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TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 25, 2003 
 

SESSION OF 2003 187TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 97 

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

THE SPEAKER (JOHN M. PERZEL) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 REV. DR. WILLIAM STICKLEY, Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Good morning. 
 Please join with me in prayer: 
 Gracious Lord and God, in this week of national 
thanksgiving, we acknowledge You as both the source and goal 
of every good gift. We thank You, and we bless Your name. 
 For the beauty and wonder of creation in earth and sky and 
sea, we thank You and bles s You, O Lord. For our daily food 
and drink, our homes and families, our friends and neighbors, 
we thank You and bless You, O Lord. For minds to think, for 
hearts to love, and for hands to serve, we thank You and bless 
You, O Lord. For health and strength to work and for leisure to 
rest and play, we thank You and bless you, O Lord. For the 
brave and courageous who are patient in suffering and faithful 
in adversity, we thank You and bless You, O Lord. For all those 
who seek after truth, liberty, justice, and peace, we thank You 
and bless You, O Lord. For the treasure and the responsibility of 
freedom, we thank You and bless You, O Lord. 
 In all these things we give You thanks, and we pray that You 
will bless us as we gather with family and friends in the coming 
days. Grant us and all those we love joyful homecomings and 
safe travel. 
 We ask that You accept our thanksgiving and that You 
answer our prayers in accordance with Your will and in Your 
most holy name. Amen. 
 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the approval of the 
Journal of Monday, November 24, 2003, will be postponed until 
printed. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 2216 By Representatives HESS, SATHER, WATSON, 
BAKER, PHILLIPS, E. Z. TAYLOR, CRAHALLA, 
GINGRICH, MACKERETH, MUSTIO, R. STEVENSON, 
WILT, FABRIZIO, KOTIK, BARD, BASTIAN, BELFANTI, 
BROWNE, BUNT, CAPPELLI, CAUSER, CORRIGAN, 
DALEY, FAIRCHILD, GEIST, GEORGE, GOOD, 
GOODMAN, HENNESSEY, HERMAN, HORSEY, 
MARSICO, McILHATTAN, PETRARCA, REICHLEY, 
RUBLEY, SAYLOR, SEMMEL, SOLOBAY, STERN, TIGUE, 
WASHINGTON, WRIGHT and YOUNGBLOOD  
 

An Act amending the act of June 26, 2001 (P.L.755, No.77), 
known as the Tobacco Settlement Act, further providing for use of the 
Tobacco Settlement Fund.  
 

Referred to Committee on AGING AND OLDER ADULT 
SERVICES, November 25, 2003. 
 
  No. 2217 By Representatives TRAVAGLIO, GRUCELA, 
HALUSKA, HARHAI, HUTCHINSON, MARKOSEK and 
R. STEVENSON  
 

An Act authorizing and directing the Department of General 
Services, with the approval of the Governor, to grant and convey  
to Butler County, certain lands situate in the City of Butler,  
Butler County, Pennsylvania.  
 

Referred to Committee on STATE GOVERNMENT, 
November 25, 2003. 
 
  No. 2218 By Representatives HERMAN, HESS, WATSON, 
WILT, BASTIAN, BELFANTI, BENNINGHOFF, BOYD, 
BUNT, CAPPELLI, DENLINGER, DeWEESE, FABRIZIO, 
FICHTER, GINGRICH, GRUCELA, HARRIS, 
HICKERNELL, HORSEY, HUTCHINSON, KILLION, 
McILHATTAN, MELIO, O’NEILL, PALLONE, PISTELLA, 
READSHAW, RUBLEY, SATHER, SCAVELLO, SHANER, 
SOLOBAY, SURRA, TIGUE and YOUNGBLOOD  
 

An Act amending the act of June 1, 1956 (1955 P.L.1944, 
No.655), referred to as the Liquid Fuels Tax Municipal Allocation 
Law, adding a definition of “computer-related hardware, software and 
training”; and further providing for moneys appropriated to 
municipalities.  
 

Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION, 
November 25, 2003. 
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  No. 2219 By Representatives MAITLAND, BELFANTI, 
CRAHALLA, FRANKEL, GINGRICH, GRUCELA, NICKOL, 
O’NEILL, REICHLEY and YOUNGBLOOD  
 

An Act requiring owners of certain agricultural land to pay an 
agricultural land impact fee to local government units upon the 
occurrence of certain triggering events; and providing for use of the 
fees by local government units.  
 

Referred to Committee on AGRICULTURE AND RURAL 
AFFAIRS, November 25, 2003. 
 
  No. 2220 By Representatives MUSTIO, ARMSTRONG, 
CRAHALLA, DENLINGER, DeWEESE, DiGIROLAMO, 
GINGRICH, GOOD, HENNESSEY, HESS, KILLION, 
LAUGHLIN, LEVDANSKY, MARSICO, McILHATTAN, 
REICHLEY, SATHER, SOLOBAY, STERN, VANCE, 
WASHINGTON, WATSON, WILT and ROBERTS  
 

An Act amending Title 24 (Education) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for termination of annuities.  
 

Referred to Committee on EDUCATION, November 25, 
2003. 

 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 502 By Representatives GOODMAN, BELFANTI, 
DeWEESE, FABRIZIO, GERGELY, GRUCELA, HORSEY, 
JOSEPHS, KOTIK, LAUGHLIN, LEACH, PALLONE, 
PHILLIPS, ROBERTS, E.  Z. TAYLOR, WASHINGTON and 
YOUNGBLOOD  
 

A Resolution urging nursing homes throughout this 
Commonwealth to refrain from using feeding assistants in lieu of 
certified nurse aides (CNAs).  
 

Referred to Committee on HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES, November 25, 2003. 

 

SENATE BILL FOR CONCURRENCE 

 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following bill for concurrence: 
 
 SB 892, PN 1138 
 
 Referred to Committee on LOCAL GOVERNMENT, 
November 25, 2003. 
 

SENATE MESSAGE 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
CONCURRED IN BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that the 
Senate has concurred in HR 256, PN 1510. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

AMENDED HOUSE BILL RETURNED 
FOR CONCURRENCE AND 

REFERRED TO COMMITTEE ON RULES 
 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned HB 46, 
PN 2872, with information that the Senate has passed the same 
with amendment in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives is requested. 
 

SENATE MESSAGE 

ADJOURNMENT RESOLUTION 
FOR CONCURRENCE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following extract from the Journal of the Senate, which was 
read as follows: 
 
    In the Senate 
    November 24, 2003 
 
 RESOLVED, (the House of Representatives concurring),  
That when the Senate adjourns this week, it reconvene on  
Monday, December 8, 2003, unless sooner recalled by the  
President Pro Tempore of the Senate; and be it further 
 RESOLVED, That when the House of Representatives adjourns this 
week, it reconvene on Monday, December 8, 2003, unless sooner 
recalled by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the House of 
Representatives for its concurrence. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in the resolution of the Senate? 
 Resolution was concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 
 

BILLS REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the following bills 
be taken from the table: 
 
  HB 1448; 
  HB   578; 
  HB   606; 
  HB   752; 
  HB 1235; 
  HB 1236; 
  HB 1282; 
  HB 1696; 
  HB 1801; 
  HB 1917; 
  HB 1923; 
  HB 1926; 
  HB 1996; and 
  HB 2021. 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The following bills, having been called up, were considered 
for the second time and agreed to, and ordered transcribed for 
third consideration: 
 
 HB 1448, PN 1823; HB 578, PN 2959; HB 606, PN 2910; 
HB 752, PN 2917; HB 1235, PN 1519; HB 1236, PN 1520; 
HB 1282, PN 2960; HB 1696, PN 2180; HB 1801, PN 2341; 
HB 1917, PN 2911; HB 1923, PN 2946; HB 1926, PN 2906; 
HB 1996, PN 2948; and HB 2021, PN 2663. 
 

BILLS RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the following bills 
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations: 
 
  HB 1448; 
  HB   578; 
  HB   606; 
  HB   752; 
  HB 1235; 
  HB 1236; 
  HB 1282; 
  HB 1696; 
  HB 1801; 
  HB 1917; 
  HB 1923; 
  HB 1926; 
  HB 1996; and 
  HB 2021. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

RULES COMMITTEE MEETING 

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

BILLS ON CONCURRENCE 
REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

 HB 46, PN 2872 By Rep. S. SMITH 
 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for desecration 
or sale of venerated objects.  
 

