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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
The House convened at 10 a.m., e.s.t. 

PRAYER An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, fulther providing for the names which appear on 

REV. KENNETH R AR- Chaplain of the House of vehicle registration cards. 

RUBLEY, STABACK, CAPPABIANCA, VAN H O W ,  
SCHRODER, ITKIN, E. Z. TAYLOR, STEIL, TRAVAGLIO, 
YOUNGBLOOD, M. COHEN, RAMOS, TRELLO, ROONEY, 

THE SPEAKER (MATTHEW J. RYAN) 
PRESIDING 

ALLEN, HASAY, LUCYK, BATTISTO, BOSCOLA, WALKO, 
DeLUCA, HERMAN, SAYLOR, WOJNAROSKI, BELEANTI, 
HALUSKA and MUNDY 

Let us pray: 
Almighty God, we pause in the early moments of this day 

hopeful of hearing the voice of God amidst the clamor of the world 
that surrounds us. The voices we do hear are many. They are 
voices of dissent, voices of need, voices of hope, and voices of 
greed. Enable us, this day, to hear the clarion voice of our creator 
defining for us those decisions which must be made for 
Pennsylvania's people. We promise to listen intently, consider all 
matters faithfully, and to use our God-given minds to achieve the 
highest of goals. 

Bless now the Speaker of this House, that his voice might bring 
order to our day and achievement to this session of the legislature. 

We ask these thimgs in the hope of Your hearing our prayer and 
answering our requests. Amen. 

Representatives and executive director of the United Methodist 
Home for Children and Family Services, Inc., Mechanicsburg, 
Pennsylvania, offered the following prayer: 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGJANCE 

Referred to On TRANSPORTATION~ October 29, 
1997. 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

The SPEAKER Without objection, the approval of the Journal 
for Tuesday, October 28, 1997, will be postponed until printed. 
The Chair hears no objection. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCEDANDREFERRED 

No. 50 By Representatives TIGUE, CAWLEY, PESCI, 
KELLER, LEDERER, DEMPSEY, VITALI, DALEY, MELIO, 
B m  SEMMEL, KREBS, PISTELLA, CLARK, FICHTER, 
BAKER, JAROLIN, CASORIO, HENNESSEY, LAUGHLIN, 

No. 500 By Representatives KIRKLAND, OLASZ, 
TRELLO, PRESTON, CARN, JOSEPHS, HORSEY, VITALI, 
PETRONE, MICHLOVIC, ROEBUCK, A. H. WILLIAMS, 
LEDERER, OLIVER, KELLER, McGEEHAN, DONATUCCI, 
EVANS, RAMOS, YOUNGBLOOD, THOMAS, JAMES, 
WASHINGTON, MYERS and ROBINSON 

An Act redesignating the Fifth Street Bridge in the City of Chester, 
Delaware County, as the Samuel E. Dennis Bridge. 

Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION, October 29, 
1997. 

No. 1150 By Representatives HANNA, WOGAN, 
BELARDI, DALEY, TRAVAGLIO and SERAFINI 

An Act amending Titles 18 (Crimes and Offenses) and 75 (Vehicles) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
interception and disclosure of communications; and further providing for 
windshield obstructions and wipers. 

Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, October 29,1997. 

No. 1450 By Representatives TRELLO, GEORGE, 
WAUGH, WALKO, HENNESSEY, JAROLIN, STABACK, 
HERSHEY, BELARDI, BELFANTI, DALEY, YOUNGBLOOD, 
GIGLIOTTI, McGILL, KENNEY and SERAFINI 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for safety requirements for towed 
vehicles. 

Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION, October 29, 
1997. 



An Act enablishing a grant and loan program for school dimins with 
terrain investment moneys; esrablishina the School District Investment 
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Grant and Loan Fund; &d making an appropriation. 

No. 1500 By Representatives GEORGE, COLAIZZO, 
BELARDI, LAUGHLIN, MYERS, SANTONI, HERMAN, 
TRAVAGLIO, ITKIN, ZUG, DALLY, OLASZ, LEH, 
STABACK, ROBINSON, LUCYK, WOJNAROSKI, VEON, 
COLAFELL& COY, EVANS, LESCOVITZ, SHANER, SURRA, 
DeLUCA, TRICH, DeWEESE, CARONE, PESCI, DALEY, 
WALKO, JAROLIN, REBER, MELIO and CASORIO 

Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, October 29,1997. 

No. 1967 By Representatives GEORGE, VEON, CURRY, 
LAUGHLIN, MUNDY, WALKO, M. COHEN, SURRA, COY, 
JAROLIN, OLASZ, BELARDI, TIGUE, SCRIMENTI, 
COLAIZZO, MELIO, STABACK, TRAVAGLIO, PISTELLA, 
DeLUCA, KIRKLAND, CARONE, WOJNAROSKI, TRELLO, 
CLARK, YOUNGBLOOD, JOSEPHS, LUCYK, BOSCOLA, 
THOMAS, SHANER, GIGLIOTTI and DeWEESE 

No. 1964 By Representatives GEORGE, VEON, 
DeWEESE, CURRY, LAUGHLIN, MLJNDY, WALKO, 
M. COHEN, SURRA, COY, JAROLIN, OLASZ, BELARDI, 
STURLA, TIGUE, SCRIMENTI, COLAIZZO, STABACK, 
TRAVAGLIO, STEELMAN, PISTELLA, MELIO, DeLUCA, 
KIRKLAND, CARONE, BARD, WOJNAROSKI, TRELLO, 
CLARK, YOUNGBLOOD, JOSEPHS, LUCYK, BOSCOLA, 
HORSEY, THOMAS, SHANER and GIGLIOTTI 

An Act amending the act of July 7, 1994 (F.L.421, No.70), known as 
the Food Act, further providing for misbranding of food. 

Referred to Committee on AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 
AFFAIRS, October 29, 1997. 

No. 1965 By Representatives GEORGE, VEON, 
DeWEESE, LAUGHLIN, MUNDY, WALKO, M. COHEN, 
SURRA, COY, JAROLIN, OLASZ, BELARDI, STURLA, 
SCRIMENTI, COLAJZZO, TRAVAGLIO, STEELMAN, 
PISTELLA, MELIO, DeLUCA, KIRKLAND, CARONE, 
WOJNAROSKI TRELLO. CLARK. YOUNGBLOOD. 

An Act amending the act of January 24, 1966 (1965 P.L.1535, 
No.537), known as the Pennsylvania Sewage Facilities Act, further 
providing for powers and duties of the department. 

Referred to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
AND ENERGY, October 29,1997. 

No. 1968 By Representatives LYNCH, FARGO, FICHTER, 
HERSHEY. HUTCHINSON. DEMPSEY. ARMSTRONG. 

~ ~ - ~ - ~  - 

EGOLF, LEY SEYFERT, STEVENSON, E. Z. TAYLOR TRUE: 
MARSICO, NAILOR, ONE, PHILLIPS, ROHRER, ROSS and 
SCHRODER 

An Act amending the act of June 3, 1937 (F.L.1333, No.320), known 
as the Pennsylvania Election Code, prohibiting deductions from 
paychecks for political purposes. 

Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT, 
October 29, 1997. 

No. 1969 By Representatives LYNCH, BARLEY, 
DeWEESE. FARGO. BAKER BELARDI. BROWN. BUXTON. 
CLARK, L. I. C O H ~ N ,  D~LUCA, D E ~ S E Y ,  ARMSTRONG; 
FEESE, FICHTER, GEIST, GODSHALL, GRUITZA, GRUPPO, 
HANNA, HERSHEY, HUTCHINSON, JADLOWIEC, JAMES, . . . . -. - -. -, - - - - - - , -- -- - - - -  - - - - - -  

JOSEPHS, LUCYK, BOSCOLA, THOMAS and GIGLIOTTI KREBS, LEH, MAITLAND, McGuL, McNAUGHTON, 
' I PISTELLA. RAYMOND. SAYLOR SEMMEL, SEYFERT. 

An Act amending the act of June 30,1981 (P.L. 128, No.43), known 
as the Agricultural Area Security Law, further providing for restrictions 
and limitations on agricultural conservation easements. 

STERN, TRELLO, TRUE, TULLI, WILT, ZUG, ADOLPH, 
WAUGH and S. H. SMITH 

I An Act providing for the designation of Exceptional Value Waters. 
Referred to Committee on AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 

AFFAIRS, October 29, 1997. I Referred to Committee on ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 

No. 1966 By Representatives GEORGE, VEON, CURRY, 
LAUGHLIN, MUNDY, WALKO, M. COHEN, SURRA, COY, 
JAROLIN, OLASZ, BELARDI, STURLA, TIGUE, BATTISTO, 
SCRIMENTI, COLAIZZO, STABACK, TRAVAGLIO, 
STEELMAN, HERMAN, PISTELLA, DeLUCA, KIRKLAND, 
CARONE, WOJNAROSKI, TRELLO, YOUNGBLOOD, 
C L A W  JOSEPHS, LUCYK, BOSCOLA, THOMAS, SHANER, 
GIGLIOTTI and DeWEESE 

An Act amending the act of July 2, 1996 (P.L.500, No.84), known as 
the Real Estate Seller Disclosure Act, further providing for the contents 
of the disclosure fom. 

Referred to Committee on PROFESSIONAL LICENSURE, 
October 29, 1997. 

AND ENERGY, October 29,1997. 

No. 1970 By RepresentativesBENNINGHOW, HERMAN, 
BELARDI, LAUGHLIN, BARRAR, BELFANTI, ROBERTS, 
GODSHALL, McNAUGHTON, ITKIN, BUNT, L. I. COHEN, 
McGEEHAN, TRELLO, SEYFERT, WILT, PETRARCA, 
BOSCOLA and HANNA 

An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), known 
as the Liquor Code, further providing for exceptions to limiting the 
number of retail licenses issued in each municipality and application filing 
dates. 

Referred to Committee on LIQUOR CONTROL, October 29, 
1997. 
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SENATE BILLS FOR CONCURRENCE 

The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following bills for concurrence: 

Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, October 29,1997. 

Referred to Committee on JUDICIARY, October 29,1997. 

Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT, 
October 29, 1997. 

ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS OF SPONSORS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair acknowledges receipt of additions 
and deletions for sponsorships of bills, which the clerk will file. 

(Copy of list is on file with the Journal clerk.) 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, 
Mr. Snyder, who requests a leave of absence for the gentleman 
from Schuylkill, Mr. ALLEN; the lady fiom Montgomery, 
Mrs. COHEN; the gentleman from Juniata, Mr. CLARK. Without 
objection, the leaves will be granted. The Chair hears no objection. 

The Chair recognizes the Democratic whip, Mr. Itkin, who 
requests leave of absence for the gentleman from Lawrence, 
Mr. LaGROTTA, the gentleman fkom Fayette, Mr. ROBERTS; the 
gentleman fiom Butler, Mr. TRAVAGLIO. Without objection, the 
leaves will be granted. The Chair hears no objection. The leaves 
are granted. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to take today's master roll 
call. The members will proceed to vote. 

The following roll call was recorded: 

PRESENT-195 

Adolph Dmce Maher Schroder 
Argall Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Armstrong Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Baker Evans Manderino Semmel 
Bard Fairchild Markosek Seraiini 

Blaum 
BosMla 
Boyes 
Brown 
Browne 
Bunt 
BurkoviQ 
B m n  
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Carone 
casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Ckera 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
COlaiiW 
Conti 
Comell 
corpora 
comgan 
Cowell 
COY 
curry 
Daley 
Dally 
DeLuca 
Dempsey 
Dent 
Dermody 
DeWeese 
Dicimlamo 
Donatucci 

Allen 
Clark 

Bunt 

Allen 

Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
h i m  
~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harhiuf 
HSay 
Hennessey 
Herman 
Henhey 
Hess 
Horsey 
Hutchinson 
Itkim 
ladlowiec 
lames 
larolin 
losephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
Krebs 
Laughlin 
Lawless 
Lederer 
Leh 
LeSMviQ 
Levdansky 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Lynch 

Michlovic 
Micouie 
Miller 
Mundy 
~ ~ e r i  
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olav  
Oliver 
Orie 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petrone 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Pistella 

FTeston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Roluer 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 
Sainato 
Santoni 
Sather 
Saylor 

NOT VOTING4 

Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
Sttimnaner 
Sturla 

~ayior ,  E. Z. 
Taylor, I. 
momas 

True 
Tulli 
v a n e  
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walk0 
Washimson 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H. 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnaroski 
Wright, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Z i e r m a n  
zug 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

Cohen, L. I. Nickol Travaglio 
LaGrolta Roberts 

LEAVES A D D E W  

Carone Comgan Washington 

LEAVES CANCELED2 

Camne 

CALENDAR 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

The House proceeded to K i d  consideration of HB 7, PN 2500, 
entitled: 

Barley Fargo Marsico Seyfert 
Barrar Feese Masland Shaner 
Banisto Fichter Mayemik Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Fleagle McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Flick McGeehan Snyder, D. W. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Birmelin George McNaughton Steelman 
Bishop Gigliotti Melio Steil 

An Act making a supplemental appropriation to the Department of the 
Auditor General. 

On the question, 
Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Bill was agreed to. 
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The SPEAKER This bill has been considered on three different 

days and agreed to and is now on fmal passage. 
The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 

Does the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, desire recognition? 
Will the gentleman yield. 
Members will please take their seats; members will please take 

their seats. Conferences on the floor, please cease. Staff members 
not involved in this particular bill, please he seated or leave the 
floor. 

DeLuca Leh Ross Youngblood 
Dempsey Leswvik Rubley Zimmerman 
Dent Levdansky Sahato 
Dennody Lloyd Santoni 

2% 

DeWeese Lucyk Sather Ryan, 
DiGimlamo Lynch Saylor Speaker 
Donatucci 

NAYS4 

NOT VOTING4 

Mr. DeWeese. 
Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Very briefly, this is a $1.6-million enhancement for the 

Auditor General's Office. This is quite modest. We hope it will do 
the job. We regret that it took some time in maneuverinc. but. 

On the question recurring, 
Shall the hill pass fmally ? 
The SPEAKER Agreeable to the provisions ofthe Constitution, 

the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

EXCUSED-7 

Allen Cohen, L. I. Nickol Travaglio 
'lark LaGrotta Roberts 

-, , 

fmaily, we are-~tif ied that our work together is making some 
advance. 

I would ask for an affiiative vote. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

Adolph huce Maher Schmder 
Argall Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Armstrong Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Baker Evans Manderino Semmel 
Bard Fairchild Markosek Seraiini 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in the 
affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative and the 
bill passed finally. 

Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 

Barley Fargo Marsico Seyfert 
B m  Feese Masland Shaner 
Baltisto Fichter Mayernik Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Fleagle McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Flick Mdieehan Snyder, D. W 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninehoff Geist Mcllhaftan Stain 
~irmel& Georee McNaushton Steelman I 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Bosmla 
Boyes 
Brown 
Bmwne 
Bunt 
Butkovik 
Buxton 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Carone 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
Colain0 

Gig~Gtti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
h i m  
~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
HiullaIt 
m a y  
Hennessey 
Herman 
Hmhey 
Hess 
Honey 
Hutchinson 
Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jamlin 

- 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Micouie 
Miller 
MundY 
Myers 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olau 
Oliver 
Orie 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petmne 
Phillips 
Pippy 
Pistella 
PI& 
Preston 
Ramos 

Steil 
Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
Suitmatter 
Sturla 
S m  
Tangetti 
Tavlor. E. Z 
 ailo or; J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Ttello 
Trich 
True 
Tulli 
Vance 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walk0 

concurrence. 

* * * 

I BILL PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 

The SPEAKER. SB 10 is over temporarily. 

* * *  

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The SPEAKER. SB 95 is over. 
All of the bills on page 2 are over. 

The House proceeded to thud consideration of HB 1744, PN 
2466, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidarcd Statutes, further providing for collection of 
restiturion, reparation, fees, cons, fines and penalties and for rscord I requirements: 

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

Mr. GEORGE offered the following amendment No. A4328: 

Amend Title, page 1, line 4, by striking out "ans' and inserting 
; providing for immunity from suit in connection with 
certain actions related to environmental law or 
regulation: and further providing 

- .  
~ a l l ?  Lederer Rooney Yewcic I 

Conti losephs Raymond Washington 
Cornell Kaiser Readshaw Waugh 
Corpora Keller Reber Williams, A. H. 
Comgan Kenney Reinard Williams, C. 
Cowell Kirkland Rieger Wilt 
COY Krebs Robinson Wogan 
CUW Laughlin Roebuck Wojnamski 
Dalev Lawless Rohrer Wrieht M. N. 

- 
Amend Sec. 1, page 1, lines 7 and 8, by striking out all of said lines 

and inserting 
Section 1. Section 8127(a) Title 42 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated 

Statutes is amended to read: 
Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 13 and 14 
Section 2. Title 42 is amended by adding a section to read: 



Y e .  P 
meedunder 

. . Scn~on 3. Sections 9728 and 9730.1 ofTitle 42 are amended to read: 
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Amend Sec. 2, page 10, line 6, by striking out "2" and inserting 
4 

Amend Sec. 3, page 13, l i e  18, by striking out all of said line and 

8 m4n 1 - 
genllinelv-- 

. . . . 
d l  pre.uhmthc -V 
c m ~ i d e r r h c - a n d ~ ~ ~ o a n h o n o o r i n ~  1 ins's"k:!on 5.  This act shall take effect as follows: 

. . .  . .  . ~ . . - . .. 

(1) The addition of 42 PaC.S. 5 8340.1 shall take effect in 
60 days. 

(2) This section shall take effect immediately. 
(3) The remainder of this act shall take effect in 120 days. 

On the ouestion. 

t-- 
. . 

The SPEAKER. Mr. George. 
Conferences on the floor, please. Conferences in the vicinity of 

the gentleman, Mr. George, please break up. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, my apology, but the amendment 

is in the office. It is being brought up momentarily. If you will 
indulge me for just a couple of minutes, could we go over it 
temporarily, please ? 

The SPEAKER. Thank you. 
For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, seek 

recognition? 
Mr. BIRMELIN. Mr. Speaker, I was waiting in turn for 

Mr. George to make his opening statement, and I wanted to 
respond to his. I did not want to be recognized until he had spoken. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I apologize to the 

sponsor of the bill. 
I will not be very long, Mr. Speaker, because my presentation 

has been made on- 
The SPEAKER. Mr. George, please yield. 
The conferences in the vicinity of the gentleman, Mr. George, 

as a matter of courtesy, please disband, and the other conferences 
on the floor, please cease. Staff people who are not involved in 
matters before the House are not permitted on the floor. 

Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, fust, just in case you might feel that what I am 

about to say, that in my purpose I would have intent to impugn 
what you have told me and the rest of these individuals by letter in 
regard to amendments and activities that may not be of an honest 
given purpose, I do not stand before you, Mr. Speaker, or the 
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sponsor of that amendment or any amendment for the purpose of 
just tak'mg up time. 

This amendment had been passed unanimously by this body. 
This is one of the most important measures that we can attend to. 
The DEP (Depamnent of Environmental Protection) was given an 
award for such fine articulation of environmental policies. We are 
still receiving notification from individuals that are insisting that 
legal suits are being placed against them because they dare to 
speak up and speak up in a manner that where you that are scholars 
most understand the legal procedure and the right to receive what 
our Constitution insists is our right 

Mr. Speaker, I do not get up on every measure; maybe that is 
because I am not knowledgeable on every measure, but I do get up 
on occasion, Mr. Speaker, and I wish I had your gavel; I would use 
it, because I- 

The SPEAKER Conferences on the floor will please break up. 
I will say once again, staff people, both parties, both parties, are 
not permitted on the floor unless they have work before them. 

Mr. George. 
Mr. GEORGE. I thank you again for your intercession. 
But again, I want these men and women who were elected the 

same as I and who come down here on every week in which there 
is session and propose legislation that they think, in a lot of cases, 
may not be that in a direct relationship important to them or their 
constituency but to others and their constituency. 

This legislation is not troublesome. This legislation merely 
deals with individuals that believe that the Department of 
Environmental Protection has not moved fast enough or moved at 
all, and these individuals need to contact someone l i e  you, their 
legislator, only to receive a notification that they are being sued, 
being sued because they chose to utilize the right that this 
Constitution that everybody talks about, but it is evident that very 
few understand, to utilize that protection. 
This amendment, Mr. Speaker, does not say that they cannot be 

sued. It just states that when it goes before the court, that the court 
can strike. It does not say that that entity who sued cannot appeal. 
It just says in those matters a judicial individual who has the 
experience and the knowledge of law can look at it, and if it is 
determined frivolous, can strike. That is all it does. 

Mr. Speaker, getting back to what I said to you the other day, 
and I meant it not as a patronization but as an honest effort, we 
used to be able to see the Bob Buteras and the Matt Ryans and the 
Jim Manderinos and the Leroy h i ses  argue and argue hard, and 
when the session was over, they were again friends. We did not 
utilize the germane question, the Constitution question. I did not 
have to stand and talk to friends that had already supported my 
legislation and say to me, oh, I am going to stray; I am going to 
vote that it is not germane. 

It is germane, and it is important. It will not do any h m ;  it will 
do good, and it does not place the department in a bad position, 
and it does not place you in a bad position; it just gives people. 

We pass these laws where we have whistle-blowers; we pass 
these laws to protect employees. All I am asking is that you allow 
someone who says they have been aggrieved to be able to say that 
without the feat. of knowing the next day a registered letter is 
coming in the mail and the essence of that letter will cost them 
thousands of dollars, and all they said was, help. This is not what 
we are here for. We do much, much good as individuals. We do 
much good in a bipartisan manner. 

JOURNAL - HOUSE OCTOBER 29 
I apologize to you that you do not think this matter is important 

enough that I have had to ask the Speaker to intercede, but you 
will think it is important enough the fust time that one of your 
constituents comes to you and tells you this. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, if I had not the courage and the integrity to 
vote for programs that are submitted by the Republicans, then I 
would not dare to stand here and ask that they vote for my 
programs, that there are programs that should be acknowledged 
and should be entertained and should be accepted by all of us here 
in this body regardless of who we are. 

It has been passed in 14 States, and from time to time when I 
hear about legislation, the fmt thiig that the sponsor says, it has 
been passed; it has been passed. Let me say this: It is a shame that 
it has not been passed in Pennsylvania and passed into law, and I 
need not argue anymore. This legislation has kept legislation from 
being provided simply because for some reason those at the top 
fear good, honest legislation that will do exactly what it is that you 
tell your people you are going to do for them when you come 
down on Sunday night or Monday morning. 

Now, I do not have to say anymore. It is there; it has been 
passed. We are responsible. Let us hope today we continue to be 
responsible. Let us hope tomorrow that we continue to be friends. 
Let us hope that when we come back after our break, that we lose 
some of this dispiritedness and thii meanness that I have been able 
to gather up in my mind, because it never used to be that way. It 
used to be a joy. 

I am wondering why, even though the gentleman did not know 
where I was from yesterday and said that I had not discussed the 
legislation with h i ,  he came over a week before that to ask me to 
withdraw i t  So he remembered me, and today we are fiiends, and 
then he congratulated me after the vote. That is the spirit of 
Republican and Democrat that we need That is the kind of a 
legislature that the people want us to be. 

We do not need the germane question and the constitutionality 
question. Let us talk about the question of the people. 

I ask you to support this amendment. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, 

Mr. Birmelin. 
Will the gentleman yield for a moment. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

The SPEAKER The Chair returns temporarily to taking of 
leaves of absence and adds to the leave-of-absence list, without 
objection from the House, the gentleman, Mr. BUNT. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1744 CONTINUED 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

~ h ,  s P E A K ~ ~  ne chair and recognizes the 
gentleman, m. ~ ~ ~ y ~ .  

Mr. B I R M E L ~ ~ ,  n a n k  you, M ~ ,  speaker, 
n, legislation that we have before us in bill form, HB 1744, 

deals with the issue ofrestitution, and quite frankly, I find that the 
argument to say that this amendment is to 



1997 LEGISLATIVE 
it is certainly a stretch of the imagination, but I am not going to 
question it on gennaneness. 

However, I do believe that it is quite clearly a violation of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution, and I will read for you Article V, 
section 10, subsection (c), which says, "The Supreme Court shall 
have the power to prescribe" all "general rules governing practice, 
procedure and the conduct of all courts, ..." and this particular 
legislation includes a new court motion called a motion to strike, 
found on the first page of the amendment, lime 26 and following 
lines. 

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I move that the George 
amendment be deemed unconstitutional. 

The SPEAKER Mr. Birmelii would you again repeat the 
section of the Constitution you are relying on. 

Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes. It is Article V, section 10, subsection (c). 
The SPEAKER. VlO(c) ? 
Mr. BIRMELIN. Correct. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, raises the point of order that 

amendment No. 4328, offered by the gentleman, Mr. George, is 
unconstitutional. 

The Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions 
affecting the constitutionality of an amendment to the House for 
decision, which the Chair now does. 

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

amendment? 

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

Mr. BIRMELIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Again, briefly, under the "Judicial Administration" section of 

the Pennsylvania State Constitution, Article V, as I indicated 
earlier, section 10(c), it clearly delineates that the Supreme Court 
shall have the power to prescribe general rules governing practice, 
procedures, and conduct of all courts, and we have, in the George 
amendment, the creation of a new court motion called a motion to 
strike. This is outside the realm of the legislature to do so. It is 
clearly in violation of your State Constitution, and it should be 
ruled as an unconstitutional abridgement. 

Therefore, I am asking for the members' support to vote that it 
is unconstitutional. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER The lady from Philadelphia, Ms. Manderino. 
Ms. MANDERlNO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask this chamber to vote that this 

amendment is constitutional. 
A motion to strike is not a new creation. Anyone in this 

chamber who practices law has probably filed a motion to strike 
sometime in their career. It is a regular court proceeding. We are 
not creating a new court proceeding here. 

What this legislation is doing is saying at what stage in the 
SLAPP suit (strategic lawsuit against public participation) such a 
motion can be considered, but we are not creating anything new. 
There is nothing unusual or unique. There is no new motion here. 
We are not stepping on the purview of the courts, although it is 
ironic that today we are concerned about stepping on the purview 
of the courts and tomorrow we are going to have hearings about 
the courts stepping on our purview. 
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But be that as it may, there is nothing unusual about this 

legislation. There is nothing untoward in what the gentleman from 
Clearfield is attempting to do. It is clearly constitutional, and I will 
ask you to uphold the constitutionality of it and let us vote on the 
merits. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Cohen. The gentleman 
kom Philadelphia, Mr. Cohen. 

Mr. COHEN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I totally concur with Representative Manderino's 

statement about the ordinariness of a motion to strike. I see no 
reason why this ought to be held unconstitutional. This merely 
deals with a question of how the law will operate. This is clearly 
withim our discretion. 

I urge that there be a 'yes" vote for the constitutionality of this 
legislation. 

The SPEAKER The gentleman, Mr. Blaurn, on the question of 
constitutionality. 

Mr. BLAUM. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, this amendment is constitutional. Whether we vote 

"yes" or "no," it is constitutional. 
The gentleman from Clearfield, I think, made one of the finest 

speeches we have heard in recent weeks on somethmg that needed 
to be said on the floor of this House, and that is, when important 
issues, controversial issues, come before this chamber that 
members do not want to vote on, the issue of germaneness is raised 
and the issue of constitutionality is raised, and the people of 
Pennsylvania should know that when this happens, that prevents 
the House from being recorded on an upor-down vote on whether 
or not this issue of SLAPP suits can be put into Pennsylvania law. 

You know, the lady from Philadelphia says there is nothing 
untoward about this amendment or nothing wrong with this 
amendment. Unless you are a polluter, there is nothing wrong with 
it. 

The gentleman, Mr. George, said that this is good for 
Pennsylvania, it is good for the members; it is good for the 
members to vote on. Of course it is. This protects the citizens of 
Pennsylvania, but it is not good if you are a polluter. 

The SPEAKER Mr. Blaum, please, the question is - let us start 
the day out staying on the subject- constitutionality. 

Mr. BLAUM. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, there is no question that this amendment is 

constitutional. Therefore, every member should be recorded in the 
affirmative saying that Mr. George's amendment is constitutional. 
There should be no negative votes up there for the sole purpose of 
avoiding a recorded vote on this important issue. 

I urge the members of the House to vote in the affirmative. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Gannon, on the 

question of constitutionality. 
Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Just in perusing this amendment, it becomes very clear that it is 

patently unconstitutional. Our Constitution provides that the court 
will have exclusive ~lemaking authority with respect to its 
business, and if you look at the fmt page, subparagraph @), it 
says, "Motion to strike." The legislature has exclusive authority to 
deal with substantive law. A motion to strike is not substantive 
law; it is a procedure; it is a rule. It is under the ~ b m a k i n g  
authority of the court. 



1952 LEGISLATIVE 
On its face, we are clearly overstepping our boundaries into the 

court's business, and, Mr. Speaker, I am the first person to get up 
and criticize the court when they overstep their boundaries and 
come into our business. So I think to be consistent, to be consistent 
in our objective to get them out of dealing with substantive law, 
we have an obligation to stay out of their business. Let them make 
their rules. Let us stick to substantive law. Keep them out of 
substantive law; keep us out of mlemakmg. 

This amendment is unconstitutional. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

PARLLQMENTARY INQUIRY 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman, 
Mr. George, on the question of constitutionality. Mr. George on 
the question of constitutionality. 

Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
First I have an inquiry, if you will, sir. 
The SPEAKER The gentleman will state his point of 

parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. GEORGE. On the constitutionality question, am I only 

allowed to speak one time? 
The SPEAKER That is correct. 
Mr. GEORGE. Then you better order lunch. 
The SPEAKER I already have. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I was being not only frivolous but 
a little facetious, and I meant no harm, but I was not nearly as 
facetious as the motion to rule as unconstitutional our amendment. 

I have been apprised by these attorneys, who hopefully have 
gone to the same schools as the gentleman who made the 
movement, and he says to me that it is indeed the legislature that 
provides the rights for the people and that we have not, in this 
language, removed any substantive rights. And when that judge, 
such as your wife, Mr. Speaker, looks that over, that individual has 
enough ability to make that decision of whether something will be 
removed. I hope someday I see you do that. I would vote for you. 

But, you see, today the big problem is that evexybody either 
wants to be an attorney or thinks he or she is an attorney, and 
maybe that is what the problem is. Maybe if we dealt more with 
issues of the heart and issues of the mind, used a little logic and a 
little perception of where we are going and why we are here, then 
why would we fear legislation that has been passed in 12 States? 

I will not keep you here to lunch, Mr. Speaker, but you would 
do yourself and all a very, very fine service and make us proud 
that once again we have come to the middle, the middle in which 
the people expect us -no right, no left, just the decent middle. 

Let us pass this and say that it is indeed constitutional. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The Chair recognizes, on the question of constitutionality, the 

gentleman, Mr. Horsey. 
Incidentally, I would like to thank the members who bave 

spoken so far for holding their remarks to constitutionality. I t h i i  
they have done a remarkably good job. 

Mr. Horsey. 
Mr. HORSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the motion on 

constitutionality. 

JOURNAL - HOUSE OCTOBER 29 

And I rise also to remind members in this chamber, 
Mr. Speaker, fvst of all I am outraged, Mr. Speaker, that 
constantly when we are doing the business of the House of 
Representatives here that we have to be sensitive to the courts. 
Mr. Speaker, they are overly sensitive as a branch of government 
themselves, and when we pass statutes on this body, Mr. Speaker 
-we are the lawmaking body - they take it on themselves to strike 
those statutes. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, constitutionally, from what I understand, 
we, meaning the House of Representatives, are the lawmaking 
body of these chambers, and rest assured - and it is not 
coincidental - that the gentleman who constantly raises the 
question that we need to be sensitive to the c o r n  is a member and 
an officer of that branch of government also as well as being a 
member of this branch, and he should be careful of that, because 
it appears to be he cannot handle being a member of the House of 
Representatives and being an officer of the court, and I take note 
that he is an officer of the court. 

Now, on the question of constitutionality, Mr. Speaker- 
The SPEAKER. Thank you. 
Mr. HORSEY. -I think, Mr. Speaker, I t h i i  that we should 

pass statutes, pass laws, and whatever the courts decide to do as a 
branch of government, they should do it, Mr. Speaker. 

I need to remind us that the initial branch of the 
U.S. government, if you go back into history, was the legislature 
first, Mr. Speaker, and then the judiciary branch, and I think there 
are members in this chamber who keep forgetting that. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The CChair recognizes the gentleman, Mi. Sum, on the question 

ofconstitutionality. 
Mr. SURRA. Yes, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, as was stated previously, the motion to strike is 

not something new in the courts of Pennsylvania and across the 
land, and although I am not a lawyer, I do know and I think it is 
important that the membership knows that the SLAPP suit 
legislation and the amendment that we are dealing with today is 
already the law of the land in about a dozen other States. So it is 
constitutional in those States, and it has withstood the 
constitutional challenges in those States. We just want to provide 
the average people and the citizens of Pennsylvania with that same 
ability, and for those reasons I t h i i  that it is constitutional, and I 
would ask for the members' support. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The gentleman, Mr. Sturla. 
Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the issue has been raised on the constitutionality 

because we are attempting to deal with rules of the court under the 
George amendment. And like Mr. George, I am not an attorney, 
but it would seem to me that if we are going to rule that 
Mr. George's amendment is unconstitutional because we are 
dealing with rules of the court, then when we finally get to 
HB 1744 itself, we would have to rule that that was 
unconstitutional, because the whole bill itself that is being 
amended by Mr. George deals with rules of the court. So 
Mr. Binneliin's bill itself deals with the subject that he says is 
unconstitutional. 



CONSIDERATION OF HB 1744 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER The gentleman, Mr. Armstrong. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
May I interrogate the gentleman who made the motion as to this 

not being constitutional? 
The SPEAKER The gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, indicates he will 

stand for interrogation. You may proceed. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, I am having a problem 

understanding why this amendment is unconstitutional. Can you 
express your argument again ? 

Mr. BIRMELIN. Well, let me share just one thing in particular 
that I think has been misstated by several people in this body here 
this morning. We have heard several people, including practicing 
attorneys, say that this is not a new creation. It absolutely is in 
State courts. It is not in Federal courts, no, but if a practicing 
attorney is practicing in a State court today, you do not have a 
motion to strike. This does create it legislatively. 

Now, they may have been practicing in a Federal court with 
motions to strike, but they have not been doing it in State courts, 
and that is exactly what this amendment does, is create a motion 
to strike by legislative kt, not through the Supreme Court system 
of Pennsylvania. So it is a violation of the Constitution because it 
usurps the Supreme Court's right to determine who can have or if 
there will be motions to strike, because they do not exist today in 
the State court system. That is the nuts and bolts of it. 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Okay. 
Mr. Speaker, I guess I would l i e  to speak on the motion. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Armstrong, is permitted 

to go ahead. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. I guess I have a real hard time takmg the 

argument that this is unconstitutional, primarily for the fact that we 
run against the courts a number of times. We are faced, as even a 
legislative body, with decisions by the courts which we challenge, 
and we feel that they legislate from the bench on many, many 
different situations, and there are many of us who feel that they are 
out of control and that we need to - and we do - we tell them how 
they are to conduct themselves, and of course, our whole basis is 
that they are not supposed to legislate from the bench. So if that is 
the case, then we are the ones that are supposed to tell them what 
they can and cannot do with legislation, and then if it is going to 
be unconstitutional, then let that be proven in the courts. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

So I would urge members to rule that Mr. George's amendment 
is constitutional so that we can say that Mr. B i e l m ' s  bill is 
constitutional, because you cannot have one without the other. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to leaves of absence and 
recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Itkiin, who requests that the 
gentleman from Bucks, Mr. CORRIGAN, be placed on leave for 
the balance of today's session. Without objection, leave will be 
granted. The Chair hears no objection, and leave is granted. 

While on leaves, the lady, Ms. CARONE, requests temporary 
leave of absence. Without objection, leave will be granted. The 
Chair hears none. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to leaves of absence and 
notes the presence on the floor of the House of the gentleman, 
Mr. Allen, and removes h i  from leave. 

Now, I also do believe that we do have the ability from time to 
time to rule measures unconstitutional or constitutional, and I 
believe we have that right to make those rulings, but I do have a 
hard time in accepting this as unconstitutional. I believe we have 
the right to say that we can have a motion to strike. I thought we 
did. I know we have a motion to open, open judgments, and my 
understanding is we do have a motion to strike, dealing with 
lawyers and cases that I have been involved with. But, I mean, 
even if it is the case that we do not have the right or there is not a 
motion to strike out there, I do not see a problem with us 
establishing that there is going to be a motion to strike. 

So with that the case in mind, I have a hard time in swallowing 
the sentiment that this is unconstitutional, so I am going to vote 
that it is constitutional. 

