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THE SPEAKER (ROBERT W. O'DONNELL) 
PRESIDING 

Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, February 7, I 1990. 

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

PRAYER 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
the liability of the Commonwealth for damages caused by anti- 
skid materials on State highways. 

REV. CLYDE W. ROACH, Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives, from Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, offered the 
following prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Gracious God our Father, as we come into Your presence 

today, we do so with confidence that You will hear our 
prayers. Grant that we do not become weary in well-doing. 
May we apply ourselves diligently to the tasks before us. 

Let us never worry about criticism but take from it what is 
helpful and forgive what is unjust and unkind. 

In the midst of pressure, confusion, and doubt, may we 
always hear Your still small voice and follow Your guidance 
for the good of Your people. 

In all that we do, may Your will be done on earth as it is in 
heaven. 

In Your dear name we pray. Amen. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

I No. 2281 By Representatives THOMAS, KOSINSKI, 
LINTON, JOSEPHS, WESTON, EVANS, 
RIEGER, DONATUCCI, JAMES, 
WILLIAMS, ROEBUCK and 
RICHARDSON 

An Act establishing a medical education loan repayment assis- 
tance program; and providing for further duties of the Pennsyl- 
vania Higher Education Assistance Agency. 

Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, February 7, 
1990. 

No. 2282 By Representatives THOMAS, ACOSTA, 
KOSINSKI, OLIVER. JOSEPHS, 
HAYDEN, WILLIAMS, JAMES, BISHOP, 
ROEBUCK, LINTON, HUGHES, 
HARPER, EVANS, RICHARDSON and 
PETRARCA 

An Act amending the act of June 13, 1%7 (P. L. 31, NO. 21). 
known as the "Public Welfare Code," further providing for 
medical assistance payments for institutional care. 

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

(The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by members and vis- 
itors.) 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the approval of the 
Journal of Tuesday, February 6, 1990, will be postponed until 
printed. The Chair hears no objection. 

Referred to Committee on HEALTH AND WELFARE, 
February 7, 1990. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

No. 2280 By Representatives CHADWICK, 
GODSHALL, JACKSON, DISTLER, 
LAUGHLIN, MORRIS, SEMMEL, 
NAHILL, GAMBLE, DEMPSEY, PESCI, 
TRELLO, JADLOWIEC, BUNT, STAIRS 
and LANGTRY 

No. 2283 By Representatives PETRARCA, 
RICHARDSON, MARKOSEK, GEIST, 
VAN HORNE, STUBAN, OLASZ, DALEY, 
J. L. WRIGHT, McVERRY, TIGUE, 
ARGALL, B. SMITH, FOX, GRUPPO, 
TRELLO, NAHILL, NOYE, PISTELLA, 
HERMAN, ITKIN, SERAFINI, VEON, 
KUKOVICH, ROBINSON, DIETTERICK, 
GIGLIOTTI and B. D. CLARK 

An Act providing for a birth defects registry. 

Referred to Committee on YOUTH AND AGING, Febru- 
ary 7,1990. 

No. 2284 By Representatives ITKIN, HAGARTY, 
PRESTON, ROBINSON, JOSEPHS, 
EVANS, FOX, CALTAGIRONE, BLAUM, 
KOSINSKI, HAYDEN, VEON, 
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R. C. WRIGHT, HECKLER, KUKOVICH, I CALENDAR 
BATTISTO, JOHNSON, LEE, BELARDI, 1 BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 
NAHILL, MICHLOVIC, BUNT, 
BELFANTI, GIGLIOTTI, FREEMAN, I The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1984, 
E. Z. TAYLOR, RYBAK, PISTELLA, PN 3039, entitled: 

J. L. WRIGHT I cia1 advertisements on lottery tickets. 

LEVDANSKY' 
TANGRETTI, SAURMAN, MELIO, 
OLIVER, ROEBUCK, WILLIAMS and 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing redress for 
civil rights violations. 

An Act amending the act of August 26. 1971 (P. L. 351, NO. 
91). known as the "State Lottery Law," requiring the Secretary 
of Revenue to enter into contracts for the placement of commer- 

Referred to  Committee on JUDICIARY, February 7, 
1990. 

No. 2285 By Representatives PERZEL, 
J. L. WRIGHT, HALUSKA, BURD, 
DIETTERICK, VROON, McHALE, 
NAHILL, E. Z. TAYLOR, JACKSON, 
WOGAN, JOHNSON, CANNON, 
DEMPSEY, RAYMOND and BELARDI 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P. L. 6, No. 2), 
known as the "Tax Reform Code of 1971," further providing for 
a certain motor vehicle sales tax exclusion to exempt certain mili- 
tary personnel. 

Referred to Committee on FINANCE, February 7, 1990. 

HOUSE RESOLUTIONS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

No. 253 By Representative WILLIAMS 

Calling for the convening of an Interstate Automobile Insur- 
ance Study Committee and for a delay in the enactment of revi- 
sions of laws relating to automobile insurance until the committee 
makes a report of its findings. 

Referred to Committee on RULES, February 7, 1990. 

No. 254 By Representatives ARGALL, LUCYK, 
JAROLIN, BELFANTI, HALUSKA, 
ALLEN, WASS, DeWEESE, HASAY, 
STUBAN, STISH, DIETTERICK, LLOYD, 
TIGUE, CAWLEY, BELARDI, 
STEIGHNER, KONDRICH, CESSAR, 
BURD, LANGTRY, FARMER, 
S. H. SMITH, STAIRS, WOZNIAK, 
BLAUM, FREEMAN, KASUNIC, DALEY 
and-TELEK - - - - - - - --  - - - 

Congratulating the United Mine Workers of America on their 
100th Anniversary. 

Referred to Committee on RULES, February 7,1990. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair grants permission to "The 
People's Business" to  take film for the remainder of today's 
session. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1984 be 

recommitted to the Appropriations Committee for a fiscal 
note. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to  the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 2259, 
PN 3023, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P. L. 6, No. 2), 
known as the "Tax Reform Code of 1971," further providing for 
the method of payment of sales tax on motor vehicles, trailers 
and semi-trailers. 

I 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 2259 be 

recommitted to the Appropriations Committee for a fiscal 
note. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

* * + 

The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 2260, 
PN 3024, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania Con- 
solidated Statutes, further providing for payment of fees and 
taxes when applying for a certificate of title. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

I The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
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Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 2260 be 
recommitted to the Appropriations Committee for a fiscal 
note. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1800, 
PN 2274, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P. L. 1206, No. 
331), known as "The First Class Township Code," further defin- 
ing "police force. " 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL TABLED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1800 be 

placed upon the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that FIB 1800 be 

taken from the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1801, 
PN 2275, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P. L. 
1656, No. 581). known as "The Borough Code," further provid- 
ing for public employment. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL TABLED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1801 be 

placed upon the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1801 be 

taken from the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1802, 
PN 2276, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further defining 
"municipal police officer." 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL TABLED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1802 be 

placed upon the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1802 be 

taken from the table. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

The SPEAKER. Are there requests for leaves of absence? 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Fee. 
Mr. FEE. Yes, Mr. Speaker. The gentleman from Centre, 

Mr. LETTERMAN, for today and the gentleman from Alle- 
gheny, Mr. OLASZ, for today for medical reasons; and the 
gentleman from Clearfield, Mr. GEORGE, for today. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the leaves are granted. 
The Chair recognizes the minority whip, Mr. Hayes. 
Mr. HAYES. I request a leave for the gentleman from 

Dauphin County, Mr. DININNI, for the day. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, the leave of absence is 

granted. 

WELCOME 

The SPEAKER. The Chair welcomes to the hall of the 
House Dick Kopetan and Harold Chadwick, who is the father 
of Representative Chadwick, who are the guests of Represen- 
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tative Chadwick. They are to  the left of the Speaker. Will the 
guests please rise. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 720, PN 801 By Rep. MORRIS 
An Act providing for the creation, operation and duties of the 

Tick-Bone Disease Commission as an advisory commission to 
the Department of Health; and making an appropriation. 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS. 

HB 2158, PN 2862 By Rep. MORRIS 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 

of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
Commonwealth portion of fines. etc. 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS. 

HB 2178, PN 2890 By Rep. MORRIS 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 

of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, granting immunity to 
the owners, tenants or lessees of agricultural property from 
certain claims involving individuals picking their own agricultural 
products. 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS. 

HB 2187, PN 2915 By Rep. MORRIS 
An Act amending the act of May 5,1921 (P. L. 389, No. 187), 

entitled "An act to regulate and control the manufacture, sale, 
offering for sale, giving away, and use of weights and measures 
and of weighing and measuring devices in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania; providing for the approval and disapproval of 
such weights, measures, and devices by the Bureau of Standards; 
and prescribing penalties," defining certain terms; further pro- 
viding for the approval of weights, measures and devices; increas- 
ing penalties; and making editorial changes. 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS. 

Semmel; HB 2166, Semmel; HB 2167, Semmel; HB 2168, 
Semmel; HB 2169, Semmel; HB 2170, Semmel; HB 2198, Lee; 
HB 2199, Lee; HB 2203, Bowley; HB 2204, Bowley; HB 2251, 
Fox, Flick; HB 2258, Civera; HB 2267, Cappabianca, Cowell, 
Leh; HB 2268, Civera; HB 2270, J. J. Taylor; HB 2415, Belardi; 
HR 235, Semmel; HR 236, Semmel; HR 245, Belardi, Hess, 
Telek; HR 248, Belardi; HR 250, Hayden. 

DELETION: 
HB 1789, Trello. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Fee. 

Mr. FEE. Mr. Speaker, to correct the record. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. FEE. On SB 498 yesterday, the Murphy amendment 

386, I was recorded as not voting. I would like to be recorded 
in the negative. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to take the master roll. 
Members will proceed to vote. 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 

Donatucci 
Dorr 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 

Lashinger 
Laughlin 
Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 

Robbins 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Saurman 

An Act amending the act of May 11, 1949 (P. L. 11 16, No. 
330). entitled, as amended "An act to regulate deliveries of light 
fuel oil to domestic consumers; conferring powers and imposing 
duties on the Department of Justice and the inspectors of weights 
and measures of t i e  several counties and cities; and prescribing 
penalties," specifying information to be included on delivery 
tickets furnished to consumers; and further providing for penal- 
ties. 

HB 2223, PN 3064 (Amended) 
By Rep. MORRIS 

AGRICULTURE AND RURAL AFFAIRS. 

Belfanti Fleagle J4ucyk Scheetz 
Billow Flick McCall Schuler 
Birmelin Foster McHale Scrimenti 

ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS OF SPONSORS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair acknowledges receipt of addi- 

Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Burns 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cawley 

Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Gruppo 
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 

McNally 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Merry 
Michlovic 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Morris 
Mowery 
Mrkonic 

Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor. J. 

The following list was submitted: 

tions and deletions for sponsorships of bills from the majority 
leader, which the clerk will file. 

ADDITIONS: 
HB 1300, Hughes; HB 1584, Kaiser; HB 1944, B. D. Clark; 

HB 2131, Hughes; HB 2132, Hughes; HB 2159, Micozzie, 
Semmel; HB 2160, Semmel; HB 2161, Semmel; HB 2162, 
Semmel; HB 2163, Semmel; HB 2164, Semmel; HB 2165, 

cessar ~ a ~ d e n  Murphy ~ e l e k  
Chadwick Hayes Nahill Thomas 
Civera Heckler Nailor Time 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaiuo 
Cole 
Cornell 

Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
James 

Noye 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Phillips 
Piccola 

~ re l lo  
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
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Comgan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dem~sey 
Dietterick 
DiS t l~  
Dombrowski 

Bunt 
Dininni 

Jarolin 
Johnson 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kenney 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Lalu3try 

ADD1 

Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Pressmann 
Preston 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Richardson 
Rieger 
Ritter 

TIONS-0 

NOT VOTING-0 

George Letterman 

Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Olasz 

BILLS ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned the fol- 
lowing HB 422, PN 3017, with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendment in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives is requested: 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania Con- 
solidated Statutes, further providing for vehicle destroyed or 
junked and for vehicle identification numbers. 

On the question, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. It is moved by the gentleman, Mr. Mark- 
osek, that the House concur in the amendments inserted by 
the Senate. 

The question recurs, will the House concur in the amend- 
ments inserted by the Senate? On that question, the Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman, Mr. Markosek. 

Mr. MARKOSEK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I do offer a vote of concurrence on the Senate 

amendments. They are agreed-to amendments. They clean up 
some of the language in the bill, and I recommend concur- 
rence in the Senate amendments. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Those voting to concur will vote "aye"; 
those voting to  nonconcur will vote "no." 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Consti- 

tution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

Acosta 
Adolph 
M e n  
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Biiow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 

Donatucci 
Dorr 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchid 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 

Lashinger 
Laughlin 
Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
McVerry 

Roebuck 
Rudy 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 

Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dombrowski 

Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gannon 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Gruppo 
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hess 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jarolin 
Johnson 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kenney 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Langtry 

Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Micozzie 
Morris 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
Nailor 
Noye 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Pressmann 
Preston 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Richardson 
Rieger 
Ritter 
Robbins 
Robinson 

NAYS-0 

Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Horne 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

NOT VOTING- 1 1 

Burns Geist Merry Mowery 
Carn Hershey Miller Phillips 
Clark, D. F. Josephs Moehlmann 

EXCUSED-5 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirma- 
tive and the amendments were concurred in. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned the fol- 
lowing HB 652, PN 2854, with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendment in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives is requested: 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylyania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
juvenile appearances before district justices. 

On the question, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. Moved by the gentleman, Mr. Smith, that 
the House concur in the amendments inserted by the Senate. 

The question recurs, will the House concur in the amend- 
ments inserted by the Senate? On that question, the Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman, Mr. Smith. 
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Mr. B. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
All the Senate did was add a section so that if the police do 

notify the parents of the juvenile, that they make notation on 
the citation. 

So I definitely urge concurrence. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. -. 
Ihe SPEAKER. Those voting to concur will vote "aye"; 

those voting to nonconcur will vote "no." 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Consti- 

tution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Bums 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
carn 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J .  H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 

Evans 
Hagarty 

Distler LaGrotta 
Dombrowski Lashinger 
Donatucci Laughlin 
Dorr Lee 
Durham Leh 
Fairchild Lescovitz 
Fargo Levdansky 
Farmer Linton 
Fee Lloyd 
Fleagle Lucyk 
Flick McCall 
Foster McHale 
Fox McNally 
Freeman McVerry 
Freind Maiale 
Gallen Maine 
Gamble Markosek 
Gannon Marsico 
Geist Mayernik 
Gighotti Melio 
Gladeck Merry 
Godshall Michlovic 
Gruitza Micozzie 
G ~ U P P ~  Morris 
Haluska Mowery 
Harper Mrkonic 
Hasay Murphy 
Hayden Nahill 
Hayes Nailor 
Heckler Noye 
Herman 0' Brien 
Hershey Oliver 
Hess Perzel 
Howlett Pesci 
Hughes Petrarca 
Itkin Petrone 
Jackson Phillips 
Jadlowiec Piccola 
James Pievsky 
Jarolin Pistella 
Johnson Pitts 
Josephs Pressmann 
Kaiser Preston 
Kasunic Raymond 
Kenney Reber 
Kondrich Reinard 
Kosinski Richardson 
Kukovich Rieger 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING- 

Ritter 
Robbins 
Robinson 
Rudy 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Sauman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donneil, 
Speaker 

Lanary Moehlmann Serafini 
Miller Roebuck 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmdive, the q~estiorr was determined in the affirma- 
tive and the amendments were concurred in. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned the fol- 
lowing HB 1285, P N  2830, with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendment in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives is requested: 

An Act providing for the registration and reporting of certain 
noncontrolled substances; imposing additional powers and duties 
on the Secretary of Health; and fixing penalties. 

On the question, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. Moved by the gentleman, Mr. Clark, that 
the House concur in the amendments inserted by the Senate. 

The question recurs, will the House concur in the amend- 
ments inserted by the Senate? On that question, the Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman, Mr. Clark. 

Mr. J. H. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I have examined the Senate amendments. 

They are technical in nature. They are agreed to and in no way 
change the intent or the force of the bill. 

I urge their unanimous adoption. 
The SPEAKER. Those voting to concur will vote "aye"; 

those voting to nonconcur will vote "no." 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Consti- 

tution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

YEAS- 196 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Bums 
Bush 
Caltagirone 

' Cappabianca 
1 Carlson 

carn , Cawley 

Donatucci 
Dorr 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
G ~ P P ~  
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 

Lashinger 
Laughlin 
Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Merry 
Michlovic 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Morris 
Mowery 
Mrkonic 

Ritter 
Robbins 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
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Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Comell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dem~sey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dombrowski 

Hayden Murphy 
Hayes Nahill 
Heckler Nailor 
Herman Noye 
Hershey O'Brien 
Hess Oliver 
Howlett Perzel 
Hughes Pesci 
Itkin Petrarca 
Jackson Petrone 
Jadlowiec Phillips 
James Piccola 
Jarolin Pievsky 
Johnson Pistella 
Josephs Pitts 
Kaiser Pressmann 
Kasunic Preston 
Kenney Raymond 
Kondrich Reber 
Kosinski Reinard 
Kukovich Richardson 
LaGrotta Rieger 
L a m Y  

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-1 

Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Rudy 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirma- 
tive and the amendments were concurred in. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned the fol- 
lowing HB 1401, P N  2966, with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendment in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives is requested: 

An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P. L. 1206, No. 
331). known as "The First Class Township Code," authorizing 
appropriations for certain streets. 

On the question, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 

The SPEAKER. Moved by the gentleman, Mr. Dorr, that 
the House concur in the amendments inserted by the Senate. 

The question recurs, will the House concur in the amend- 
ments inserted by the Senate? On that question, the Chair rec- 
ognizes the gentleman, Mr. Dorr. 

Mr. DORR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I urge concurrence in the amendments 

inserted by the Senate, which simply change the section of the 
First Class Township Code that is useful in solving the partic- 
ular problem involved. It changes the power section to allow 
commissioners to spend money to maintain alleys. 

I urge concurrence. 
The SPEAKER. Those voting to concur will vote "aye"; 

those voting to nonconcur will vote "no." 

On the question recurring, 

Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Consti- 

tution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

YEAS-196 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Burns 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dombrowski 

Donatucci 
Dorr 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
G ~ P P ~  
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
Jarolin 
Johnson 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kenney 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Langtry 
Lashinger 

Laughlin 
Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Merry 
Michlovic 
Micouie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Morris 
Mowery 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
Nailor 
Noye 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Phillips 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Pressmann 
Preston 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Richardson 
Rieger 
Ritter 

Robbis 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Horne 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

James 

NOT VOTING-0 

EXCUSED-5 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirma- 
tive and the amendments were concurred in. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 
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VOTE CORRECTION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
James. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, I would like to correct a vote. 
On the last vote, I was recorded in the negative. I would like 

to be recorded in the affirmative on concurrence in Senate 
amendments to HB 1401. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. The 
remarks of the gentleman will be spread upon the record. 

REPORT OF COMMITTEE 
OF CONFERENCE CONSIDERED 

Mr. RYBAK called up for consideration the following 
Report of the Committee of Conference on HB 121, PN 3051, 
entitled: 

An Act amending Titles 18 (Crimes and Offenses), 42 (Judi- 
ciary and Judicial Procedure) and 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsyl- 
vania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for corrupt orga- 
nizations; providing for motor vehicle insurance fraud; providing 
for certification of pleadings, motions and other papers; provid- 
ing for special damages; further providing for vehicle registra- 
tion; further providing for financial responsibility and insurance 
related to motor vehicles; providing for proof of insurance and 
for election of tort options and for medical treatment and bene- 
fits; further providing for reinstatement of operating privileges or 
vehicle registration; further providing for certain safety and anti- 
theft devices, for a market study, for motor vehicle insurance in 
cities of the first class, and for insurance premium rates and 
premium rate procedures; further providing for inspection of 
vehicles; providing for certain reductions in automobile insurance 
premiums; conferring powers and duties on the Insurance 
Department and the Department of Transportation; adding pro- 
visions relating to motor vehicle insurance fraud; and making 
repeals. 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULES 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. 
Reter, rise? 

Mr. REBER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise for the purpose of making a motion to 

suspend the rules of the House to offer two amendments to 
the Report of the Committee of Conference on HB 121. 

MOTION RULED OUT OF ORDER 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order. The motion 
to suspend the rules to permit an amendment to a conference 
report is not in order. 