RULES. 
 

HB 1580, PN 2612   By Rep. S. SMITH 
 

An Act amending the act of July 19, 1979 (P.L.130, No.48), 
known as the Health Care Facilities Act, providing for employment of 
health care practitioners.  
 

RULES. 

BILL REPORTED AND REREFERRED 
TO COMMITTEE ON 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH 

HB 2172, PN 2943   By Rep. O’BRIEN 
 

An Act providing for certain rights of foster parents.  
 

JUDICIARY. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair welcomes Aimee Janesky, who is 
an intern for Representative Roy Baldwin and is seated to the 
left of the Speaker. Would that guest please rise and be 
recognized by the members of the General Assembly. 
 The Chair would like to welcome to the hall of the House of 
Representatives Thao Nguyen Wolfe, who is serving as a  
guest page, and his father, Pastor Bill Wolfe, and mother, 
Nancy. They are seated to the left of the Speaker, and they are 
the guests of Representative John Taylor. Would those guests 
please rise and be recognized. 

STATE SYSTEM OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
INTERNS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. It gives me great pleasure to introduce  
today the interns from the Pennsylvania State System of  
Higher Education. These students represent Pennsylvania’s  
14 State universities. They are seated in the back of the hall of 
the House. I would like to ask them to please stand when I call 
your name and remain standing, and I would ask everyone to 
hold their applause until the very end of the introductions. 
 Danielle Aregood, a student at East Stroudsburg University 
of Pennsylvania. She serves at the Pennsylvania Commission 
for Women and is a constituent of Representative  
John Yudichak. 
 Lindsay Clinton attends Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
and serves in the Department of Environmental Protection.  
She is the constituent of Representative Raymond Bunt. 
 George Fultz is a student at Kutztown University of 
Pennsylvania and is serving with the Governor’s Advisory 
Commission on Latino Affairs. He is a constituent of 
Representative Dennis Leh. 
 Melissa Hreha attends Slippery Rock University of 
Pennsylvania. She works in the office of Senator Jay Costa and 
is a constituent of Representative Paul Costa. 
 Amanda Isenberg is a student at East Stroudsburg University 
of Pennsylvania and is at the Department of Education. She is 
the constituent of Representative Kelly Lewis. 
 Ed Nicholson attends Mansfield University of Pennsylvania 
and is serving in the Office of the Speaker. He is a constituent 
of Representative Matt Baker. 
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 Mark Pavkov is a student at Edinboro University of 
Pennsylvania. He is serving in the Department of State, legal 
division, and is a constituent of Representative John Evans. 
 Thomas Pepe III represents Bloomsburg University  
of Pennsylvania and is serving in the office of the  
Attorney General, Mike Fisher. Tom is a constituent of 
Representative Kate Harper. 
 Lilit Poghossian attends Lock Haven University of 
Pennsylvania, and she serves in the office of Senator  
Sean Logan and is a constituent of Representative  
Michael Hanna. 
 Vickie Reid represents Clarion University of Pennsylvania 
and serves at the Center for Rural Pennsylvania, a legislative 
agency. She is the constituent of the majority leader, 
Representative Sam Smith. 
 Stephanie Ruggieri is a student at Lock Haven University  
of Pennsylvania, and she serves in the office of the  
Attorney General, Mike Fisher, and is a constituent of 
Representative Matthew Wright. 
 Stanislaw Stefaniak represents Millersville University of 
Pennsylvania and serves at the Department of Education, 
migrant education. Stan is a constituent of Representative  
Katie True. 
 Michael Stoll attends West Chester University of 
Pennsylvania. He is serving with Representative Elinor Taylor 
and the office of the executive director of the majority caucus. 
He is a constituent of Representative Ellen Bard. 
 Dr. Ruth Davis. Dr. Davis is the resident faculty adviser and 
represents Millersville University of Pennsylvania, and she is 
the constituent of Representative Katie True. 
 With them are two interns serving in the Speaker’s Office. 
Eric Conner. Eric attends Liberty University and is the 
constituent of Representative Mike Sturla. And Anne Miller, a 
graduate student from Penn State University, and she is the 
constituent of Representative Pat Browne. 
 Please rise and be recognized by the General Assembly. 