The SPEAKER The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1744 CONTINUED 

The SPEAKER The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Coy. 
Mr. COY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I was not going to speak on the issue, but 

something one of the previous speakers said sort of rang a bell and 
I t h i i  I must say something. 

The remark was made that one of the reasons that this is 
unconstitutional is that we would be usurping the power of the 
courts, that this is a court decision that somehow people that wear 
black robes know how to make and the rest of us do not know how 
to make. 

Well, my point being that in the history that I can remember, I 
can thii of numerous times where the courts have interceded in 
the legislative process, and the courts have said, well, that is 
unconstitutional, after we have voted for things that we believed 
to be legal and we believed to be very applicable. So I have a little 
trouble understanding why it is okay for the courts, these folks 
with a lot of wisdom, to say that things are unconstitutional that 
elected Representatives and Senators pass and yet we cannot make 
an individual judgment about a point of law. There are other parts 
of thii bill that would be an act which could remain constitutional, 
other sections that could even if this one did not. 

The point is, I think we have to act as a legislature. We have to 
act as the people's representatives and indicate what we thii is 
right and correct and not wony so much about what a legal scholar 
may thii or may not thii about what is constitutional. The 
courts do not seem to wony too much about it when they interfere 
with this legislative process. I think we need to do our job and say 
that we believe it is constitutionak we believe it is what people 
want in terms of their access to rights in this regard, and make a 
decision about it. 

I urge a vote in favor of constitutionality. 
The SPEAKER The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The gentleman, Mr. Masland, on the question of 

constitutionality. 
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Mr. MASLAND. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I rise reluctantly to speak on this issue because I am in favor of 

the substance of the amendmenf but having looked closely at the 
issue of constitutionality - and I realize there is some question on 
these matters - but having looked at it closely, I believe we really 
are going to run up against a brick wall called the Supreme Court. 

What we are creating here, we are creating a motion to strike. 
Currently Pennsylvania Rules of Procedure do not even have a 
motion to strike per se. We have preliminary objections, we have 
dem-, and things of the like, but the only thing close to a 
motion to strike is a motion to strike a judgment, and that was 
created under the Rules of Civil Procedure by the Supreme Court. 

This is akin to a Federal 12@)6 motion. We do not have 
anything l i e  that on the books, and I am sure that the Supreme 
Court would look at this, take one look, and in light of how they 
have acted in the past, say that it is unconstitutional. All you have 
to do is look back to the medical malpractice act which we passed 
last session, Act 135. They struck it because of sections dealing 
with complaint procedure. Anything that deals with the rules and 
the procedures, the Supreme Cowt is going to strike down. The 
same thing was done with the laadlord and tenant act that we tried 
to pass back in 1995. They struck it down because it was 
inconsistent with the Rules of Civil Procedure. 

So as much as I like the concept, I think what we have to do in 
the alternative is to somehow create a substantive right for these 
parties as opposed to hy to manufacture a motion to strike, which 
our cowt will hold unconstitutional, and if we try to go ahead with 
this, we are just delaying the obvious. 

So I would urge everybody to say that this is unconstitutional. 
Thank y ou. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
On the question of constitutionality, those believing the 

amendment to be constitutional will vote in the affirmative; those 
believing the amendment to be unconstitutional will vote in the 
negative. 

C O l ~ O  
corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
curry 
Daley 
DeLuca 
Dermody 
DeWeese 

Adolph 
Allen 
.%?all 
Barley 
Barrar 
Benninghoff 
Bi ie l in  
Boyes 
Browne 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Conti 
Cornell - ~~~~~~~ 

Dally 
Dempsey 
Dent 
DiGirolsnxl 

Bunt 
Cmne  
Clark 

Lederer Roebuck 
Lescovitz Rohrer 
Levdansky Rooney 
Lloyd Rubley 
Lucyk Sainato 
Lynch Santoni 
Maitland Schroder 
Manderino Schuler 

Feese Maher 
Fichter Major 
Fleagle Marsico 
Flick Masland 
Gannon McGill 
Geist McNaughton 
Gladeck Micozzie 
Godshall Miller 
~ P P O  Nailor 
Habay O'Brien 
Harhm Orie 
H ~ Y  Perzet 
Hennssev Philli~s 
Hershey pippi 
Hess Plam 
Hutchinson Raymond 
Iadlowiec Reber 
K e m y  Reinard 
Knbs Ross 
Lawless Sathe1 
Leh 

NOT VOTING4 

Cohen, L. I. LaGrotta 
Conigan Nickol 
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Walk0 
Was,him,%n 
Williams, A. H. 
Williams. C. 
Wilt 
Wojnaroski 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 

Saylor 
Semmel 
Seyfert 
Smith, B. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Stain 
Stem 
Stevenson 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, J. 
Tdli  
Vance 
Waugh 
Wogan 
Wright, M. N. 
Zimerman 
zug 

Robem 
Travaglio 

The following roll call was recorded: I On the auestion recunin~. 

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

amendment? 

m n g  
Baker 
Bard 
Battisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Bishop 
BIaum 
Boscola 
Brown 
Butkovitz 
Bunon 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
casorio 
Cawley 
Cohen, M 
Colafella 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question was 
determined in the affirmative the constitutionality of the 
amendment was sustained. 

Donatucci 
Eachus 
Evans 
Fairchild 
George 
Giglioiti 
Gordner 
Gruilza 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Herman 
Horsey 
ltkin 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kirkland 
Laughlin 

Markosek 
Mayernik 
McCall 
McGeehan 
MCUhattan 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Mundy 
Myers 
Olasz 
Oliver 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Peeone 
Pistella 
Preston 
Ramon 
Readshaw 
Rieger 
Robinson 

Scrimenti 
Seraiini 
Shaner 
Smith, S. H. 
Staback 
Steelman 
Steil 
Stetler 
Strimnatter 
Smla 
Surra 
Tangelti 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
True 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 

I Will the'~ouse agree to L amendment? 

The SPEAKER. On the question of the adoption of the 
amendment now, Mr. George. MI. George, do you want to delay 
until the end? You have already spoken once on the matter. 

Does anyone care to be recognized on the question of the 
amendment? The gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, desires recognition. 

Mr. BIRMELIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
When I debated the issue of constitutionality, it was not on the 

substance of the amendment. Quite W l y ,  the amendment itself 
although it did pass unanimously last session, was defeated in this 
session, and so it does not have the unblemished track record that 
its prime sponsor would make you to think. 

However, I really do not have any strong feelings on this 
amendment. I would just as soon that the members voted for it and 
be included in the bill at this point in time. So I have no objection 
to it. Thank you. 
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On the question recurring, 
Will the House agree to the amendment? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Adolph Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Allen Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Arcall Evans Manderino Semmel 

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

amended ? 
Bill as amended was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three different 
days and agreed to and is now on fmal passage. 

The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 

----- - ~ - ~ -  

Armstmug Fairchild Markosek Serahi  
Baker Fichter Marsic0 Seyferr 
Bard Fleagle Masland Shaner 
B m  Flick Mayemik Smith, B. 
Battisto Gannon McCall Smith S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Geint McGeehan Snydes D. W. 
Belardi George McGill Staback 
Belfanti Gigliotti Mcllhattan Stain 
Bishop Gladeck Melio Steelman 
Blaum Godshall Michlovic Steil 

Gordner Micode Stem Boscola 
Boyes Gruitza Miller Stetler 
Brown ~ P P O  Mundy Stevenson 
Browne Habay Myen Shimnaner 

Haluska Nailor Sturla Butkovitz 
Buxton Hanna O'Brien S u m  
Cal~agirone liarhart Olasz Tangntti 
Cappabianca Hasay Oliver Taylor, E. 2. 
Cam H a e s s e y  Orie Taylor, J. 
Casorio Herman Pesci Thomas 
Cawley Hens P e m c a  Tigae 
Chadwick Honey Petmne Trello 
Civera Hutchinson Pippy Trich 
Clymer Iikln Pitella True 
Cohen, M. Jadlowiec  PI^ Tulli 
Colafella James Preston Vance 
Colaipo Jarolin Ramon Van Home 
Conti Josephs Raymond Veon 
Comell Kaiser Readshaw Vitali 
Corpora Keller Reber Walko 
Cowell Kenney Reinard Washington 
COY Kirkland Rleger Waugh 
CW k b s  Rob'mson Williams, A. H. 
Daley Laughlin Roebuck Williams, C. 
Dally Lawless Rohrer Wilt 
DeLuca Lederer Rooney wogan 
Dent Lescovitz Ross Wojnaroski 
Dermody Levdansky Rubley Wright, M. N. 
DeWeese Lloyd Sainato Yewcic 
DiGirolamo Lucyk Santoni Youngblood 
Donatucci Lynch Sather Zug 
Dmce Maher Schroder 

NAYS13 

Barley Feese Perzel Ryan, 
Benninghoff Hershey Phillips Speaker 
Dempsey Leh Saylor 
Fargo McNaughton Z i i m a n  

NOT VOTING-1 

Birmelin 

EXCUSED-9 

Bunt Cohen, L. I. LaCrotta Roberts 
Camne Conigan Nickol Travaglio 
clark 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question was 
determined in the af f ia t ive  and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, on the 
question of linal passage. 

Mr. BIRMELIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, we, 2 years ago, in our wisdom, in the special 

crime session, decided that we would make sure that in every 
adjudication where it was feasible that restitution should be made 
to a crime victim, that the judge would be mandated to do so, and 
that was a good first step, and we passed a mandatory restitution 
bill that is the foundation upon which I am building today. 

We have found, unfortunately, that throughout these last 2 years 
and of course prior to that, that oftentimes ordering of restitution 
and having it being collected and given to the crime victim has not 
always occurred. So in working with several different agencies - 
the Governor's Office, Justice Fellowship, the Pennsylvania 
Commission on Crime and Delinquency, the Pennsylvania 
Sentencing Commission, the Pennsylvania Association of 
County Commissioners, and other interested groups liie the 
D M c t  Attorneys Association- we have worked long and hard in 
the last 9, 10 months to develop legislation that we feel is going to 
take the issue of restitution one step further from where we were 
when we first passed it 2 years ago here in the special session on 
crime. 

I would liie to just briefly - and I know we have a short time 
here today - but I do want to briefly share with you some of what 
I t h i i  are the major components of this legislation just for your 
information. 

The fust and the most important part of this legislation, I 
believe, is that for the fmt time ever we have said that up to- 
When you collect moneys from a defendant, be it for a court cost 
or fines or whatever, or restitution, that 50 percent, the first 
50 percent of moneys collected would go to the crime victim. We 
have never elevated the crime victim to that Status of being equal 
with local court systems before, and so we have said that we are 
going to put our crime victims on an equal footing when we collect 
moneys from them. We will no longer just worry about paying 
court costs and fmes and forgetting about the victim, but we will 
put them on an equal footing. 

Now, I have heard some comments from people saying, well, 
this is not going to be good for our counties; they will not be able 
to meet their costs, and we are going to have a problem doing this, 
but this legislation also gives them the authority to collect a 
restitution collection fee. This is currently being done, for instance, 
in the county of Erie and it is working quite successfully. They 
have been able to hire people who have been out aggressively 
seeking restitution and have made a good case for the fact that 
restitution can be made by most defendants. 

The second important thing that this does is it gives the power 
of wage attachment to our county probation and parole 
d e p ~ ~ e n t s  so that when they have someone who is on probation 
or parole and that person is under a restitution order and is 
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working, we can attach that defendant's wages to make sure that I Buxton - 
the restitution is paid. Caltagimne 

Cappabianca 
This also allows the De~artment of Corrections to collect r,,,&, 

On the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass fmlly ? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions ofthe Constitution, 

the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

restitution from those who sit in our prisons. Unless you fear that 
this is going to take away ftom the children that these defendants 
are supposedly supporting with child support payments or other 
obligations, the positioning of restitution is not going to be the fust 
payment made; child support always is. So restitution when and 
where it can be collected will be by not only the courts, by the 
Department of Corrections as well. 

We also have in this piece of legislation some very strict 
accounting for the moneys that are collected so that the accounts 
of these defendants are kept and maintained accurately through the 
prothonotary's office of each county, and we also have in this the 
records that are to accompany prisoners from county to State level 
or State to county level, which has long been a need in 
Pennsylvania That, basically, is the heart and soul of HB 1744. 

I ask you to vote "yes" on this legislation for hyo reasons. 
Number one, it will ensure justice for the victims of Pennsylvania. 
Victims have a right to know that if the court says that the 
defendant owes them money, that they are going to get it. They 
have a right to do that, and this legislation, if implemented, will 
make that become a reality. 

Secondly, and probably a secondary but a very important 
feature of this legislation and the issue of restitution, is that it helps 
to restore the defendant, the criminal, the convict, the prisoner, if 
you will. When that prisoner, that defendant, has to pay out of his 
pocket or her pocket the actual cost to the person that they have 
wronged, it helps to restore that person in society; in many cases 
it helps to clear their conscience; and it also helps them to 
understand that there was a price, a personal price, for the crime 
that they committed. 

So for these and many other reasons I would ask your 
indulgence and ask that you would vote "yes" on HB 1744. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

Adolph Egolf Maitland Schuler 
Allen Evans Major Scrimenti 
h a l l  Fairchild Manderino Semmel 
Armseong Fargo ~a rkosek  Serafini 
Baker Feese Marsicn Seyfert 

Cawley 

E E z  
clymer 
Cohen, M 
Coldella 
colaizm 
conti 
Cornell 

::::fa 
coy 
Curry 
Daley 
Dally 
m~~~~ 
Dempsey 

Ezody 
~~w~~~~ 
DiGimlamo 

z y  
Eachus 

Cam 

B, 

Bunt 
Carone 
Clark 

Bard Fichter Masland Shaner 
Barley Fleagle Mayemik Smith, B. 
Battino Flick McCall Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Gannon McGeehan Snyder, D. W. 
Belardi Geist McGill Staback 
Belfanti Georee Mcllhanan Stairs 
Benninghoff ~igli&i McNaughton Steelman 
B i e l i n  Gladeck Melio Steil 
Bishop Godshall Michlovic Stem 
Blaum Gordner Micozzie Stetler 
Bosmla Gtuitza Miller Stevenson 
Boyes @UPP Mundy S3imnatter 
Brown Habay Myers Sturla 

Harhart Olasz 
Hasay Oliver 
Hennessey Orie 
Heman Perzel 
Hershey Pesci 
Hess Petrarca 
Horsey Petmne 
Hutchinson Phillips 
Itkin P~PPY 
Jadlowiec Pistella 
lames Platts 
Jamlin Preston 
Josephs Ramos 
Kaiser Readshaw 
Keller Reber 
Kenney Reinard 
Kirkland Rieger 
Krebs Robinson 
Laughlin Roebuck 
Lawless Rohrer 
Lederer Rooney 
Leh Ross 
Lesulvik Rubley 
Levdansky Sainato 
Lloyd Santoni 
Lucyk Sather 
Lynch Saylor 
Maher Schroder 

NOT VOTING-;? 

Raymond 

Cohen, L. I. LaGrotta 
Comgan Nickol 
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Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
True 
Tulli 
Vance 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walk0 
Washington 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wosan 
Wo~naIoski 
Wright, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Zimmennan 
zug 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in the 
affmnative, the question was determined in the affirmative and the 
bill passed fmally. 

Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

BILLS PASSED OVER 

The SPEAKER The balance of the bills on page 3 are over. 
Page 4. HB 1473 is over. 

BILLS PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 

The SPEAKER. SB 1136 is over temporarily. 
HB 1561 is over temporarily. 

Bmwne ~ a l u i k a   ailo or Suna 
ButkoviQ Hanna O'Brien Tangreai I 
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BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 
TO HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

The House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to House amendments to SB 176, PN 1442, 
entitled: 

An Act amending the act of May 17,1921 (P.L.682, No.284), entitled 
The Insurance Comuanv Law of 1921, further urovidine for contents or 
pans of policies andfo;applications for policies; provi$ng mastectomy 
and brem cancer reconstructive surgery covcragc standards for health 
insurance uolicies: rermlatine individudaccess to health care insurance: 
and provi&ng forpekties.' 

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

amendments ? 

The SPEAKER. Moved by the majority leader that the House 
do concur in the amendments. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Lloyd. 
Mr. LLOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I would l i e  to interrogate the chairman of the 

Insurance Committee. 
The SPEAKER The gentleman, Mr. Micouie, indicates he will 

stand for interrogation. The gentleman, Mr. Lloyd, may begin. 
Mr. LLOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the Senate amendment was essentially to add a 

new article to this bill which I understand implements one of the 
three pieces of Kennedy-Kassebaum, and it has specifically to do 
with requiring insurance companies to offer a bare-bones 
insurance policy to anybody. What happens if we do not adopt or 
concur in the Senate amendment? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. If we do not concur in the Senate amendment, 
the Federal law kicks in, and we then come under the Federal 
guidelimes. 

Mr. LLOYD. And under the Federal- 
Mr. MICOZZIE. Excuse me. In this case, it would be the 

individual market reforms. 
Mr. LLOYD. And what is the difference between what the 

Federal guidelines would require and what this bill would 
require ? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Well, first let me tell you what this will do. In 
SB 176, of course, you are correct; Pennsylvania has the option to 
choose to do nothing and enact the Federal default or implement 
its own mandates, if you will, under the individual reforms. The 
alternate mechanism which we are talking about allows for the 
State flexibility in innovations in implementing the Federal 
requirements. It utilizes the Blue Cross and Blue Shield plan to, of 
course, implement the individual- 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
The numerous conferences taking place on the floor are 

dishacting to the members who are listening or attempting to listen 
to the debate and distracting to the debaters. Please. Sergeants at 
Arms, please keep the areas in the rear clear, and members, please, 
we probably will be out of here in about 2 hours if I do not keep 
interrupting. 

The gentleman may continue. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Okay. What it does is it has a continuous, 
year-round open enrollment to eligible individuals, which the 
Blues really do have now. 

Mr. LLOYD. Then would that be the case if we were under the 
Federal default rule ? I mean, it is my understanding -maybe to 
shorten this and come to the point - it is my understanding that the 
only real difference between what is proposed in thin bii and what 
would be the Federal default rule is in who the provider is. Is that 
essentially correct? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. I did not hear that. Say that again. 
Mr. LLOYD. I have been told by staff that the only real 

difference between what is in this bill and what is in the Federal 
default rule is who the provider is. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. I do not believe that is true. I think in what we 
are trying to adopt today, it has a guaranteed issue. Okay? It also 
has the preexisting-conditions exclusion. Of course, the Blues are 
the ones who are going to be the organization that takes care of it. 