For the information of the members, the Chair relies on 
Mason's Manual, which is the official rules of the House 
when a specific rule of the House does not cover the situation. 
In section 770 of Mason's Manual it is stated that "Under no 
condition, including suspension of the rules, may the house 
alter or amend the report of the committee, but must adopt or 
refuse to adopt the report in the form submitted." 

The Chair further relies on previous rulings of the Speaker, 
including a ruling by Speaker Manderino on June 30, 1989, in 
which this issue was raised, and Speaker Manderino ruled that 
an amendment to a conference committee report is out of 
order even via a motion to suspend the rules. 

The Chair is further persuaded by the remarks of the gentle- 
man, Mr. Ryan, on that date in which he concurred with the 
view of the Speaker, stating with reluctance that he happened 
to agree as a former Speaker with that particular ruling. 

The Chair on further research refers to Jefferson's Manual, 
which is a subsidiary base for the rulings of the Chair, and in 
section 550 of that manual it is stated that "The report may 
not be amendedy'-a conference committee report-"on 
motion made in either House alone.. . ." 

That is the basis of the Chair's ruling that the gentleman's 
motion is out of order. 

RULING OF CHAIR APPEALED 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. 
Reber, rise? 

Mr. REBER. Mr. Speaker, if I might be in order, I would 
like to be recognized for debate on the motion I am about to 
make. That motion, Mr. Speaker, is to appeal the ruling of 
the Chair, and I would like to state the reasons why I think the 
ruling of the Chair to be, as I would say respectfully, incorrect 
as previously announced. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized, and the gen- 
tleman appeals the ruling of the Chair. 

On the question, 
Will the House sustain the ruling of the Chair? 

The SPEAKER. That motion is debatable, and the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Reber, on the appeal of the 
ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. REBER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, if I understood your initial pronouncement, 

you stated at the outset the basis of your ruling was upon 
Mason's Manual. I would submit to the Chair and to the 
members at large that rule 78 of the Pennsylvania House of 
Representatives specifically states that "Jefferson's Manual 
supplemented by  aso on's Manual ... shall be the parlia- 
mentary authority of the House ...." Accordingly, Mr. 
Speaker, I would submit that the guidance of Jefferson's 
Manual is superior-is superior-to Mason's Manual as it 
touches and concerns the procedural issue currently and pres- 
ently before the House. 

With that in mind, Mr. Speaker, I would call the Chair's 
attention, and specifically the Parliamentarian's attention, to 
Jefferson's Manual - the manual, the parliamentary author- 
ity, superior in nature under our own rules, to be used as the 
guiding procedural authority in instances such as this. 

Mr. Speaker, I would refer the Chair's attention to section 
550 of Jefferson's Manual relative to "Motions in order 
during action on a conference report." Specifically, Mr. 
Speaker, that particular section of Jefferson's Manual does 
provide that "...amendment is sometimes made by concurrent 
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action of the two Houses.. ." regarding action on confeience 
committee reports. Specifically, the issue did arise and 
amendment was allowed to a conference committee report as 
noted in Jefferson's Manual, by Jefferson's Manual, relative 
to action of Congress in 1855 relative to action of the House 
in that particular action. 

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. REBER. I would submit, Mr. Speaker, for the record 
the various documentary authorities that I have relied on 
which in fact I feel are a basis for appealing the ruling of the 
Chair and for allowing this body to in fact have a vote upon 
this particular action. 

Mr. REBER submitted the following material for the Legis- 
lative Journal: 

RULE 78 
Parliamentary Authority 

Jefferson's Manual supplemented by Mason's Manual of Leg- 
islative Procedure shall be the parliamentary authority of the 
House, if applicable and not inconsistent with the Constitution of 
Pennsylvania, the laws of Pennsylvania applicable to the General 
Assembly, the Rules of the House, the established precedents of 
the House and the established customs and usages of the House. 

$550. Motions in order during action on a conference report. 
When a conference report is presented, the question on agree- 

ing is regarded as pending (V, 6517; VIII, 3300), and as the nega- 
tive of it is equivalent to disagreement, the motion to disagree is 
not admitted (11, 1473; V, 6517; VIII, 3300). The reading of the 
amendments to which the report relates is not in order during its 
consideration (V, 5298). The report may not be amended on 
motion made in either House alone (V, 6534, 6535; VIII, 3306). 
but amendment is sometimes made by concurrent action of the 
two Houses (V, 6536, 6537; VIII, 3308). A motion to refer to a 
standing committee (V, 6558) or to lay on the table is not enter- 
tained in the House (V, 6538-6544); and a conference report may 
not be sent to Committee of the Whole on suggestion that it con- 
tains matter ordinarily requiring consideration in that committee 
(V, 6559-6561). It is in order on motion to recommit a conference 
report if the other body, by action on the report, have not dis- 
charged their managers (V, 6545-6553, 6609; VIII, 33 lo), and by 
concurrent action of the two Houses a report may be recommit- 
ted after one House had acted on it (VIII, 3308, 3316), but such a 
proposition would not be privileged in the House (V, 6554-6557; 
VIII, 3309). 
A bill being recommitted to the committee of conference, no 

further action is taken by the House until it is again reported by 
the managers (VIII, 3326, 3327), and when reported is subject to 
another motion to recommit (VIII, 3325). 

6536. Conference reports are sometimes amended by concur- 
rent action of the two Houses.-On February 23, 1855, the 
House, on motion of Mr. George W. Jones, of Tennessee- 

Ordered, That the report of the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the bill of the Senate (No. 
%) entitled "An act to provide for the payment of such creditors 
of the late Republic of Texas as are comprehended in the act of 
Congress of September 9, 1850," heretofore agreed to by the two 
Houses, be amended by striking out the words "six hundred and 
fifty" in the third line of the second page of said report, and 
inserting in lieu thereof the words "five hundred and fifty." 

Ordered, That the Clerk request the concurrence of the Senate 
therein. 

On the succeeding day a message from the Senate announced 
that that body had agreed to the amendment to the conference 
report. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Hayden. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the argument on Mr. Reber's motion, I would 

respectfully disagree with his interpretation of Jefferson's 
Manual, section 550. I am quoting directly from the manual 
where it states that "The report may not be amended on 
motion made in either House alone.. .but amendment is some- 
times made by concurrent action ...." That should be inter- 
preted to mean that in order to open up this conference com- 
mittee report to  make it susceptible to amendments, that you 
would need concurrent action, meaning action by both the 
Senate, who is a party to the conference committee report, 
and action by the House, who is also a party to the report. 
Therefore, I think that the Speaker's motion should be 
upheld. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Gannon. 

Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, I believe that Representative 
Hayden is incorrect in his interpretation. 

My understanding would be that we would make a vote as 
to whether or not to suspend our rules to  amend and then that 
question would be sent over to  the Senate for concurrence. So 
that would answer his objection, that we do require a concur- 
rence, and the concurrence would be on whether to suspend to 
amend. So it does not block the motion to suspend proce- 
durally. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Reber . 

Mr. REBER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, in response to the remarks of learned counsel 

and fellow colleague, Representative Hayden, I would submit 
to the Chair that the action taken and referenced by me earlier 
was in fact taken first by the House of Representatives-and I 
now quote-and then "On the succeeding day a message from 
the Senate announced that that body had agreed to the 
amendment to the conference report." I would submit that 
the argument of Representative Hayden would in fact be valid 
if we were in fact a unicameral legislature, but we, like the 
Congress back in 1855 as referenced by Jefferson's Manual, 

I are such a bicatneral legislature; that obviously one body and 
the body where the conference report is originating, as we 

1 have here before us in HB 121 being the House of Representa- 
tives, is the initiating body and, under Jefferson's Manual, 
has authority for moving for such a motion to amend the con- 
ference report and in fact was the exact procedure carried out 

I as referenced by that authority in that case. Thank you, Mr. 
1 Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hayden. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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Mr. Speaker, the way that we achieve concurrent action, 
both in this House and the Senate, is through a concurrent 
resolution. I think that Mr. Reber and Mr. Gannon's inter- 
pretation of Jefferson's rule 550 is in error. Therefore, I 
would request that the ruling of the Chair be upheld. 

The SPEAKER. The question before the House is, shall the 
decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the House? 
Those in favor of sustaining the Chair's decision will vote 
"aye"; those opposed, "no." 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House sustain the ruling of the Chair? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS-133 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Biiow 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Broujos 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Clark, B. D. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Dombrowski 
Donatucci 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchild 

Allen 
Angstadt 
ArgaU 
Barley 
Birmelin 
Black 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Bud 
Bums 
Bush 
Cessar 
Civera 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Cornell 

Fanner 
Fee 
Heagle 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gamble 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Hagmy 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Hennan 
Howlett 
Hughes 
I tkin 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Langtry 
Laughlin 
Lee 

Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dorr 
Fargo 
Gallen 
Gannon 
Geist 
G~UPIJO 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Hershey 
Hess 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 

Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNaUy 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Morris 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Pressmann 
Preston 
Richardson 
Rieger 
Ritter 

NAYS-64 

Johnson 
Kenney 
Lashinger 
McVerry 
Merry 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Mowery 
Nailor 
Noye 
O'Brien 
Phillips 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 

Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Kybak 
Saloom 
Scrimenti 
Serafini 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Steighner 
Stish 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, F. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Horne 
Veon 
Wambach 
Weston 
Williams 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Robbins 
Ryan 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Semmel 
Smith, B. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Stairs 
Strittmatter 
Taylor, J. 
Vroon 
Wass 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wright, J. L. 

NOT VOTING-0 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the ruling of the Chair 
was sustained. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 

The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, MI.  Hayden. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The stated objective of those who are interested in amend- 

ing and reforming the existing automobile insurance laws in 
the State of Pennsylvania was to make automobile insurance 
more affordable and more available throughout the State of 
Pennsylvania. After a long, hard ride, I think we finally have 
it. 

On behalf of the policyholders in the State of Pennsylvania, 
I would request an affirmative vote on the Conference Com- 
mittee Report on HB 121. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Lee. 

Mr. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to prolong what 
promises to be a long debate on this insurance proposal, since 
I know others will speak on the many serious problems con- 
tained within the bill which is now before us. However, I felt I 
must rise to speak on what I believe to be a crucial flaw in the 
optional no-fault section of this bill. This flaw relates to the 
lack of an actuarial justification for charging lower rates to 
persons choosing limited tort coverage than those persons 
retaining their right to sue. 

As one may recall, in Representative Freind's original no- 
fault proposal, if a person gave up his or her right to sue, in 
exchange he would receive a grant of immunity, under which, 
under Representative Freind's bill, that person could be able 
to be granted a reduction in their automobile insurance rates. 
However, as we will also recall, when the House first dealt 
with auto insurance last spring, the immunity section of what 
was then called the Casey-Freind proposal had been removed. 

I In its place, language had been inserted which would have set 
up a mechanism called a risk exchange. Under such a mechan- 
ism, the insurance industry w u l d  Bzve been required-40 
establish a plan which would require companies writing a pro- 
portionately higher percentage of full tort policies to transfer 
premium dollars to companies writing a proportionately 

1 higher share of limited tort policies. Although the exact provi- , sions of such a risk exchange would have certainly led to some 
disagreement within the insurance industry, it did offer a 
method under which companies could actuarially justify 
giving lower rates to their limited tort policyholders. The fatal 
flaw of the bill before us today is that this risk exchange has 
been removed and no similar mechanism has been put back in 
its place. 
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Quite frankly, I do not know why this risk exchange has 
been deleted. Perhaps it is at the insistence of those insurance 
companies who are already redlining in Philadelphia and who 
do not want to compensate those companies writing in this 
area where a higher percentage of persons will undoubtedly 
choose the limited tort option, or perhaps it has been removed 
at the insistence of those groups who want to kill the optional 
no-fault plan altogether, for this could be the net effect of the 
removal of this risk exchange provision. Whichever the case, 
without the risk exchange mechanism, the optional no-fault 
section in this bill is doomed to failure. 

First, by failing to provide an actuarial basis upon which to 
offer mandated lower rates for limited tort policyholders, we 
take another dangerous step toward socialized insurance, 
where rates are set not by actual risk exposure but by some 
subjective societal view of what is, quote, unquote, "fair." 
One need only look to the CAT Fund (Catastrophic Loss 
Trust Fund) to see the folly of such a policy. 

Second, by failing to give a basis upon which to offer man- 
dated lower rates to limited no-fault policyholders, we guar- 
antee that many consumers will be unable to purchase no- 
fault policies or, for that matter, any auto insurance at all. We 
all know that right now companies are avoiding writing insur- 
ance in Philadelphia because of the fact that existing rates do 
not adequately cover losses. The tragedy of this proposal, as 
now worded, is that if passed, consumers in Philadelphia who 
desperately need the savings of a no-fault policy will find it 
almost impossible to buy such a policy or any insurance what- 
soever, since companies will totally avoid writing in areas of 
the State where a high percentage of drivers will choose no- 
fault. Although the State could attempt to coerce companies 
into writing more policies in Philadelphia, this would repre- 
sent an unwarranted interference into the free marketplace 
and would require that rural Pennsylvania drivers subsidize 
those drivers in Philadelphia. Furthermore, if past experience 
is any indicator, forcing companies to write in Philadelphia 
will be a practical impossibility. 

In conclusion, let me say that from the start, I have been an 
avid proponent of the freedom-of-choice, optional no-fault 
proposal, since it attacked the one element, the high cost of 
auto insurance, over which this legislature has some control - 
namely, the amount of money being spent to administer our 
judicial system and to pay ever-increasing pain and suffering 
awards. In fact, I was prepared to vote for all the other social- 
istic insurance provisions contained in this bill if we could get 
a workable, optional no-fault plan in place. However, as cur- 
rently drafted, this bill simply will not work, and it will make 
it even more difficult to obtain affordable insurance, espe- 
cially in Philadelphia. Furthermore, by passing this seriously 
flawed freedom-of-choice bill today, we doom any chance for 
real automobile insurance reform in the future. 

Because of these facts, I urge my colleagues to do what is 
truly in the best interest of the people in Pennsylvania and 
vote against this bill. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Freind. 

Mr. FREIND. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I rise to support this conference report. Is it perfect? Abso- 

lutely not, but I think we all agree that the only time we are 
going to find perfection is when we die and go to heaven. 
Were there, in my opinion, concessions made that should hot 
have been made? Yes, but I have never seen an important bill, 
in my 14 years here, that any member completely agreed with. 
The reason why I support this is because the essential heart 
and soul of our effort, all the way through, has been retained. 
For the first time ever, we are attacking in a meaningful way 
the two major causes of escalating insurance rates, and that is 
health care costs and, more important than that, the 
proliferation of lawsuits. 

What we have done for the first time since I have been in 
the legislature dealing with auto insurance reform is we 
refrained from playing the old game of doing nothing unless 
the major protagonist, the major special interest, agreed, and 
this House in particular, in everything it has done in the last 8 
months and the votes that it has put on the board, has had 
first and foremost the welfare of the largest special interest in 
this State, and that is the people of Pennsylvania. 

The actuarials and the actuarial studies that have been con- 
ducted by the department and by the industry indicate that in 
fact the rate reductions are legitimate, and the reason why 
they are legitimate is because the cost savings which trigger the 
rate reductions are there. As we all know, one problem which 
cannot be avoided with any plan-and it is a caveat here for 
our constituents-is it is based on the adequacy of existing 
rates, and therefore, there is a mechanism where a particular 
company can go to the Insurance Commissioner and ask for 
special relief because their rates presently are inadequate. 
Without that provision in there, there is no question whatso- 
ever that we would have severe problems in court. 

I think the second benefit, major benefit, of this bill 
addresses the second largest complaint of our constituents. 
First is the rates, but secondly, and how many times have you 
heard it from constituents who for 20 years have been insured 
by a company, have never had an accident, have always paid 
their premiums, then get into a small accident where they are 
at fault; it costs the company a couple hundred dollars, and 
they are surcharged 40 percent or more, and if that happens 
on several occasions, not only are they surcharged but they 
are canceled, they fail to renew, or they are dumped into the 
assigned-risk plan. Keep in mind, what this bill says is that for 
any accident, even if you are at fault, if the claim paid by your 
company is $650 or less, you cannot be surcharged, they 
cannot fail to renew your policy, they cannot terminate you, 
and they cannot dump you into the assigned-risk pool. They 
are two major, major, major benefits of this legislation. 

I'think we are where we are today after a 14-month struggle 
and, in a larger sense, a struggle of 15 years. I think this repre- 
sents everyone working together - the Governor's Office, the 
House, and the Senate. I think particular tribute has to be 
paid, however, to this House, because it is this House that 
stood up on two occasions and put up the tough votes and 
refused to be seduced by the siren call of phony rate reduc- 
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tions without the cost savings. We did what all the smart 
money said was impossible to do. I would be remiss, Mr. 
Speaker, if I did not pay special tribute to my Republican col- 
leagues on the House Insurance Committee, with whom I 
have worked for 14 months, when we began this back in 
January of 1989 and introduced the first package in April. 

It is a good bill. It is not perfect, but it is darn good, and I 
firmly believe that what it will do, to a large sense, is put the 
nightmare that we know as Pennsylvania insurance in the past 
tense. 
f -bpe&at-we stronglysiippori this measure. T'nank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Wass. 
Mr. WASS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the gentleman, Representa- 

tive Hayden? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he is willing to be 

interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. WASS. Mr. Speaker, this will be very brief and easy, 

because it is just yes and no answers. I have a printout here 
with-Mr- O'D~nne!!'s name QE it - the Spegke: cf the H=.;se - 
and on this printout these statements are made, and all I want 
you to do is say, yes, are they true or false. Okay? Very good. 

The first one, under "RATE FREEZE AND 
ROLLBACKS," this legislation "Provides that all automo- 
bile insurance rates will be frozen from 12/1/89 until 6/30/ 
91 ." Yes or no? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes and no. 
Mr. WASS. That is what 1 am concerned about. The whole 

bill is yes and no. Is the whole bill yes and no? 
Mr. HAYDEN. No, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, would you like me to expand upon my 

response? 
The answer to your question is that rates in effect as of 12/ 

1/89 will be frozen until July 1, 1990. In that intervening time 
period, by May 15, 1990, all companies who write automobile 
insurance in the State of Pennsylvania will be required to file 
new rates after the enactment of this bill. From July 1, 1990, 
until June 30, 1991, those rates, the new rates, will be frozen. 
So there are new rates, so what you are not doing, you are not 
freezing rates from 12/1/89, the same rates, all the way 
through to June 30, 1991. 

Mr. WASS. So. Mr. Speaker, you would say this comment 
is in error in this printout? 

Mr. HAYDEN. You can characterize it as you wish, Mr. 
Speaker, but I think it is correct to characterize that there will 
be a freeze which will take place during that entire time 
period. The issue is which rates are being frozen and how long 
they are being frozen. I thought it was better for clarification 
purposes to make that statement. 

Mr. WASS. Second question, Mr. Speaker, on the sheet 
again: "Provides for an additional twelve month period of 
controlled rate increases (7/1/91 through 6/30/92)." 

Mr. HAYDEN. True. 
Mr. WASS. Thank you. 

On we go. Two more. 
"Mandates that insurers reduce the total premium for every 

motorist by 10% on July 1, 1990 effective on their next policy 
renewed." 

Mr. HAYDEN. True. 
Mr. WASS. True? 
Mr. HAYDEN. True. 
Mr. WASS. I am in support of the bill and I like that. 
Mr. HAYDEN. So do I. 
Mr. WASS. Mr. Speaker, "Mandates that insurers reduce 

the totai premium for every motorist who elects to give up the 
right to sue by an additional 12% on July 1, 1990 for a total of 
22% rate reduction." 

Mr. HAYDEN. True. And, Mr. Speaker, I might add with 
respect to both that 10 percent and the 22 percent that those 
are minimums. So it should read "at least 10 percent" and 
"at least 22," but in all other respects that is completely accu- 
rate. 

Mr. WASS. Thank you very much. That concludes my 
interrogation. 

Thankyou, h!~. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Thomas. 
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
May I interrogate Speaker Hayden? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman has indicated that he is 

willing to accept that burden. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, would you help clarify some 

things for me? 
I would first like to seek clarification to a hypothetical situ- 

ation, the hypothetical situation being a married couple with 
three children. Husband en route to work is involved in an 
accident- Well, prior to going to work, husband elects the 
option not to sue as recommended in this conference report. 
So he allegedly is able to secure a policy somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $600, $700 because he gives up his right to 
sue. Following such election, he goes to work, is involved in 
an accident, and is subsequently killed. What is the effect, if 
any, on his choice to give up his right to sue? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, in the event of death, death 
falls within the definition of "serious injury." So the execu- 
trix or executor of his estate would have full tort rights under 
the hypothetical that you raised. So the impact of the selection 
of limited tort would be no different on his family than it 
would be had he selected the full tort option. 