LEGISLATIVE FELLOWS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Legislative Fellowship Program, which 
is sponsored by the House of Representatives through the 
Bipartisan Management Committee, has a very bright class this 
year. Seven students have been assigned to either a committee 
chairmanship or leadership office for a 13-week fellowship. 
 I welcome to the hall of the House today the seven 
legislative fellows who began their internship in September. 
They are seated in the rear of the hall of the House. 
 David Brogan – please stand – a public policy major from 
Penn State University Harrisburg, assigned to Representative 
Keith McCall, Democrat chairman of the Transportation 
Committee. 
 Kelly Dougherty, an international business/French major 
from King’s College, assigned to Representative Jeff Coy, 
Democrat caucus secretary. 
 Robert Garrettson, a public policy major from Penn State 
University Harrisburg, assigned to Representative Mark Cohen, 
the Democrat caucus chairman. 
 Robert Goucher, a finance major from Penn State University 
Harrisburg, assigned to Representative Bob Flick, chairman of 
the Finance Committee. 
 

 Jamey Shick, a political science major from King’s College, 
assigned to Representative Mike Veon, the Democrat whip. 
 Darren Smith, a political science major from Dickinson 
College, assigned to Dr. Paula Hess, special projects director for 
the Speaker and the majority leader. 
 Lorraine Taylor Todd, a human development and family 
services major from Penn State University, assigned to 
Representative Frank Oliver, Democrat chairman of the  
Health and Human Services Committee. 
 Would those guests please stand and be recognized by the 
House. 

ARCHIVAL INTERNS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. Two students were selected this semester to 
participate in the Archival Internship Program, sponsored by the 
House of Representatives through the Bipartisan Management 
Committee. These bright and energetic interns processed and 
inventoried committee records and members’ papers as well  as 
the photographic and audio collections. Their work has helped 
the House Archives better document the historical significance 
of this institution. I welcome them to the hall of the House 
today. 
 First – would the guests please rise – Dawn Coleman, a 
Pennsylvania State University graduate student enrolled in the 
American studies program. Dawn is processing the historical 
records of the House Education Committee records and 
conducting original research. 
 Kaye Mackenzie, a graduate of Grove City College who 
majored in history. Kaye has just finished processing the 
historical records of the House Finance Committee and is now 
working on the Health and Human Services Committee’s 
records. 
 Would those guests rise and be recognized. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. I would like to welcome to the hall of the 
House today, as the guest of Representative Jennifer Mann, 
Andrew Gartner, a 12-year-old boy who lives in her legislative 
district. Andrew is a seventh grader at the Moravian Academy 
in Bethlehem, serving here today as her guest page. Would he 
please rise; Andrew. 
 The Chair would like to welcome to the hall of the House 
today April James, who is the guest today of Representative 
Merle Phillips and is located to the left of the Speaker. Would 
April please rise. 
 
 For the information of the members, the House Democrat 
caucus will not end until 12:45. There will be no votes until 
12—  11:45; 11:45. There will be no votes cast on the floor of 
the House until the Democrat leadership gets to the floor of the 
House. 

HOUSE SCHEDULE 

 The SPEAKER. For the information of the members, the 
best course of action for right now would be for us to recess 
until 12 o’clock, and there are seven bills on the calendar 
starting with HB 30. So if you could get something to eat 
between now and 12 and come back and be prepared to stay 
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through from 12 till whatever time it takes us to finish up, that 
would be the best course of action rather than have you sit here 
waiting for the end of the Democrat caucus. 
 Mr. Smith. 
 At the request of the majority leader – I apologize – that is  
1 o’clock. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. This House will now recess until 1 p.m. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

SENATE MESSAGE 

HOUSE AMENDMENTS 
CONCURRED IN BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that the 
Senate has concurred in the amendments made by the House of 
Representatives to the Senate amendments to HB 888,  
PN 2919. 

