board of elections cannot tell whether my 
photocopy is of a fake ID or not. This bill does nothing, nothing 
to prevent that type of voter ID fraud. Mr. Speaker, if we really 
think that there is so much voter ID fraud out there that we are 
willing to spend $11 million to correct it, my guess is that if you 
checked on the turnpike, there are a lot of people driving 
without a driver's license, there are a lot of people driving 
without an insurance card, and there are probably a lot of people 
driving without a car that has a current inspection. I believe the 
State Police arrest people every day on the turnpike for that. We 
could prevent that by making everyone that enters a turnpike 
toll booth show a photo ID, their proof of insurance, and a valid 
inspection sticker. That might be a better use of $11 million 
than this is. This is $11 million down a rat hole to give me a 
false sense of security. 
 Mr. Speaker, this puts a presumption of guilt on the voter. A 
person who has legitimately voted all their life is now presumed 
to be guilty of voter fraud unless they can produce a valid photo 
ID. I, as an elected official with my name on the ballot, did not 
need to produce a valid photo ID to get on the ballot, but 
someone who wants to vote for me needs to produce a valid 
photo ID to vote for me. How ludicrous is that? 
 Mr. Speaker, we have heard that we have debated this long 
enough, but I would be remiss if I did not point out that it was 
back on June 23 at 10:28 p.m., that members on the other side 
of the aisle voted to call the previous question and shut off 
debate on this issue. All 109 Republicans that were present that 
day voted to shut off the debate. I appreciate the fact that we 
have been able to debate this a little longer today, but it does not 
make the bill any better. Mr. Speaker, because of the issue that  
I pointed out earlier about this being a poll tax for people with 
religious beliefs that do not allow themselves to be 
photographed, and because of myriad other reasons, including 
the fact that it just does not make sense and it is a waste of 
taxpayer money, I would ask members to vote to nonconcur on 
 
 