Mr. THOMAS. So within the context of this conference 
report, you are saying that death by accident falls within the 
category of a permanent injury, or does this conference report 
address a situation like the one I just mentioned? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, it does address the situation 
you just mentioned, and I would direct your attention to page 

1 20 of the conference committee report in which the definition 
of "serious injury" is "A personal injury resulting in 

1 death.. .." With respect to the limitations on coverage and the 
election of tort options, it makes reference to barring action 
except in situations of serious injury for noneconomic 
damages. So the bill does cover the hypothetical that you 
raised. 
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Mr. THOMAS. Secondly, Mr. Speaker, my second concern 
is, as you know, the courts have entertained this whole ques- 
tion of when one is permitted to give up his or her right to sue 
or permitted to consent to barring him or her self from access 
to the courts. And as you probably are aware, historically the 
notion has been that an individual can give up his or her rights 
if they are receiving something reasonable in exchange for the 
giving up of their rights. My question is, within the context of 
this conference report, do you feel that the election to give up 
one's rights would be sustained before the courts, or do you 
think that the end result, this $600 or $700 policy, can with- 
stand the test of amounting to a reasonable exchange for the 
giving up of one's rights? 

Mr. HAYDEN. In response to the gentleman's question, I 
do believe that a court will uphold the election of options that 
we have within this particular conference committee report. 

Mr. THOMAS. You do believe that? 
Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, I do. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to now make my 

comments. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may 

proceed. 
Mr. THOMAS. I suspect that this conference report is 

going to move toward overwhelming approval. I suspect that I 
will be voting for this conference report simply because the 
conference report provides a de minimis reduction in current 
rates, and to that end there are a lot of motorists out there 
that are in real need of the reduction. But I am not voting for 
this conference report because I believe in the report. I believe 
that this conference report is on a collision course with the 
courts. 

As I stated, as we came to the end of this last session on the 
abortion control law, I said then that if we voted for that 
abortion control law, that that law would collide with the 
courts, and as we now know, there were provisions of that law 
which have been dealt with by the courts. 

I submit this morning that this conference report is, one, 
racially distinguishable. 

Secondly, it is in violation of the Constitution in that the 
return that motorists will receive for giving up his or her rights 
does not constitute a reasonable exchange of said rights. So 
that provision of this conference report is going to be 
addressed and going to be addressed in the negative. 

Thirdly, one of the problems that members of Philadelphia 
County, Speaker included, have raised before this General 
Assembly time and time again is that we have a real problem 
of uninsured motorists in the city of Philadelphia and we also 
have that same problem throughout the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. There is nothing in this conference report that 
provides any relief to that problem, and offering one an 
opportunity to deny him or her access to the courts does not 
constitute sufficient and adequate relief to address that 
problem. 

Further, not only have we not provided any relief in this 
conference report but we have also, through this conference 
report, placed what I consider to be cruel, harsh, and unusual 

forms of punishment on those who are unable to afford and 
unable to have access to auto insurance in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania. 

I submit to you, my colleague3 on both sides of the aisle, we 
can vote for this because we want to see a reduction in rates, 
but let us not be confused in understanding that this issue is 
going to be revisited, and when it is revisited, I hope and trust 
that we go forward from today understanding that this does 
not represent a plausible solution to the auto insurance 

I problem that we have in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
that while it provides a 10-percent reduction, to some motor- 

I ists that is going to represent a benefit, and to that end we 
have to respond to that to some degree. 

But past that 10-percent reduction, this conference report is 
the worst report, the worst form of relief that I have seen as ' an option for motorists in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl- 
vania. So let us go forward understanding that this issue is 

I going to have to be revisited. 
And for my colleagues of Philadelphia County, let it be 

1 known that when we go back to Philadelphia, we have 
nothing to offer the uninsured motorists other than stiff pun- 
ishment, penalty, and other cruel and unusual forms of pun- 
ishment, that we are not really taking back any relief. Thank 
you, Mr. Speaker. 

FILMING PERMISSION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair grants permission to WPVI and 
WGAL for filming on the House floor for 10 minutes. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 121 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Ryan. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, in response to interrogation by 

Mr. Wass, the gentleman, Mr. Hayden, left me with the 
impression that under all circumstances, apples being apples, 
one insurance policy being exactly the same as the next insur- 
ance policy, there would be a guaranteed 10-percent decrease 
in the policies we have today, if you will, and a 22-percent 
decrease in our policies if we elect not to have the tort cover- 
age we now have but rather waive our right to sue. The gentle- 
man, Mr. Hayden, seemed to emphasize that it was at least 10 
percent and 22 percent as the case may be. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, in the Republican caucus yesterday, the 
staff person, Mr. Littleton, who heads up our insurance staff, 
in response to that very same question said that that was not 
the case. I asked Mr. Littleton again today while he was stand- 
ing here- And Mr. Freind. I asked Mr. Freind, who together 
with Mr. Hayden were the prime sponsors of the original bill. 
The answer I get, the answer I get is that you will get that 
deduction if the Insurance Department interpretation of the 
bill is to that effect, if- And this is a huge "if." I would like 
you to listen to it, because you are going to go back to your 
constituents and say, I got you a locked-in 22-percent or 10- 
percent decrease. It is not so, if my people know what they are 
talking about. Now, I do not know about that. I hope they 
do. 
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I am told that it depends on the adequacy of the rate level. 
In other words, you get that discount only if the insurance 
company is getting the rate they need to make a profit as 
viewed by the Insurance Commissioner. And if the Insurance 
Commissioner thinks they need more money, they can grant 
all of these insurance companies or any of these insurance 
companies an exception to this act and let them sell us insur- 
ance policies for less than the 10-percent and 22-percent rate 
decreases we have been talking about here. 

In addition to that, I asked the question, is it a flat 22 
percent and 10 percent on the comprehensive and collision, 
and the answer I get is there is no guarantee that the total 
premium is coming down on both comprehensive insurance 
and collision insurance. 

Now, every one of us and all of these newspapers-and I 
have newspaper clips, although I do not have them right with 
me now-they are out touting this bill as a bill that is going to 
give each of our constituents a minimum 10-percent decrease, 
a minimum 22-percent decrease, depending on whether they 
take the election or not. Our caucus, based on our staff, is 
under the impression that this maybe is not so, and the infor- 
mation I have just given you is the information my caucus has 
been given. 

Now, with the permission of the Speaker, I would like to 
ask Mr. Freind if he would stand for a brief period of inter- 
rogation. He is sitting right here. He would be charmed, as he 
always is, to respond to any sensible questions, and that leaves 
me out, he says. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Freind, has consented 
to interrogation? 

Mr. RYAN. Yes, he does. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. RYAN. And putting the bunny in the hat, I already 

told him I was going to ask these questions, so like a good 
lawyer in cross examination, I know what the answers should 
La UG. - 

Mr. Speaker, have I stated- Mr. Hayden, I am talking to 
Mr. Freind, and you are caught on camera doing that. 

Mr. Speaker, the statements I have just made reflected the 
statements that our Insurance Committee staff has given our 
caucus, and do you agree with them? 

Mr. FREIND. Yes. I thought, Mr. Speaker, I mentioned 
that when I made my first remarks, and I want to make this 
very clear. We were very straight with our members in caucus. 

What the bill says is, if you elect full tort, you get a 10- 
percent reduction on your averall premium, assuming thzt ?he 
premium you had, the coverage you had, in December of 1989 
is the same which you will have after July 1. Obviously, if you 
increase coverage or you decrease it, it is going to change. If 
you choose limited tort, it is 22 percent of the entire premium. 
Now, it will not touch comprehensive and it will not touch 
collision because of the fact that none of the cost savings are 
triggered to comprehensive or collision, but what the actuar- 
ials have said is, the cost reductions on the liability aspect - 
underinsured, uninsured, and first-party benefits - are such 
that they will trigger at least a 22-percent reduction on the 

entire premium if you go limited tort, 10 percent if you go full 
tort, with this caveat, and everyone has to be aware of this: 
Any plan that we come up with has to be based on the ade- 
quacy of existing rates. So what in effect the bill says is, 

despite the freeze and despite the dates we h 2 ~ e  in there, 22 
insurance company can go to the Insurance Commissioner 
and say, because of extraordinary circumstances, because 
right now our rates are not adequate, our new rates should not 
reflect the same reduction as mandated by law. So is there a 
chance the reductions will be less than 10 and 22 percent? 
Absolutely yes, Mr. Speaker, and I do not think any attempt 
has been made, at least by me, to mislead anyone in that 
regard. 

Mr. RYAN. Thank you. 
Mr. Speaker, may I continue? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. RYAN. I agree with the gentleman, Mr. Freind, that 

what he has stated here he stated before. I think, though, that 
the gentleman, Mr. Hayden, did not, perhaps, go far enough 
in his answer. The point I was trying to make is that unlike 
this newspaper article-and I think the press was laboring 
under the same misapprehension many of us labored under- 
this press article says that what the bill does is it rolls back 
rates at least 10 percent for all drivers and 22 percent for those 
who waive their court rights. That is not the case necessarily. 

What happens, Mr. Speaker- I understand that Keystone 
Insurance this week or last week, but I mean in the past couple 
of weeks, was just given a 19- or 20-percent increase- Let me 
get that straight. We are told that it is somewhere between 15 
and 20 percent. It is unimportant. This bill, as I understand it, 
refers to rates prior to January 1 of this year, and now, here in 
February, we have a 15- or 20-percent increase on Keystone, 
and Keystone, as 1 understand it, is the prime insurer of cars 
in the Philadelphia area. I mean, of their customers, they are 
Philadelphia customers for the most part. What happens in 
thar regard to those Phiiacieiphians? 

Mr. FREIND. Okay. The rate increase was not granted to 
Keystone. Keystone deemed-and in fact, they are permitted 
to do that-they deemed the rate increase, because they had 
made the request 3 or 4 months ago. The law says that if you 
make the request and you do not receive an answer one way or 
the other in 30 days, you can deem it, and in other words, it 
goes into effect. What this bill would do would have the effect 

1 of rolling Keystone's rates back to what they were on 
December 1, 1989, and then on July 1 the reductions would be 
placed en tbaseqrie~ rates. 

What Keystone will undoubtedly do- In fact, they are 
probably going to do two things. Number one, they are going 
to go into court with respect to the freeze and the rollback. 
The other thing that Keystone can do is go now to the Insur- 
ance Commissioner and say, wait a minute; look at my book; 
our rates are not adequate. 

Keystone has indicated that it is in danger of going under 
because their rates are inadequate, and Keystone, unlike many 
other companies, has the vast majority of its business in Penn- 
sylvania, subject to Pennsylvania law, not, as with others, 
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throughout the United States. They write, I think, in eight 
States, but about 70 percent is in Pennsylvania. About 95 
percent of what they write is auto insurance, so there are no 
other lines there for any substantial purpose that can help 
them out. So Keystone is going to be one of the ones that go in 
under that clause "under extraordinary circumstances" and 
say, look, Commissioner Foster, we cannot right now grant 
the same type of rate reductions that the law says, and in fact, 
the Commissioner is going to have to make a determination 
there. It may well be, Mr. Speaker, they say, fine; instead of 
22 percent, it is 8 or 10 or whatever. 

Remember one other thing that will be fair: The numbers 
which each one of you received from the Insurance Depart- 
ment 3 or 4 months ago showed that the statewide average, 
statewide average, if you chose limited tort, was higher than 
22 percent-it was about 28 percent-that in fact in Philadel- 
phia and Montgomery and Delaware and counties like that, if 
you chose the limited tort, it would be substantially higher. 
Because of the 22 percent shrinking it down, there is in many 
counties leeway there, with respect to this extraordinary, to 
still have a balance where you will still receive a substantial 
reduction. 

Mr. RYAN. Would it be fair, Mr. Speaker, to say that 
those people in the Philadelphia fi~etropolitan area who are 
insured by Keystone-and as an aside, I am assuming the 
Insurance Department felt Keystone deserved a rate increase 
or they would not have allowed them to have it by the depart- 
ment's nonaction; they must have given some thought to it- 
would it be fair to  say that the people insured in the metropol- 
itan Philadelphia area by Keystone are less likely to get 10 
percent and 22 percent off than people throughout the State? 

Mr. FREIND. I think that is hard to say, and I am not 
trying to duck with you, Mr. Speaker. I do not want to place 
myself in the place of the Insurance Commissioner. But I 
think, yes; I think a possibility exists that the Insurance Com- 
missioner says, look, we looked at your books; we looked at 
your problems; so instead of 22, it is going to be-and I am 
just using numbers-16, 15, 14. Remember, though, the one 
thing that helps with Keystone-and as you pointed out, they 
write mostly in Philadelphia and the four surrounding coun- 
ties-is if you look at the way the numbers work on freedom 
of choice, in those counties it is not 22 percent if you let it fly 
actuarially; it is about 28. So there is room there for still a 
substantial reduction for Philadelphians taking Keystone and 
also people in the four surrounding counties. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, thank you. 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Williams. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Previous comments sort of reflect the concern that I have 

with regard to the constitutionality of the conference report. I 
have great respect for those persons that have worked on the 
bill, but I do have a concern with a specific area, and that is 
the two-tier pricing or rate reduction - the 22 and the 10 

percent. I am not quite certain that, number one, it is fair to a 
certain class of people, nor am I aware that it is constitution- 
ally correct in terms of its intent. 

So therefore, I am placing a motion before this House to 
address whether the conference report is constitutionally 
correct. I am making a motion that those who are opposed to 
the conference report as to its constitutionality vote "nay" 
and those who are in favor of its constitutionality vote in the 
affirmative. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman cite the section of 
Pennsylvania or United States constitutional law to which he 
is referring. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The 14th Amendment. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Williams, raises a 

point of order that HB 121, PN 3051, is unconstitutional. The 
Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions affect- 
ing the constitutionality of a bill to the House for a decision, 
which the Chair now does. 

Those voting "aye" will vote to declare the bill to be consti- 
tutional; those voting "no" will vote to declare the bill to be 
unconstitutional. 

On the question, 
Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the report of 

the committee of conference? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Acosta 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boyes 
Burd 
Burns 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 

1 Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 

Dorr 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Gruppo 
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
Jackson 
James 
Jarolin 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kenney 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 

Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Merry 
Michlovic 
Moehlmann 
Morris 
Mowery 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Phillips 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Preston 
Rcinard 
Rieger 

Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Rybak 
Salwm 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Smith, B. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Horne 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
W a s  
Weston 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
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Dombrowski Lashinger Ritter O'DonneU, 
Donatucci Laughlin Robbins Speaker 

NAYS-33 

Adolph 
B i e l i n  
Black 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Bush 
Carn 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 

Distler 
Durham 
Fleagle 
Gannon 
Geist 
Hayes 
Hess 
Jadlowiec 

Johnson 
Josephs 
McNally 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Noye 
Pressmann 
Reber 

Richardson 
Ryan 
Serafini 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Thomas 
Williams 
Yandrisevits 

NOT VOTING-2 

LaWtr~ Raymond 
EXCUSED-5 

Bunt Dinir.i~ - ~ 

George Letterman Olasz 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the constitutionality of 
the report of the committee of conference was sustained. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 

FILMING PERMISSION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair gives permission to WHP-TV 
for filming on the House floor for the remainder of the 
session. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 121 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman, Mr. Williams, seeking 
further recognition? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I, too, believe that I am placed in a position 

today where I guess I am damned if I do and I am damned if I 
do not. The reality is that people in my county, as across the 
State of Pennsylvania, need and demand and deserve reduc- 
tions in their auto insurance premiums. But as to Mr. Freind's 
comment that the nightmare of auto insurance for the State of 
Pennsylvania, and specifically Philadelphia, is behind us with 
the passage of this particular conference committee report, I 
would have to take umbrage in disagreement. 

A 22-percent rate rollback, if in fact we get it, on a $5,000, 
$3,000, $2,000 insurance policy, does not relieve those 
persons who cannot afford $1,000, $1,500, $2,000 premiums. 
Therefore, I believe that certainly many of us today will smile 
and feel that we have done something, but the reality is, those 
of us in Philadelphia County will face this issue after we walk 
out of this room through our primaries 2 years from now. 

The problem is not relieved, unfortunately, and certainly I 
recognize that Mr. Freind and Mr. Hayden have told us that 
this bill is not a panacea, but I am cautioning us to the fact 
that we have to face, Philadelphia is an island unto itself with 

regard to this particular problem, and the remedies have to be 
resolved. Otherwise, we will simply be continuing with the 
rhetoric rather than results. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Saurman. 
Mr. SAURMAN. Thank y=a, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, in the session before the present one that we 

are in, I introduced a freedom-of-choice insurance act, and 1 
was indeed pleased to see that it had been picked up in this 
session and carried forward by Representatives Freind and 
Hayden and indeed that the Governor had joined what I think 
is the wisdom of presenting to our constituents a true choice. 
But I contend that what we are looking at today in this confer- 
ence report is not a compromise at all but rather a very subtle 
substitution, using a term that I would appropriate that I 
heardyesterda~ weasel words. 

I think this is a victory for the trial lawyers, who have put 
into place something that appears to be what it is not - some- 
thing that says you are going to get 22 percent off maybe. 
Although it says it is guaranteed, the other language - the 
weasel words, the explanations, the ifs, the what-ifs - the 
things that we cannot control are the things that are not going 
to allow our constituents to get these reductions, and we are 
going to face it. We face it now for the Financial Responsibil- 
ity Act, those of us who were here and supported that, 
because our people said we have got to do something about 
automobile insurance. They look to us to do it. They cannot 
do it. We can. We are not doing it with this legislation, and I 
challenge you to look at it very carefully. 

It says those 22-percent reductions, but they are iffy. You 
just heard what would happen with Keystone. Keystone pre- 
miums may even go up, depending upon what the Insurance 
Commissioner does, and if that happens, how are you going 
to face your constituent who comes in and says, I thought you 
solved my insurance problem; now I am getting a rate increase 
instead of a decrease or a 2 percent or a 4 percent or what- 
ever? 

The premise of the freedom of choice is that you can go to 
total no-fault. Everyone has argued no-fault has not suc- 
ceeded. We have never had true no-fault. When originally it 
was presented back in the days of Herb Denenberg, it was 
aborted at that time; it was compromised at that time. The 
trial lawyers said, no; we have got to have a threshold - $750, 
which immediately blew the whole thing apart. We never had 
any kind of true no-fault, and there is no true no-fault in this 
legislation, because if you choose to go to the limited tort, it is 
no longer called no-fault; it is called limited tort, which means 
that as an individual, you give up your right to sue, but you 
are still going to be sued if the other person wants to sue you. 
How many people are going to do that? If they do, because of 
the fact that they are saying, I will not sue, the rates are going 
to come down, but for those who continue to say, I am going 
to sue, the rates are going to go up. Now, what kind of logic is 
that? What kind of choice is that for our constituents? 
Indeed, lawsuits will increase rather than decrease, and people 
will not go as they did in Kentucky, where they had a clean 
choice, a free choice - the 90 percent choosing the no-fault. 
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Why would they? Would you recommend to your constitu- 
ency that they buy this limited tort and suggest that they are 
going to be better off! I would suggest you better be careful if 
you do. 

What about those rates that have been increased in recent 
months? They are going to be rolled back before even the 
reduction. What are those companies going to do? How many 
in here have had people come to you and say, I tried to get an 
automobile policy and nobody will insure me? Why? Because 
they cannot afford to. We have taken away the economic pos- 
sibility for them to, and we are going to do it more in this kind 
of legislation, so insurance policies are going to be harder to 
find; harder to find rather than more easily applied and 
obtained, which the Philadelphia people need to be concerned 
about. 

Under this provision now, persons can collect both from 
workers' comp and from their automobile insurance - a new 
form of double-dipping, a new form. You are allowed to 
stack, unless you say you do not want to, which means that 
you can add together the protection for each of your automo- 
biles and collect totally on any one accident and all the ones 
who only have one car are going to subsidize that. That is 
wonderful, fair, and equitable insurance policy, but that is 
what we will be voting for if we put this into place. 

When the freeze is over, what happens? Let us look back at 
what we talked about with the tax reform. We put in a freeze 
and say you cannot raise taxes for a period of time. What 
happens after that? You know what happens; they are going 
up, and so will insurance rates as soon as the freeze is over. 
There is no real reform in this. There are weasel words which 
make it appear that we are doing something, but it is going to 
be tough to look your constituents in their face and say that I 
acted on your best behalf. 