Mr. LLOYD. Well, are you saying that if we were under the 
Federal default rule, the insurance companies which would be 
required to offer the coverage would be allowed to impose 
preexisting-condition requirements which- 

Mr. MICOZZIE. The problem is, the enforcement of it would 
come under the Federal guidelines. I think that is the main issue. 

Mr. LLOYD. But the rules are the same; the package which 
they are supposed to offer is the same. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Correct. 
Mr. LLOYD. So the real difference here is whether we want a 

couple hundred insurance companies in the State each having to 
offer this package or whether we want only the Blues offering it. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. That is correct. 
Mr. LLOYD. Now, I understand that this was a somewhat 

con!roversial decision, and I have seen some correspondence from 
the Blues expressing some concern that this was going to impose 
upon them more risk than they were particularly interested in 
having. I wonder, Mr. Speaker, if you could share with us the 
rationale for delegating this responsibility to the Blues rather than 
having it shared by all the health insurers in the State. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. There are many of the individual markets 
offered by the Blues already. They are really the last resort as far 
as handling individual policies. I believe it would be better for one 
organization to take care of that than having all the other 
organizations in the State to take care of that. 

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, could I be recognized on 
concurrence? 

The SPEAKER The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I have a concern that what 

we are doing with this bill is essentially making it easier for 
Highmark Blue CrosslBlue Shield and the other Blues plans across 
the State to justify the rate increases which they currently have 
pending before the Insurance Department and indeed potentially 
come back for more. Let me explain why I t h i i  that is the 
problem. 

This bill contains language which suggests that it is possible 
that the subsidy which is now being used, because the Blues have 
a tax-exempt status, that the subsidy which they now use to 
provide low-cost coverage to their subscribers may be partially 
used up in order to provide the coverage mandated by this bill. I 
see that the gentleman, Mr. Micozzie, is nodding his head, yeah, 
that is a potential problem. Now, if that is a problem, then it seems 
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to me that by putting that burden off onto the Blues, what we are 
doing is to create a fmancial situation in which they are going to 
find themselves without enough money to pay all the claims 
which they have, and they are going to come back to the 
Insurance Department and ask for a rate increase. I, for one, think 
that the rate increases they are asking for now are going to he 
extremely difficult for people to pay, especially in the area of 
medigap coverage. Mr. Speaker, I am concerned that if we use up 
that subsidy for something else, then it is going to be almost 
impossible to reject those rate increases, and in fact, we may see 
further pressure on those rates as some of the subsidy is sucked 
away in the future in order to pay for this. So that is my first 
concern. 

My second concern, Mr. Speaker, is that we have over the last 
several years decided that we wanted to have competition in the 
insurance industry. We went through that with workers' 
compensation; we went through that with car insurance; we have 
gone through that with the open rating bill that was passed in the 
last session. It is all based on the notion that competition is the way 
to get the best prices. It seems to me that if we had all the 
insurance companies in the State having to take some of these 
customers, not only would it spread the risk but it also would lead 
to price competition, and you might actually fmd a situation in 
which there are some pretty attractive policies out there, because 
the purpose ofthis is not to set up some sham; the purpose of this 
is to set up a system in which people who now do not have 
insurance, cannot afford it, are able to buy it. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I do not thd  that this alternative which the 
Senate has fired back at us is a good one, and I think it is going to 
result - it is probably going to pass today - but it is going to result 
in higher insurance rates for the rest of us who are insured by the 
Blues. 

Mr. Speaker, I h o w  that this is the mastectomy hill and 
people say, oh, jeez, we have to vote for this, but it seems to me, 
Mr. Speaker, that we ought to send this bill to a conference 
committee and we ought to try to review that determination as far 
as the delegation of the alternate mechanism, so, Mr. Speaker, I 
would urge the members to nonconcur. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Michlovic. 
Mr. MICHLOVIC. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, just as the gentleman who spoke before me had 

reservations about this legislation, I do as well. 
You may recall some weeks ago we had a rather furious debate 

on this floor with regard to inclusion of certain language in the 
insurance portions of this bill between the gentlemen, Mr. Gannon 
and Mr. Micozzie, on mental health parity. The provisions in this 
bill dealmg with individual accessibility to insurance, those 
provisions which the gentleman, Mr. Lloyd, just referred to, are 
provisions that need to be cleared by January 1 of 1998. The 
insurance industry wants these provisions. It provides them certain 
flexibility in their process, and they are anxious to get these 
provisions in the bill. They are less anxious, as the 18 years that I 
have been working on mental health parity, they are less anxious 
to have those provisions prescribimg an antid'icrimimatory attitude 
toward including mental health provisions and the way those 
deductibles and provisions affect people than they are this 
individual accessibility. So the gentleman, Mr. Gannon, very 
wisely tried to link the two -they both need a January 1, 1998, 

JOURNAL - HOUSE OCTOBER 29 
deadline, and the insurance industry wanted one, was less excited 
about the other - attempted to l i d  the two. This bill included the 
one provision that the insurance industry wanted and did not 
include the other. 

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULES 

Mr. MICHLOVIC. I, along with my colleague, Mr. Gannon, 
would like to correct that major flaw in this legislation, and so I 
would therefore move to suspend the rules to offer amendment 
4486. 

The SPEAKER. Mr. Michlovic, have you turned that 
amendment in? 

Mr. MICHLOVIC. Mr. Speaker, I have it right here with me. 
The SPEAKER. I wonder if we might have a copy of it. 
Mr. MICHLOVIC. You certainly may. 
The SPEAKER It is the information of the Chair, 

Mr. Michlovic, that the amendment clerk has never received 
copies of it. 

Mr. MICHLOVIC. Mr. Speaker, we just got it from the 
Legislative Reference Bureau to this printer's number. 

The SPEAKER Would it be accurate to say no one has a copy 
of it other than you and your staff? 

Mr. MICHLOVIC. I just gave the envelope forward. 
The SPEAKER. All right. 
The question before the House now is the motion by the 

gentleman, Mr. Michlovic, to suspend the rules of the House to 
permit hi to offer amendment A4486. 

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

The SPEAKER. This motion is not a debatable motion except 
by the two floor leaders. 

On that question, the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
Mr. DeWEESE. At the advice of my colleague from Allegheny, 

Mr. Michlovic, I defer to my associate from Delaware, the 
gentleman, Mr. Gannon. 

The SPEAKER Would you repeat yourself, please ? 
Mr. Gannon. 
Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to strongly urge the members to vote to 

suspend the rules so that we can consider this very, very important 
piece of legislation. 

Now, the reason I am urging that we do it this way is because 
of the way this bill was handled in the House and the way it was 
handled in the Senate and sent back to the House, just on the issue 
of suspension. 

When this bill was in the House, there were opportunities for 
members to offer amendments such as mental health 
antidiscrimmation. 

I wanted to go into the procedure, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. No merits. 
Mr. GANNON. Okay. 
It was decided by the House not to add any amendments to this 

bill because the bill dealt only with breast cancer reconstruction 
surgery and insurance coverage for that type of surgery and 
recovery. The bill then went over to the Senate, and in its wisdom, 
the Senate added aprovision that had absolutely nothing to do with 
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the issue that was contained in the bill - completely separate issue, 
completely separate item - and then sent the bill back to the House 
and asked it to concur. 

Based on that historical process, Mr. Speaker, I think the House 
has every right now and obligation to deal with the issue of the 
amendment that Representative Michlovic would want to 
introduce, and in order to do that, we have to suspend our rules. 

This is very important; it is a vital issue to many folks in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

The SPEAKER Mr. Gannon, I am not being critical now. The 
flow that I would - if I had my druthers - the flow I would l i e  to 
see in connection with suspension of the rules when amendments 
are to be offered would be a short explanation by the floor leaders 
or their stand-ins -in this case, you - of the amendment, if you 
want to do that. I have no objection to what you have just said, but 
if you are going to move into your amendment, move into it for a 
brief explanation so that the members know what that is - brief. 

Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, the amendment that Representative Michlovic 

would l i e  to offer to this bill will eliminate insurance 
discrimmation against those citizens of this Commonwealth who 
suffer from mental illness. It is a serious problem, and I urge a 
"yes" vote on suspension of the rules. 

The SPEAKER Mr. Perzel. 
Mr. PERZEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, just a couple brief comments. 
Every 12 minutes a woman dies from breast cancer. In 1995, 

11,000 women in Pennsylvania were diagnosed with breast cancer 
and 2,800 women died from it. Breast cancer is the lead'mg cause 
of cancer death amongst AfEcan-American women. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I mention that because this bill contains the 
breast cancer portion and it also contains the Kennedy-Kassebaum 
agreement that we have to do in order to meet the Federal 
govemment guidelines. SB 176 takes away the barrier for women 
to get complete care and treatment for breast cancer. 

We are not against what the Representative has said from 
Delaware County, Mr. Speaker, and we will face this issue down 
the lme, but today this issue is about mastectomies, Mr. Speaker, 
and I would l i e  to ask the members to defeat the motion to 
suspend the rules. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

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

The following roll call was recorded: 

Baitisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 

Gannon 
George 
Gordner 
Gruitlll 
~ P P O  
Haluska 
Hanna 
Herman 
Horsey 
Itkin 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 

McCall 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Miller 
Mundy 
Myers 
Olav 
Oliver 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
P m n e  
Pistella 
Preston 

Semmel 
Shaner 
Staback 
Steelman 
Stetler 
Shula 
Sum! 
Tangretti 
momas 
Time 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 

Corpora Kaiser 
Cowell Kikland 
COY Laughlin 
CW Lawless 
DeLuca Leswvia 
Dermody Levdansky 
DeWeese Lloyd 
Donatucci Lucyk 
Eachus Manderino 
Evans Markosek 

Ramos Venn 
Readshaw Vitali 
Rieger Walko 
Robinson Washington 
Roebuck Williams, A. H. 
Sainato Williams, C. 
Santoni Wojnaroski 
Sather Yemcic 
Schroder Youngblood 
Scrimenti 

Adolph 
Allen 
Argall 
Armstrong 
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
B a r n  
Be~inghoff  
Birmelim 
Boswla 
Boyes 
Brown 
Browne 
Butkovitz 
Bnxton 
Chadwick 
C i v m  
Clymer 
COlaiao 
Conti 
Cornell 
Daley 
Dally 
Dempsey 
Dent 

I 

DiGirolamo 
DNCC 
Egolf 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Feese 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Geist 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Habay 
Harhrn 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Hmhey 
Hess 
Hutchinson 
Jadlowiec 
Keller 
KeMey 
Krebs 
Ledenr 
Leh 

Lynch 
Maher 
Maitland 
Major 
Marsiw 
Masland 
Mayemik 
McGeehan 
McGill 
McIlhaUan 
McNaughton 
Micoaie 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Orie 
P e m l  
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Plam 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 

Saylor 
Schuler 
Serafini 
seyfut 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Stain 
Steil 
stem 
Stevenson 
Strimnsner 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, I. 
True 
Tulli 
van= 
Waugh 
Wilt 
W o w  
Wright, M. N. 
Zimmennan 
zug 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

I NOT VOTING4 

Bunt Cohen, L. I. LaGrom Robem 
Carone Corrigan Nick01 Travaglio 
Clalk 

Less than a majority of the members required by the rules 
having voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
negative and the motion was not agreed to. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments to House 

amendments ? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny County, Mr. Olasz. 

Mr. OLASZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
It is very convenient of our fiiends, the HMO's (health 

maintenance organizations), to get their way by tagging on to 
something that we are all concerned about; that is mastectomies. 
Once again the HMO/iiurance companies have shown the power 
that they can exert on this House of Representatives to get their 
way. Recent Blue Cross/Blue Shield rate increase requests noted 
there is a rationale that during a market, nonprofit insurers suffer 
financial problems. 
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This thing is being iammed through to comply with the I Lastly, it is important to note that only nine States have 
~ e n n e d ~ - ~ ~ s e h a u m  bill, but once ag& in recent months we 
have shown a blatant disregard for the committee system by 
ramming this down every member's throat without going 
through the committee process, giving us an opportunity to 
at least make amendments that do reflect on the needs and desires 
of our constituents. When you go back bome, you be sure to 
tell your constitaents how you have sold out to the HMO's, 
Blue CrossBlue Shield, and insurance companies again. 
Think about it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Micozzie; then 
Mr. Rooney; then Mr. Veon. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. In response to Representative Lloyd's 
question about the Blues, there are numerous reasons why the 
Blues were selected. 

The Blues currently operate as the insurers of the last resort in 
Pennsylvania, and they offer policies that meet most of the 
requirements for the alternative mechanism. The Federal 
government had four requirements for eligible individuals in 
individual market reform: One, policies must be offered on a 
year-round open enrollment basis; two, the insurer must offer a 
choice of policies, including a comprehensive policy; three, 
policies must be offered on a guaranteed-issue basis; and number 
four, a preexisting-condition period cannot be imposed on the 
insureds. 

The Blues already have one through three of the above. To 
require them to preclude a preexisting-condition period would only 
be a minor marketing change for the Blues. The Blues currently 
offer these policies but are not clearly required by statute. They 
offer them as part of the Blues' social mission, based on past 
practices, their service-mark agreements, and previous 
Commissioner's orders. If the Blues ever decided not to provide 
coverage as the market of last resort, the industry and the 
legislature would immediately react negatively. 

Two, in addition, the Blues are the largest health insurers in the 
State and account for approximately 70 percent of the individual 
market premium volume and slightly over 50 percent of the 
policies issued. 

Number three, additionally, one of the roles of the regulator is 
to promote a healthy and competitive market with minimal 
disruption. Electing the Federal default may result in significant 
market disruption for the individual health-care market. Many 
small but significant commercial insurers may elect to terminate 
writing individual AiH (accidenthealth) insurance in the 
Commonwealth. We would have no authority to prevent them 
from terminating coverage, and consumers would be significantly 
harmed. We have seen this happen recently, in 1994, with the 
Federal government requirements on States for Medicare. Several 
carriers - namely, Mutual of Omaha - have stopped writing and 
left the State. Other States have testified on several problems in 
trying to implement thii Federal provision. One example is where 
as a result of the Federal provisions, the insurer must take the 
eligible individual without undenvriting and cannot impose a 
preexisting condition. The insurer will notify its agents that on this 
class of business, they will receive no commission. This action by 
the insurer would obviously discourage the agent &om placing the 
customer with the insurer. Thus, the consumers are only harmed 
by forcing thii upon the market. 

implemented the Federal fallback standards for individual health 
reform as the default. A total of 40 States applied to the Federal 
government, including Pennsylvania, for an alternative 
mechanism. I believe all requests for an alternative mechanism 
were approved by the Federal government an4 l i e  Pennsylvania, 
are in the process of implementing the alternative. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(J. SCOT CHADWICK) PRESIDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Northampton County, Mr. Rooney. 

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
After having thought about it, I rise to support the concurrence 

of SB 176. 
As we all know, SB 176 requires insurance providers to provide 

coverage for inpatient, outpatient, and bome health care following 
mastectomy and breast reconshuctive surgery. The gentleman, the 
Republican leader, cited the statistics. This legislation is long, long 
overdue. 

Now, there has been some concern raised about the prospect of 
having a single insurer provide the lion's share of the coverage. As 
you all know, right now the Blues already have 50 percent of the 
individual health insurance market, and to suggest, to suggest that 
our efforts on the floor here today may somehow lead to higher 
insurance premium costs for consumers across the State is, in my 
opinion, nothing more than speculation. 

The fact of the matter is, contained in this legislation is a sunset 
provision that will sunset this bill in 3 years, but I t h i i ,  
overwhelmingly and most importantly, if we were to delay passage 
of this legislation today, we run the real risk of jeopardizing 
women in Pennsylvania. As you know, the effective date of this 
legislation is January 1,1998. There are only 63 days between now 
and January 1, 1998, and in order to enable providers to market 
this product, to increase consumer awareness that this coverage is 
now in effect, the only conclusion that I can draw is that we must 
take action on this legislation today. I have suggested it is long 
overdue. You can ask the hundreds of thousands if not millions of 
Pennsylvania women who have been adversely affected by not 
having sound coverage in place. This legislation will further that 
notion and once and for all make it very clear that we are serious 
about addressing the health-care concerns of Pennsylvania women 
across the board. 

I would respectfully ask and implore my colleagues to 
favorably consider SB 176 and to consider it without amendment, 
without any- I mean, there was an issue raised by the gentleman 
from Delaware, an issue that has vexed this General Assembly for 
quite some time. I agree with hi that that issue needs to he 
addressed, but, Mr. Speaker, we have the ability today to pass 
SB 176, and in doing so, we have the oppoltunity to send a 
message to Pennsylvania women that their health-care needs are 
a priority of this General Assembly. 

I ask that you support the concurrence of SB 176. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Veon, is 

recognized on concurrence. 
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Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rules on debate are the same 
Mr. Speaker, like the gentleman, Mr. Rooney, I have also given 

considerable thought to the issue, and I appreciate the comments 
of the gentleman, Mr. Rooney, when he talks about what this issue 
means for many women throughout the Commonwealth. I think 
everybody here, on both sides of the aisle, is aware that we did 
spend a considerable amount of time and effort and energy, both 
sides of the aisle, in bringing that issue to the point where it is 
today. 

I think, Mr. Speaker, there is great recognition here also - and 
I do not necessarily blame the chairman of the House Insurance 
Committee or the majority leader - that the Senate has once again 
jammed this House with an issue that really ought to take ow 
careful consideration. There are good ideas on both sides of the 
aisle that would dramatically improve this legislation. There is a 
lot of talent on the Insurance Committee, on both sides of the aisle. 
If given the opportunity, it could dramatically improve thii 
legislation. But once again, here at the last moment, under the 
pressure of deadlime, we are being asked to take a pig in a poke. I 
do not t h i i  that is fair to members, thoughtful members, not 
necessarily members on either side who want to bash the insurance 
indushy or bash the insurance company, as has been commented 
by some people here and outside of this chamber. These are 
thoughtful members who have good ideas on a very, very 
important issue. This is not right, and this is not fair. 

On the other hand, the gentleman, Mr. Perzel, made some very 
good comments about what this means for the women of 
Pennsylvania, and that bill went through committee, and that bill 
passed this House by a unanimous vote, and that bill was 
considered in the Senate. Mr. Speaker, we ought to do something 
with that issue here today. 

I would l i e  to give the House the opportunity to do somethimg 
for the women of Pennsylvania and at the same time protect our 
integrity so that we can have thoughtful members put together a 
good bill and bring that bill to the floor of this House so that we 
can provide the k i d  of coverage that the Federal Government has 
mandated that we provide by the end of this year. 