BILL SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bill numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct,  
the title was publicly read as follows: 
 
 HB 888, PN 2919 
 

An Act amending the act of August 26, 1971 (P.L.351, No.91), 
known as the State Lottery Law, further providing for definitions, for 
program generally, for generic drugs, for restricted formulary, for 
reimbursement, for nonliability, for the Pharmaceutical Assistance 
Contract for the Elderly Needs Enhancement Tier, for the 
Pharmaceutical Assistance Review Board; providing for pharmacy best 
practices and cost controls; further providing for penalties, for the 
Prescription Drug Education Program, for terms of rebate agreement 
and for amount of rebate; providing for a Pharmaceutical Assistance 
Clearinghouse; further providing for annual report to General 
Assembly; and providing for construction with Federal programs and 
for continued use of Tobacco Settlement Fund.  
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 104, PN 121   By Rep. ALLEN 
 

An Act amending the act of December 18, 1984 (P.L.1004, 
No.204), entitled “An act extending benefits to police chiefs or heads 
of police departments of political subdivisions of the Commonwealth 
who have been removed from bargaining units by the Pennsylvania 
Labor Relations Board,” further providing for the salary of nonunion 
police officers.  
 

LABOR RELATIONS. 

HB 1038, PN 3019 (Amended)   By Rep. ALLEN 
 

An Act amending the act of December 5, 1936 (2nd Sp.Sess., 1937 
P.L.2897, No.1), known as the Unemployment Compensation Law, 
further providing for rate and amount of compensation.  
 

LABOR RELATIONS. 
 

HB 1827, PN 2373   By Rep. ALLEN 
 

An Act amending the act of December 5, 1936 (2nd Sp.Sess., 1937 
P.L.2897, No.1), known as the Unemployment Compensation Law, 
further providing for rate and amount of compensation.  
 

LABOR RELATIONS. 
 

HB 2120, PN 2837   By Rep. ALLEN 
 

An Act amending the act of December 9, 2002 (P.L.1399, 
No.174), known as the First-Level Supervisor Collective Bargaining 
Act, enlarging the scope of the act.  
 

LABOR RELATIONS. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair turns to leaves of absence. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Veon, requests no leaves of absence. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lycoming,  
Mr. Feese, who asks for a leave of absence for the gentlelady 
from Susquehanna, Miss MAJOR, and the gentleman from 
Centre, Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Without objection, those leaves 
will be granted. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to take the master roll. 
The members will proceed to vote. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 



2212 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE NOVEMBER 25 

Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–2 
 
Diven  Donatucci 
 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. O’BRIEN called up HR 496, PN 2963, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring Nicholas L. Vinci, longtime Deputy  
United States Marshal.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 

Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. McGILL called up HR 497, PN 2964, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring Project Blue Light for reminding us to 
remember the bravery and dedication of our fallen police officers.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
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Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Miss MANN called up HR 499, PN 2966, entitled: 
 

A Resolution declaring December 1 through 5, 2003, as  
“Dream Come True Week” in Pennsylvania.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution?  
 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEA S–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 



2214 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE NOVEMBER 25 

* * * 
 
 Mr. WATERS called up HR 500, PN 2967, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing and honoring firefighters, especially 
those firefighters and support personnel who served in the recent 
southern California firestorms and wildfires, for their bravery, 
dedication and heroism.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 

 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR C 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. McGEEHAN called up HR 503, PN 3012, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing December 1, 2003, as “World AIDS 
Day.”  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–200 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Feese Maher Saylor 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Schroder 
Bard Flick Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Solobay 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stern 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harper O’Neill True 
Cohen Harris Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Herman Petri Vitali 
Costa Hershey Petrone Walko 
Coy Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
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Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Lederer Rubley 
Eachus Leh Ruffing 
Egolf Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The following bill, having been called up, was considered  
for the second time and agreed to, and ordered transcribed for 
third consideration: 
 
 HB 1975, PN 2580. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 234,  
PN 263, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, providing a tax credit for attendance 
at a firearm training course.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 234, PN 263, 
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1033,  
PN 1208, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of April 12, 1951 (P.L.90, No.21), 
known as the Liquor Code, providing for the exchange of hotel licenses 
for restaurant licenses.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1033, PN 1208,  
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of SB 696,  
PN 1048, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for prohibition 
on political activity relating to police officers and for powers and duties 
of the Municipal Police Officers’ Education and Training Commission.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that SB 696, PN 1048,  
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 66,  
PN 2958, entitled: 
 