We had refused and refused and refused the Senate propo- 
sition in favor of a true choice. Then it went to a conference 
committee, where, in my opinion, we were sold out. We had 
beaten the Senate. They were ready to capitulate. We did not 
have to do these things, and we do not have to do it today. 
This is not a "this conference report or nothing." Your con- 
stituents, the general public, the press, the media, are not 
going to allow that to happen. You can vote "no" and turn 
this down and send a strong message back that we want to 
have these things that we object to corrected and not have this 
kind of a bill jammed down our throats with an "either you 
do this or you get nothing." 

I urge a "no" vote. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Gallen. 
Mr. GALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the thing I think I object to about this bill 

more than anything else-well, there are several things I 
object to-is these promised reductions. Indeed, we probably 
are going to reduce rates in many instances and increase pre- 
miums, and that is the bottom line: How many dollars are 
people going to pay for their automobile insurance? 

Another thing that offends me greatly is, I think several 
months ago we had this battle won except that the majority 
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leader, Mr. O'Donnell, at that time adjourned the House and 
we never had an opportunity to vote on what I thought was a 
much better opportunity to refcrm the insurance laws. Mr. 
O'Donnell, who never was in favor of any no-fault insurance, 
and Senator Loeper, who also was not in favor of it- 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. HAYDEN. Point of order. 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend. 
Will the gentleman state his point of order. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I think that the speaker has 

wandered off the contents of the conference committee 
report, HB 121. I would request that the Speaker ask the 
speaker to restrict his remarks to the report. 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will withdraw his point of 
order, the Chair would advise the gentleman to please confine 
his remarks to the subject at hand. 

Mr. GALLEN. Okay. On the conference committee report, 
I am offended because we have a conference committee report 
and no member of this House, except for one or two, had any 
input into it, and that is what offends me. Here we are- And 
I caution my fellow members: Do not go home and tell your 
people you are going to get a 10-percent or a 22-percent 
decrease in your premium. I think that you would be wrong to 
do that. There may be some decreases, and there are things 
about this legislation I like. They are things that I have been 
fighting for for a long time, and those things are the lack of 
mandates in the bill. You do not have to buy a funeral benefit. 
You do not have to buy underinsured or uninsured motorist. 
You do not have to buy $10,000 medical or $1 million 
medical, as it was in the CAT Fund. Those things, I think, are 
things for which I have been fighting for a long time. But to 
say that your physical damage liability rates can come down, I 
do not understand that. To say that comprehensive and colli- 
sion rates or premiums will come down, I do not understand 
that whatsoever. If you go from a Volkswagen to a Cadillac, 
your rates have got to go up. Collision and comprehensive are 
based on the value of the automobile, not on any other 
factors. That is where you get those rates. If I move from 
Berks County to Montgomery County, my rates are going up. 
Let us not go around promising people that their rates are 
going down. 

There are things about this bill that I do like, and I am 
going to hold my nose and vote for it. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Gannon. 
Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to make any 

remarks at this time. I will hold up on that. Thank you. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the lady, Mrs. 

Harper. 
Mrs. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I rise to support this conference committee report. I would 

just like to say a few words concerning the path of car insur- 
ance. 
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I went to the Reference Bureau and picked up this bill that 
passed this House that I introduced in 1977, HB 1980. This 
bill passed the House and Senate and was vetoed by Governor 
Shapp. I tried very hard to do something about car insurance, 
and 1 warned the House and Senate that if we did not do 
something in 1977 about car insurance, we would have this sit- 
uation today. 

So we do have a terrible situation. Car insurance is much 
too high. We must do something about it, and this is the best 
bill, I feel, that we can come up with at this time. So I ask you 
to go ahead, pass this legislation, and continue to work on car 
insurance. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Johnson. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I will be brief. 
Would the gentleman, Mr. Hayden, stand for brief inter- 

rogation? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he is willing to  be 

interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Now, as I understand this, a 22-percent 

reduction if I take the limited tort; 30-percent reduction if I 
have two ir'iags; i0-vrcent reduction if i have an antitheft 
device; and 5 percent for senior citizens who took the safe 
driving course. Now, if my arithmetic is right, that adds up to 
67 percent. Mr. Speaker, do you think I can count on that 67 
percent come July l?  

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I think that although there 
may not be an error in your actual addition, I think what you 
did was you added those discounts to the overall discount. 
The discounts that you mentioned, which are with respect to 
airbags, antitheft devices, or passive restraints, apply only to 
theappmpriate, in mmecsases m!y partcf the first-party-ben- 
efits coverage, in other cases only with respect to comprehen- 
sive and/or collision coverage. So those discounts are limited 
directly to those features of the policy which are affected by 
the savings from those devices. 

And in addition, you should also note that there is language 
in the bill here which says that if a company is already giving 
discounts within its premiums because of the existence of 
those safety devices in the car, then the company would not be 
required to offer discounts over and above that. For instance, 
I understand that on some foreign vehicles, recent late-model 
cars, that airbags are standard on the driver's side as well as 
the passenger side. In those cases, I think companies have 
argued and will continue to argue that the reason that their 
comprehensive and collision figures are lower for, say, for 
instance, a Saab than they are for a van is because they are 
taking into account those factors already. So those companies 
will be relieved from the obligation of offering additional dis- 
counts over and above that factor. 

Incidentally, my understanding is that most of the cars 
manufactured out of Detroit will include, through the mid- 
1990's, airbags and/or passive restraint devices as a standard 
feature, thereby even eliminating perhaps the necessity even 
for these discounts. 

So the answer is that, no, I would not make the representa- 
tion to anybody that they would receive 67 percent under any 

circumstance. What it would say would be that if your 
company does not already give you some discount for an anti- 
theft device or airbag or a combination of those two, that you 
should be able to expect additional discounts only on your 
comprehensive and/or collision part of your policy. So once 
again you have to be careful in assigning those discounts only 
to that part of your premium. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I under- 
stand that part of it, that the discount applies to that particu- 
lar segment of the policy. 

Now, I have another question. On page 58, sections 1799.5 
and 1799.6, what is the purpose of these two sections in the 
conference report? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, the conduct of market study, 
that was a suggestion I believe by the chairman of the House 
Insurance Committee, Representative Rybak, because there is 
still in some people's minds some lingering doubt about the 
impact of rates on territorial rating. You have heard, I am 
sure, during the course of these various debates that certain 
areas of the State are somehow subsidizing other areas of the 
State and that perhaps there may not be a true and accurate 
reflection in the rates. The feeling with this study is to once 
and for all lay to rest whatever the facts are specifically with 
respect to those opinions. 

It is to give the Insurance Department, as well as us, an 
additional source of data upon which we can make further 
judgments about automobile insurance. 1 suspect, however, 
that the impact of HB 121 will be such that a number of the 
problems which are to be studied under here will be resolved 
in the new insurance market. 

'l-5- 
1 1  G J G L G ~ ~ ~  study, the i799.6, once again that appears to be 

almost a collateral type of study to the one that I mentioned 
previously. That is to attack or to address in many respects the 
availability issue. There are some people that say there are 
companies-you heard earlier-there are companies that do 
not write in southeastern Pennsylvania. We want to find out, 
where are their agents; how come their agents are not writing 
there. Those are other sort of availability-related issues which 
we think would be helpful to be under continued study. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, could these studies possibly 
lead to a change? Could they lead to a statewide rate? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, speaking as someone who 
participated with the chairman of the conference committee 
report - Representative O'Donnell and others - I can state 
affirmatively that it was always the intention with respect to 
these studies that these studies simply be reported to both the 
department and to the members of the General Assembly but 
that no action would be automatic, or no action would be 
triggered, as a result of the study. By further way of clari- 
fication, it would require further enabling legislation by both 
the House and the Senate. 

So there would not be anything here which would permit a 
unilateral imposition of any change in the law on behalf of the 
Insurance Commissioner or any other agency without our 
prior legislative approval. 
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Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

WELCOME 

The SPEAKER. The Chair welcomes to the hall of the 
House Michael Coyne, a Pittsburgh councilman, and Joseph 
Cusick, his administrative assistant. They are the guests of the 
Pittsburgh delegation. They are seated to the left of the Chair. 
Will the guests please rise. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 121 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Richardson. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask a couple of questions of 

either Mr. Freind or Mr. Hayden. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Hayden, indicates 

that he is willing to consent to interrogation. The gentleman 
may proceed. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to  know, what do we tell our con- 

stituents back home that we have actually brought them in 
terms of relief in this conference committee report that is 
before us? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I will tell you what I will tell 
my constituents, and I think it would also apply to your con- 
stituents. 

I would tell them that if they have been placed into the 
assigned risk program for reasons unrelated to risk, and by 
that I mean for reasons unrelated to  accident history and 
unrelated to driving history, that we now have stronger pro- 
tections for them to require that they have what is called a vol- 
untary or the private market rate. I would direct your atten- 
tion to the definition of "clean risk" on page 19 which would 
permit people to have, at a maximum, one motor vehicle vio- 
lation which amounts to three points on their driving record. 
Then I would ask the gentleman to cross-reference page 38 of 
the conference committee report which says that those people 
who meet the definition of "clean risk" must be written in the 
voluntary market. So I would say to those people who have 
contacted private insurance companies and have been told, 
"Sorry, we are not going to write you in the private market; 
you have to go in the assigned risk program," which as you 
and I know in our particular cases in Philadelphia can amount 
to several thousands of dollars, we can tell them that finally 
they have some relief which is in law which they did not have 
prior to the passage of this bill. That is with respect to the 
availability issue. 

I also would tell my constituents that- And I would direct 
your attention, Mr. Speaker, to page 56 of the bill. This was a 
bill initially authored by Representative Roy Reinard which 
was to protect our constituents and other constituents from 
arbitrary surcharges by insurance companies and arbitrary 
cancellations and refusals to renew. So I would say in con- 
junction with the "clean risk" language, as well as in conjunc- 
tion with the language on pages 59 and 60, we have done a lot 
to help the availability problem. 

With respect to the question of affordability, which I know 
is very important to you, Mr. Speaker, what I would tell my 
constituents is that with the reductions in the required first- 
party benefits'that we now have in terms of the coverages, 
that now by requiring that people only carry $5,000 for 
medical benefits, $15,000 and $30,000 on the bodily injury lia- 
bility, and $5,000 on their property damage liability, that we 
have made sufficient progress in making auto insurance more 
affordable to citizens, particularly in southeastern Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I would then further ask whether or not, with 

respect to those particular items that you just enumerated, the 
individual person who has to now go to their insurance 
company and say, "I have had a clean record; it has been that 
way for a long time; I have gone 10 to 15 years without any 
blemishes on my record, but still my insurance is still exorbi- 
tant, still very high, still astronomical," who negotiates that 
down-figure for them with respect to the language that we 
presently have in the bill, because many of the individuals that 
we are talking about, for an example, may call the insurance 
company and get a carrier who does not have the same com- 
passion and understanding that you may have about this bill. 
How do they make that person understand them? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, what 1 think we have to tell 
our constituents first is that the system by which automobile 
insurance rates are set will remain in place, which requires a 
prior approval by the Insurance Commissioner, but the rates 
themselves will change dramatically. Under this bill, all com- 
panies who have policies in existence will be required to 
contact policyholders and tell them what the range of cover- 
ages are. For the first time, I think, under the bill we will 
require more information be given to our constituents in 
understandable plain English. In fact, that plain English is 
spelled out in the bill. So before our constituents exercise a 
decision as to what kinds of coverages they are going to buy, 
they will be able to see now for the first time what their cover- 
age limits are, what the various costs of those coverages are, 
and then what they are entitled to receive. 

In addition, there is other language in the bill which 
requires in the event that a company cancels you or refuses to 
renew you or surcharges you or in any way changes the cost of 
your bill, they must inform you in writing to let you know 
what is going on. 

The reality is that we are going to have to depend upon the 
Insurance Department in terms of the enforcement of this bill. 
In the situation where you find a constituent who tells you, 
the bill passed, the new rates were filed, and I am paying more 
as of July 1, 1990, and they call you, then I would suggest that 
what we would do is to contact the Insurance Department 
right away and intercede on behalf of that constituent. 

But you are absolutely right. It is going to take strict 
enforcement by the Insurance Department to make sure that 
insurance companies adhere to the regulations and to the new 
rules that will be in existence under this system. 
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you. 
Mr. Speaker, then in that regard let me ask you this ques- 

tion: Why is it your feeling, both you and Mr. Freind's 
feeling, that this is not the best compromise that we could 
have had; and secondly, if it was not, then why did WP ng! g~ 
back to the drawing board to get the best possible plan that we 
could get in order to take back to our constituents? My 
concern is that if in fact this goes before the courts after this is 
passed in this House and the Senate, then for some reason it is 
then indicated to be unconstitutional, it then comes back to 
us, and then we are in the middle of an election year, how do 
you think that is going to look for us back home? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, first, 1 do not believe that 1 
have ever characterized this proposal as anything less than the 
best compromise that could be achieved. Perhaps others have 
made reference to it in that respect. I guess I would use the old 
adage that all things considered, I would rather have this than 
be in Philadelphia with the existing automobile insurance law. 

I think that the gentleman is correct, that there are interests 
who exist in this Commonwealth who will attack this bill in 
court. I am confident that a tremendous amount of work and 
detail has been put into this bill to make sure that it will with- 
stand a court challenge. I cannot predict with any certain 
degree exactly what would happen in the court system, but I 
can tell you that during the course of the negotiations, this bill 
was drafted with the notion that at some point at least one 
group or in many cases other groups were going to challenge 
the constitutionality of this bill. I think that anytime you are 
trying to accomplish a fundamental change in a law, I think 
that certain risks are necessary to take. I think that the risks 
that we took iti this compromise are jusiifiabie, particuiariy 
when you weigh them against what I think will be certain ben- 
efits to our constituents. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend. 
For the information of both gentlemen who have the floor 

and for the information of the members, there are eight or 
nine more members who are currently requesting recognition. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Richardson. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the final question I have before I make com- 

ments is this: Representative Andrew Carn spent a consider- 
able amount of time with respect to this issue over the past 3 
years. I think that he needs to be commended for his efforts, 
and I noted that on page 77 there has been some indication 
about perhaps maybe a study that may come out of this par- 
ticular compromise with respect to looking into the single 
carrier position with respect to dealing with Philadelphia. My 
concern, Mr. Speaker, is that, as opposed to a study which we 
have already done, we know that Philadelphia has the highest 
rates than anywhere else, maybe in the country, certainly we 
know in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and we know 
that it has put a tremendous hardship and burden on a 
number of Philac- lphia motorists who drive every day 
without insurance because of the fact they are unable to pay. 
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The real question is, why was this not considered an extrac- 
tion out where we could have placed in a single carrier for the 
city of Philadelphia to take care of our immediate problem 
and put some money behind it so the folks in Philadelphia 
W O G ! ~  see a red befiefit? ! just %ant to know Y g i i  thinking oii 
that for the record, and then I want to be in order, Mr. 
Speaker, to be able to comment on the conference committee 
report. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, that very same proposal 
which you outlined was considered during the course of the 
discussions and the negotiations, but the feeling was that this 
dramatic change in the automobile insurance law, which we 
hopefully are about to pass and will become law, will make 
tremendous strides toward addressing the two major issues 
that we have in the city of Philadelphia, which are afford- 
ability and availability. I know that those are issues that Rep- 
resentative Carn has a high level of interest in addressing. The 
thought was that we should give this law a chance to work in 
the city of Philadelphia. I know there are those who are 
skeptical as to whether this will work, but we think that it in a 
sense puts the cart before the horse to say that it is not going 
to work so let us do something else right now. 

So that is why the decision was certainly to study and to 
analyze the concepts raised by Representative Carn and 
Senator Fattah but thought it was premature to implement 
them at this time. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be in 
order now to address the conference committee report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank very much Mr. 

Hayden's responses to my inquiries concerning this legislation 
before us. I have been here now for 17 years and have wit- 
nessed the fight from no-fault insurance. It moved then to the 
trial lawyers the last time and insurance companies coming 
before us indicating they have worked out a compromise and 
that was the best deal that we could have, and as a result, we 
wound up in probably one of the worst-case scenarios of 
insurance that we ever could have, and now our constituents 
are paying out of their pockets more than they ever thought 
they would ever have to pay. 

I think that this conference committee report needs to go 
back to the drawing board. I believe very strongly that we 
have sat and listened so much to this argument about what are 
we going to do about affordable insurance for all citizens 
within this Commonwealth and we have not come up with a 
plan. The reality of it all is that the insurance companies get 
richer and richer and richer and richer; they get fatter and 
fatter and fatter, and the people who have to pay always have 
to pay through the nose. It seems to me that we have done 
nothing at all to deal with this issue today in this compromise. 
While the insurance companies sit back on their haunches and 
take credit for trying to work out a compromise that is not 
going to help the least of these, my brethren and sisters, it 
seems to me that we are going to have to go back and face 
them in this election, and it seems to me that we are not in any 
time restraint to have the conference committee go back and 
do its work. 
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The other thing is that there is no timeframe on Representa- 
tive Andrew Carn's plan, none whatsoever. In fact, in it it 
clearly indicates that a study could be done. Well, when is it 
going to be done? What is the timeframe on it? How soon is it 
going to report back to the Commissioner of Insurance, and 
how soon will they act on it after it is done? I think it is just a 
bogus attempt to try to ease the pain by saying, Representa- 
tive Carn, we are going to put you on the side and dismiss 
your issue without even having any opportunity to deal with 
the real problem in Philadelphia. 

I think on those reasons, Mr. Speaker, that it would 
behoove all of us to recognize that we may be in a helter- 
skelter situation. We may be back reviewing this issue before 
May 15 because of the fact that we have not resolved the 
problem for the citizens in this Commonwealth. And it is 
quite obvious that there are many people that really do not 
w e ,  because when it comes down to it, as long as you have 
got money and you can pay for it, it is fine, but if you do not 
have money and you cannot pay for it, then the heck with 
those individuals who cannot pay for it. I think that at some 
time we are going to have to deal with that and reckon with 
that, because it means that while we seem to get a free ride 
ourselves for our insurance, that we really do not care about 
those who really need to have insurance taken care of for 
them. 

Many of them have raised the question to us over and over 
and over again, "What are you going to do about insurance in 
Philadelphia? I am paying more for my car insurance than I 
paid for my car. What are you all going to do about it?" Over 
and over again, and I do not think that we have addressed a 
lot of that. I think some of those things have been addressed, 
but I do not think they have been addressed to the degree that 
we should in terms of a legislative body like this where the 
wisdom and the knowledge and the understanding are sup- 
posed to be so vast that we are supposed to be able to deal 
with problems and resolve them and come up with reasonable 
solutions that are going to impact on the masses of our people 
and the constituents whom we say we want to serve. Or is it 
just another attempt to just make a bogus attempt at saying 
we have got something so we can get out of here and not deal 
with the issue? I think that for many of us, many of us today 
who will vote in favor of this piece of legislation are doing it 
because we feel that the presumption, the attitude, the con- 
sciousness of those outside will feel that we may have done the 
right thing by looking like we gave them some kind of 
rollback when in reality we are not really guaranteeing that 
they will in fact get a rollback. 

Then I think that it is clear for us who are going to vote 
against it that there has got to be something sent loud and 
clear across this Commonwealth to the Governor, also to the 
members of the legislature and those who have worked so 
hard on this compromise, to go back and work out a better 
solution to be able to help those individuals who cannot fend 
for themselves. Somebody has got to speak for poor people 
and little people on the floor of this House. Somebody has got 
to defend their right to be able to have someone who will 
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speak on behalf of those who cannot speak for themselves, 
and I do not think that we have done a good job of being able 
to roll back the prices of insurance so that people can pay a 
lesser premium for the insurance that they have on their cars 
without feeling that they have to ride around the State of 
Pennsylvania without insurance or go other places to get 
insurance in order to be able to survive and live within their 
means and within their own household and take care of their 
responsibilities. 

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I am asking for a negative 
voteon theconferencecommitteereport. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Boyes. 
Mr. BOYES. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I approach the conference committee report 

being from Missouri today, if I can be. Listening to the 
debate, I have heard a lot make reference to the conference 
committee report. Some who are advocating the passage of 

, this report today say it is not a perfect bill, and it is certainly 
not. Representative Saurman's remarks, I take great note with 
what he said in urging us to think about what we are doing 
here today. This is a very important issue to our constituents 
and to our people, and we ought not to grab the brass ring and 
rush to judgment on this issue. It is much too important for us 
to consider a piece of conference committee report of 79 pages 
and rush to judgment and to grab the brass ring. 