To accomplish that, Mr. Speaker, I would like to move that we 
revert to a prior printer's number, and that prior printer's number 
would be 1339. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mr. Veon, reversion is a form of 
amendment, so you need to make a motion to suspend the rules to 
do that. 

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULES 

The SPEAKERpro tempore. Mr. Veon. 
Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and thank you for that 

clarification. 
Mr. Speaker, I would l i e  to in fact move to suspend the rules 

for the purpose of reverting to a prior printer's number, PN 1339. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Veon, moves 

that the rules of the House be suspended so that we can revert to 
prior PN 1339. 

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

as for a motion to suspend, so only the leaders can debate. 
Does the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, seek recognition? 
Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I t h i i  that a reversion to a prior printer's number would be 

very helpful. It has the breast cancer language in it, and for the 
reasons already enunciated by the gentleman fiom Beaver County 
who just left the microphone, I think that thoughtful members of 
ow Assembly would l i e  to deal with this issue specifically. 

Processwise - and again I will hy to be specific - ow 
General Assembly is a general assembly and the predominance of 
the State Senate has been a matter of keen concern for us on this 
side. We want to revert to a prior printer's number, we want to 
suspend the rules, so that we can have a general debate. 

The way this process has been going, Mr. Speaker, is the reason 
we want to suspend the rules. Welfare reform, electric 
deregulation, workers' compensation, school vouchers, 
various gambling proposals, shoved in, Mr. Speaker, to the 
Rules Committee by the State Senate. Our committee system in 
this House, Mr. Speaker, has not been allowed to work. 

Why do we want to suspend the rules ? So we can revert to a 
prior printer's number that has all, all of the breast cancer 
mastectomy language in i t  and then thoughtful members here can 
be involved. Thoughtful members here did not have a chance 
because of our being shackled by parliamentary procedure, 
historically, on the gasoline tax, the Tom Ridge gasoline tax, the 
Tom Ridge truck registration event. 

The SPEAKERpro tempore. The gentleman has gone a little bit 
far alield from the matter which is before the House. Would the 
gentleman please limit those remarks a bit. 

Mr. DeWEESE. With all due respect, I was under, potentially, 
a misimpression that by virtue of my momentary assignment as 
floor leader, I was given some flexibility, some flexibility to 
enunciate passionately why I want to suspend the rules. Now, 
suspension of the rules has an impulse, and that impulse is 
generated £rom recent history. The recent history is what I was 
sharing with my fellow members. 

I really believe, Mr. Speaker, that the leadership of the other 
side of the aisle has historically used the Rules Committee and 
not our plenary body, and I thii by the gentleman from 
Beaver County's suggestion that we revert to a prior printer's 
number, we can enhance the way we do business here. I would ask 
that his motion be sustained. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Perzel. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Mr. Speaker, parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 

gentleman, Mr. Micozzie, seek recognition ? 
Mr. MICOZZIE. I think it would be good for the members if 

they know exactly what the prior printer's number contains. Was 
it the Senate bill as it came over, SB 176? 

The maker of the motion, what does the prior printer's number 
legislation contain? 

And the members do not have a copy of the bill. 



LEGISLATJYE JOURNAL - HOUSE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. What that prior printer's number 

contains is the bi i  as amended on third consideration in the 
House of Representatives on September 29,1997. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Okay; h e .  Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mr. Perzel. 
Mr. PERZEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, SB 176 is extremely important, and it is extremely 

important that we get it into law now, Mr. Speaker. Women need 
the guarantees that this bill gives them, and a delay now would 
only discourage women from seeking the treahnent that they 
need, and a delay would mean more deaths in Pennsylvania, 
Mr. Speaker. 

I would urge a "no" vote on the suspension of the rules. 

PARLWMENTARY INQUIRY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman, Mr. Rwney, 
have a parliamentary inquiry? The gentleman is aware he cannot 
debate. 

Mr. ROONEY. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will proceed. 
Mr. ROONEY. If the gentleman, Mr. Veon's motion to revert 

to a prior printer's number was successll, what status would the 
bill be in, SB 176? 

More to the point, Mr. Speaker, if we were to consider it as a 
prior printer's number and it passed where would the bill go? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Let us take this one step at a time. 
First, there is a motion to suspend the rules; then there would be a 
vote on the prior printer's number; and only if we get through 
those two would we go on to the next question. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Speaker? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Clearly, the bill would have to go 

back to the Senate again on concurrence, ifthat is the gentleman's 
question. It would not finish here. It would have to go back to the 
Senate. 

Mr. ROONEY. Correct. So in other words, no action- This 
bill would not go to the Governor's desk today, tomorrow, or 
anytime in the next few weeks, at least until we have returned fiom 
our impending break? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. I can only answer as I have. The 
bill would go back to the Senate for concurrence. 

Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

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

The following roll call was recorded: 

Armstrong 
Battisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfami 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boscola 
CalQirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 

DennOdY 
DeWeese 
Dwabcci 
Eachus 
Evans 
Gannon 
George 
Gi$ioUi 
Gordner 
Gmitra 
Haluska 

Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Manderino 
Markosek 
McCall 
Meiio 
MicNovic 
Mundy 
Olasz 
Oliver 
Pesci 

Scrimenti 
Shaner 
StabaCk 
Steelman 
Stetler 
Sturla 
sm 
Tangelti 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 

Casorio 
Cawley 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
C0laiuo 
corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
Cuny 
Daley 
DeLuca 

Adolph 
Allen 
h a l l  
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
B m  
Benninghoff 
Binnelin 
Boyes 
Brown 
Bmwne 
Butkovitz 
Buxton 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Conti 
Comell 
Dally 
Dempsey 
Dent 
DiGimlamo 
mce 
Egolf 
Fairchild 
Fargo 

Hanna 
Honey 
Itkin 
James 
Iarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kirkland 
Laughiin 
k S ~ v i Q  
LeVdanSky 

Feese 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Geist 
Gtadeck 
Godshall 
~ P P O  
Habay 
Harhart 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Herman 
Hershey 
H a s  
Hutchinson 
Jadlowiec 
Keller 
Kenney 
Krebs 
Lawless 
Lederer 
Leh 
Lynch 
Maher 
Maifland 
Major 

OCTOBER 29 
Pe!~arca Inch 
Petrone Van Home 
Pistella Veon 
Preston Vitali 
Ramos Walko 
Readshaw Washington 
Rieger Williams, C. 
Robinson Wojnaroski 
Roebuck Yewcic 
Sainato Youngblood 
Santoni 

Marsiw 
Masland 
Mayemik 
McGeehan 
McGill 
MCllhaMn 
McNaughton 
Micoaie 
Miller 
Myers 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Orie 
Perzel 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Platts 
Raymond 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
ROSS 
Rubley 
SatheI 
Saylor 
Schroder 

Schuler 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Seyfert 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
stain 
Steil 
Stem 
Stevenson 
Suimnatter 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, I. 
T N ~  
Tulli 
V a n e  
Waueh 
~ i ~ ~ i s n s ,  A. H. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wright, M. N. 
Zimmennan 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

NOT VOTING4 

Bunt Cohen, L. I. LaGrotta Roberts 
Carone Corrigan Nickol Travaglio 
Clark 

Less than a majority of the members required by the rules 
having voted in the aBmative, the question was determined in the 
negative and the motion was not agreed to. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments to House 

amendments ? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Returning to concurrence, the 
Chair recognizes the lady from Philadelphia County, 
Representative Manderino. 

Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I would like to interrogate the chairman of the Insurance 

Committee, please. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman appears willmg. 

You are in order and may proceed. 
Ms. MANDERWO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, my questions go to the amendment inserted by the 

Senate that deals withthe implementation of the individual policies 
under Kennedy-Kassebaum. My questions go specifically to rates 
and costs. 

Fist, I would l i e  to know whether there are any limits or 
anythhg in the bill that would set limits to the premium rate to be 
charged by the Blues for the coverage that they would be 
providing under this bill SB 176. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. There is a section in the bill that talks about 
the public hearing in front of the Commissioner if the losses 
experienced by the Blues as a result of this act require a rate 
increase of greater than 20 percent and are in excess of 110 percent 
medical loss ratio for any calendar year. 

Ms. MANDERINO. So if the request would be for 20 percent 
or less, they would not have to go before any commission; they 
could just unilaterally institute a rate increase so long as it stayed 
under 20 percent? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. No; that is not true. They always can go in 
h n t  of the Commissioner, but the Commissioner would have to 
have hearings, public hearings, on it throughout the State and 
come up with a determination. They always can go in for a rate 
increase. 

Ms. MANDERINO. My question is, how much can they 
increase the rates without even having to go in for a rate 
increase? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. I do not believe that is addressed in the bill. 
Ms. MANDERINO. Under Act 159 of 1996, the Blues can fde 

for rate adjustments at any time, and this means there is no prior 
approval for any rate increase that is less than 10 percent. Would 
that provision, Act 159 of 1996, stay into effect and be unaffected 
by this legislation? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. I believe it is not affected by the legislation. 
Ms. MANDERINO. So at least we know that with this 

legislation, rate increases of less than 10 percent can be unilaterally 
instituted. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Like every other insurance company, they 
have the same rights as any other insurance company to go in h n t  
of the Commissioner and ask for a rate increase if their costs 
increase. 

Ms. MANDERINO. Okay. 
On another point, the bill talks a little about the subsidization of 

the individual market product by the Blues. To what extent will the 
Blues be subsidizing these products ? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. The Blues already subsidize individual 
policies by the way they operate. I think they would use the same 
type of standards in subsidizing what is contained in SB 176. 

Ms. MANDERINO. At last Thursday's Insurance Committee 
meeting, we had a briefing by the new Commissioner, 
which was the fust time we heard of this proposal. During the 
question-and-answer session, the Insurance Commissioner stated 
that the Blues would subsidize the policies up to the amount that 
they already do, which is 1.25 percent of the premiums. Is that 
written in the legislation, or do we have assurances that that will 
actually happen ? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Repeat that again, Mr. Speaker. 
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Ms. MANDERINO. At Thursday's briefmg by the Insurance 

Commission before the Insurance Committee, the Commissioner 
stated that the Blues would subsidize the policy up to the amount 
they already do, which my understanding is 1.25 percent of the 
premium is the minimum subsidization rate. Does this bill 
,-tee that that will be the case, or is there anything in this that 
guarantees that that will be the case? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in the language, 
I do not believe, that does that. 

Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I have finished my interrogation and would like to speak on the 

bill. 
The SPEAKERpro tempore. The lady is in order. 
Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I am very disheartened to see the language with 

regard to this individual market reform proposal or the 
implementation of the Kennedy-Kassebaum individual plan 
to be in this bill, and as I mentioned in my questioning, the 
Insurance Committee of this House of Representatives had the 
very brief explanation of this just a few days ago, last Thursday, 
by the Insurance Commissioner. We saw no language. We got a 
couple-page handout that, if you can see, is just very big, bold, 
kind of like their slide presentations, with just a few blurbs 
explaining an outline ofthis very complex proposal. No language 
was presented to us. No language to be studied even appeared on 
the radar screen until yesterday when it was inserted by the Senate. 

This is a very important aspect of the implementation of 
Kennedy-Kassebaum. These are the folks whom we are trying to 
make sure that we have plugged the holes for in insurance 
coverage. These are the folks who are employed and who lose 
their jobs and lose their coverage or who exhaust their COBRA 
(Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act) and then lose 
their coverage, and we want to make sure that there is some k i d  
of affordable and accessible coverage available to them in 
Pemsylvania. 

Now, if we stayed with the Federal guidelines, everyone who 
writes insurance, individual policies in Pennsylvania, would have 
to put their two best and most popular products out there in the 
marketplace for folks to buy into, and we heard it explained earlier 
and by the Insurance Commissioner that, well, we were afraid to 
do that in Pemsylvania, because, my gosh, we may lose a few 
insurers who do not want to write in this market, and as a matter 
of fact, there is a State who lost two insurers in this market when 
they attempted to do that. Well, we learned yesterday when we 
were talking about the drug Coumadin and numbers and raw 
statistics that were being thrown around that the numbers, you 
have to understand them in some sort of context. I do not want to 
see us lose any insurers writing in the individual marketplace in 
Pennsylvania, but gosh, you know, if we lost 2 out of the more 
than 100 -the Insurance Department on Thursday could not tell 
me the exact number who were writing policies in this market in 
Pemsylvania, but they admitted that it was well over 100 -we 
would still have 98 different companies out there writing this 
coverage. 

But what we are deciding to do, on the spur of the moment, 
with no analysis and no thoughtfulness, is to decide to vest the 
responsibility for providing that gap coverage in one insurer, in 
one insurer whose pressure for the rates to go up, as everybody 
dumps into that system, is going to be so great, with assurances 
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that are very little that we will have any way to control that rate. 
And what is going to happen ? What is going to happen is we are 
going to create a market that is either unaffordable or inaccessible, 
and we are going to defeat the whole purpose that we are wing to 
accomplish. 

Now, is that a little bit of doomsday prediction? It possibly is. 
I could possibly be predicting the worst. I wish I could tell you that 
I felt comfortable that that was not going to happen, but on 4 days' 
notice of even the idea that the Insurance Department wanted to 
implement and 1 day's look at the actual language to implement it, 
I cannot tell you that I am being a doomsday predictor. I t h i i  I 
am pretty much on the money. We already heard during 
interrogation that there was no guarantee of the level of 
subsidization of this individual package by the Blues in the market. 
We already heard that they can come in for a rate increase, and if 
they want to have rate increases under 10 percent, they do not even 
have to come in. How quickly will we evaporate the affordability 
of the individual marketplace to fill this gap if we go with this 
proposal ? 

I am very somy that the Senate inserted it into an extremely 
important bill for mastectomy coverage, but this is too important 
of an issue for us to let them hold hostage or hold us hostage to a 
half-baked, half-thought-out, and not-well-explained concept 
because we care about the women of Pennsylvania. Well, I care 
about the women of Pennsylvania, too, but I also care about every 
uninsured person in the marketplace, and I will not sell them down 
the river and accept this shoved in at the last minute fiom the 
Senate. 

I ask you to please vote to nonconcur, send this to a conference 
commim so that we can either get that language out or have some 
time to understand how the language works and put the important 
rate and protection safeguards in there that we need to make sure 
this stays affordable and accessible to Pennsylvanians. 

Vote "no" on concurrence in SB 176. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. For the benefit of the members, 

the current list of speakers reads as follows: Gannon, Olasz, 
Thomas, True, Rohrer, and Micozzie. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Delaware County, 
Mr. Gannon, on concurrence. 

Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I would like to interrogate the chairman of the House Insurance 

Committee. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates his 

willmgness. You may proceed. 
Mr. GANNON. Mr. Speaker, under the designated insurers, 

does that include Highmark Corporation? 
Mr. MICOZZIE. Yes. 
Mr. GANNON. Now, I understand that this amendment was put 

in by the Senate, but is it not true - perhaps you may know -that 
a lawsuit was filed concerning Highmark Corporation's 
merger with, or the merger between Western Blue Cross and 
Blue Shield? 

Mr. MICOZZIE. I know there is a suit, hut I do not know the 
specifics of it. Maybe you can enlighten me. 

Mr. GANNON. I believe I can. 
On the amendment? 
Mr. MICOZZIE. I like when somebody asks a question and 

they already know the answer. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman seek to speak 

on concurrence ? 
Mr. GANNON. Yes. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is in order. 
Mr. GANNON. Thank you, and I apologize to the Insurance 

chairman. I simply wanted to develop a fact, and I thought perhaps 
a colloquy would be the better way to do it. 

Highmark Corporation, which has been one of the designated 
entities here, came about as a result, as I understand it, of the 
merger of Blue Cross of Western Pennsylvania and Blue Shield of 
Pennsylvania. There was a lawsuit filed concerning that merger, 
and it went to the appellate court. In its decision, the appellate 
court was very critical of the Insurance Commissioner concerning 
how that merger was handled. I will not go into the specifics or the 
details, but the sum and substance was that the court relinquished 
jurisdiction over the lawsuit and referred it back to the Insurance 
Commissioner to hold public hearings concerning this merger. I 
believe a hearing has been scheduled, but I do not know the date, 
and it may have already taken place, but there were two issues that 
were to be determined by the Commissioner, and that is whether 
or not the individuals who were challenging thii merger had 
standing to do so, and the second issue would go to whether or not 
this merger was beneficial to the people of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 

The court also, by inference, said that- 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman suspend. 
For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Micozzie, rise? 
Mr. MICOZZIE. I t h i i  we are on concurrence, Mr. Speaker, 

and I do not think we should be speaking about the suit or 
whatever. I think he should be speaking just in the limited manner 
on concurrence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is sure that the 
gentleman, Mr. Gannon, will restrain his remarks. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Well, you do not know Mr. Gannon like I 
know him. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman suspend. 
The gentleman, Mr. Gannon, is aware of the issue before the 

House, and the Chair is certain that he will limit his remarks 
thereto. 

Mr. GANNON. Yes. Mr. Speaker, if I may, I am getting to a 
point, to a rhetorical question about what happened with this 
amendment, but I needed to lay the background of the issue so that 
the members would understand the question that I am going to 
rhetorically ask, if I may proceed, and it deals with the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is not going to demand 
an offer of proof but would suggest that the gentleman get where 
he is going. 

Mr. GANNON. In summary then, Mr. Speaker, the court 
basically said that the Highmark situation had not been approved 
by the Insurance Commissioner appropriately, so the question 
arises of why would the Senate include in its language an entity 
that may not exist legally, based on what the court has said. The 
court was very defiitive that the process by which it came about 
had not been appropriately followed by the Insurance 
Commissioner. For example, the Commissioner was required to 
hold a public hearing. The court pointed out that the Commissioner 
only held an informational hearing, and the court said this was not 
appropriate. 
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inside issue with the insurance lobby; with the insurance lobby of 
Pennsylvania, it is an inside issue, and they inserted it into this bid. 

I SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING POSTPONED 
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As it already has been pointed out, the Insurance Committee 
wanted to look at this issue further so they could get a better and 
fuller understanding of this issue and make an intelligent 
recommendation to this General Assembly as to how we should 
proceed, and we do not have the opportunity to do that because of 
the Senate's actions. 

The question that I am askmg, and I am getting to the critique 
of this amendment and how terrible it is to do this without fully 
informing the members or the members having a full opportunity 
to explore this issue and get a full understanding of what is 
involved here, to insert something like this when there are serious 
questions about this language, the efficacy of this language, and 
whether or not it was even appropriate for the Senate to do what it 
did under the circumstances. 