An Act authorizing and directing the Department of General 
Services, with the approval of the Governor, to grant and convey to 
Warren County, certain lands situate in the Township of Conewango, 
Warren County; and authorizing and directing the removal of the use 
restriction and reversionary covenant placed on the real estate 
previously conveyed to Warren County and imposing other restrictions 
on said Warren County property, situate in the Township of Elk, 
Warren County.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. LYNCH offered the following amendment No. A4309: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 4, line 8, by striking out “AN” and inserting 
   the 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 4, line 9, by inserting after “SERVICES” 
   described in subsection (a) 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Lynch. 
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 Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment is basically a technical and clarification 
amendment, and it is something that is requested by the 
Department of General Services in that the agreement that was 
done with the Warren County commissioners, that the results of 
the proceeds would be a one-time deal and it would hopefully 
not set a precedent for future funds going into the 
Commonwealth. 
 So it is basically a technical and clarifying amendment that is 
requested by the Department of General Services, and I ask for 
an affirmative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–112 
 
Adolph Eachus Kenney Roebuck 
Allen Egolf Killion Rooney 
Argall Evans, D. Kirkland Ross 
Baker Evans, J. Leach Ruffing 
Barrar Fabrizio Lederer Sather 
Bebko-Jones Fairchild Lescovitz Schroder 
Belardi Feese Lynch Scrimenti 
Birmelin Flick Marsico Smith, B. 
Bishop Forcier McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Browne Freeman McIlhattan Steil 
Butkovitz Gannon Micozzie Stern 
Buxton Geist Mundy Stetler 
Cappelli Gergely Mustio Stevenson, T. 
Casorio Godshall Myers Sturla 
Causer Good O’Brien Taylor, J. 
Cawley Gruitza Oliver Thomas 
Civera Haluska Pallone Veon 
Clymer Hanna Petrarca Washington 
Corrigan Harhai Petri Waters 
Costa Hasay Petrone Williams 
Cruz Hennessey Phillips Wilt  
Curry Herman Pickett Wojnaroski 
Daley Hershey Pistella Wright 
Dally Hess Preston Youngblood 
DeLuca Horsey Raymond Zug 
Dermody Hutchinson Readshaw 
DeWeese James Rieger 
DiGirolamo Josephs Roberts Perzel, 
Donatucci Keller      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–88 
 
Armstrong Gabig Markosek Semmel 
Baldwin George McCall Shaner 
Bard Gillespie McGill Solobay 
Bastian Gingrich McIlhinney Staback 
Belfanti Goodman McNaughton Stairs 
Biancucci Grucela Melio Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Habay Metcalfe Surra 
Boyd Harhart Miller, R. Tangretti 
Bunt Harper Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Harris Nailor Tigue 
Cohen Hickernell Nickol Travaglio  
Coleman Kotik O’Neill True 
Cornell LaGrotta Payne Turzai 
Coy Laughlin Reed Vance 
Crahalla Leh Reichley Vitali 
Creighton Levdansky Rohrer Walko 
Dailey Lewis Rubley Wansacz 
Denlinger Mackereth Sainato Watson 
Diven Maher Samuelson Weber 
Fichter Maitland Santoni Wheatley 

Fleagle Manderino Saylor Yewcic 
Frankel Mann Scavello Yudichak 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. VITALI offered the following amendment No. A4302: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, lines 8 and 9, by striking out “ON SAID 
WARREN COUNTY PROPERTY, SITUATE IN THE” in line 8, all 
of line 9 and inserting 

on property to be designated within  
Warren County. 