I urge that we think about it. One gentleman made the 
remark that he is going to vote for it and hold his nose. I think 
we ought to consider voting against the conference report. I 
think we can do a lot better in a proposal for the people whom 
we represent in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Ulti- 
mately, I think it is very nebulous, the question of the dis- 
counts. It is unanswered. We ultimately may have less cover- 
age and pay and not have the discounts in the premiums. 

I would ask the members to think about what they are 
doing today and urge that they vote against the conference 
committee report. Go back to the drawing board, and come 
up with a better insurance proposal for the people whom we 
represent. I urge a negative vote on this issue. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Kenney. 
Mr. KENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I was wondering if my colleague from Phila- 

delphia, Mr. Hayden, would stand for a brief interrogation or 
just a couple questions. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates that he will. The 
gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. KENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, just a question, 1 guess, I am asked most 

often by Philadelphians and people within my district and 
northeast Philadelphia. When they choose limited tort-and I 
read it as "This form of insurance limits your right and the 
rights of members of your household to seek financial com- 
pensation for injuries caused by other driversw-their ques- 
tion is this: They are in an accident with an uninsured motor- 
ist. What limits do we place on that uninsured motorist that 
has no insurance? From the way I read it, an uninsured 
motorist has full access to the courts. The only thing we do to 
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an uninsured motorist is say, you have a $300 fine and you are 
suspended for 30 days. My constituents want to know, does 
an uninsured motorist in Philadelphia that hits an insured 
motorist have full access to the courts, while someone who 
chooses limited tort options has limited access to the courts? 
Could youanswer that,please? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, if you turn to page 24 of the conference com- 

mittee report, line 10, it says, "An owner of a currently regis- 
tered private passenger motor vehicle who does not have 
financial responsibility shall be deemed to have chosen the 
limited tort alternative." So in fact, what we are doing with 
this bill is saying that at best, if you are an uninsured motor- 
ist, you are limited in your rights to recovery to cases of non- 
economic damages only in the event of serious injury, so we 
did roll back the rights of the uninsured motorist to have a full 
tort provision. 

In addition, if you also would turn to page 26 of the confer- 
ence committee report. On page 25 we talk about limited tort 
alternative, so if you raise a situation of somebody who has a 
l i i t e d  tort who is driving in northeast Philadelphia who is hit 
by an uninsured motorist and that uninsured motorist is 
found to be at fault, what we say is that the limited tort person 
would then be assumed to be a full tort person. If you look on 
page 26, lines 17 through 21, there is an exception to the limi- 
tations on the limited tort alternative. We talk about when- 
ever the person at fault has not maintained financial responsi- 
bility. So what we are doing is that if you are an uninsured 
motorist, the best that you can do is avail yourself of a limited 
tort alternative in your actions against somebody else, and if 
you are a defendant who is found to be at fault, you are fully 
susceptible to the full tort laws, even by a limited tort insured 
individual. 

Mr. KENNEY. To follow up on that now, under the limited 
tort option, we limit the passengers also to access to the 
courts. Now, if you are in a car with an uninsured motorist, as 
a passenger, you have the same access to the courts as 
someone who has bought insurance. Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Well, on the coverage questions, on the 
coverage issues, as to who can bind whom, I would direct the 
gentleman's attention to the bottom of page 24, which is, I 
think, the esseiitid nature of your question. If you are a 
named insured, you are the person whose name appears on 
the policy, and the definition of "named insured" appears, I 
think, on page 27. Under an insurance policy, a named 
insured is covered as well as, basically, his household 
members, and that is defined in the bill also. So if you are a 
passenger in a vehicle and you have a full tort policy and the 
driver of the car has a limited tort policy, your policy as a pas- 
senger will apply. If you are not a named insured, meaning 
you are a friend and not a household member, then the full 
tort will apply. In virtually every circumstance where there is a 
question about whose coverage will apply, there is a conscious 
attempt to rule in favor of the full tort alternative. 

Mr. KENNEY. So what you are saying, in essence, is that if 
I do not carry insurance, I still have some access to the courts 
as someone that does have insurance? 

Mr. HAYDEN. In fact, if you do not have any insurance at 
all and you do not have a car, if you look on page 25- 

Mr. KENNEY. No, no. Well, if you have a car and do not 
have insurance and are in an accident, you do have access to 
the courts. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Only-under-a lirnited4ort alteraatke+ that 
is correct. 

Mr. KENNEY. So the person that buys insurance under 
limited tort has the same rights as someone uninsured. 

Mr. HAYDEN. With respect to an access against an at- 
fault driver, that is correct, and the reason for that, Mr. 
Speaker, is that during the course of the discussions and the 
negotiations, a suggestion was made, why do we not just tell 
the uninsured motorist that he or she cannot recover anything 
at any time under any circumstances, but counsel looked at 
that issue and felt that that was probably too harsh a result, 
that we could certainly limit their exercise of their court access 
to that of the limited tort people but that we would then be 
getting perhaps into the unconstitutional question of com- 
pletely eliminating a person's access to the courts. 

Mr. KENNEY. Just another question, Mr. Speaker. I 
choose limited tort; I live in Philadelphia; after July 1 my 
policy is to be renewed. What rate guarantees do I have as a 
Philadelphia resident? What is guaranteed my rates will come 
down; what percentage is guaranteed? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The only guarantee which is placed in the 
legislation is that they will go down a minimum of 10 percent 
for that person who is the full tort and a minimum of 22 
percent- 

Mr. KENNEY. That is guaranteed? 
Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEY. I mear~, I can go back home and tell Phiia- 

delphians, if they choose limited tort with a clean record of 
accidents, moving violations, or what have you, they are guar- 
anteed a 22-percent reduction, at least 22 percent, on their 
premium after July l?  

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 
Mr. KENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Reber. 
Mr. REBER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, throughout the debate today, I have been 

actuaiiy waiting for this particuiar issue to be discussed and 
hoping that I would not have to be the one to bring it up, but 
it has not been discussed, and I think this aspect of the so- 
called label of freedom of choice or option election, however 
you want to characterize it, is something that I find to be very 
illusory for each and every individual that it may touch and 
concern. I think the minority leader spoke earlier about the 
large headlines that are talking about the mandatory 10- and 
22-percent rate reductions and the fact that that very well may 
not happen. I think there is something else that is equally 
troubling, at least to this individual, about the way this 
manner has been reported in the press for consideration not 
only by our constituents but by my colleagues here today, and 
that is the fact that if you analyze this bill, I would daresay 
that only one-fourth of the affected people, under this statute, 



1990 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL-HOUSE 215 

will actually have the opportunity to make the so-called elec- 
tion. Only one-fourth of the people that will be affected will 
have the opportunity to choose what they do or do not want 
to do in regard to this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the thing that is most repugnant about 
the way this legislation is currently drawn is the fact that a 
named insured on the policy will be making what I consider to 
be a fundamental constitutional choice for other members of 
the family, for the spouse, and for minor children. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, when I made mention of the word "spouse," it only 
tickles my mind to one thing. 1 think there is agreement that 
the divorce rate in the United States probably rivals a 50 per- 
centile. Why is there divorce? It is because one of the spouses 
did something that he did not or she did not agree with as to 
the other spouse and as to how it affected that spouse. Now, 
Mr. Speaker, I would submit to you and, members of the 
press, I would submit to you that I think from the standpoint 
of fair reporting, you have a lot of people who are not going 
to be making a knowing and an intelligent and, most impor- 
tantly, a voluntary option election or a choice, however you 
want to characterize it. You are going to have a named 
insured, and assuming that is the husband, who is going to 
make that for his wife, for all his children residing in the 
household, and for any other relatives that may be residing in 
the household, and also, in my mind, very repugnantly, for 
minor children who also, obviously, would be residing there. 

Now, I would submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that you cannot 
do this. Article I, section 11, of the Pennsylvania Constitution 
specifically guarantees the constitutional right to access to the 
courts for all individuals. They cannot be denied that because 
of economic justifications. If in fact you were going to 
choose, then let each person who is going to ride in that 
vehicle of the named insured make that choice. It is not here. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also submit to you that in 1975 the 
Pennsylvania Supreme Court in Singer v. Sheppard, which is 
the landmark case that took a look at these types of consider- 
ations once before, was very, very, very much concerned 
about equal access to the courts; was concerned about every- 
one, everyone, receiving something for what they gave up. In 
those particular instances, though, there were not elections 
being made by one person on a policy for other people; there 
were not elections being made by members of a family when 
in fact other members of that family may not agree with that 
election. I think there is a fundamental constitutional problem 
with the manner in which this so-called choice or option situa- 
tion has developed throughout this particular legislation. I 
think we have to take a look at that. 

Mr. Speaker, earlier today I made a parliamentary attempt 
to be in a position for this conference committee to, in 
essence, make what is a piece of legislation that has finally 
gone a long way, to make a particular piece of legislation even 
better. That was not able to be done. However, Mr. Speaker, 
I think from the Governor on down, from Representative 
Hayden himself, we have had absolute admissions that this 
case is going to court. Mr. Speaker, I am going to submit for 
the record the two amendments I would have offered if I had 

an opportunity to offer them, so those particular Justices on 
the court can at least see that this is a concern of at least one 
member, and I think, frankly, from my discussions with other 
members, they are concerned as well. 

Switching slight gears, Mr. Speaker, I am also concerned 
that there is an attempt here to take the interest of minor chil- 
dren, which, in my opinion, Mr. Speaker, this legislature has 
always protected. There has been a sanctity, when the courts 
are involved, to not allow a minor child's constitutional right 
to be compromised without court review to make sure that 
what is being done is being done in an intelligent and a knowl- 
edgeable fashion, and most importantly, that the rights that 
are being given up are being given up voluntarily. We do not 
have that being done for adults. We certainly do not have that 
being done for minors as this particular legislation is drawn. 

With all due respect, Mr. Speaker, I think this particular 
piece of legislation is fatally flawed on these particular princi- 
ples alone. I agree with many of the other objections that have 
been raised today, but I certainly find these to be so repugnant 
that that in and of itself is justification for a "no" vote on the 
conference report presently before us. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may submit at his conven- 
ience the documents referred to and the clerk will accept them 
for the record. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 
FOR THE RECORD 

Mr. REBER submitted the following amendments for the 
Legislative Journal: 

Amendment A0377: 
Amend Sec. 8 (Sec. 1705), page 22, by inserting between lines 

25 and 26 
All adult relatives or spouses residing in the household of the 
- -- - 

named insured shall sign below evidencing their consent to the 
limits  laced on their rieht to seek financial com~ensation for " 
injuries caused by other drivers posed by the "limited tort" 
option. 

............................................ 
Insured - Date 
............................................ 
Insured - Date 
............................................ 
Insured - Date 
............................................ 
Insured Date - 

Amendment A0376: 
Amend Sec. 8 (Sec. 1705), page 21, line 15, by inserting after 

"of" - 
adult - 

Amend Sec. 8 (Sec. 1705), page 21, line 17, by inserting after 
- - - . - - - . 

However, you may not limit the right of minors in your house- 
hold to seek financial compensation for injuries caused by other 
drivers. 

Amend Sec. 8 (Sec. 1705), page 21, line 18, by inserting after 
"other" - 

adult 
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WELCOME 

The SPEAKER. The Chair to the Of the 
Tars Bodner* Karen MorOsky, and MorOsky* 

who are the guests of Representative Saurman. They are to 
the left of the Speaker. Will the guests please rise. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 121 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Davies. 
Mr. DAVIES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

the gentleman* Mr. Hayden* answer a few questions? 
The SPEAKER' The gentleman indicates he consents 

interrogation. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. DAVIES. In the interests of the senior citizens and 

bef&,xig +&the mineKity that Mr.-R+e: was speaking tc, 
someone 55 years of age and lives out the chain to 72, how 
many times must they take the test to qualify for the 5-percent 
discount? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, my understanding from the 
language in the bill is that once an individual takes that test 
and passes the test, that that test will be valid for a 36-month 
period. So I would state that the discount would apply for 
that 3dmonth period provided there are no intervening acci- 
dents, points, or anything else to disqualify the person from 
the discount. - - - --- - - 

Mr. DAVIES. In other words, I would have to take it on 
the average, 55 to 72, I would have to take the test five times. 
In the interim I would have to be a clean driver, not a dirty 
driver. I could not have that 3 points in that particular 
interim. Is that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 
Mr. DAVIES. All right, sir. 
Now* a woman-the same 55 7dshe have 

to take the test six times to  qualify to get that 5 percent. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Well, I will trust the gentleman's arithme- 

tic. If the point is that once every 3 years somebody over 55 
have take the test, then I agree with the gen- 

tleman's assessment. 
DAVIES. right. by the same token, what is 

current law, Mr. Speaker? How many times must I take a test 
if I have a clean record in that interim, I am 55 and I wouid go 
to 72, under current law? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that 
there is no requirement in current law that companies are 
forced to offer this discount. I understand that through 
AARP (American Association of Retired Persons) there are 
some companies, for instance I know in the Philadelphia 
market, the Hartford, which offers a discount for senior citi- 
zens. There is nothing in this bill which would prohibit, for 
instance, the Hartford to continue to offer that discount to a 
policyholder without the requirement of taking the test. This 
is simply an additional requirement to require companies who 
are not already doing it to begin to do it. 

Mr. DAVIES. All right. Mr. Speaker, I happen to be one of 
those that has that safe driving and qualifies now. Under this 
legislation, I no longer have to qualify. BY no standard must 

they retain that; they can opt to go to the testing standard. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. HAYDEN. My understanding is that your company, if 
you avail yourself of that discount in your company, your 
company has two options I would say at this point. They can 
continue to aake  their own decisions with respect to their cri- 
teria for the discount, or they can then say, okay, now we are 
going to require that you take a safe driving test every 3 years. 
They have, I would suspect, one of those two options. 

Mr. DAVIES. Well, my concern then would be not because 
of my own age category or my own coverage but for all senior 
citizens. I guess I would have to go along with one of the other 
gentlemen. He not only has a difficulty, he is going to hold his 
nose when he votes for this. I am going to have to hold my 

and hold on to my pocketbook as well. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Trello. 
Mr. TRELLO. Mr. Speaker, I think we will all agree that 

the insurance companies in Pennsylvania do not enjoy the 
finest reputation in the world. I do not know if they are 
deserving of that reputation, but they have it. And I can 
a,sure you that each and every large insurance company has a 
bank of attorneys working for them, and if we here in 
Harrisburg say that everybody is going to get a 22-percent dis- 
count on their insurance, I am sure this bank of attorneys is 
going te go to x~:k <*figure seme way sut. The insuran~.% 
companies always do, and they win in the 

Then I cannot believe we are setting up two sets of rules 
here - one for the rich that can afford to buy insurance to give 
them the right to sue and one for the poor and the working- 
man that has to buy an insurance policy where they do not 
have the right to sue. 

I would like to talk about that $650 threshold that we are 
demanding here in this bill, which I think is a bunch of crap. 
You know, if you break a headlight and a turn signal and you 
need a little bit of paint, you are at $650, and the over- 
whelming majority of the insurance owners are afraid to 
death of being canceled, so if they have an accident that 
involves $400 or $500, they are not going to turn it in to the 
insurance company. They are going to pay it and say, well, at 
least I will have insurance, but I am going to pay it. 

To give you an example of a accident that one of my 
constituents had. He had a $500 deductible, which means the 
insurance company paid $1,000 and he paid $500 of the 
deductible. He was surcharged for years in a row - 30, U), 
and percent. Over a 3-year period he paid back which 
means the insurance company only came up with 100 bucks. I 
think the surcharge, in my opinion, is unconstitutional, and I 
think it is a terrible thing that we are doing here today. 

You know, I am going to go back home and I am going to 
hear these jokes about, hey, Abe, tomorrow we are going to 
have a sale in our store; everything is going to be percent 
off, but today we raise everything 50 percent, and that just 
might happen. 

I do not know if I am going to vote for this bill yet or not, 
but I think it is a terrible bill, in my opinion, and I am going to 
wait and hear the results of my constituents back home. 
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The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Mowery. 

Mr. MOWERY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I will vote in favor of HB 121 in order to give 

my constituents an opportunity to realize the proposed reduc- 
tions in the auto insurance premiums of 22 and 10 percent. 

However, the bill has some serious deficiencies which may 
make it difficult for people to actually realize what the bill 
hopes to accomplish. For an example, Mr. Speaker, whether 
the medical cost cap is too rigid to allow our hospitals and 
institutions in Pennsylvania to have sufficient funds to take 
care of those who are hurt as a result of an automobile acci- 
dent. In addition to that, there of course is the question about 
the shifting of the money from the automobile insurance to 
the private sector, an area of certainly great concern at a time 
when all health rates are escalating at a substantially high rate. 
Whether or not the amount of paperwork that this bill calls 
for will be able to  be accomplished to the benefit of the con- 
sumer and, yes, the insurance agents who are going to be 
buried in this work as the result of trying to accomplish and 
fulfill the requirements that this bill calls for. Another ques- 
tion, I think, is whether or not the Insurance Department is 
capable of implementing the turnaround time required in the 
time of July 1 that this calls for. Whether the various limita- 
tions that have been put on companies, such as the powers to 
cancel, nonrenew, rate freezes, as well as their regulations to 
refuse them, to be able to turn down bad risks and so forth, 
how will this affect the insurance industry, and will it diminish 
the number of companies in Pennsylvania that we need so 
badly to have a competitive edge and to allow for competi- 
tion. Whether the consumers will actually see the premium 
savings promised by this bill, or will the Commissioner and 
the courts in Pennsylvania make it very difficult to fulfill the 
requirements that this bill calls for. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, I would probably feel much more com- 
fortable with the original bill that Steve Freind and his com- 
mittee put together that we voted on some months back. 
However, Mr. Speaker, I hope that this bill does work. I hope 
that our citizens will realize the savings in premium costs. The 
legislation is about to be passed in both the House and, I 
assume, the Senate, and so the legislative process will soon be 
over. Then all that remains will be, of course, the Insurance 
Commissioner and this administration to implement this, and 
hopefully it will work and will do the job that it is purported 
to do. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Veon. 
Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to rise to interrogate the sponsor 

of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he is willing to be 

interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. VEON. For the record, Mr. Speaker, I want to be very 

clear on some of the health care cost containment provisions, 
and my understanding, Mr. Speaker, if you could verify this, 
is that the provisions of the conference report clearly call for 
health care cost containment at 110 percent of medicare. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, or if the medicare schedule 
does not cover the service that is offered, then 80 percent of 
the usual and customary charge of that service. 

Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, could a health care provider refuse to  accept 

the 110-percent payment under that person's automobile 
insurance policy? In other words, if I were injured in an auto 
accident and I went to health care provider A, he could refuse 
to accept my auto insurance policy as payment for that 
injury? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I would direct your attention 
to section 1797 on page 49 of the conference committee 
report. The intention here is that if the service to be offered is 
as a result of a motor vehicle accident, and specific reference 
is made in the bill to the motor vehicle accident, then that pro- 
vider would be limited in terms of his or her reimbursement to 
that 110 percent of the cost of medicare or the comparable 80 
percent of usual and customary charge. What that would 
mean would be that the provider would have one of two 
choices. You could come in as an injured person off the street 
and say, I have an automobile injury; I would like you to treat 
it. The provider at that point would be required to either 
accept the 110 percent of medicare or tell you, sorry, I am not 
going to treat you. 

Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, also as I understand it, this conference report 

keeps the automobile insurance as your primary insurance if 
in fact you are injured in an automobile accident. 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. There is a priority-of- 
recovery provision in here which would make your auto insur- 
ance coverage your first resort. 
Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, that concludes my interrogation. I would like 

to make a comment for the record. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman's answers to the ques- 

tions that I raised here point out one potential serious 
problem with the payment of the health care provisions of this 
conference report. Specifically, as the gentleman mentioned, 
the automobile insurance policy coverage is in fact primary 
health coverage if you are injured in an automobile accident. 
If you go to that health care provider and he or she refuses to 
provide health care for your injury in that automobile acci- 
dent-as we all know, automobile being primary-you cannot 
go and submit that bill to your Blue Cross/Blue Shield. So in 
fact there is a very serious potential, I think-and if the gen- 
tleman could feel free to comment on this one when I am fin- 
ished-of that individual either having to go to another pro- 
vider, and we are going to assume that that provider is in fact 
going to accept that coverage under the automobile policy, or 
they are going to have to pay for it out of pocket. I think that 
is a very serious potential problem. Perhaps the gentleman, 
Mr. Hayden, might have a comment or a response to that. 