Now, I am going to Vote for concurrence, Mr. Speaker, and I 
am going to ask every other member to vote to concur, because I 
think this bill is too important to those women in Pennsylvania 
who need this coverage, but I think at the same time, we should be 
verv mindful of what the Senate did here. and that is. this is an 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair also recogizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Sather, who is the subcommittee chairman of the 
Youth Subcommittee of the Committee on Aging and Youth, 
who announces that the subcommittee meeting scheduled for 
12:30 p.m. is postponed until the close of session today. 

You can mark this down on your calendar. In a very, very short 
time, we are going to see the demise of the nonprofit insurers in 
Pennsylvania and the Blues will defmitely be going for profit. You 
put that in your book and think about it. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair returns to leaves of 
absence and recognizes the presence of Representative Carone in 
the hall of the House and recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Snyder, 
who requests that her leave of absence be terminated and her name 
added to the master roll. The Chair hears no objection. 

But they also went one step further. There is another issue in 
this bill that the Senate inserted that has no th i i  to do with the I CONSJDERATION OF' SB 1'76 CONTINUED 

individual coverage issue, and that has to deal with the offering as 
evidence of a statement of an insured. Clearly, clearly, it is withim 
the purview of the court to determine what is and what is not 
evidence. A few moments ago we had a debate on the 
constitutionality of a similar question, and I am not going to raise 
that issue here, but I just want to illustrate for the members the 
wrongness, how wrong the Senate was to do this to such an 
important piece of legislation, and I can only conclude that it was 
calculated, that they calculatedly did this to the House, so that we 
sit here today with this dilemma, howing how good this bill was 
when it initially went over from the House and knowing and 
believing - not howing but believing how calculated they were 
to insert an inside issue into a very, very important bill, send it 
over to the House, and then leave town and offer us no other 
option. 

With that said, Mr. Speaker, I do urge concurrence in the bill, 
only for the reason that there are too many women out there that 
need this legislation and need it now. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Olasz, for the second 

time. 
Mr. OLASZ. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
I concur with the remarks of the previous two speakers. They 

were Representatives Gannon and Manderino. 
This is only Wednesday, October 28, but we are only- Well, 

29th, but we are still a couple days away from Halloween. That is 
the traditional time for tricking and treating. I submit, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Senate has tricked us into this legislation, and I do not 
h o w  where the treat is coming, but we sure have been tricked into 
this. They have used the guise of the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill to 
dump this on us, where ultimately the only ones that are going to 
cover this will be the Blues, and what we are doing here today is 
fueling the fire, where obviously the Blues have got to come back 
and ask for a rate increase. What this fue that we have created in 
here today will ultimately lead to is going to destroy the concept 
of nonprofit insurers, health insurers, in Pennsylvania. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the lady 
from Lancaster County, Representative True, on concurrence. 

Mrs. TRUE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, if I may just briefly try to put a human face on 

what we are discussing today, I would like to mention that 2 weeks 
ago I stood before a group of women and gentlemen at the 
Pennsylvania Breast Cancer Coalition Conference. Now, all of us 
were together on an issue there, and it happened to be the 
mastectomy insurance issue. These women and their families do 
not understand the politics of what we are talking about today. It 
was a bipartisan issue. It certainly was a bipartisan crowd. And 
while there are a lot of things that a lot of us would l i e  to do 
differently, we also understand some of the realities. I very much 
would l i e  to make the women that I sat with proud that we were 
able to do something today. There were two women in the kont 
row that were getting ready to go into treatment and were hoping 
to have this procedure. 

So I would ask the members to consider that and consider the 
faces of those women and their f ' i i e s  and vote to concur on this 
hill. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Berks County, Mr. Rohrer, on concurrence. 

Mr. ROHRER Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I stand and ask colleagues for nonconcmnce on this bill, not 

for the sake of the issue of the mastectomies in the former part of 
the bill but for the inclusion of what is termed the 
Kennedy-Kassebaum bill in the end of it that has been the matter 
of discussion. Does anybody here really know what the 
Kennedy-Kassebaum bill is all about? I would say very few 
people how, not just because it has not gone through the process 
to be discussed but also because not very many people h o w  what 
happened in that Federal enactment in 1996. Nobody on this side 
ofthe aisle and most people on this side of the aisle should vote for 
this bill, for the concurrence, because of what the 
Kennedy-Kassebaum situation is. If you understand what they did, 
the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill effectively puts into law many 
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is good. We in the State ought to maintain sovereignty over what 
we do relative to health and to health insurance. But then they say, 
we do this and we maintain our sovereignty by how? By 
complying with the requirements of this Federal act. How in the 
world do we maintain sovereignty by complying with Federal 
mandates? The very issue of Federal mandates suggests that it 
contradicts our sovereignty. The very issue of what is involved in 
this whole health-we matter that is involved in here is everything 
that we ought to be standing opposed to. If we want to take and put 
something into law relative to these issues, then let us discuss it 
here; let us not be told by the Federal government what we are 
going to put in and what we are not going to put in. 

For these and for many other reasons that have been so 
eloquently stated on this side of the aisle over here, we ought not 
to be forced by any kind of threat by the Federal government that 
we will or we will not lose or whatever, and we ought to vote for 
nonconcurrence on this bid1 and debate this issue in a larger setting 
where more people have an opportunity to find out what in the 
world is in this portion of the bill. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Allegheny County, Mr. Itkin, on concurrence. 

Mr. ITKIN. Mr. Speaker, as we consider SB 176 today, we 
must examine a change in insurance laws that were made before 
anyone knew that Senators Kennedy and Kassebaum had plans for 
us. 

We adopted last year and Governor Ridge signed a file-and-use 
plan for accident and health insurance rate changes, and 
unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, that was a bad measure. The law 
allows insurance companies to file rate changes of plus or minus 
10 percent and, if the Insurance Commissioner deems, get 
approval withm 45 days without benefit of hearings or public 
comment. 

I opposed this law then and I oppose it now because "file and 
use" says it all: They file; 45 days, they use. And year after year, 
insurance companies could quietly raise their rates 10 percent upon 
10 percent upon 10 percent. 

So today we stand here to implement a Federal law requiring 
insurance portability and accessibility. Citizens who lose their jobs 
should not suffer the loss of insurance coverage on top of 
everything else. This law requires the options that they need. 

But think back to our new file-and-use law. Even if our laid-off 
constituents have access to insurance, could they afford it? Maybe 
they can afford it this month, but what about next month, when 
rates rise without notice? 

Is this what Senators Kennedy and Kassebaum wanted? I do 
not t h i i  so. 

Once again citizens are out of the insurance loop, so once again 
I rise to argue the need for an Insurance Consumer Advocate in 
Pennsylvania. As you recall, a Consumer Advocate has the right 
to call for public hearings, trumping the file-and-use law's 
anticonsumer slant. 

provisions of what was in the failed Clinton health-care plan. Now, 
there may be a part or two that we could agree with, but by and 
large, what they did was put into law that which people across this 
country were opposed to. 

I note one thing at the beginning of this that I find a little odd. 
It savs. "IT IS NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN THE 

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman suspend. 
The gentleman has now strayed &om concurrence. I am 

assuming the gentleman intends to make a motion at this point and 
would suggest that maybe this would be the time to do it, since his 
remarks are no longer on concurrence. 

Mr. ITKIN. Mr. Speaker, I am going to ask for the suspension 
of the rules to ask that this House amend SB 176 to provide for a 
Consumer Advocate, which will give the citizens true choices and 
not shadow options. 

Mr. Speaker, I move for the adoption of amendment A4457. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Itkin, moves 

that the rules of the House be suspended so that he may offer 
amendment A4457 M SB 176. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman, 
Mr. DeWeese, seek recognition, or will he be deferring to the 
gentleman, Mr. Itkin ? 

Mr. Itkin. 
Mr. ITKIN. Thank you. 
Mr. Speaker, I think the debate on the House floor today 

exemplifies why we need an Insurance Advocate and why this bill, 
an omnibus bill amending the Insurance Act of Pennsylvania, 
needs to be considered. We have talked today about the impact of 
our changes here on future rate requests, and we have talked today 
about how the Blue Cross and Blue Shield plans could be 
adversely affected by what our actions are of today, and how 
instead of allowing those that fall between the cracks to be 
provided insurance by everybody who is able to promote accident 
and health plans in Pennsylvania, we ax now basically li~niting the 
consideration of these- 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman, Mr. Itkin, 
suspend, please. 

Over the past week or two, the Speaker has on a number of 
occasions read from a prior House Journal comments from a prior 
Speaker on the subject of debate on a motion to suspend the rules, 
and I am going to read it again. The Speaker, in response to a 
request from Mr. Manderino, responded, "I cannot respond from 
a rule of this House, but, 6om experience, the Chair would suggest 
that it would be proper for a majority and minority leader to make 
a brief statement on the motion; not to debate it, but to make a 
brief statement of their position on the motion." 

The Chair would request that both leaders adhere to that prior 
ruling. 

Mr. Itkin. 
Mr. ITKIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I will maintain brevity. I just ask the members of the House, 

they are very much familiar with this measure and the issue, and 
I would seek their support for suspension of the rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mr. Perzel. 
Mr. PERZEL. I wouldrespectllly ask the members for a "no" 

vote on the motion to suspend the rules, Mr. Speaker. 
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On the question recurring, 
Will the House agree to the motion? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Battisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boswla 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
C0laia0 
corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
cw  
Daley 
DeLuca 

Adolph 
Allen 
&all 
h s k o n g  
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
B m  
Benninghoff 
Birmelin 
Boyes 
Brown 
Browne 
BukoviQ 
Buxton 
Carone 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Conti 
Comell 
Dally 
Dempsey 
Dent 
DiGimlamo 
h c e  
Egolf 
Fairchild 
Fargo 

Dermody 
DeWeese 
Donatucci 
Eachus 
Evans 
George 
Gigliotti 
Gordner 
GIuiQa 
Haluska 
Hanna 
ltkin 
James 
Jar0lm 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Kirkland 
Laughlin 
Leswvik 
Levdansky 

Feese 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Gannon 
Geist 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
~ P P O  
Habay 
Hahart 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Honey 
Hutchinson 
Jadlowiec 
Keller 
Kenney 
Krebs 
Lawless 
Lederer 
Leh 
Lynch 
Maher 
Maitland 

Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Manderino 
Markosek 
McCall 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Mundy 
Oiasz 
Pesci 
Petmne 
Pistella 
Preston 
Ramos 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Sainato 
Santoni 
Scrimenti 

Major 
Marsiw 
Masland 
Mayemik 
McGeehan 
McGill 
Mcllhaltan 
McNaughton 
Miwlzie 
Miller 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Oliver 
One 
Perzel 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Platts 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 
Sather 
Saylor 

NOT VO'MNG-2 

Bunt Cohen, L. I. LaGrona 
Clark Comgan Nickol 

Shaner 
Staback 
Steelman 
Stetler 
Sturla 
Surra 
Tangntti 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Washington 
Williams, C. 
Woinaroski 
yeGcic 
Youngblood 

Schroder 
Schuler 
Semmel 
. 
Seyfen 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Stain 
Steil 
Stem 
Stevenson 
Strimnatter 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, 1. 
True 
Tulli 
Vance 
Waueh 
wi~~iTwr, A. H. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wright, M. N. 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

Robem 
Travaglio 

Less than a majority of the members required by the rules 
having voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
negative and the motion was not agreed to. 

On the question retuning, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments to House 

amendments ? 

Mr. ITKIN. Mr. Speaker? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 

gentleman, Mr. Itkim, seek recognition ? 
Mr. ITKIN. I have not yielded the floor. I would Lie to speak 

on concurrence. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. We are wing to decide if it would 

be for the first or second time, but the gentleman is in order and 
may proceed. We may come back to that later. 

Mr. ITKIN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose concurrence in SB 176 and for the 

following reasons: 
As the Kennedy-Kassebaum legislation kicks in and goes into 

effect on January 1 of 1998, this would be the law of the land 
unless the State offers alternatives. Having reviewed cursorily 
those Federal rules, I believe that those rules are better than the 
ones that are contained in SB 176. 

The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill requires States to offer laid-off 
workers two insurance options, which this bill purports to do. But 
SB 176 applies only to Blue Cross, which will offer two of its most 
popular policies, and other companies need not participate, 
meaning that affected consumers will have only two choices. It 
does not bode well for competition keeping rates reasonable. 

People with preexisting conditions cannot be excluded, and so 
therefore, the Blues will now be responsible for taking care of 
these more expensive consumers. 

The Kennedy-Kassebaum bill wants to make sure that it covers 
people who have been laid off or for some reason are ejected from 
a group plan, and any enrollee who can get a group plan through 
a new job can no longer participate. 

The Blues will have to subsidize the two plans, but that subsidy 
has not been determined yet. And as the gentlelady fiom 
Philadelphia mentioned earlier, they kick in 1.2 percent toward 
their subsidized plans, which is less than the 2-percent tax break 
that they get fiom the State to be the insurer of last resort. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, as you may be aware, all the Blue Cross 
plans now are talkmg about and have submitted rate filings - rate 
flings that the Insurance Commissioner, because of the magnitude 
of these rate ftmgs, is compelled to hold public hearings. 

Capital Blue Cross, for example, is holding their hearing on 
Friday, October 31, and I am sure there will be representatives of 
the insurance industry there, but I do not know how many 
members of the general public are going to be there. The 
Blue Cross of Northeastern Pennsylvania is going to hold their 
public hearings on Wednesday, November 12, because they are 
proposing substantial rate increases for a number of their plans. 
Independence Blue Cross, operating out of Philadelphia, is also 
going to propose large rate increases with respect to some of 
their plans. And finally, even in my home district, Highmark 
Blue CrossBlue Shield is having their hearing on Wednesday, 
November 5, in Greenhe, for the purpose of hying to convince 
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the Insurance Commissioner that it is appropriate to raise insurance 
rates. 

Now, we are not talking about just a few percent we are talking 
about rate hikes as high as 34 percent. That is why if we pass this 
bid withthis amendment that puts the most expensive customers, 
most expensive consumers, into the Blue Cross plans, we are only 
going to see further erosion of the Blues and what they are going 
to have to charge the people of Pennsylvania. Now, it does not 
make sense for us who have created the Blue plans in the fmt 
place to be the insurer of last resort that we would pass a law that 
wouldmake them, force them, to impose rates so high as to really 
destroy the impact of having insurance in the fust instance. 

Mr. Speaker, this is bad law. Right now we are not representing 
the people of Pennsylvania; we are representing the commercial 
insurance industry of Pennsylvania, and the people of 
Pennsylvania are getting the insurance shaft. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker, for having the opportunity 
to comment on thii legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Rooney, for the 

second time on concurrence. 
Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
You know, all during the course of this debate, much has been 

said about the costs associated with providing thii type of 
insurance coverage, and you know, whether we like it or not, every 
time we add coverages, mandate that coverages be added to 
insurance policies - whether they be health insurance policies, 
whether they be commercial insurance policies, whether they be 
workers' compensation insurance policies - we add to the cost. 
There is just simply no way around that. I am not standing to 
suggest for amoment that we as a General Assembly should not do 
everything within our purview to keep insurance costs in check, 
but the inescapable reality is that every time we add coverage, we 
add to the cost. Now, I am as guilty of it and I am sure many of us 
are as guilty of ob t imes  wanting something but being unwilling 
to address the costs associated with whatever it is we want. 

Now, there have been many, many misconceptions advanced 
concerning SB 176, and I would just liie to take a brief moment 
to try to correct some of the statements that I personally view to be 
inaccurate or misleading. 

First ofall, the issue of Act 159 has been raised, and as you will 
recall in the last session, we passed Act 159, and in doing so, we 
deregulated the group health insurance market. Now, time and 
time again, the idea of a unilateral rate increase has been proffered 
by many of the speakers who have preceded me, and I t h i i  it is 
important to point out that any rate increase associated with 
providing thii coverage wiU be, must be, and shaU be approved by 
the Insurance Commissioner. That is simply the way the language 
in the bill spells it out 

Now, there has also been a concern expressed that - a number 
was used - 98 other insurance carriers who write and provide 
health insurance coverage in this Commonwealth may be left out, 
so to speak. Well, what this biU says is that the 98 - using that 
figure - other health insurance carriers are not required, are not 
required to provide this coverage because they operate in the 
for-profit market, and the basic premise behind our actions today 
is that providing this coverage is not going to be profitable - 
profitable. So if we understand that the for-profit market is not 
being told or mandated to provide this coverage and yet the 
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subsidized market, if you will, Blue Cross and Blue Shield, is, that 
is where it comes in. Do not make the mistake. If the other 
98 companies or 100 companies - whatever the figure is - that 
provide health-care insurance in Pennsylvania wish to write this 
coverage, there is nothing, nothing in this legislation to prevent 
them from doing so. The only requirement or mandate is that the 
subsidized market - in this case, Blue CrossBlue Shield - is being 
asked to serve as the market of last resort, being asked to provide 
this, being required to provide this coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not t h i i  the debate so far today has centered 
around necessarily what is contained in this legislation but what 
has been left out. You know, if I had my druthers, I would throw 
the kitchen sink into this legislation to make it a better bill. But 
again, we are forced, especially those on this side of the aisle are 
forced with the idea that this is probably the best deal we are going 
to get in a timely fashion to implement this coverage, to do all the 
good thimgs that we have talked about earlier, to prevent the 
statistics from reoccurring that the Republican leader spoke to, and 
to, again, send a clear, resounding message to the women of 
Pennsylvania that their health care is a priority. 

Would I like to go further? You bet I would. But the fact of the 
matter is, this is the here and now and this is what we are dealt 
with. I wish we could throw it all in, I wish we could give 
everybody what they want, but the inescapable fact is that today, 
with 63 days between now and January 1, thii is the best deal we 
are going to get for the women of Pennsylvania This side of the 
aisle wants to go further. I am sure many people on this side, 
including the distinguished chairman of the Insurance Committee, 
would like to go further, but this is where we are, and if we are 
going to be sincere, if we are going to back up our rhetoric and say 
that we are for you women of Pennsylvania who have had to deal 
with this horrible calamity, you know, here is our chance to do so. 

Now, I am sure many of us, ifnot all of us, could put a face on 
what this coverage means to women across Pennsylvania, but in 
terms of a collective face, at least one that we can all relate to, I 
think we need look no further than the back of the hall of the 
House. Somebody that I t h i i  we all hold in an esteemed high 
regard, our dear friend, Teresa Ruhl, who works and toils for the 
brothers and sisters associated with the AFL-CIO, is in the back of 
the hall of the House and said to me earlier, T.J., I am here to make 
sure that this passes; I wish we could have a better deal, if you 
will, but I know that thii is going to help people liie myself and 
this is going to help literally hundreds of thousands if not millions 
of women across the Commonwealth. 