 Amend Sec. 2, page 5, line 3, by striking out “46” and inserting 
   104.6 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 7, line 3, by inserting after “D,” 
   upon and 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 7, line 6, by inserting after “LANDS” 
   in Warren County as 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 8, lines 29 and 30; pages 9 through 13,  
lines 1 through 30; page 14, lines 1 through 16, by striking out all of 
said lines on said pages and inserting 
 (e)  Designation of land within Warren County on which 
restrictions shall be imposed.–An open space or agricultural purpose 
use restriction and reversionary covenant shall be imposed on a 
minimum of 104.6 acres of land within Warren County that are 
classified as prime agricultural land that is in active agricultural use as 
those terms are defined in Executive Order No. 15 2003-2 and which 
has comparable topography, climate and economic viability for 
agricultural production as the land described in subsection (d). The 
Board of Directors of the Warren County Conservation District shall 
select the land on which said restrictions shall be imposed, subject to 
final review and approval by the State Agricultural Land Preservation 
Board.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 By way of background, HB 66 is a controversial land 
transfer that has caused significant citizen opposition in  
Warren County. It involves taking a pristine farmland that 
currently has an agricultural restriction on it, a property that is 
owned by the State and is adjacent to a State mental hospital.  
It involves taking that pristine farmland and essentially,  
by transferring it eventually to a developer, putting a Wal-Mart 
on that property, and my intention, frankly, is to not get 
involved in local issues. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman yield. 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Lynch, rise? 
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 Mr. LYNCH. Point of clarification, Mr. Speaker. 
 We have the Representative from Delaware County who is 
opposed to my bill explaining my bill. I mean, he is to be on the 
amendment. Talk about the amendment. He is using hyperboles 
when it comes to his adjectives to describe the bill that I will be 
fully able to explain in the proper time. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Vitali, will please 
confine his remarks to the amendment that he has offered before 
the House. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was trying to give the amendment the necessary 
background information, because it simply cannot be 
understood in a vacuum. Because it changes the bill, I was 
trying to give the necessary background to the bill. 
 But one of the problems of this bill is this: Putting aside the 
very dangerous precedent of taking an agricultural restriction 
off of prime farmland owned by the Commonwealth, putting 
that issue aside, the problem is, this bill, in transferring that 
agricultural restriction to another property, chooses a property 
where the value of that agricultural restriction is unequal to the 
value of the agricultural restriction taken off the prime 
farmland. 
 Let me state that again. 
 One of the things the bill does— 
 The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman yield. 
 Mr. Lynch. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Lynch, rise? 
 Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, same reason as 2 minutes ago. 
 I wish the Representative from Delaware County would stick 
on the amendment and not try to explain the bill in his own 
biased words.  
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Essentially, one of the things the bill does is takes an 
agricultural restriction off of this prime farmland and moves it 
to something called the Anderson tract about 9 miles away. The 
problem and what this amendment tries to do is undo that aspect 
of the bill because of this: The agricultural restriction which is 
being removed is of prime, flat farmland. The agricultural 
restriction which this transfers to, the so-called Anderson tract, 
is hilltop land not in need nearly as much of protection, lesser 
soil quality, and it is the feeling of many of those who have 
taken a closer look at this that it is simply not a fair swap. 
 And I also might add that the Farm Bureau and the Grange 
oppose this bill. 
 But what this amendment does is basically says this: The 
agricultural restriction for the time being remains on this 
property. Then there will be a process set up such that another 
property will be selected in Warren County of comparable value 
– in other words, as determined, as selected, by the board of 
directors of Warren County. They shall select the land in 
Warren County which the restriction shall be placed on. 
 So we are trying to deal with that defect of the bill that has 
this unequal swap in agricultural restriction. That is all we are 
trying to do. We are not trying to stop the transfer. We are just 
trying to say, let us let Warren County select; let us let the  
local government select what is the appropriate agricultural 
swap for this. 