this legislation, so that at the very least we can fix a really ugly 
bill in a conference committee. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia County, Mr. Taylor. 
 That mike in the back does not seem to be working. 
 Mr. TAYLOR. The light is on, Mr. Speaker, but it is not 
working. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would certainly start by saying I would take 
the prior speaker's offer, take it very seriously on this side, and 
try to work on legislation that addresses every single point that 
the gentleman from Lancaster suggested should be dealt with. 
That does not mean that this is not a good step in the right 
direction and a good piece of legislation. I am certainly going to 
vote to concur, but I rose to speak today mainly to challenge the 
assertion that has been said over and over and over, particularly 
from members from Philadelphia where I live, that voting fraud, 
voting irregularities, and voting problems are a myth. They 
virtually do not exist. They are nonexistent. That has been said 
over and over and over. And they base this assertion merely on 
the fact of whether or not voting fraud has been prosecuted, and 
they ignore their own experiences on every single election day 
that they participate in. They ignore the complaints that come to 
them, to their committee people. They ignore calls to the 
Committee of Seventy, which happen all day long. They ignore 
the fact that calls go into the district attorney's office all day 
long. They ignore calls to 911 and police activity at the polling 
place. They ignore armed people in fatigues standing outside the 
polls, because it is not prosecuted. Well, prosecutors at every 
level have their hands full, whether you are a Federal 
prosecutor, a State prosecutor, a municipal prosecutor; I do not 
care which party you are, you have other priorities. It would be 
nice to prosecute voter fraud at all these levels, but it does not 
happen. 
 The other thing that was ignored is the fact that one of the 
largest cases of absentee voter fraud in the history of the United 
States was not even prosecuted. That was national news for  
6 months. That was not a result of a prosecution. That was a 
result of a civil lawsuit in Federal court that resulted in an 
elected official being removed by the court – still no 
prosecution. So you cannot use whether or not things are being 
prosecuted as the way to determine whether or not there is fraud 
or irregularities or abuse at the polls. 
 This particular concurrence motion has new provisions for 
absentee ballots, provisions that will prevent fraud. It is a step in 
the right direction, and it does not solve all the problems. Again, 
I would take all the issues that have been expressed by the 
speaker before me and say we should address all those. I would 
love to have the Committee of Seventy and the D.A.'s office and 
the Philadelphia Police talk about all the irregularities that 
happen at the polling place every single election, and 
particularly in primaries, when there are more battles at every 
level. 
 So this particular voter ID provision is a step in the right 
direction. I ask for concurrence, and I will certainly be willing 
to engage in every single reform that the prior speaker talked 
about in making elections fair in Pennsylvania. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
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 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny County, Mr. Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Okay, that is a little difficult to follow my 
good friend from Philadelphia County, who gave really quite 
outstanding remarks in support of this legislation. 
 I think it is important to recognize a few simple points. First 
of all, this is about photo identification. Mr. Speaker, when I go 
to the gym, which is not very often, I have to present a photo 
ID. If you buy Sudafed from a drugstore, they ask you for photo 
ID. I have had people come up to tell me that when they buy 
spray paint or particular glues from Michaels or Walmart, they 
are asked to present a photo ID. My grocery store actually has 
one of those places where you can buy a six-pack of beer.  
I went to get some; I had to present a photo ID. 
 The fact of the matter is, when you go to the airport to check 
into security – I am always running. I am there at the last second 
and I have to reach into my wallet, find my ticket, and present 
photo ID. I want to go and get a permit for my county with 
respect to carrying a firearm; guess what? You present a photo 
ID. Today it is a society that is moving more and more to 
making sure that you are the individual you purport to be. This 
is really not much in terms of substance. It is just saying, hey, 
when you come to vote, can you present a photo ID? And the 
reality is, this legislation is trying to make it very 
accommodating with respect to being able to show photo ID. 
Number one, you can present your driver's license, and if you 
do not have a drivers license, you can get one for free. You can 
also use a U.S. passport, a U.S. military ID, an ID card from a 
college or university, an ID card issued by a Pennsylvania care 
facility, or an employee photo ID issued by a government entity, 
including municipal and county governments. So HB 934 is an 
important piece of legislation, but it is also a very simple, 
straightforward piece of legislation: Hey, can you present a 
photo ID? 
 Now, there is a good reason for presenting photo ID. What is 
the foundation of a democracy? Your vote. And it is one person, 
one vote. And to make sure that your individual vote matters 
means that somebody else cannot be abusing the system to be 
voting for somebody who has passed away and on a roll or 
somebody is doing impersonation. We cannot have those types 
of frauds for which we have examples of. Whether it is once or 
over a thousand times, any time that it occurs devalues each and 
every one of your votes and each and every one of our 
constituent's votes at the polls. One person, one vote is the crux 
of a functioning democracy; the crux. 
 Now, I would agree with many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle that America has been about the expansion of 
enfranchisement – about the expansion. The Civil War was 
fought about citizenry for our citizens and the freedom from 
slavery, and that came about with the 13th, 14th, and  
15th Amendments, which made it clear that each and every 
citizen was entitled to due process and the rights completely 
afforded by this country and the ability to vote. And in 1920 the 
right to vote was expanded to women in this country, who long 
had not had that opportunity. And in the seventies while we 
were fighting in the Vietnam war, again we expanded voter 
enfranchisement to those who are 18 and older, because if you 
can go to war and fight for this country, you should be able to 
vote. And we eliminated, I agree, property holding 
requirements, absolutely. And the key here is this: A voter ID is 
just saying that every citizen who is entitled to vote should be 
able to vote, and every citizen who votes should be sure that 