Mr. Speaker, I close with this: We have discussed some very, 
very important issues that are not directly associated to the 
legislation that is before us, concurrence of SB 176. We have 
talked - the gentleman, Mr. Gannon, has brought up the very, 
very important issue of mental health parity; the distinguished 
minority whip, Mr. Itkin, has brought up the issue of an Insurance 
Consumer Advocate - but today we have the opportunity to 
address just as daunting a challenge, and that is, sending this clear, 
unequivocal message to the women of Pennsylvania that if you are 
faced with probably one of the most difficult, difficult times of 
your life, the General Assembly, the men and women of this 
House of Representatives, is on your side. 

Let us pass this legislation. Let us not be dissuaded by any more 
attempts to weaken or delay this legislation. This is important. This 
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is our opportunity. Let us do it now. I again respectfully ask for a 
"yes" vote on concurrence of SB 176. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Colafella. 

Mr. COLAFELLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote "yes" on SB 176, but this House 

of Representatives continues to relinquish its influence and input 
on important pieces of legislation to the Senate. 

I want to commend the majority Insurance chairman, our 
respected colleague, Mr. Micozzie, who has had hearings all over 
the State on breast cancer and other important matters in this 
legislation, and that is why these issues should be voted 
individually in this House of Representatives. 

The matters in this bill, which include breast cancer, standards 
for health insurance policies, and regulating individual access to 
health-care insurance, are all placed in a bill by the Senate, and we 
are simply again asked to vote "yes" or "no" on concurrence. 
When are we going to ever load up a bill in the House of 
Representatives and send one over to the Senate and let them vote 
"yes" or "no" ? 

If this process continues - and let me repeat - if this process 
continues, this House of Representatives should consider not 
having any hearings by committees, not having any more meetings 
by the committees, and just wait for the Senate to load up the bills, 
send them over to us, and let us vote "yes" or "no." Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the lady 
from Philadelphia County, Representative Josephs, on 
concurrence. 

Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I am very encouraged and want to commend the members of 

the other side, particularly the gentleman from Philadelphia, the 
leader, and the lady from Lancaster for their concern about women 
who have breast cancer, but I wonder where that concern was 
when that side voted to do away with medical insurance for the 
population of people who depended upon it because they were part 
of our general assistance program. Now, we know that 51 percent 
of those people were women. 

I am going to vote "no" on concurrence because I have a record 
in favor of women's health that I am proud of and that I can 
defend at home or anyplace in this State. Those of you who are 
now expressing such a concern, I hope that when women who are 
unfortunate enough not to be employed come to your office with 
their breast cancer problems, that you will be able to tell them that 
you voted to make sure that they had no medical insurance to take 
care of it. 

This is a "no" vote for all the reasons that people who have 
stood up and asked for a "no" vote have said, and I hope that those 
who care about women's health will vote "no" with me on 
concurrence. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the lady 
from Montgomery County, Representative Williams. 

Ms. WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise, too, with concem and dismay about the 

methods with which the legislation has come to us and with a 
concern for cost of insurance. 

Mr. Speaker, there are 30,000 people who are uninsured in 
Montgomery County. In Montgomery County, as you h o w ,  and 
probably many other counties, we have programs where women 
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under a certain income level can get free mammograms. That is 
wonderful. It is wonderful for the women who then have insurance 
and can take care of it if there is something that is wrong, but there 
are many women who are under the guidelines for free 
mammograms who do not qualify for health insurance. 

So I would hope today, as we discuss this issue, the issue of 
breast cancer surgery and mastectomies and the issue of insurance 
coverage, that our citizens in the Commonwealth, especially the 
citizens in the insurance industry, will show compassion, as they 
have in some instances to our uninsured children, and consider the 
fact that how can we ethically and morally say to a woman, come 
and you can be tested for breast cancer and then you are just going 
to have to live with it without getting any insurance coverage. 

So I just hope that you all thii about this and that we all tly to 
find some solution. Thank you. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Micozzie, for the second time on concurrence. 

Mr. MICOZZIE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
First, I would like to talk about my committee, the House 

Insurance Committee. I have a great respect for each of the 
individuals on that committee. Many of them are my personal 
friends, both Democrat and Republican, and because of that 
respect, I had asked - I know the process; I have been up here 
almost 20 years, and I know the process and I know how the 
Senate operates - I had asked the Commissioner to put together 
thii piece, which Representative Manderino had alluded to, which 
is about 18,19 pages. 

I did not have much knowledge when I fmt received this, but 
I tried to do my homework and tried to look at what happened, and 
if I had my druthers, if I had my druthers, l i e  we always do, I 
would have an informational meeting and make sure every 
member of the committee would know exactly what was in the 
bill, but knowing the process, I did not have that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, can I have some quiet, please? I cannot hear 
myself think. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Micozzie, is 
correct. 

The members will please take their conversations off the floor 
of the House. Conversations in the aisles will please break up. 
Members will please take their seats. We are almost done with the 
debate. 

Mr. Micozzie. 
Mr. MICOZZIE. One of the things that has not been covered, 

which is a very important issue in thii, is that if we adopt the 
amendment that has to do with individual coverage, we in 
Pennsylvania will then have the enforcement. Whenever your 
constituents would call about their problem with individual 
coverage in thii case, you will be able to call Blue Cross or call the 
Insurance Commissioner. Knowing what Federal mandates do and 
knowing how cumbersome it is to try to get your Congressman to 
respond like you and I respond, it is a very important issue. 

Now, when we are talking about filing rate increases, applying 
to the Commissioner for rate filing, we are not talking about group 
filing. Group filing is where the rates are applied to the 
Commissioner. We are talking about individual coverage. 

So that we understand exactly what we are doing, I am going to 
go back to the beginnmg of this year. Remember what HIPAA 
stands for. HIPAA stands for Health Insurance Portability and 



- .  . 

health status-related actions. Binnelin GiglGtti Melio Stem I BIaum Gladeck Michlovic Stevenson 
Federal law also allows the States to implement an alternative B O S , ~ ~  Godshall Micoaie Strhtmatter 
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Accountabiily Act of 1996, which was the Kassebaum-Ke~edy 
bill. 

Earlier this year we passed Act 29, which had to do with group 
coverage. What it mandates in that part of the bill, it mandates 
changes to group insurance, and HIPAA, what it does, it mandates 
changes to group and individual health insurance markets, and 
what we are trying to do is to retain the enforcement authority. 

What Act 29 did, as far as the group, Act 29 made the HIPAA 
changes that were necessary for Pennsylvania to be in compliance 
with the Federal group health insurance requirements. The act 
limits preexisting-condition exclusions, and it creates a concept of 
portability and creditable coverage. Act 29 required guaranteed 
issues of products in the Small employer market; that is, fiom 2 to 
50 employees. It also required gwanteed renewability of products 
in the individual, small, and large employer markets. ~t 
implemented antidiscrimination requirements that prohibits 
the u n d d t i n g  of individuals withim a a o u ~  based on 

Gordner Miller 
GruiQa Myers 
~ P P  Nailor 
Habay O'Brien 
Haluska Olasz 
Hanna Oliver 
Harhart Orie 
Hasay Penel 
Hennessey Pesci 
Herman Pet-arca 
Hershey Pemne 
Hess Phillips 
Horsey P~PPY 
Hutchinson Pistella 
Jadlowiec Plans 
James Preston 
Jarolin Ramos 
Kaiser Raymond 
Keller Readshaw 
Kenney Reber 
K i a n d  Reinard 
Krebs Robinson 
Laughlin Rooney 
Lawless Ross 
Lederer Rubley 
Leh Sainato 
LescoviQ Santoni 
Levdansky Sather 
Lucyk Saylor 
Lynch Schroder 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House concur in Senate amendments to House 

amendments ? 
The SPEAKER pm tempore. Agreeable to the provisions of the 

Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

YEAS178 

$ph Eachus Maher Schuler 
Egolf Maitland Semmel 

&all Evans Major Serafini 
Baker Fairchild Markosek Seyfen 

;ELy Fargo 
Marsico Shaner 

Feese Masland Smith, B 
B- Fichter Mayernik Smith, S H 
Baaisto Fleagle McCall Snyder, D W ~~~~~ nick McGeehan Staback 

Gannon McGll Stairs 
~ ~ ~ f ~ ~ t i  Geiit McIlhattan Steelman 
Benninghoff George McNaughton Steil 

mechanism, which we are doing today. 
Mr. Speaker, could I have some quiet, please. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House will come to order. 
Conversations in the aisles will please break up. Members will 

either take their seats or take their- 
Mr. MICOZZIE. And what we are discussing- 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the gentleman suspend. 
Will members either take their seats or take their conversations 

outside the hall of the House. 
Mr. MICOZZIE. Now, what we are discussing today- 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. One moment, sir. 
Mr. MICOZZIE. 1 am SOW. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mr. Micozzie is the last speaker. 

We are about to take a vote on this subject. That is not going to be 
possible unless the members allow him to finish his remarks. 

Mr. Micozzie. 
Mr. MICOZZIE. And if you behave, I will let you home early. 
The Federal requirements for eligible individuals: For 

individual market reforms Pennsylvania could have chosen to 
enact the Federal default standards or an acceptable alternative 
mechanism. Federal default standards require all carriers in the 
individual market to offer coverage to eligible individuals. Thii 
bill mandates or allows for State flexibility and innovation of 
implementing the Federal requirements. 

What does it do? The proposed alternative program of SB 176 
for the individual health insurance market was found acceptable 
by the Federal government on June 1 of 1997. It utilizes the 
Blue Cross and the Blue Shield plans. The Blues have agreed to 
this plan. So what does the bill actually do? It continues 
year-mund coverage, open enrollment to eligible individuals. The 
Blues plan also offers that. 

The main point that we are here to discuss also is mastectomy, 
and I t h i i  that is the most important issue that is in this bill. My 
good Wend h m  Clearfield County had stated that we should use 
our hearts and our minds on an issue, and I t h i i  it is important 
that we do that. 

For all of the reasons that have been discussed with the 
mastectomy, which we had hearings throughout the State; we had 
informational meetings, and what is contained in this bill, I ask for 
your concurrence. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

ltkin Mundy 
Josephs Rieger 
Lloyd Roebuck 
Manderino Rohrer 

Boyes 
Bmwne 
ButkoviQ 
swn 
Caltasirone 
Cappabianca 
Carone 
Casorio 
Cawley 

EE:ick 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
Colaiao 
Conti 
Come11 

:zs 
coy 
Daley 

Ezca 
D~~~~~ 
Dent 

ke  
DiGrolamo 
Donmcci 
Druce 

h s m n g  
B m m  
Cam 
curry 

Bishop 

B, 
c l d  

NOT VOTNG-I 

Cohen, L. I. LaGmm 
Comgan Nick01 

Smla 
S u m  
Tangrerti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Tech 
True 
Tulli 
Vance 
Van Home 
Vwn 
Vitali 
Walko 
Washington 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H. 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnaroski 
Wright M. N. - 
Zimmerman 
zug 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

Scrimenti 
Stetler 
Yewcic 

Roberts 
Travaglio 
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A Resolution requesting the Pennsylvania Emergency Management 
Agency to conduct a study o f  the manner in which the Commonwealth 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in the 
affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative and the 
amendments to House amendments were concurred in. 

Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

RESOLUTION 

Mr. CIVERA called up HR 275, PN 2527, entitled: 

and 911 svstems mav im~lement  wireless and cellular latitude and 

NOT VOTING4 

EXCUSED-8 

Bunt Cohen, L. 1. LaGrotta Roberts 
Clark Comgan Nickol Travaglio 

. . 
longitude &king. 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS194 

Adolph h c e  Maher Schmder 
Allen Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Argall Egolf Major Scrimenti 
m n g  Evans Manderino Semmel 
Baker Fairchild Markosek Seraiini 
Bard 
Barley 
B m  
Baaisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Benninehoff 

Fargo Marriw Seyfert 
Feese Masland Shaner 
Fichter Mayemik Smith, B. 
Fleagle McCall Smith, S. H. 
Flick McGeehan Snyder, D. W 
Gannon McGill Staback 
Geist Mcilhattan Stairs 
Georze McNauehton Steelman 

B i i e l G  Gigli&i Melio Steil 
- 

Bishop Gladeck Michlovic Stem 
Blaum Godshall Miwuie  Stetler 
Boswla Gordner Miller Stevenson 
Boyes Gruiaa Mundy Sttimnatter 
Bmwn ~ P P O  Myers Smla 
Browne Habav Naiior Suna 

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

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

Ms. WASHINGTON called up HR 293, PN 2528, entitled: 

A Resolution commemorating the historic Million Woman March in 
Philadelphia and honoring the organizers of the event as well as all of its 
participants. 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution ? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Before we do that, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Itkim, who requests that the lady 
from Philadelphia, Representative WASHINGTON, be placed on 
leave for the balance of today's session. The Chair hears no 
objection. The leave is granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 293 CONTINUED 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

Cam Hennessey Peml Tigue 
Cmne  Herman Pesci Trello 
Casorio Hershey P e m c a  Trich 
Cawiey Hess Petrone True 
Chadwick Honey Phillips Tulli 
Civera Hutchinson Pioov Vance 

Butkovitz ~ a l u i k a  O'Brien Tangntti 
Buxton Hanna Olasz Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagimne Harhart Oliver Taylor, J. 
Cappabianca Hasay Orie Thomas 

Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
Colaim 
Conti 
Cornell 
Corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
curry 
 dale^ 
Dally 
DeLuca 
Dempsey 
Dent 
Dermody 
DeWeese 
DiGimlamo 
Donahlcci 

The following roll call was recorded: 

YEAS193 

Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
Krebs 
Laughiin 
Lawless 
~eder& 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdansky 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Lynch 

~Gieiia 
Platts 
Preston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 
Sainato 
Santoni 
Sather 
Saylor 

Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Washington 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H. 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnaroski 
wrighi, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Zimmeman 
zug 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

Adolph DNC~ Maher Schmder 
Allen Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Argall Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Annstrong Evans Manderino Semmel 
Baker Fairchild Markosek S e d m i  
Bard 
Barley 
B a r n  
Banisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Benninghoff 
Birmelin 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boswla 
Boyes 
Bmwn 
Bmwne 
Butkovitz 
Buxton 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Carone 
casorio 

Fargo 
Feese 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Gannon 
Geist 
George 
Gigliotti 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
Gruim 
~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harhart 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Herman 
Henhey 

Marsico 
Masland 
Mayemik 
McCall 
McGeehan 
McGill 
Mcilhattan 
McNaughton 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Micouie 
Miller 
Mundy 
Myen 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olasr 
Oliver 
Orie 
Pei-zel 
Pesci 
P e m c a  

Seyfert 
Shaner 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steelman 
SteiI 
Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
Strimnatter 
SNrla 
suna 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
MCh 
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Cawley Hess Petrone True 
Chadwick Honey Phillips Tulli 
Civera ~utch'inson Pippy Vance 
Clvmer Itkii Pisteila Van Home 
~ i h e n ,  M. 
Coiafella 
C0laia0 
Conti 
Comell 
Corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
cuny 
DdeY 
Dally 
DeLuca 
Dempse~ 
Dent 
Demody 
DeWeese 
DiGimlamo 
Donatucci 

Jadlowiec 
James 
Jamlin 
J0SephS 
Kaiser 
Keller 
KeMey 
Kirkland 
b b s  
Laughlin 
Lawless 
Ledenr 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
Levdanse 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Lynch 

Plaus 
Pnston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
ROSS 
Rubley 
Sainato 
Santoni 
Sather 
Saylor 

Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnamski 
Wright, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Z i e r m a n  
zus  

Ryan, 
Speaker 

NOT VOTING4 

Bunt Comgan Nickoi Travaglio 
Clark LaGroM Robem Washington 
Cohen. L. 1. 

The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question was 
determined in the affirmative add the resolution was adopted. 

STATEMENT BY MR. JAMES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 
gentleman, Mr. James, seek recognition? 

Mr. JAMES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I was q i n g  to seek recognition. I had 3 minutes of remarks on 

HR293. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under unanimous consent, the 

gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. JAMES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
HR 293 was offered to commemorate the historic Million 

Woman March in Philadelphia and to honor the organizers of the 
march as well as those who participated. 

They said it could not be done. With precious little experiences 
in organizing large-scale rallies or demonstrations, the organizers 
of the Million Woman March were doubted and many were 
skeptical about whether or not African-American women would 
show up as promised Yet march organizers were committed, and 
in the true spirit of self-help and determination, they pulled off this 
massive endeavor. 

The organization of the Million Woman March was largely a 
grassroots effort spearheaded by a few determined 
African-American women from Philadelphia, and they should be 
commended for the tremendous honor and acclaim that they 
brought to this city. 

The Million Woman March was the largest public gathering in 
the history of Philadelphia, and organizers said that attendance for 
the historic event topped 2 million. More modest official results 

indicate the turnout at nearly 1 L/z million people. But regardless of 
the turnout, however, the organizers of the Million Woman March 
should be proud of their accomplishments and the attention to their 
cause that the event generated. 

Never doubting my sisters for a moment, I stood with my 
youngest daughter on that rainy, overcast day, determined to show 
my support. I was there not as an elected official but as an 
African-American male and father and supporter of the message 
behmd the march. I thought it was important to show my support 
and thanks for all that African-American women have done for me 
personally and for the black race as a whole. 

African-American women have long been the backbone of our 
communities, providing support, encouragement, stren,&, and 
courage when others, including some African-American males, 
have shirked their responsibilities. Their efforts have long gone 
ignored and taken for granted and underappreciated. 

The march on October 25, 1997, gave African-American 
women the attention that they so rightfully deserve. The 
Million Woman March put the spotlight on the strength and 
determination that Afican-American women have shown in 
our communities throughout history. It placed impressive, 
well-deserved, worldwide attention on all those present. 

Society as a whole benefited when women &om all across our 
nation, and in fact, the world, united to show unity, pride, 
fellowship, and sisterhood. Those standing on the parkway were 
there to help celebrate the importance of the family and strong 
values that our families instill on its members. I joyfully witnessed 
the bonding and sharing of common experiences and the beginning 
of a dialogue to address the issues of crime, drugs, education, and 
employment in our communities. 

HR 293 is an appropriate way to honor the organizers - and one 
of whom lives in my district, Asia Coney - and the 1.5 million 
people who attended the Million Woman March. I respectfully 
request and thank you for your support for HR 293 as a way to 
honor the event that lived up to the best traditions of peaceful 
public demonstration. 