But I am very concerned that in fact, although we are limit- 
ing what they can pay for or what it is going to cost them for 
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their automobile insurance policy premium or coverage, if in 
fact we are just shifting that coverage or that payment to their 
out-of-pocket expenses, I am not sure that we have done the 
consumers in Pennsylvania much of a favor. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Wogan. 
Mr. WOGAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, would Representative Hayden or any of the 

conferees please submit to interrogation? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Freind, indicates he 

wiUsubmit tahterrogation, Thegentleman may proceed. 
Mr. WOGAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I notice that the definitions revolving around 

serious and permanent injury have been changed from the 
time that we passed HB 431 as amended back in June, and 
what has surfaced here is somewhat different. I noticed the 
word "permanent," for example, was removed. 

In your opinion, what effect, if any, would HB 121, the 
conference report's definition of "serious injury," have on 
the large number of lawsuits for pain and suffering filed in the 
counties with a great deal of civil litigation like Philadelphia 
or Montgomery or Allegheny? 

Mr. FREIND. Okay. Number one, Mr. Speaker, the defini- 
tion has not been changed at all. If you remember when we 
first ran HB 431, we had the Michigan threshold, and that is 
death, which we all agree is serious as heck, permanent serious 
disfigurement, or serious impairment of bodily function. 
There was a subsequent amendment late in the day that 
removed that and put the New York threshold in. This bill has 
the Michigan threshold back in, and not one word has been 
changed. It is still the same threshold we began with with HB 
431. 

Now, to answer your second question, we believe that this 
will be very significant. When we talk about the proliferation 
of lawsuits, that is actually inaccurate. It is not the lawsuits as 
much as the claims, the claims for pain and suffering, and 
what happens is there is an unwritten rule that you will never 
find in a law book. But you are in an accident; the unwritten 
rule is you are going to get three to four times the amount of 
medical bills you have generated whether or not they are 
covered by insurance. So there is an incentive there for you to 
go out and have more examinations and treatments which are 
necessary to restore you to health. Under this Michigan 
threshold, they will not be considered at all. 

Many insurance companies believe that those claims for 
pain and suffering, not the million-dollar lawsuits but those 
small $4,000, $3,000, $5,000 claims, cost them 50 cents on 
every dollar, and that is for, A, the payments of the claims, 
and B, for all of the paperwork and office work that goes into 
processing those claims. 

Mr. WOGAN. If I could make my question more narrow, 
what effect would the definition that we have here in this con- 
ference report have on the typical lawsuit for pain and suffer- 
ing for soft-tissue injuries that we see, say in Philadelphia or 
Montgomery or Allegheny County? 

-- - - -- 

Mr. FREIND. Well, once again, those types of injuries 
would not be compensable for pain and suffering unless the 
argument could be used-and you have to take case by case- 
that that soft tissue constitutes permanent serious disfig- 
urement, which obviously it does not, constitutes death, 
which obviously it does not, or serious impairment of major 
bodily function. And in fact if you are just talking about pain 
but there has been no impairment of bodily function, those 
soft-tissue cases are going by the board, which is-and I am 
not being smart, Mr. Speaker-one of the reasons-and I am 
not being antagonistic-why the trial lawyers adamantly 
oppose this provision. 

Mr. WOC QN. All right. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Broujos. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Would the gentleman, Mr. Hayden, stand 

for interrogation? 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman reluctantly agrees to be 

interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Mr. Speaker, is it correct that company A 

could have had a rate approved prior to December 1 of 1989 
and company B could have had a pending rate-request 
increase and not had an approval granted and that both of 
them would be required to make a 10- or 22-percent reduction 
on July 1 of 1990? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Now, would it be correct then to state that 

but for the arbitrary date of December 1, we would in fact 
have had two companies that would have been treated equally 
that are now treated unequally? 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is not correct. 
I would not agree with the gentleman's characterization of 

equal treatment of companies. The way the existing rating law 
is is that if you have a need for a rate increase, you file with 
the Commissioner, and then a specific evidentiary hearing 
follows and the administrative law governs from there. 

I think the gentleman's question assumes that each 
company is somehow entitled by a matter of law or a matter 
of right to rate increases on some continuum. That is not the 
existing law, and I would submit that this does not necessarily 
result in unfair or unequal treatment of two different compa- 
nies. 

Mr. BROUJOS. Under the section for extraordinary relief 
due to unusual circumstances, is it not correct that there are 
only about five lines that constitute that section? That is a rhe- 
torical question. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I believe there are four lines. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Four lines. 
Now, what standards are going to be applied with respect to 

determining if there is an extraordinary circumstance? First, is 
it correct that those standards are not set forth within the act? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The gentleman is correct in that there is no 
specific standard spelled out for extraordinary circumstances. 
It would be up to the discretion of the Insurance Commis- 
sioner to make a finding, I would imagine subsequent to an 
evidentiary hearing, as to whether extraordinary circum- 
stances existed to permit the relief requested by an individual 
company. 
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Mr. BROUJOS. Mr. Speaker, with respect to severability, 
is there a specific severability provision here? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, this report does not include 
specific language with respect to severability. That being the 
case, the presumption in our law is that all bills are severable. 

Mr. BROUJOS. And did you have a legal opinion to that 
effect during these deliberations? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, we did, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Now, with respect to  fees of health provid- 

ers, to your knowledge, is this the first time that this General 
Assembly has set the fees for health providers overall for all 
services rendered for injuries in auto cases? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. BROUJOS. That concludes my interrogation. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to make a statement. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 

Before you do, for the information of the members, the 
members' cafeteria will remain open today beyond the normal 
2 o'clock closing time. 

The gentleman, Mr. Broujos, may proceed. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Mr. Speaker, there are two parts to this 

bill. The first part relates to the reduction of coverage 
required. As part of that, there is the limited tort and full tort 
distinction. Now, the second part is the rate rollback and the 
fee setting for health providers. The first part is the part that 
everyone wants, generally, and that is to have the full tort or 
limited tort option and to have a reduction in the amount of 
required coverage. But with respect to the second part, I have 
these comments: 

It is ironic that Russia and Communist Europe are shedding 
socialism and embracing a free marketplace determination of 
price and Pennsylvania is embarking on a period of price reg- 
ulation. And I ask, where is the due process, where is the 
equal protection, where is the fairness, and where are the rea- 
sonable standards that are the bulwark of our constitutional 
system? Now, we have dealt with constitutional questions 
today, and we dealt with them yesterday and last month, and 
we will deal with them next month and next year, but we had 
the opportunity here to explore the constitutional aspects of 
this, and we passed it up by a perfunctory vote, which simply 
indicates how we feel about constitutionality, and constitu- 
tionality has been nothing more, for many of us, than an 
attempt to quote the biblical scripture of our Constitution for 
our own purpose. So we have here a sugar-coated bill, so to 
speak - a dose of government regulation of industry and hos- 
pital and medical professions, covered with a sweet taste of an 
illusory rate reduction promise. 

Now, I know there are a lot of Irishmen in the leadership 
here, but I will say that it was an elf that told me that it was 
the Senate, not the devil, it was the Senate that made us do it 
as conferees. Well, the conferees let themselves be taken in by 
the requirement of the mandatory rollback and the regulation 
of health care by arbitrary fiat. So I ask again, constitution- 
ally, where is the evenhandedness; where is the doctrine of 
fairness in this entire situation? 

Now, I support Governor Casey's concern. I admire his 
courage. I support the concept of the reduction of required 
coverage, the concept of tort option. But beyond the constitu- 
tional question, there is the policy question of a determination 
of price by this General Assembly, and it ill-behooves those of 
us who have supped at the table of free enterprise to  now deny 
their host and to wrap around his neck the stranglehold of 
regulation. There is only one saving grace in this bill, and that 
is the severability, and I trust that the health providers will 
take the opportunity and ask the courts to do the job that the 
conferees failed to do. Thank you. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Strittmatter. 
Mr. STRITTMATTER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Our citizens want automobile insurance, but this legislation 

is not what they want and need. The reductions are only based 
on adequacy of existing rates, and there are no safeguards. 
We give up rights and ability to recover for our families with 
no guarantee of savings. I had wished to offer amendments on 
a wide range of subjects addressed in this bill, some of which 
concerned inadequate enforcement provisions, unfair medical 
reimbursement rates, and the lack of guarantees that the 
present rate territories be preserved. 

Mr. Speaker, I move that the House recommit this confer- 
ence report to the conference committee to address these 
problems and the others articulated by the other members of 
the House. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Strittmatter, has 
moved that the Conference Report on HB 121 be recommitted 
to the committee on conference. All those in favor of the 
motion will vote "aye"; all those opposed, "no." 

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

The following roll call was recorded: 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Allen 
Argall 
Barley 
Belfanti 
Birmelin 
Black 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 
Bums 
Bush 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Davies 

Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dorr 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Freeman 
Gallen 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gladeck 
G ~ U P P ~  
Hagarty 
Hasay 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 

Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
Johnson 
Kenney 
Kondrich 
Lawtry 
Lashinger 
Leh 
McNally 
McVerry 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Merry 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Nailor 
Noye 
Pesci 
Phillips 
Piccola 
Pitts 

Pressmann 
Preston 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Robbins 
Ryan 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Semmel 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, G. 
Stairs 
Strittmatter 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Wass 
Wilson 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 
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Angstadt 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Billow 
Bishop 
Rlaum 
lortner 
Bowley 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cawlcy 
Civera 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
Coy 
DeLuca 
Deweese 
Daley 
Dombrowski 
Donatucci 
Durham 
Evans 

Fee McCall 
Foster McHale 
Fox Maiale 
Freind Maine 
Gamble Markosek 
Gigliotti Melio 
Godshall Michlovic 
Gruitza Morris 
Harper Mowery 
Hayden Mrkonic 
Howlett Murphy 
Hughes Nahill 
ltkin O'Brien 
James Oliver 
Jarolii Perzel 
Josephs Petrarca 
Kaiser Petrone 
Kasunic Pievsky 
Kosinski Pistella 
Kukovich Rieger 
LaGrotta Ritter 
Laughlin Robinson 
Lee Roebuck 
Lescovitz Rudy 
Levdansky Rybak 
Linton Saloom 
Lloyd Scrimenti 
Lucyk 

NOT VOTING- 

Serafii 
Snyder, D. W. 
Staback 
Steighner 
Stish 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Weston 
Williams 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Haluska Richardson 
EXCUSED-5 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The question was determined in the negative, and the 
motion was not agreed to. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman, Mr. Clark, from 
Montgomery County seeking recognition? 

Mr. J. H. CLARK. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized and may 

proceed. 
Mr. J. H. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to address a portion of this bill that I do 

not believe has been discussed yet, partially raised by Mr. 
Strittmatter with regard to enforcement. If the colleagues in 
the House agree that uninsured motorists are certainly a key 
element in the problems that we face today-and I am sure 
they will agree-I would like to state for the record, I do not 
believe that we have done anything serious by way of enforc- 
ing whatever law we might pass today. 

When I look at the current law, Title 75, Mr. Speaker, I see 
that we probably have two reasons why many drivers in south- 
eastern Pennsylvania drive without any insurance. The first, 
obviously, is the prohibitive premiums. The second is the fact 
that there is absolutely, by law, no incentive to carry insur- 
ance. From what I can see, if I am stopped without any cover- 
age whatsoever, I am guilty only of a summary offense and a 
tine of $25 - hardly an incentive for me to carry the coverage 
even if I could afford it. 

Mr. Speaker, in line with this, I would like to ask Represen- 
tative Freind to consent to a brief period of interrogation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he is willing to be 
interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. J. H. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I understand that the gentleman, Mr. Freind, 

was our Republican member on the conference committee 
who offered a number of amendments to  this bill, and for the 
record, I would like Mr. Freind to  answer for me what his rec- 
ommendations were, through Mr. Strittmatter or otherwise, 
with regard to increased provisions, fines, and enforcement 
on HB 121. 

Mr. FREIND. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
One of my concerns was, the bill that we originally passed 

in the House not only made insurance affordable but it also 
used a hammer for those who would still drive uninsured. 
What the fine would be is it would be $100 a month or any 
portion of a month that you drove uninsured for the first 
offense and $200 a month or any portion of a month you 
drove uninsured for subsequent offenses. We wanted to make 
the fine commensurate in some way with the benefit of not 
paying auto insurance premiums. Unfortunately-and I do 
not know why-that was changed. In present law it is only a 
$25 fine. This bill says it is a $300 fine, it is a suspension, and 
it is five points. In my opinion, we should have kept what we 
had. 

I had a number of amendments, some 20 amendments, of 
my own and my colleagues - yours and Jere Strittmatter's - 
when we went to the conference committee yesterday that I 
attempted to introduce, and I have to brag; I used all my 
powers of eloquence and persuasion and my expertise on the 
issue and was not able to get a second for any of the amend- 
ments, so they were not considered, unfortunately. 

Mr. J. H. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like 
to speak to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may 
proceed. 

Mr. J. H. CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, in considering Mr. Freind's remarks, I think 

we have walked away from a major promise that we had made 
to our constituents earlier in 1989 in that when the time came 
that we delivered a bill that was affordable and available, we 
would go the distance to enforce the law against those who 
continue to drive illegally and uninsured. Mr. Speaker, in my 
mind, we have not moved one dime's worth towards enforc- 
ing the law, since if I am a motorist with a $3,000 insurance 
premium in southeastern Pennsylvania and I have a choice 
between paying that premium or taking the risk of driving 
uninsured and facing, at most, a $300 fine and a 30-day sus- 
pension, Mr. Speaker, I do not think it takes a rocket scientist 
to believe that the majority of uninsured motorists are going 
to continue to take that risk, thereby transferring the costs of 
those uninsured motorists back to the rest of those citizens 
who continue to pay premiums and abide by the law. 

Mr. Speaker, I think this provision is woefully inadequate. 
In spite of that, I think there are enough saving graces in the 



bill so that I will reluctantly support it, but I fully expect that 
the uninsured motorist problem as it now exists will not go 
away and that a year, 18 months, or 2 years from now, in fact, 
it will be worse. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote "no" on this 
particular measure, and I am not particularly asking anyone 
to join with me. I think ultimately what is going to happen 
here is our members are going to have to vote this politically. 

If you are going to go back to your constituents and say 
that you voted for this bill because there was a 10-percent 
rollback and/or a 22-percent rollback, and come July 1 or 
July 2 or August 1 or August 15 or September or October 
when their policy comes due, they call you up and they say, I 
had a $1,000 premium last year, and I mailed my insurance 
agent $780 for the exact same policy except I gave up my tort 
rights, and he sent me back a letter and said, that is not 
enough money; you did not get a 22-percent decrease, or you 
mail $900 instead of $1,000 to your insurance agent to renew 
the exact same policy you have on your car now, and it comes 
back and that insurance agent says, well, it is only $980; you 
did get a reduction, then those people are going to vote 
against you because you misled them. That is the political 
decision. 

You misled them, and we misled them; the Governor misled 
them, because we, the people who supposedly know what this 
bill contains, misled the press, and the press in turn- And all 
you have to do is pick up your clips. Here are the Republican 
clips, and I am sure you people have the same thing over 
there, your Democrat House clips. Pick up the clips. Without 
exception, in the Republican Rumble clips today there are 
probably five or six or seven stories-and I would be glad to 
send them over to the press box-where the press reports, 
there will be a 10-percent rollback; there will be a 22-percent 
rollback. We heard Mr. Hayden on the floor, in response to 
Mr. Wass, say the exact same thing: There will be a 10-percent 
and there will be a 22-percent rollback. There is not necessar- 
ily going to be that rollback, and to the extent that your con- 
stituents pay more than 78 percent or 90 percent, they are 
going to blame you, and they should blame you; they should 
blame me, and the press should blame us, because we misled 
the press. When they came over and talked to us - these people 
from the press - or talked to the sponsors of this bill or the 
administration, they were told, indeed there are rollbacks of 
22 and 10 percent. Tomorrow's paper will tell the truth, 
because it came out here on the floor today. 

I also am concerned with the constitutional questions raised 
by the gentleman, Mr. Reber, and I do not intend to belabor 
that. The other thing I will state, though, is what I stated on 
the floor yesterday and said I would have more to say about it 
over the course of the coming year when I would ask you and, 
hopefully, all of us together would ask the Senate and the 
Governor's Office to join with us in helping the hospitals of 
Pennsylvania. 

I am annoyed when I know-and I do know-that the hos- 
pitals in Pennsylvania are in tough shape, many of them. 
Many of them are having their bond ratings downgraded. 
Many of them are going to be closing in the next 1 or 2 years if 
we are not careful, and arbitrarily, without any cause or any 
justification whatsoever, except in the name of economy, to 
give an alleged 22- or 10-percent decrease, we cut their rates. 
Now, that is not right. If we want to cut insurance premiums, 
there is an easier way to do it. We can simply pass a law to say 
to the hospitals, treat everybody that has any insurance for 
nothing, and that way these people will be able to get 
decreased premiums. That is what you are doing, in effect, 
except it is a matter of degree. You are telling the hospitals of 
Pennsylvania to treat people for less than what it costs them 
to do it, and you are doing the same thing, in a sense, I guess, 
to the insurance companies when you have a mandated 22- 
and 10-percent rollback. We do not have any justification for 
doing it. 

I am a lawyer, have a small private practice, and if we 
passed a law that said, Ryan, what do you charge for a will 
today, and I said, $50, and you passed a law and said, well, 
you are only allowed to charge $40, I do not know what I 
would do. I mean, I would run in a court somewhere to get my 
extra $10. If someone else here in some other field of private 
endeavor is told by us what we are allowed to charge people, 
without any sense to the demand, it is not a PUC-type thing 
where they have a- Or as my friend here says, what if we 
passed a law-and I will get a laugh out of this, I guess-and 
we said the Philadelphia Inquirer is making too much money; 
charge 30 cents; that is all you are allowed to charge, or a 
nickel. Now, speaking for myself, I think they should be able 
to charge anything they want, and the people that cheered 
then when I said "a nickel" were all Democrats. I hope you 
got that. But seriously, that is what we are trying to do in this 
bill, and it is not right. You cannot tell the hospitals of Penn- 
sylvania that you should charge 70 percent or 80 percent or 40 
percent of what their costs and their regular charges are. It is 
not right. 

I say to you again, as I said to you yesterday, if you think I 
am kidding, call the members of the boards of your local hos- 
pitals and ask them what kind of shape they are in. Go into 
Philadelphia where two or three hospitals just filed in bank- 
ruptcy because they take care of poor people. Go into other 
places in this Commonwealth where they are on the edge and 
say, we are giving you a cut in your rates on automobile acci- 
dents. Granted, trauma centers, burn centers, and children, I 
believe, or no- There was a third category that was exempt. 
But the bulk of the hospitals of Pennsylvania are going to be 
adversely affected without justification and cause, and it is 
wrong. It is wrong for us to do it. 

I had an amendment that was being offered by Mr. Freind, 
and he could not get a second on it from the conference com- 
mittee, and that amendment took the hospitals out of this, 
and it took the 22 percent and reduced it to 20 percent, the 
cut. It took the 10-percent cut and brought it down to a 9- 
percent cut. Somebody said, where did you get the numbers? I 
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said, from the same place the Governor and the others got 
them; I made them up, the same way Mr. O'Donnell and 
Senator Loeper did it. I do not know how much that cut is 
worth, so I made it up the same way they did, because I 
thought it would be fair. 

This bill is not fair. I am voting against it. 
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman, Mr. Gannon, seeking 

recognition? 
Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the com- 

ments of the members throughout the debate and very intently 
to the comments of Representative Ryan, and one of the 
things that has come out of all the debate is we are being asked 
to make a very, very important decision on the basis of sound 
bites. A member gets up and speaks for 30 seconds, hopes he 
has our attention and hopes he is being able to persuade us 
one way or the other. 

We have heard about participation by the Senate, the 
House, and the Governor's Office in the development of this 
legislation, but one very important element has been missing, 
and that is the public. We do not know what they have to say 
about this, and they are the ones that are going to be directly 
impacted by what we may do here today. 

There is a question of discounts; there is a question of less 
coverage; there is a question of whether or not you are going 
to take the less coverage and end up paying the same amount 
of money, and the question on health care cost containment, 
which Representative Ryan just addressed. And if I may as an 
aside, Mr. Speaker. Go down to Episcopal Hospital-I was 
down there a few weeks ago-and go through the maternity 
ward where they are treating those crack cocaine babies that 
are being delivered, and you talk to the administrator, and 
they are losing $10 million a day, and now we are asking that 
same hospital to accept accident victims and we are going to 
pay them less than what the cost of treatment is. That was just 
an aside. 