their vote has not been diluted by somebody else's fraud. 
 Now, the Indiana law was upheld by the United States 
Supreme Court in a 6-to-3 decision. Justice Stevens – Justice 
Stevens, who many would contend was certainly not a 
conservative on the bench – but Justice Stevens' opinion said 
this: "There is no question about the legitimacy or importance of 
a State's interest in counting only eligible voters' votes." And we 
cannot conclude that the statute imposes burdensome 
requirements on any class of voters. The decision cited the 
finding of a district judge that plaintiffs had not introduced 
evidence of a single individual Indiana resident who will be 
unable to vote as a result of this law. And, Mr. Speaker, in 2005, 
after the contested election for President, there was a building 
confidence in United States elections and the report of the 
Commission on Federal Election Reform, and its leaders were 
former President Jimmy Carter and James A. Baker, III. A 
quote from the letter from the cochairs: "We are recommending 
a photo ID system for voters designed to increase registration 
with a more affirmative and aggressive role for states in finding 
new voters and providing free IDs for those without driver's 
licenses." The executive summary said, "…to make sure that a 
person arriving at a polling site is the same one who is named 
on the list, we propose a uniform system of voter identification 
based on the 'REAL ID card' or an equivalent for people without 
a driver's license. To prevent the ID from being a barrier to 
voting, we recommend that states use the registration and ID 
process to enfranchise more voters than ever. States should play 
an affirmative role in reaching out to non-drivers…and provide 
photo IDs free of charge. There is likely to be less 
discrimination against minorities if there is a single, uniform ID, 
than if poll workers can apply multiple standards. In addition, 
we suggest procedural and institutional safeguards to make sure 
that the rights of citizens are not abused…." And they do 
propose the use of "…a provisional ballot that would be counted 
if their signature is verified." These are all component parts of 
this straightforward HB 934, based in significant part on the 
State of Indiana's statute. 
 Now, a recent article in Capitolwire even cited certain 
strategists from the other party that indicated that it really would 
not change things that much and that, yes, it is true most voters 
would be required to show a photo ID, but that this could be 
easily accommodated. In fact, according to PENNDOT, 
9,788,000 citizens have either a State-issued driver's license or a 
State-issued photo ID. Census data indicates that there are 
9,910,000 in Pennsylvania that are 18 and older. Right now 
there is only a gap of a little over 100,000 folks that we need to 
go reach out to and make sure they have either a driver's license 
ID or a nondriver's license photo ID. That can be accomplished 
over the summer. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a commonsense approach. It is not 
overreaching. It is not designed to suppress voter turnout. In 
fact, study after study has shown that it has not suppressed any 
voter turnout. A good friend and colleague of mine on our side 
of the aisle specifically pointed out that in Indiana, the 
President, incumbent President won the State of Indiana after 
voter ID was implemented. The fact of the matter is, this is real 
reform. It is commonsense reform, and I reach out to all my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. I actually believe we share 
a common goal, a similar purpose, an objective that every 
citizen has the right to vote once and each and every time in 
every election. One person, one vote: the foundation of a 
functioning democracy. Thank you very much. 
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 The SPEAKER. The question is, will the House concur in 
the amendments inserted by the Senate? 
 On that question, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman from 
Butler County, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wanted to correct the record, Mr. Speaker, from a question 
that was asked by the gentleman from Lancaster of me during 
interrogation earlier this evening, which I answered incorrectly 
based on the information we had before us. We were 
researching the question further after leaving the microphone 
and did determine that the nondriver, actually the nonphoto ID 
cards that are issued by PENNDOT to somebody that has a 
religious objection, that they would be covered under the 
legislation, and that would be a result of being pointed to the 
section of the law, the 75 Pa.C.S. § 1510(b). And then further 
from there, by regulation, PENNDOT has included the 
nonphoto identification cards, Mr. Speaker. 
 So the objection, one of the objections earlier was that this 
was left out and that there would be a charge for that ID card to 
be provided to somebody that had a religious objection, if they 
did not have a photo on it, and in fact they would be provided, 
under this legislation, being referred to chapter 75, the 
implementing regulations would be what would cover 
ultimately the issuance of that nonphoto identification card, 
Mr. Speaker. It would be provided free of charge to somebody 
with a religious objection. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 

BILL PASSED OVER 
 

 The SPEAKER. For the information of the members, we are 
going to go over HB 934 for the remainder of this day. We will 
bring it back up tomorrow, and we are planning on coming in at 
10 o'clock tomorrow. We have a couple other calendar items to 
take care of on our routine or more normal business. 
 So HB 934 is over for the remainder of the day, and we will 
pick up the list. We have the list so we will pick that up right 
pretty much where we were. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A CONTINUED 
 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1841,  
PN 3198, entitled: 

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

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for false reports 
to law enforcement authorities. 
 