As an aside, it is fitting that the Million Woman March was 
held in Philadelphia, the birthplace of our democracy and the 
breeding ground of our freedom and unity, and those from 
Philadelphia may now well consider changing the city's 
world-recognized slogan to appropriately recognize the 
contribution of women in that city. 

Accordingly, the City of Brotherly Love, as Philadelphia is 
known now, should be changed to the City of Brotherly and 
Sisterly Love. This is based on the positive results of this event and 
past deeds that all women, both African-American and others, 
have played in shaping our communities. 

As the Miion Woman March displayed yet once more, women 
have just as much to offer as men in our city, and indeed in our 
society as a whole, and therefore, we should always recognize 
them appropriately. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

THE SPEAKER (MATTHEW J. RYAN) 
PRESIDWG 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Melio. 
Mr. MELIO. Mr. Speaker, I would l i e  to suspend the rules to 

allow a vote on SB- 

RULES SUSPENDED 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Beifanti 
Benninghoff 
Rimelin 

BaIIaI 
BatIisfo 

Mr. Clymer. 
Mr. CLYMER Mr. Speaker, I stand in support of the 

suspension of the rules. 
The SPEAKER. That is perfect also. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
Mr. MELIO. Yes, sir. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair apologizes to the gentleman. The 

gentleman may proceed. 
Mr. MELIO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to suspend the rules to allow a vote 

on SB 1136, h o w n  as the County Salary Law, on page 4 of 
today's calendar. 

The SPEAKER The gentleman fiom Bucks County, Mr. Melio, 
moves that the rules of this House be suspended to permit the 
immediate consideration of SB 1136, PN 1352. 

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

The SPEAKER On that question, does the gentleman, 
Mr. DeWeese, yield to the gentleman, Mr. Melio ? 

The gentleman, Mr. Melio, is recognized. 
Mr. MELIO. Mr. Speaker, next week our election workers once 

again will work an entire day at very low wages. Earlierthii year 
we passed legislation that would have given them a pay increase. 
Unfortunately, that bill contained the third-party signature 
provisions that resulted in the Governor's veto. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate has passed SB 1 136 that would provide 
our election workers with an increase in their salary. Our election 
workers deserve to make more money, and we should provide it to 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, SB 1136 passed the House State Government 
Committee without amendment on October 8. 

The SPEAKER. Mr. Melio ? 
Mr. MELIO. Yes, sir. 
The SPEAKER You are debahg it now. Simply tell us briefly 

what it is about. We are under suspension-of-the-rules debate. 
Mr. MELIO. Mr. Speaker, it would simply give the election day 

workers - that is, the judge of elections, the majority and minority 
election workers - an increase in their pay. 

The SPEAKER. That is perfect. Thank you. 

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

- .. ...- .... 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boscola 
Boyes 
~ m w n  
Bmwne 
BuIkoviQ 
BuMon 
Caltagimne 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
carone 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
C0laizZo 
conti 
Cornell 
corpora 
Cowell 
Coy 
Cm 
Daley 
Dally 
DeLuca 
D ~ ~ P = Y  
Dent 
Dennody 
Deweese 
DiGirolamo 
Donmcci 

Bunt 

E:;tn, L, 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Adolph Druce Maher Schroder 
Allen Eachus Maitiand Schuler 

Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Armstrong Evans Manderino Semmel 
Baker Fairchild Markosek Semiimi 
Bard Fargo Marsico Seyfert 
Barley Feese Masland Shaner 

Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Gannon 
Geist 
George 
Giglioni 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
Gruitza 
G ~ ~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harharl 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Hennan 
Hershey 
Hess 
Honey 
Hutchinson 
Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
Krebs 
Laughlin 
Lawless 

Mayemik 
McCall 
McGeehan 
McGill 
McIlhaItan 
McNaughton 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Micoaie 
Miller 
Mundy 
Myers 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olasz 
Oliver 
One 
Perzel 
Pesci 
Peharca 
Petrone 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Pistella 
Plans 
Preston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rohrer 

Lederer Rooney 
Leh Ross 
LescoviQ Rubley 
Levdansky Sainmo 
Lloyd Santoni 
Lucvk Sather 

NOT VOTING4 

Comgan Nickol 
LaGrotta Robeas 

Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W 
~&ack  
Stairs 
Steelman 
Steil 
Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
StriUmatter 
Smla 
S u m  
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
TriCh 
-~~~~ 

Tulli 
vance 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Waugh 
Williams, A H. 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
Wogan 
Wojnaroski 
Wright, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Zimmennan 
zus  

Ryan, 
Speaker 

Travaglio 
Washington 

A majority of the members required by the rules having voted 
in the affimative, the question was determined in the affmative 
and the motion was agreed to. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

The House proceeded to third consideration of SB 1136, PN 
1352, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of November 1, 1971 (P.L.495, No.113), 
entitled. as amended. "An act orovidine for the com~ensation of countv 
officen'in counties of the secorid throu& eighth classis, for cornpensanin 
of district attorneys in cities and counties of the first class, for the 
disoosition of fees. for filine of bonds in certain cases and for duties of 
certain ofticers," providingfor the compensation of district election 
officers; and making repeals. 



Adolph 
Allen 
&all 
Amstrone 
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- 
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
Barrar 
BMisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 

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

The SPEAKER This bill has been considered on three diierent 
days and agreed to and is now on fmal passage. 

The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 

nays will now be taken. 

YEAS-193 

Belfanti 
Bmninghoff 
B i i e l m  
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boscnla 
Boyes 
Bmwn 
Bmwne 
Butkovitr 
Buxton 
Caltagirone 
Cappabianca 
Cam 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in the 
affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative and the 
bill passed finally. 

Ordered, That the clerk return the same to the Senate with the 
information that the House has passed the same without 
amendment. 

* t *  

The House proceeded to thud consideration of HB 1561, PN 
2503, entitled: 

Camne 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
Colakzo 
Conti 
Cornell 
Corpora 
Cowell 
COY 
curry 
Ddey 
Dally 
DeLuca 
Dempsey 
Dent 
Dermody 
DeWeese 
DiGirolamo 
Donatucci 

Bunt 
Clark 
Cohen, L. I. 

DNce 
Eachus 
Egolf 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Feese 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Gannon 
Geist 
hxe 
Gigliotli 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
GnIiba 
~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harhart 
m a y  
Hennessey 
Herman 
Hershey 
Hess 
Horsey 
Hutchinson 
Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
lamlin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
KIebs 
Laughlin 
Lawless 
Lederer 
Leh 
Lescovitz 
LeVdansky 
Llovd 

Maher 
Maitland 
Major 
Manderino 
Markosek 
Marsim 
Masland 
Mayernik 
M e a l l  
McOeehan 
McGill 
Mcllhattan 
McNaughton 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Micouie 
Miller 
Mundy 
Myers 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olasz 
Oliver 
One 
Penel 

Schroder 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Seyfelt 
Shaner 
Smith B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Staback 
Stairs 
Steelman 
Steil 
Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
Sltimatter 
Sturla 
.-~~. 
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. 2. 
Taylor, J 
Thomas 
Time 

Pesci T<IIO 
Petrarca Mch 
Peeone True 
Phillips Tulli 
P~PPY vance 
Pistella Van Home 
Plans Veon 
Preston Vitali 
Ramos Walko 
Raymond Waugh 
Readshaw Williams, A. H. 
Reber Williams, C. 
Reinard Wilt 
Rieger Wogan 
Robinson Wojnaroski 
Roebuck Wright, M. N. 
Rohrer Yewcic 
Rooney Youngblood 
Ross Z i e r m a n  
Rubley zug 
Sainato 
Santoni Rvan. , . 

~ u j k  Sather Speaker 
Lynch Saylor 

NAYS-O 

NOT VOTING-O 

Conigan Nickol Travaglio 
LaGrotta Robem Washington 

An Act amending Title 51 (Military Affairs) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, authorizing the department to arrange for burial 
details in the Indiantown Gap National Cemetery. 

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

The SPEAKER This bill bas been considered on three different 
days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 

The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 

I STATEMENT BY MR. GRUITZA 

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

Mr. GRUITZA. Mr. Speaker, just to back up for one brief 
second, if I could, maybe on unanimous consent. I will take 
10 seconds here on the previous bill. 

The SPEAKER. oh.. 
Mr. GRUITZA. 10 seconds. 
The SPEAKER. 9,8- 
Mr. GRUITZA. I just want to make a point of information for 

the members, because you are going to be asked this when you go. 
If you have not really looked closely at that bill the effective 

date of that bill is the 1st of next year because of some 
constitutional issues. So, you know, if the issue is raised, do not go 
home saying that, you know, they can get a raise right now. 

I think I did that within my 10-second limit. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER It is close. Thank yo& Mr. Gmitza. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1561 CONTINUED 

On the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass fmally ? 
The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, 

the yeas and nays will now be taken. 

Adolph 
Allen 
&all 
Annsmng 
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
Barrar 
Battisto 

Druce Maher Schroder 
Eachus Maitland Schuler 
Egolf Major Scrimenti 
Evans Manderino Semmel 
Faitchild Markosek Serafini 
Fargo M m i m  Seyfelt 
Feese Masland Shaner 
Fichter Mayernik Smith, B. 
Fleagle McCall Smith, S. H. 
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Bebko-Jones Flick McGeehan Snyder, D. W. 
Belardi Gannon McGill Staback 
Belfanti Geist McIlhattan Stlin 
Benninghoff George McNaughton Steelman 
Bimelin Gialioni Melio Steil 
Bishoo ~ l k e c k  Michlovic Stem 
B I ~ &  
Boswla 
Boyes 
Brown 
Brome 
Butkovih 
Buxton 
Caltaeimne 
capp&ianca 
Cam 
Camne 
casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Civera 
- ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
C0laiZ70 
Conti 
Comell 

cow ell 
COY 
c w  
DaleY 
Dally 
DeLuca 
Dempsey 
Dent 
Dermody 
DeWeese 
DiGirolamo 
DonaNcci 

Godshall 
Gordner 
GruiQa 
h P P 0  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harhan 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Heman 
Henhey 
Hem 
Honey 
Hutchiison 
Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jarolin 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
Krebs 
Lamghlin 
Lawless 
Lederer 
Leh 
LeswviQ 
Levdansky 
Lloyd 
Lucyk 
Lynch 

Micozie 
Miller 
Mundy 
M Y ~  
Nail01 
O'Brien 
Olasz 
Oliver 
Orie 
Penel 
Pesci 
Petrarca 
Petmne 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Pistella 
Plam 
heston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robmson 
Roebuck 
Rohrer 
Rooney 
Ross 
Rubley 
Sainato 
Santoni 
Sather 
Saylor 

Stetler 
Stevenson 
Skimatter 
Sturla 
s u m  
Tangretti 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
True 
Tulli 
vance 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnamski 
Wrighf M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
Zimmerman 
2% 

Ryan, 
Speaker 

NOT VOTING4 

Bunt Comgan Nickol Travaglio 
Clark LaGrona Roberts Washington 
Cohen. L. I. 

The majority required by the Constitution having voted in the 
afiirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative and the 
bill passed finally. 

Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR B 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

Mr. HORSEY called up HR 295, PN 2544, entitled: 

A Resolution memorializine the Citizens' Stam Advisorv 
Commirteeof the United States PO& S m i c e  to consider a n i  ncommenb 
to the United States Postal Service Board o f  Govcmors the issuance of a 
commemorative stamp honoring Richard Humphreys, Quaker, goldsmith 
and philanthropis on the 160th Annivemuy of the founding o f  Cheyney 
University of Pennsylvania 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

The SPEAKER. On the question of the adoption of the 
resolution, the Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Horsey, for a 
brief explanation of the resolution. 

Mr. HORSEY. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman was a Friend and 
did live during the time of Ben Franklin. 

He was a noted goldsmith. He was probably the number two 
goldsmith in American history. He raised a large fortune fiom 
being a goldsmith and silversmith. When he passed in 1832, 
he left a small portion of that income to the founding of 
Chevnev Universitv. and as we know todav. Chevnev Universitv . . . . .. . . 
still exists as one of the 15 universities in the State. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
Mr. HORSEY. Oh; excuse me, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I almost forgot that it is also in the district of the 

Speaker of the House. Thank you. 
The SPEAKER It is very important. 

On the question recurring, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 

The following roll call was recorded: 

Adolph 
Allen 
Argall 
Armstmng 
Baker 
Bard 
Barley 
B a r n  
Battisto 
Bebko-Jones 
Belardi 
Belfanti 
Benninghoff 
Bimelin 
Bishop 
Blaum 
Boscola 
Boyes 
Brown 
Browne 
Butkovih 
Buxton 
Caltagimne 
Cappabianca 
Cam 
Carone 
Casorio 
Cawley 
Chadwick 
Civera 
Clymer 
Cohen, M. 
Colafella 
Colaiao 
Conti 
Cornell 
cotpom 
Cowell 
COY 
curry 
Daley 
Dally 
DeLuca 

h c e  
Eachus 
Egolf 
Evans 
Fairchild 
Fargo 
Feere 
Fichter 
Fleagle 
Flick 
Gannon 
Geist 
George 
Giglioni 
Gladeck 
Godshall 
Gordner 
GruiQa 
~ P P O  
Habay 
Haluska 
Hanna 
Harhan 
Hasay 
Hennessey 
Herman 
Henhey 
Hess 
Honey 
Hutchinson 
Itkin 
Jadlowiec 
James 
Jamlm 
Josephs 
Kaiser 
Keller 
Kenney 
Kirkland 
Krebs 
Laughlin 
Lawless 
Lederer 

Maher 
Maitland 
Major 
Manderino 
Markosek 
Marsiw 
Masland 
Mayemik 
McCall 
McGeehan 
McGill 
Mcllhattan 
McNaughton 
Melio 
Michlovic 
Miwrrie 
Miller 
Mundy 
Myers 
Nailor 
O'Brien 
Olas2 
Oliver 
Otie 
Perzel 
Pesci 
P e m c a  
Pehone 
Phillips 
P~PPY 
Pistella 
Plans 
Preston 
Ramos 
Raymond 
Readshaw 
Reber 
Reinard 
Rieger 
Robinson 
Roebuck 
Rohrer 
Rooney 

Schroder 
Schuler 
Scrimenti 
Semmel 
Serafini 
Seyfert 
Shaner 
Smith, B. 
Smith, S. H. 
Snyder, D. W. 
Staback 
Stain 
Steelman 
Steil 
Stem 
Stetler 
Stevenson 
Skimatter 
Shula 
S u m  
Tangreni 
Taylor, E. Z. 
Taylor, J. 
Thomas 
Tigue 
Trello 
Trich 
True 
Tulli 
vance 
Van Home 
Veon 
Vitali 
Walko 
Waugh 
Williams, A. H. 
Williams, C. 
Wilt 
wogan 
Wojnamski 
Wright, M. N. 
Yewcic 
Youngblood 
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M p s e Y  Leh Ross Zimmennan 
Dent Lescovik Rubley zug 
Oermody Levdansky Sainat0 
DeWeese Lloyd Ssntoni Ryah 
DiGirolamo Luwk Sather Speaker 

NOT VOTING4 

Bunt Comgan Nick01 Travaglio 
Clark LaGroUa Robera Washington 
Cohen, L. I. 

The majority having voted in the aftinnative, the question was 
determined in the affirmative and the resolution was adopted. 

RULES COMMITTEE MEETING 

The SPEAKER The Chair recognizes the majority leader, who 
calls for an immediate meeting of the Rules Committee at the 
majority leader's desk. 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 1475, PN 2472 By Rep. PERZEL 

An Act providing for self-employment assistance, for eligibility, for 
costs and for limitation. 

The SPEAKER It is the info~mation of the Chair that there will 
be no further formal voting today. 

VOTE CORRECTIONS 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the lady, Ms. Bishop. 
Ms. BISHOP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I wish to correct the record. 
My switch malfunctioned on SB 176, concurrence. I wish to be 

recorded in the negative. Thank you. 
The SPEAKER. The remarks of the lady will be spread upon 

the record. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Allen. 
Mr. ALLEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
I was not present at the time that HB 7, PN 2500, was voted. If 

I would have been present, I would have voted in the affirmative. 
Thank you. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
The gentleman, Mr. Readshaw. 
Mr. READSHAW. Mr. Speaker, I would l i e  to correct the 

record, please. 
The SPEAKER The gentleman is in order and is recognized. 
Mr. READSHAW. On October 28, Hi3 91 1, amendment 4356, 

I wish to be recorded in the affmative. 

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

BILLS SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

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

An Act amending the act of May 17,1921 (P.L.682, No.284), entitled 
The Insutance Company Law of 1921, further providing for contents or 
parts of policies and for applications for policies; providing mastectomy 
and bsast cancer reconstructive surgery coverage standards for health 
insmce policies; regulating individual access to health care insurance; 
and providing for penalties. 

An Act amendimg the act ofNovember 1, 1971 (P.L.495, No.113), 
entitled as amended, "An act vrovidine, for the com~ensation of counti 
officers in counties of the seconh through eighth classes, for cornpensan& 
of district anorneys in cities and counties of the fin1 class, for the 
diswsition of fees for filine of bonds in cerrain cases and for duties of 
ceiain officers," providing for the compensation of district election 
officers; and making repeals. 

Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, signed 
the same. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. PERZEL. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1489 be removed 

from the table. 

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

BILL RECOMMITTED 

The SPEAKER The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. PERZEL. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1489 be 

recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 

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

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT OF 
COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

The SPEAKER. The clerk will read the following supplemental 
report of the Committee on Committees. 

I The following report was read: 
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COMMITTEE ON COMMITTEES 

In the House of Representatives 
October 29, 1997 I 

RESOLVED, That I 
Representative David K. Levdansky, Allegheny County, is elected 

a member of the House Transportation Committee, replacing 
Representative Frank Dermody. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Representative Anthony M. DeLuca 
Democratic Chairman 
Committee on Committees 

On the question, 
Will the House adopt the resolution? 
Resolution was adopted. 

RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER I 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, the remaining resolutions 

on today's calendar will be passed over. The Chair hears no 
objection. 

ADJOURNMENT I 
The SPEAKER. Does the majority leader or minority leader 

have any further business? 
Do the committee chairmen have any announcements ? Any 

further corrections to the record? 
Hearing none, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Dauphin County, Mr. McNaughton. 
Mr. McNAUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I move that this House do 

now adjourn until Monday, November 24, 1997, at 1 p.m., e.s.t., 
unless sooner recalled by the Speaker. 

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