MOTION TO APPOINT SELECT COMMITTEE 

Mr. GANNON. Now, in light of all this, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to make a motion, and that motion is under section 
771 of Mason's Manual. I would ask that we appoint a select 
committee to hold public hearings on this conference report 
and that that select committee report back to the House on 
March 12, 1990, and that we can then immediately take up the 
conference report with that public input and, I think, debate 
this legislation far more intelligently than we can today after 
only seeing an 89-page piece of legislation yesterday after- 
noon. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is unable to find in Mason's 
Maniial, sedioii 77i,  aiip reference io anything remoiely con- 
nected to the gentleman's motion. I would appreciate a more 
specific reference. 

Mr. GANNON. How about page 539, item No. 4? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair at this point has the opportunity 
to construe the gentleman's motion as being in or out of order 
given the ambiguous language of the section referred to. The 
Chair finds the motion to be in order. The motion before the 
House is for this House to appoint a select committee or a 
committee of the whoie. Wouid the gentieman indicate? A 

select committee? 
Mr. GANNON. Select committee. If the members wish, a 

committee of the whole, but I believe a select committee 
would better accomplish the purpose. 

The SPEAKER. Rather than a committee of all of us? 
Mr. GANNON. Yes. 
The SPEAKER. Thank you, Mr. Gannon. 
The motion is that the Chair would appoint a select com- 

mittee under Mason's Manual, section 771, to take up consid- 
eration of this matter. All in favor of the motion indicate by 
voting "aye"; those opposed, "nay." 

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

I The following roll call was recorded: 

Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Birmelin 
Black 
Boyes 
Brandt 
Burd 
Burns 
Bush 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cornell 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 

Distler 
Dorr 
Durham 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Fox 
Gallen 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gladeck 
Gruppo 
Hagarty 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
Johnson 
Kondrich 

Acosta 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Broujos 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cawley 
Clark, B. D. 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 

Fee 
Foster 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gamble 
Gigliotti 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 

Langtry 
Lashinger 
Lee 
Leh 
McNally 
McVerry 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Merry 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Mowery 
Nailor 
Noye 
Petrone 
Phillips 
Piccola 
Pitts 
Preston 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Richardson 

YS-100 

Levdansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Morris 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 

Robbins 
Ryan 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder. G. 
Stairs 
Strittmatter 
Taylor. E. 2. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Trello 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Wilson 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 

Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Staback 
Steighner 
Stish 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Tigue 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Weston 
Williams 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
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DeLuca Kenney Pievsky Wright, D. R. 
DeWeese Kosinski Pistella Yandrisevits 
Daley Kukovich Pressmann 
Dombrowski LaGrotta Rieger O'DomeU, 
Donatucci Laughlin Ritter Speaker 
Evans Lescovitz 

NOT VOTING-1 

Cole 

EXCUSED-5 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The question was determined in the negative, and the 
motion was not agreed to. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Carn, seek recog- 
nition? 

Mr. CARN. Yes, I do, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized and may 

proceed. 
Mr. CARN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I rise to oppose this conference committee report and 

support the minority leader in his justification for opposing it 
also. 

It is clear to me that our constituents have been misled and 
that we will feel the brunt of that long before election in 
November. And I see by the comments that are made by the 
members of this House who want to hold their nose and vote 
"yes," this tells me that they see and understand that this 
issue, this conference committee report, does not address the 
concerns that are expressed by their constituents as they see it. 

I, too, express the concerns that this conference committee 
report does nothing to address the concerns of my constitu- 
ents as it relates to the uninsured drivers. It is clear to me that 
by the implementation of this law, the number of uninsured 
drivers in the Commonwealth will increase. For this reason I 
will not support any effort to increase fines and punish people 
when, by no fault of their own, they do not have access to 
auto insurance- 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, point of order. 
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, I think that we have 

given everyone else the courtesy of being allowed to be heard 
on the floor of the House, and I would like the same consider- 
ation for Representative Carn, who has been a major player 
on this bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's point is well taken that 
the courtesy of the members is beginning to wane. We would 
request the attention of the members to the gentleman's 
remarks. 

The gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. CARN. Well, Mr. Speaker, I certainly understand why 

everyone is waning, because the truth about this conference 
committee report is coming out every time we hear someone 
speak about it. 

I just want to caution the members that as Representative 
Ryan pointed out, we have been misled, our constituents have 
been misled, and if we vote this conference committee report 
up, we will be confronted by our constituents for lying to 
them. 

For these reasons I ask for a negative vote on the confer- 
ence committee report. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Freind. 
Mr. FREIND. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I have listened very carefully to this debate. I would just 

like to briefly make a number of points. 
For openers, at least on this side of the aisle as the conferee 

on this, I have misled absolutely no one. I said when we 
began, this bill is not perfect, and it is not. 1 think, however, 
when you consider where we came from, what some of the 
other options were, and how we stood up t o  the special inter- 
ests, this is still a darn good bill. There is no bill that we will 
ever pass-and we need auto insurance reform-that will not 
run into the problem of the adequacy of existing rates. That is 
a given, and that is something that is going to have to be taken 
on a case-by-case basis. The beauty of this bill is not just the 
first year or the second year, it is that it attacks on a perma- 
nent basis the two root causes for rising rates - health care 
costs, and more importantly, the pain and suffering claims 
and lawsuits. 

Now, I have heard that this is a Philadelphia bailout, and I 
think I have some credibility here, because I have been consid- 
ered almost by acclamation to be the premiere Philadelphia 
basher of this General Assembly; incidentally, a title that I 
have not necessarily shirked from. Having said that, let me 
say that this is absolutely not a bailout for Philadelphia. 
There is no way that any rational person who reads this bill 
can state that. 

There is nothing in this bill-and if there were, I would not 
support it-that in any way, in any way at all will lead to 
single territorial rating - nothing. There is a study provision 
there. The Commissioner right now, without this bill, has the 
power to do that. And I will absolutely always oppose any 
movement whatsoever for single territorial rating. 

I have been told that this is a victory for the trial lawyers. 
Well, if that is the case, I wish to heck somebody would tell 
them so they would get off my back. Anybody who believes, 
with limited tort and the right to waive your right to sue for 
full benefits, believes this is a victory for the trial lawyers 
undoubtedly also believes in the tooth fairy. 

I have heard about the issue of, it is unconstitutional for 
parents choosing no-fault - limited tort - to waive the rights of 
their minors. That is the job of a parent. Every day we make 
decisions for our minor children which bind them - where they 
go to school, whether or not they will be involved in sports, 
and every aspect of their life. This is not new and it is not 
unconstitutional. 

Representative Ryan made a couple of very good points - 
for once. He said, what I believe is that you never promise 
what you are not sure you can deliver. That is a rule in life, 
and more importantly, it is a rule in politics. There is no guar- 
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antee that 22/10 on every policy will hold. Our job is to 
inform our constituents of what the bill does, and what the 
bill does is bring about the potential for large rate reductions 
with the caveat on each company of existing rates. If we 
cannot handle that with our constituents, we would not be 
around here anyway. Our major job is communicating with 
our constituents. What we can tell them for sure is that we are 
attacking the root causes for rising rates, and the de minimis 
accidents of $650 or less no longer can be charged against you 
- in and of itself a massive victory. 

I share Matt's concern about hospitals, and let me tell you, 
the bill we introduced in April had nothing whatsoever in it 
with respect to capping health care costs. We knew something 
would have to be done. We knew the 1 10-percent hospital lan- 
guage was originally drafted by the trial lawyers. So in Febru- 
ary of 1989 Otis Littleton and Steve Freind called in the Penn- 
sylvania Medical Society, and we said, here is the draft from 
the trial lawyers on health care cost capping; do us a favor; we 
want your input; go back, review it, go to the other health 
care cost people, go to the hospitals; if you have a problem, 
teli us and provide us with an dternative. For the next 8 
months the battle was waged between the House and the 
Senate on the right to choose limited tort, but the 110 percent 
was a given, and we heard not word one from any of those 
organizations. At literally the eleventh hour, those organiza- 
tions wme up now asking to change that whole thing, replac- 
ing it with a fee schedule with no actuarial study whatsoever. 

I disagree with my dear friend, Matt Ryan, saying that these 
numbers have been made up on the rate reductions. They have 
not been. They came from three different actuarial studies: 
one, by the department; two, by the industry, which they did; 
and three, by the American Insurance Association retaining 
Tillinghast out of Chicago, which specializes in actuarials on 
insurance, to come up with these numbers. The beauty of this 
bill is that it is not phony. The numbers justify the reductions, 
again with the caveat for the adequate existing rates. It is 
absolutely legitimate. 

The reason 1 voted against the move with respect to com- 
mittees is this: We followed this process for 14 months, and 
we have been banged like we have never been banged before 
by the special interests. But for the first time up until now, we 
have stood up to the special interests. Any further delay only 
erodes it and insures the likelihood that this bill goes down. I 
have never in my life worked harder on a piece of legislation. 
To be very honest, this one made abortion look like a walk in 
the park. 

I firmly believe at this point right now, this is the best we 
can get. It is not perfect, but it is darn good for all Pennsyl- 
vanians. And notwithstanding everything you have heard, I 
think we are being straight with the people, and I think it 
should be overwhelmingly adopted. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Thomas. 
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
First I would like to just clear up a couple things. Number 

one, to the previous speaker, I have not heard anything from 
any of my colleagues or colleagues representing districts par- 

- - -  - 

allel, contiguous to, or next to Pl~iladelphia County say that 
this represents a Philadelphia bailout. There is absolutely 
nothing in this conference report that is going to benefit those 
at risk in the county of Philadelphia. We have probably the 
highest number of uninsured motorists. There is nothing in 
this conference report that is going to benefit them. 

Secondly, after I took a look and I went back and looked 
over this again, I think that it is fundamentally unfair to go 
forward predicting something that we do not have any data to 
substantiate. What I am talking about, my colleague, Repre- 
sentative Hayden, has indicated to me that if you elect to give 
up your right to sue, that you can get a policy for $600 or 
$700. He has also indicated to me that when you walk out of 
the starting gate, that there is a 10-percent reduction. I cannot 
under any circumstances find anything in this conference 
report that would lead me to assure the 55 or more thousand 
people in my district that they will in effect receive a 10- 
percent reduction. There is nothing in this report that pro- 
vides that. The only thing that this report provides is a lot of 
"ifs," and if you are able to get all of the right "ifs," then 
you milight see a reb-idion, but there is t i~ i t - r i i ig i~ tkre  +hat 
provides a definitive statement regarding a reduction in 
current rates. 

So I am left with having to make a critical decision which I 
think affects each and every one of us on the floor of the 
House. If you elect to support this conference report, then do 
not place yourself in the tenuous position of going back to 
your district and giving out information that cannot be sub- 
stantiated and might not play out over the long haul. If you 
elect not to go with this conference report, then I think that it 
is extremely important that you understand like some of my 
colleagues understand, and that is that there is nothing con- 
tained in this report to provide relief to those who are greatest 
in need. 

In closing, I would like a moment to interrogate the 
speaker, Mr. Hayden. - - -  - -  

The SPEAKER. The gentleman refuses to be interrogated. 
Mr. THOMAS. Well then, Mr. Speaker, I submit I heard 

earlier Representative Hayden state that an uninsured driver 
will have the same rights as someone who elects this so-called 
auto insurance reform plan, and I have a problem in under- 
standing, how can someone who has chosen not to be covered 
under this reform package have the same rights as someone 
who has elected to give up their right to sue? This seems to be 
a clearly ambiguous provision within the context of this con- 
ference report, and I would have appreciated if that confusion 
could have been cleared up for me, because during the debate 
I heard that an uninsured motorist and a motorist who elects 
under this reform package stand in the same shoes, and I find 
that hard to believe and I find that hard to be able to under- 
stand. 

To that end, I think that it is extremely important that until 
all the questions that have been raised- And they are very rel- 
evant questions. Whether you support or disagree with this 
conference report, there have been some relevant questions 
raised today. So the question before us is, have those ques- 
- 
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tions been answered? If they have been answered to a point 
where we feel comfortable in being able to go back and 
provide our constituents with some clear information, then 
vote this conference report up. If those questions have not 
been answered so that we feel comfortable in being able to 
convey to our constituents a clear picture of this so-called 
auto insurance reform package, then the conference report 
must be voted down. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Hayden. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
To Mr. Ryan and to others who have spoken in opposition 

to this bill, I would like to refer you to an old sports cliche, 
one that I think is applicable here. That is, "No pain, no 
gain." 

Now, I was not here in 1984 when the automobile insurance 
law was changed here in this legislature, but it appeared to me 
through my research of this bill and reading the legislative 
record that in the past when so-called reforms were passed, 
that the people who gained were the people who participated 
in the system and not those for whom the system was created 
to benefit - that being the policyholder. For the first time, I 
think, since the automobile insurance issue has been consid- 
ered, for the first time, the gains that will be achieved will be 
by the policyholder. 

Now, let us face it: Those people who will suffer the pain 
will be those people who have participated in the system to 
their economic advantage. I think it is high time that we can 
go back to our constituents and say for the first time, if there 
is going to be pain that is going to be visited, it will not be 
upon the policyholder but it will be absorbed by others. If you 
want your constituents to gain relief, I urge your support for 
this conference committee report. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority whip. 
Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that there is any question 

that, one, those persons who have been working on this issue 
of automobile insurance in the last several weeks have done so 
in good faith. I do not think there is any question about that. 
And I do not believe that there is any question that those who 
have been trying to  report this issue for the people of Pennsyl- 
vania have been making a good-faith effort at reporting what 
has now come before us as the Conference Committee Report 
on HB 121. But I think as we reflect upon those who have 
spoken as proponents of this legislation, particularly in the 
last hour, they have gone to an argument that talks about, this 
is not a perfect bill, but we never will achieve perfection. As 
one who was first elected in 1970 and has served in some diffi- 
cult positions in difficult times, I agree with that, that it is dif- 
ficult to bring something as elusive as automobile insurance to 
this floor and to reasonably expect absolute perfection. 

But let us look at the one thing again, please, Mr. Speaker, 
that has probably given the Conference Committee Report on 
HB 121 its greatest buoyancy, and that is the guarantee of 
either a 10- or a 22-percent rate reduction. That is the central 
question, I believe-I may be wrong, Mr. Speaker, but I 
believe-which has given this conference report its greatest 

buoyancy. While we have labored here now for several hours 
on a host of other things which are very important indeed, I 
believe as one lawmaker here that the rate reduction question 
has provided the greatest buoyancy. Not alone does it stand, 
but it profiles very, very highly. 

I believe that those who crafted this report tried to bring to 
us something that was going to capture our imagination on 
behalf of the people we represent. I have no question about 
their good-faith effort, none whatsoever, on either side of the 
aisle or in either chamber, and I will even include the Gover- 
nor, and I do so forthrightly. Those who have been reporting 
have also tried, I believe, equally hard. I have not noticed in 
any of the writings, or in any of the electronic reporting, 
efforts to persuade the reading public or the viewing public, 
but as the gentleman, Mr. Ryan, indicated, there is no ques- 
tion that the proponents did in fact project what we were 
hoping for as individual lawmakers - the central hope of being 
able to reduce, for sure, in a quantified way, the cost of auto- 
mobile insurance premiums. 

Monday evening late, as I was leaving this Capitol, I hap- 
pened to have come on the elevator with me a person I had 
never seen in my life, and the person was obviously perplexed. 
I asked the person, how are you? And the person admitted, 
perplexed, frustrated. I said, what seems to be the problem? 
The person had just attended, so it was said to me, a briefing 
on what is now before us - the pending Conference Report on 
HB 121. This person had just been briefed, and I said, what 
did you get out of the briefing? The person said, I do not 
understand anything that I was told except one thing, and I 
said, what is that one thing? And the person said, I was told 
that there will be a rate reduction of either 10 percent or 22 
percent for the auto insurance premium holders in the Com- 
monwealth of Pennsylvania. And I asked the person, what are 
you going to report? And the person said, that is the one thing 
I know I am going to report, because I believe I understood at 
least that much of the message which was presented to me this 
evening. 

I believe everyone has tried, Mr. Speaker. Those who have 
legislatively brought this before us, those who have reported, 
and each and every lawmaker on both sides of the aisle have 
labored to craft, have labored to report, and the rest of us are 
laboring so that we can vote properly. 

Forty-eight hours ago almost to the moment, I asked a 
person to objectively cut through all the smoke, all the words, 
all of the various provisions-and I make not light of those 
other provision$-but answer me the question, some 48 hours 
ago I asked: If a person's insurance premium is currently 
$1,000 a year, will this report on HB 121 guarantee a 22- 
percent cut under limited tort or approximately 220 dollars' 
worth of cut? Yes or no? The answer 48 hours ago was no. I 
asked the same question for the 10-percent provision, and the 
answer again, not only to me but before others, the answer 
was no. 

Well, that was 48 hours ago. Just a few moments ago I put 
it in writing. I said, you have now had a chance to  reflect upon 
my question of 48 hours ago; now let us do a pencil-paper 
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exercise. I wrote the question down on this piece of paper: If a 
person's insurance premium is currently $1,000, will this bill 
guarantee a 22-percent cut under limited tort? Yes or no? 
Quickly, without hesitation, that person circled no, that there 
would not be a guarantee of a $220 cut in actual dollars if the 
person is currently paying $1,000. And a similar answer was 
responded with regard to the 10-percent cut or the $100 on 
$1,000 that Mr. Ryan talked about. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if I am right-and I humbly admit that 
I may be wrong-but if I am right that the provision which 
gives this bill its greatest buoyancy buckles at its knees on the 
floor of this House, why oh why are we going to vote for this 
in the affirmative and cause our constituents to believe that on 
the morrow or some day in July or August, September or 
October, they will be able to go in with their current policy, 
with all of its coverages and protections and securities, and 
believe that they are going to get a 22-percent cut or a 10- 
percent cut? If we know, even from the words spoken by the 
proponents once placed under critical fire, that it may not in 
fact happen, why must we do this sort of thing again? And 
what do I mean by again? 

The very fine gentleman from Philadelphia County, Mr. 
Hayden, who has done a very good job working on this issue 
for us the last year, admits he was not here in the early eight- 
ies, but many of us were, and the debate was around the same 
sort of question - whether we are going to be able to guarantee 
a rate reduction or not. We know what happened. It did not 
come about. Some few of us, Mr. Speaker, were here in the 
very early seventies when we first took up, in the most serious 
way, the question of escalating automobile insurance pre- 
miums, and in good faith the lawmakers then, myself 
included, we passed a bill, and rates were not reduced. 

We must not develop any more skepticism in the hearts and 
minds of our constituents, I do not believe. I believe that we 
should vote "no" today, and I think those of you who know 
me best, and I may be wrong, but those who know me best, I 
do not carry any placard I represent this or that particular 
group, and I am not saying that there are those who do. But 
on this issue, clearly I do not. But I do represent a small group 
of Pennsylvanians back home, as all of you do, and I just 
today cannot, for the third time in my legislative experience as 
a lawmaker - first in the early seventies, then again in the early 
eighties, and now, for the third time, in the early nineties - 
hold out to the people of Pennsylvania something that is 
going to guarantee something that the proponents themselves, 
once placed under interrogation, cannot guarantee. 

I believe we should vote "no" today and begin where the 
negotiations previously left off and try to do just a little bit 
better, and in that centerpiece, the thing that gives it its 
buoyancy, make it a little more perfect. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

MOTION TO APPEAL RULING 
OF CHAIR RECONSIDERED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is in possession of a motion to 
reconsider the vote by which the appeal of the ruling of the 
Chair was defeated on HB 121, PN 305 1, today. 

The motion before the House is the motion to reconsider. 