 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–194 
 
Adolph Donatucci Keller, W. Quigley 
Aument Dunbar Killion Quinn 
Baker Ellis Kirkland Rapp 
Barbin Emrick Knowles Ravenstahl 
Barrar Evankovich Kortz Readshaw 
Bear Evans, D. Kotik Reed 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Krieger Reese 
Bishop Everett Kula Roae 
Bloom Fabrizio Lawrence Rock 
Boback Farry Longietti Roebuck 
Boyd Fleck Maher Ross 
Boyle, K. Frankel Mahoney Sabatina 
Bradford Freeman Major Saccone 
Brennan Gabler Maloney Sainato 
Briggs Galloway Mann Samuelson 
Brooks Geist Markosek Santarsiero 
Brown, R. George Marshall Santoni 
Brown, V. Gerber Masser Saylor 
Brownlee Gergely Matzie Scavello 
Burns Gibbons McGeehan Schroder 
Buxton Gillen Metcalfe Simmons 
Caltagirone Gillespie Metzgar Smith, K. 
Carroll Gingrich Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Causer Godshall Micozzie Sonney 
Christiana Goodman Millard Staback 
Clymer Grell Miller Stephens 
Cohen Grove Milne Stern 
Conklin Hackett Mirabito Stevenson 
Costa, D. Hahn Moul Sturla 
Costa, P. Haluska Mullery Swanger 
Cox Hanna Mundy Tallman 
Creighton Harhai Murphy Taylor 
Cruz Harhart Murt Thomas 
Culver Harkins Mustio Tobash 
Curry Harper Myers Toepel 
Cutler Harris Neuman Toohil 
Daley Heffley O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Davidson Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davis Hennessey Parker Vereb 
Day Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Deasy Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
DeLissio Hornaman Payton Waters 
Delozier Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
DeLuca Josephs Perry Wheatley 
Denlinger Kampf Petrarca White 
DePasquale Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
Dermody Kavulich Pickett   
DeWeese Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DiGirolamo Keller, M.K. Pyle   Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Boyle, B. Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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. 
 

* * * 
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 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1842,  
PN 3199, entitled: 

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

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for concealing 
death of child. 
 
 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.) 

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 lady from Montgomery County, Ms. HARPER. 
Without objection, the leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1842 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
Baker Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Roae 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Roebuck 
Boback Farry Maher Ross 
Boyd Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Frankel Major Saccone 
Bradford Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Brennan Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Briggs Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brooks Geist Marshall Santoni 
Brown, R. George Masser Saylor 
Brown, V. Gerber Matzie Scavello 
Brownlee Gergely McGeehan Schroder 
Burns Gibbons Metcalfe Simmons 
Buxton Gillen Metzgar Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Carroll Gingrich Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Godshall Millard Staback 
Christiana Goodman Miller Stephens 
Clymer Grell Milne Stern 
Cohen Grove Mirabito Stevenson 
Conklin Hackett Moul Sturla 
Costa, D. Hahn Mullery Swanger 
Costa, P. Haluska Mundy Tallman 
Cox Hanna Murphy Taylor 

Creighton Harhai Murt Thomas 
Cruz Harhart Mustio Tobash 
Culver Harkins Myers Toepel 
Curry Harris Neuman Toohil 
Cutler Heffley O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Daley Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Hennessey Parker Vereb 
Davis Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hornaman Payton Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Josephs Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett   
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Harper Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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 1852,  
PN 3200, entitled: 

 
An Act amending the act of December 5, 1936 (2nd Sp.Sess., 1937 

P.L.2897, No.1), known as the Unemployment Compensation Law, 
further providing for definitions, for records of and reports by 
employers, for contributions to be liens and entry and enforcement 
thereof, for qualifications required to secure compensation, for certain 
agreements void and penalties, for false statements and representations 
to obtain or increase compensation, for false statements and 
representations to prevent or reduce compensation and other offenses, 
for violation of act and rules and regulations and for recovery and 
recoupment of compensation. 
 
 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–193 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
Baker Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
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Barbin Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Roae 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Roebuck 
Boback Farry Maher Ross 
Boyd Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Frankel Major Saccone 
Bradford Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Brennan Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Briggs Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brooks Geist Marshall Santoni 
Brown, R. George Masser Saylor 
Brown, V. Gerber Matzie Scavello 
Brownlee Gergely McGeehan Schroder 
Burns Gibbons Metcalfe Simmons 
Buxton Gillen Metzgar Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Carroll Gingrich Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Godshall Millard Staback 
Christiana Goodman Miller Stephens 
Clymer Grell Milne Stern 
Cohen Grove Mirabito Stevenson 
Conklin Hackett Moul Sturla 
Costa, D. Hahn Mullery Swanger 
Costa, P. Haluska Mundy Tallman 
Cox Hanna Murphy Taylor 
Creighton Harhai Murt Thomas 
Cruz Harhart Mustio Tobash 
Culver Harkins Myers Toepel 
Curry Harris Neuman Toohil 
Cutler Heffley O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Daley Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Hennessey Parker Vereb 
Davis Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hornaman Payton Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Josephs Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett   
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Pyle   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. Quigley 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Harper Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 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. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR B 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. ELLIS called up HR 621, PN 3213, entitled: 
 
A Resolution honoring the University of Pittsburgh on the 

occasion of the 225th anniversary of its founding. 
 
 

 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–192 
 
Adolph Donatucci Killion Quinn 
Aument Dunbar Kirkland Rapp 
Baker Ellis Knowles Ravenstahl 
Barbin Emrick Kortz Readshaw 
Barrar Evankovich Kotik Reed 
Bear Evans, D. Krieger Reese 
Benninghoff Evans, J. Kula Roae 
Bishop Everett Lawrence Rock 
Bloom Fabrizio Longietti Roebuck 
Boback Farry Maher Ross 
Boyd Fleck Mahoney Sabatina 
Boyle, K. Frankel Major Saccone 
Bradford Freeman Maloney Sainato 
Brennan Gabler Mann Samuelson 
Briggs Galloway Markosek Santarsiero 
Brooks Geist Marshall Santoni 
Brown, R. George Masser Saylor 
Brown, V. Gerber Matzie Scavello 
Brownlee Gergely McGeehan Schroder 
Burns Gibbons Metcalfe Simmons 
Buxton Gillen Metzgar Smith, K. 
Caltagirone Gillespie Miccarelli Smith, M. 
Carroll Gingrich Micozzie Sonney 
Causer Godshall Millard Staback 
Christiana Goodman Miller Stephens 
Clymer Grell Milne Stern 
Cohen Grove Mirabito Stevenson 
Conklin Hackett Moul Sturla 
Costa, D. Hahn Mullery Swanger 
Costa, P. Haluska Mundy Tallman 
Cox Hanna Murphy Taylor 
Creighton Harhai Murt Thomas 
Cruz Harhart Mustio Tobash 
Culver Harkins Myers Toepel 
Curry Harris Neuman Toohil 
Cutler Heffley O'Brien, M. Truitt 
Daley Helm Oberlander Turzai 
Davidson Hennessey Parker Vereb 
Davis Hess Pashinski Vitali 
Day Hickernell Payne Vulakovich 
Deasy Hornaman Payton Waters 
DeLissio Hutchinson Peifer Watson 
Delozier Josephs Perry Wheatley 
DeLuca Kampf Petrarca White 
Denlinger Kauffman Petri Youngblood 
DePasquale Kavulich Pickett   
Dermody Keller, F. Preston Smith, S., 
DeWeese Keller, M.K. Quigley   Speaker 
DiGirolamo Keller, W. 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Pyle 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Boyle, B. Harper Marsico O'Neill 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
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BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 1915, PN 3215 (Amended) By Rep. GEIST 
 
A Supplement to the act of December 8, 1982 (P.L.848, No.235), 

entitled "An act providing for the adoption of capital projects related to 
the repair, rehabilitation or replacement of highway bridges to be 
financed from current revenue or by the incurring of debt and capital 
projects related to highway and safety improvement projects to be 
financed from current revenue of the Motor License Fund," itemizing 
public highway projects to be constructed by the Department of 
Transportation from current revenue in the Motor License Fund; and 
stating the estimated useful life of the projects. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

 
HB 2245, PN 3194 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act providing for the adoption of capital projects related to 

flood disaster railroad assistance projects. 
 

TRANSPORTATION. 
 

HB 2246, PN 3195 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act designating a bridge carrying U.S. Route 202 over the 

Neshaminy Creek in Doylestown Township, Bucks County, as the First 
Lieutenant Travis Lemma Manion Memorial Bridge. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

 
SB 110, PN 711 By Rep. GEIST 
 
An Act amending Title 74 (Transportation) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the authority of the 
department; and providing for logging of certain aircraft flights. 

 
TRANSPORTATION. 

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 1970; 
  HB 2136; 
  SB    304; 
  SB    349; and 
  SB    560. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILLS RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Speaker recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 665 and HB 1333 be removed from the 
tabled calendar and recommitted to the Finance Committee. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

COMMITTEE MEETING CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Clymer, rise? 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to make an announcement on a 
committee assignment for tomorrow. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman may make his 
announcement. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the House Education Committee meeting 
scheduled for tomorrow is being canceled. Due to some 
circumstances, we cannot have that meeting held, so I want all 
the members to listen up, the committee members: House 
Education, that meeting tomorrow morning is canceled.  
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Speaker thanks the gentleman. 
 The Education Committee meeting planned for tomorrow is 
canceled. 

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. Seeing no further business before this 
House, the Speaker recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Emrick from 
Northampton County, who moves that this House do adjourn 
until Wednesday, March 14, 2012, at 10 a.m., e.d.t., unless 
sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 Reminder to the members, we plan to begin at 10 a.m. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 5:55 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 