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

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS-160 

Acosta Dietterick Lee Roebuck 
Adolph Distler Leh Rudy 
Men Dombrowski Lescovitz RY;~! 
Angstadt Donatucci Lloyd Rybak 
Argall Dorr Lucyk Saloom 
Barley Durham McCall Scheetz 
Battisto Evans McHale Schuler 
Belardi Fairchild McNally Scrimenti 
Billow Far go McVerry Semmel 
Birmelin Farmer Markosek Serafini 
Black Fleagle Marsico Smith, B. 
Bortner Flick Mayemik Smith, S. H. 
Bowley Foster Merry Snyder, D. W. 
Boyes Fox Micozzie Snyder, G. 
Brandt Freind Miller Staback 
Burd Gallen Moehlmann Stairs 
Bums Gannon Mowery Strittmatter 
Bush Geist Mrkonic Stuban 
Caltagirone Gladeck Murphy Tangretti 
Cappabianca Godshall Nahill Taylor, E. Z. 
Carlson Gruitza Nailor Taylor, F. 
Cam G ~ U P P ~  Noye Taylor, J. 
Cawley Hagarty O'Brien Telek 
Cessar Hasay Oliver Thomas 
Chadwick Hayes Perzel Tigue 
Civera Heckler Pesci Veon 
Clark, B. D. Herman Petrarca Vroon 
Clark, D. F. Hess Phillips Wambach 
Clark, J. H. Itkin Piccola Wass 
Clymer Jackson Pievsky Weston 
Cohen Jadlowiec Pistella Wils011 
Colafella James Pitts Wogan 
Colaizzo Johnson Pressmann Womiak 
Cole Josephs Preston Wright, D. R. 
Cornell Kasunic Raymond Wright, J. L. 
Corrigan Kenney Reber Wright, I?. C. 
COY Kondrich Reinard Yandrisevits 
DeLuca Kosinski Ritter 
DeWeese LaGrotta Robbins O'Donnell, 
Davies Lashinger Robinson Speaker 
Dempsey Laughlin 

NAYS-26 

Broujos 
Cowell 
Daley 
Fee 
Gamble 
Haluska 
Howlett 

Beifinti 
Bishop 
Blaum 

Hughes Maine 
Jarolin Melio 
Kaiser Michlovic 
Kukovich Morris 
Levdansky Petrone 
Linton Rieger 
Maiale 

NOT VOTING- 

Freeman Hayden 
Gigliotti Hershey 
Harper Langtr~ 

Steighner 
Stish 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Williams 

Richardson 
Saurman 
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Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The question was determined in the affirmative, and the 
motion was agreed to. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House sustain the ruling of the Chair? 

The SPEAKER. The issue that is now before the House is 
the motion to appeal the ruling of the Chair. That ruling was 
that the gentleman, Mr. Reber's motion to amend the confer- 
ence report was out of order. That was the decision of the 
Chair. The appeal was made from that decision. That appeal 
is now back in front of the House. 

So the question before the House is, shall the decision of 
the Chair stand as the judgment of the House? 

The Chair recognizes, on that question, Mr. Hayden. 
Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, for purposes of clarification, 

would a "yes" vote indicate that a voting member would be 
voting to uphold the Chair's ruling, which is that the motion 
to suspend the rules to amend the conference committee 
report is out of order? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. A "yes" vote 
sustains the ruling of the Chair. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Ryan. 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, conversely, does that mean that a 

"no" vote would permit us to offer the amendments that were 
referred to in debate? 

The SPEAKER. That would remain to be seen. A "no" 
vote would reverse the ruling of the Chair. The gentleman's 
motion would then be in order and the gentleman's motion 
would then be voted upon, and depending on how the gentle- 
man framed his motion, there would be subsequent parlia- 
mentary action. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Snyder. 
Mr. G. M. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I somewhat reluctantly admit that I am the one that filed 

this reconsideration motion. I did so simply because I appar- 
ently misunderstood the Speaker's instructions prior to the 
vote. I was under the impression that a "yes" vote was to 
sustain Mr. Reber's motion, the effect of which would be to 
allow amendments. 

So I just simply want to make it clear, I think it has been 
made clear, that a "yes" vote indeed would mean that no 
amendments would be permissible while a "no" vote would 
mean that we would then go through the process of allowing 
amendments to be offered. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. By way of explanation to the members and 
avoidance of further explanations of explanations, the Chair 
states the question as follows: Shall the decision of the Chair 
stand as the judgment of the House? Those in favor of sus- 
taining the Chair's decision will vote "aye"; those opposed, 
"no." 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House sustain the ruling of the Chair? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS- 1 13 

Acosta 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Broujos 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carn 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Clark, B. D. 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Cornell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
DeWeese 
Daley 
Dombrowski 
Donatucci 

Adolph 
Allen 
Angstadt 
Argall 
Barley 
Birmelin 
Black 
Boyes 
Brandt 
B u ~ d  
Bums 
Bush 
Carlson 
Cessar 
Civera 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 

Durham 
Evans 
Fee 
Foster 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gamble 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Howlett 
Hughes 
Itkin 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Laughlin 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 

Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Mayemik 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Morris 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Oliver 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pressmann 
Preston 
Richardson 
Rieger 
Ritter 
Robinson 

NAYS-84 

Distler 
Dorr 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Fox 
Gallen 
Cannon 
Geist 
Gruppo 
Hagarty 
Hayes 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Jackson 
Jadlowiec 
Johnson 

NOT 

Kenney 
Kondrich 
Lawtry 
Lashinger 
Lee 
Leh 
McVerry 
Marsico 
Merry 
Micozzie 
Miller 
Moehlmann 
Mowery 
Nahill 
Nailor 
Noye 
O'Brien 
Phillips 
Pitts 
Raymond 
Reber 

VOTING-0 

Roebuck 
Rudy 
Rybak 
Salwm 
Scrimenti 
Staback 
Steighner 
Stish 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Weston 
Williams 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Y andrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Reinard 
Robbins 
Ryan 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Stairs 
Strittmatter 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Telek 
Wass 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the ruling of the Chair 
was sustained. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the report of the committee of confer- 

ence? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Consti- 

tution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
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AUcn 
Ansstadt 
k g a U  
Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Billow 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Broujos 
Burd 
Burns 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Coherr 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cok 
Comell 
Comgan 
Coweu 
Coy 
DeLuca 
Dcweese 
Daley 
Dictterick 
Dombrowski 
Donatucci 
Don 

Acosta 
Adolph 
B i i l i n  
Black 
b y e s  

Durham 
Evans 
Farrna 
Fee 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Giglioni 
Gladcck 
Godshall 
Oruitza 
G ~ U P P ~  
Hagarty 
Haluska 
Harper 
Hasay 
Hayden 
Heckler 
Herman 
Hershey 
Howlctt 
Hugha 
Itkin 
Jackson 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kasunic 
Kmney 
Kondrich 
Kosinski 
Kukovich 
LaGrotta 
Lash i i a  

D i ~ t l ~  
Fairchiid 
Fargo 
Fleaglc 
Gannon 

YEAS-155 

Laughlin 
Leh 
~ V i U  
k h k y  
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
M c W  
McHale 
McNally 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Moehlmann 
Moms 
Mowery 
Mrkonic 
Murphy 
Nahill 
Nailor 
0 ' Brien 
*€r 
Pmcl  
Pexi 
Pctrarca 
Pctrone 
Piccola 
Pievsky 
Pistella 
Pitts 
Preston 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robbins 
Robinson 

N A Y S 4 2  

Lac 
McVerry 
Merry 
Micozzie 
Miller 

Roebuck 
Rudy 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Schcctz 
Schula 
Scrimenti 
Scrafi 
Smith, B. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
Stuban 
Tangrctti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor. F. 
Taylor, J. 
Tekk 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trcllo 
Trich 
Van Home 
Vwn ~ 

Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Richardson 
Ritter 
Ryan 
Saurman 
Semmel 

RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. DeWEESE called up HR 230, PN 2811, entitled: 

Honoring Mayor Louis J . Tullio. 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

RESOLUTION RECOMMITTED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move that HR 230, PN 

281 1, be recommitted to the Committee on Rules. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker? 
The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the minority leader 

rise? 
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, my marked calendar indicates 

iha t -~~-33- l , -w~&d&t  -&L 
-.?-I ---- c-- A - --L --1L----- 

ILIL mly srlcners Iur riie scnwluuscs, 
has been passed over by you. If so, that is not without my 
objection. If you are passing it over, you are passing it over 
with my objection. 

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend for just a 
minute. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I understand now the reason for 
that. I have no objection to it being passed over. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

RESOLUTIONS CONTINUED 

Mr. FOX called up HR 239, P N  2929, entitled: 

Directing the Local Government Committee to investigate and 
recommend ways to attract and retain volunteer fire, ambulance 
and rescue personnel and to foster cooperation from Pennsyl- 
vania businesses to support volunteer services. 

Civcra 
Davies 

~ r k d t  Geist Noye Smith, S. H. 
Bush Hayes Phillips Snyder, D. W. 
tarn Hess Prcssmann Strittrnatter 

Jadlowicc 
Johnson 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

Raymond 
Reber 

Dempsey Lanstry 
NOT V O T I N G 4  

Wright, R. C. 
Yandriscvits 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

I The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS- 193 

Acosta Durham Laughlin Robinson I Adol~h Evans Lee Roebuck 
Fairchid Leh Rudy 

Angstadt I Fargo Lescovitz Ryan 
Fanna Levdansky Rybak 

tive and the report of the committee of conference was 
adopted. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirma- 

HB 331 PASSED OVER 

z$io Fee Linton a o o m  
Fleagle Lloyd Saurman 

&lardi Flick Lucyk Sfheetz 

The SPEAKER. Page 14 of the calendar, HB 331, PN 3019, 
over for today. 

&Ifanti 
Biilow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boy= 
Brandt 
Broujos 
Burd 

Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gallen 
Gamble 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gruitza 

McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosck 
Marsico 
Mayemik 
Melio 
Merry 
Michlovic 

Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W, 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steighner 
Stish 
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Burns 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Cole 
Comell 
Corligan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
Dewcese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 
Dombrowski 
Dorr 

- 

G ~ U P P ~  Micozzie 
Hagarty Mier  
Haluska Moehlmann 
Harper Morris 
Hasay Mowery 
Hayden Mrkonic 
Hayes Murphy 
Heckler Nahill 
Herman Nailor 
Hmhey No ye 
Hess O'Brien 
Howlett Oliver 
Hughes Perzel 
It kin Pesci 
Jackson Petrarca 
Jadlowiec Petrone 
James Phillips 
Jarolin Piccola 
Johnson Pievsky 
Joscphs Pistella 
Kaiser Pitts 
Kasunic Pressmann 
Kenney Preston 
Kondrich Raymond 
Kosinski Reber 
Kukovich Reinard 
LaGrotta Richardson 
L W m  Ritter 
Lashinger Robbins 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-4 

Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
w o w  
Wozniak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Carn Colaizzo Donatucci Rieger 

EXCUSED-5 

Bunt George Letterman Olasz 
Dininni 

The question was determined in the affirmative, and the 
resolution was adopted. 

Mr. DeWEESE called up HR 250, P N  3033, entitled: 

Memoriding the Congress of the United States to protect 
environmental, economic and health and safety interests of the 
people of Pennsylvania in regard to the Clean Air Act Amend- 
ments of 1989 now before the United States Senate. 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS-194 

Acosta 
Adolph 
Men  
Angstadt 

Barley 
Battisto 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Biiow 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Black 
Blaum 
Bortner 
Bowley 
Boys 
Brandt 
Broujos 

Dombrowski 
Dorr 
Durham 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Farmer 
Fee 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Foster 
Fox 
Freeman 
Freind 
Gden  
Gamble 
Cannon 
Geist 
Gigliotti 

Lamtry 
Lashinger 
Laughlin 
Lee 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levclansky 
Linton 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
McCall 
McHale 
McNally 
McVerry 
Maiale 
Maine 
Markosek 
Marsico 
Mayernik 

Robbis 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rudy 
Ryan 
Rybak 
Saloom 
Saurman 
Scheetz 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Snyder, G. 
Staback 
Stairs 

Burd 
Bums 
Bush 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Carlson 
Carn 
Cawley 
Cessar 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clark, B. D. 
Clark, D. F. 
Clark, J. H. 
Clymer 
Cohen 
Colafella 
Colaizzo 
Cole 
Comell 
Corrigan 
Cowell 
COY 
DeLuca 
Deweese 
Daley 
Davies 
Dempsey 
Dietterick 
Distler 

Donatucci 

Gladeck Melio 
Godshall Merry 
Gruitza Michlovic 
G ~ P P ~  Micozzie 
Hagarty Miller 
Haluska Moehlmann 
Harper Morris 
Hasay Mowety 
Hayden Mrkonic 
Hayes Murphy 
Heckler Nahill 
H m a n  Nailor 
Hashey Noye 
Hess O'Brien 
Howlett Oliver 
Hughes Perzel 
It kin Petrarca 
Jackson Petrone 
Jadlowiec Phillips 
James Piccola 
Jarolin Pievsky 
Johnson Pistella 
Josephs Pitts 
Kaiser Pressmann 
Kasunic Preston 
Kenney Raymond 
Kondrich Reber 
Kosinski Reinard 
Kukovich Richardson 
LaGrotta Ritter 

NAYS-0 

NOT VOTING-3 

Pesci Rieger 

EXCUSED-5 

Steighner 
Stish 
Strittmatter 
Stuban 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, F. 
Taylor, J. 
Telek 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vroon 
Wambach 
Wass 
Weston 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wogan 
Womiak 
Wright, D. R. 
Wright, J. L. 
Wright, R. C. 
Yandrisevits 

O'Donnell, 
Speaker 

Bunt George Letterman OIasz 
Dininni 

The question was determined in the affirmative, and the 
resolution was adopted. 

BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the remaining bills and 
resolutions on today's calendar will be passed over. 

BILL REPORTED FROM COMlWllXE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

SB 539, PN 1913 (Amended) 
By Rep. COWELL 

An Act requiring institutions of higher education to evaluate 
their faculties for fluency in the English language; providing for 
certifications as to that fluency; imposing penalties; and confer- 
ring powers and duties upon the State Board of Education. 

EDUCATION. 

VOTE CORRECTIONS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Pesci, for a correction of the record. 

Before the gentleman addresses the House, for the informa- 
tion of the members, there will be no more votes taken today. 

The gentleman is recognized and may proceed. 
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Mr. PESCI. Mr. Speaker, on the motion to recommit HB 
121, my switch malfunctioned, and I would like to go on 
record as voting in the negative. 

Also, on amendment A0368 to SB 498 that we voted on last 
night, I was not in my seat. I would like to be voted in the 
afflnnati-vee - -  -. ~- - ~ - -  - ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ - - ~  ~~- -~ ~-~~~ ~ -- 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Petrarca. 
Mr. PETRARCA. On SB 498, I would like to be recorded 

in the affirmative. 
The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 

spread upon the record. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Phillips. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
On concurrence in Senate amendments to HB 422, I was 

not recorded. I would like to be recorded in the affirmative. 
Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Serafini. 
Mr. SERAFINI. On concurrence in Senate amendments to 

HB 652, Mr. Speaker, I would like to be recorded in the affir- 
mative. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Gamble. 
Mr. GAMBLE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be recorded in 

the affirmative on amendment 4043 to SB 498. 
The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 

spread upon the record. 
The Chair recognizes Mr. Hershey. 
Mr. HERSHEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
On HB 422, concurrence, I failed to vote. I would like to be 

recorded in the affirmative. 
The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 

spread upon the record. 
The Chair recognizes the lady, Ms. Bishop. 
Ms. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I wish to correct the record. 
On SB 498, amendment 296, yesterday, I wish to be 

recorded in the affirmative. 
- T h e  =EAKE-Ih,-Tke :e%z:G,s ~f the !a&$ wi!! be sgrezd 
upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Staback. 
Mr. STABACK. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Yesterday, February 6, when the House was voting amend- 

ment No. 0347 to SB 498, my switch failed to operate. I would 
like to be recorded in the affirmative on that amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Belfanti. 
Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, a few moments ago when the motion was 

made to reconsider the ruling of the Chair, I was pressing my 
switch and it failed to operate. I would like to have been 
recorded in the affirmative. 

And yesterday, during amendment 368 to SB 498, again I 
was pressing my switch at the same time the Speaker was 
giving the last announcement prior to locking the board. I 
believe, Mr. Speaker, that the board might be getting locked 
in the midst of your last sentence asking if all members have 
v~ted ,  and L w ! & a Q  that the ckrk wodd wait uiiti! yeii 
have completed your sentence and perhaps we will not have as 
many people correcting the record as we find ourselves having 
today. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. The 
remarks of the gentleman will be spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes the lady, Mrs. Laughlin. 
Mrs. LAUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday on SB 498, I 

would like to be recorded on amendment 361 in the negative 
and on amendment 4043 in the affirmative. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the lady will be spread 
upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Clark, from 
Juniata. 

Mr. D. F. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, my switch failed to acti- 
vate when we voted for concurrence on HB 422, and I would 
like the record to indicate that I would have voted in favor of 
that bill. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Gannon. 
Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, in my remarks on my 

motion, I was mentioning a hospital in Philadelphia, and I 
misspoke. I said they were losing $10 million a day. It is $10 
million a year, Mr. Speaker. That was brought to my atten- 
tion. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 

STATEMENT BY MR. DAVIES 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Davies. 
Mr. DAVIES. Mr. Speaker, unanimous consent. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman may proceed with unani- 

mous consent to address the House. 
---- ~ ---- ~ 

Mr. DAVIES. Thankyou, Mr. Speaker. 
In making my statement in reference to the senior citizen 

safe drivers, I expressed concern about the bill and voting in 
favor of the bill by holding my nose and holding my 
pocketbook at the same time. I found out in making that 
statement I could not hold both and vote, so in the deliber- 
ation on the issue and for most all the safe drivers of record in 
Pennsylvania now, senior citizen safe drivers, I changed my 
mind and voted against the piece of legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The remarks of the gentleman will be 
spread upon the record. 
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VOTE CORRECTION 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Mr. Broujos. 
Mr. BROUJOS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to be recorded 

in the affirmative on the Veon amendment A0098 to SB 498. 
Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. The 
remarks of the gentleman will be spread upon the record. 

BILLS SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

The Chair gave notice that he was about to sign the follow- 
ing bills, which were then signed: 

HB 422, PN 3017 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania Con- 
solidated Statutes, further providing for vehicle destroyed or 
junked and for vehicle identification numbers. 

HB 652, PN 2854 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
juvenile appearances before district justices. 

An Act providing for the registration and reporting of certain 
noncontrolled substances; imposing additional powers and duties 
on the Secretary of Health; and fixing penalties. 

HB 1401, PN 2966 

An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P. L. 1206, No. 
331), known as "The First Class Township Code," authorizing 
appropriations for certain streets. 

RULES SUSPENDED 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend rule 30 for 

purposes of referral. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

AMENDED HOUSE BILLS 
RETURNED FOR CONCURRENCE 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned HB 
227, P N  3049; and HB 1068, PN 3061, with information that 
the Senate has passed the same with amendment in which the 
concurrence of the House of Representatives is requested. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

SENATE CONCURRENCE 
IN HOUSE RESOLUTION 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that 
the Senate has concurred in HR 223, PN 2685. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

No. 258 By Representatives DeWEESE, 
WAMBACH, STABACK, COY, ITKIN, 
MORRIS, VEON, PISTELLA, FREEMAN, 
PRESSMANN, COLAIZZO, LINTON, 
DONATUCCI, RIEGER, OLIVER, GEIST 
and HAGARTY 

Declaring March 1990 as "Social Workers' Month." 

Referred to Committee on RULES, February 7, 1990. 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER. The House is in recess until the call of the 
Chair. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

SENATE MESSAGE 

SENATE ADOPTS REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that 
the Senate has adopted the Report of the Committee of Con- 
ference on the subject of the differences existing between the 
two Houses on HB 121, PN 3051. 

BILL SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

The Chair gave notice that he was about to sign the follow- 
ing bill, which was then signed: 

An Act amending Titles 18 (Crimes and Offenses), 42 (Judi- 
ciary and Judicial Procedure) and 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsyl- 
vania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for corrupt orga- 
nizations; providing for motor vehicle insurance fraud; providing 
for certification of pleadings, motions and other papers; provid- 
ing for special damages; further providing for vehicle registra- 
tion; further providing for financial responsibility and insurance 
related to motor vehicles; providing for proof of insurance and 
for election of tort options and for medical treatment and bene- 
fits; further providing for reinstatement of operating privileges or 
vehicle registration; further providing for certain safety and anti- 
theft devices, for a market study, for motor vehicle insurance in 
cities of the first class, and for insurance premium rates and 
premium rate procedures; further providing for inspection of 
vehicles; providing for certain reductions i6 automobile insurance 
premiums; conferring powers and duties on the Insurance 
Department and the Department of Transportation; adding pro- 
visions relating to motor vehicle insurance fraud; and making 
repeals. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. 
Thomas, from Philadelphia County. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I move that this House do 
now adjourn until Monday, February 12, 1990, at 1 p.m., 
e.s.t., unless sooner recalled by the Speaker. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 
Motion was agreed to, and at 4:37 p.m., e.s.t., the House 

adjourned. 
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