 So I would ask for a positive vote. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Warren,  
Mr. Lynch. 
 Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am very opposed to this legislation, and I will tell you why. 
The Representative from Delaware County can throw out all the 
colorful words that he wants to, but the fact of the matter is that 
this agricultural restriction that is in the legislation is of 
comparable land, as is evidenced by a letter from a Ph.D. 
(doctor of philosophy) from Penn State University who did an 
independent appraisal. Now, I am not going to sit here and try to 
judge that soil scientist’s expertise. 
 And the second thing about it is, he would want to increase 
the agricultural restriction from a 2 to 1, which has been agreed 
upon with the administration, particularly Secretary Wolff, and 
increase it to something like 4 1/2 to 1. He then would like to 
have the decision of where that land restriction goes left to the 
Warren County Conservation District. Now, that all may sound 
well and good, but the fact of the matter is, in no less than  
three occasions in the past 2 years, I and the county 
commissioners have asked this board to go out and find that 
land, and they refuse to do it. Since they do not want to do it on 
their own, we are not going to mandate it for them. 
 I ask for a “no” vote on this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Vitali, for the second 
time. The gentleman waives off. 
 The gentlelady from Berks, Mrs. Miller. 
 Mrs. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, while the gentleman who is offering this 
amendment has laudable purposes, his comment that this is in 
no way designed to stop this land transfer is in fact something 
that has to be done and should be done, and if by supporting this 
amendment that is being offered currently this in any way lends 
itself to passage of this legislation, I am asking my colleagues 
here to please vote “no.” This sets a terrible precedent, and 
while I understand that the Representative is trying his best to 
make a bad situation a little better, this is not the way to do it, 
and I would ask that we please defeat this amendment and move 
on to hopefully defeating the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would also ask for a negative vote on the Vitali 
amendment.  
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. On the amendment, Mr. Vitali for the 
second time.  
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I frankly, two speakers ago, agree with her intentions, and in 
an effort to create a united front, because this is in fact a bad 
transfer, I do not want to be at odds with her on this, so I am 
going to withdraw this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended 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 final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Delaware,  
Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Just procedurally, I am trying to figure out 
where we are. 
 The SPEAKER. Final passage of the bill. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. 
 Okay. I do have another amendment, which I will also 
withdraw, and— 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair apologizes, Mr. Vitali. Honestly, 
we did not have a second amendment. I apologize. 
 Mr. VITALI. And at the appropriate time – I assume  
Mr. Lynch, the Representative from Warren County, wants to 
speak on it – but at the appropriate time, I would like to be 
recognized on final passage. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Vitali, we are on final passage. It is an 
appropriate time to be recognized, if you wish to be recognized 
now. 
 The gentleman from Chester, Mr. Hershey. 
 Mr. HERSHEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wish to make some comments on this bill. 
 We have used a lot of taxpayers’ money to restrict farmland, 
and we have a lot of farmland restricted, and we have a lot of 
land that can be built on. I am urging a “no” vote on this bill, 
because I am afraid it will set a precedent across the State. We 
have many farms owned by the State. In Berks County, 
Somerset County, several other counties, there are hospital 
farms, excellent farmland, and I think if we deed-restrict the 
land, it should remain there. That was the understanding; that is 
a covenant we made with the taxpayers when we asked them to 
put up the money. 
 And I understand there are other places for this development 
on brownfields. We should be developing brownfields and not 
prime ag land, and for us to remove a deed restriction to 
develop, I think, sets a terrible precedent, and I would ask the 
members of the House to vote “no” on this. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady,  
Mrs. Miller. 
 Mrs. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise today to ask my colleagues in the House to join me  
in opposing HB 66. We have all received numerous letters,  
e-mails, and phone calls regarding this legislation from people 
who are asking us to vote against it because they do not want to 
see this prime agricultural land developed into a commercial 
retail business. 
 Members of organizations like the Pennsylvania Farm 
Bureau, the Pennsylvania State Grange, 10,000 Friends, county 
agricultural land preservation groups, and others have shared 
their concerns about this bill. 
 I would like to share with you some comments from the 
commissioner-elect, David Bauer, who recently sent me this 
letter, and I will take excerpts from his letter of November 21. 
 In it he says, “Just 2 weeks ago I was elected as a  
Warren County Commissioner and will begin my term in 
January. I will be replacing the commissioners who instigated 
the HB 66 land deal. They received less than 10% of the vote in 
their reelection attempt…. 
 

 “From my perspective as an educated, experienced, and 
deeply concerned community leader, I can’t emphasize enough 
how ill conceived is the development project pursued by the 
outgoing Warren County commissioners. House Bill 66 creates 
the type of project that, were you able to see the entire picture 
that really exists in Warren County, you would never support it 
in your own district. 
 “The County’s proposed ‘mitigation’ for the loss of prime 
farm land, as proposed by House Bill 66, is a well documented 
absurdity that sets a dangerous precedent for the 
Commonwealth. And the County’s direct, unfair, and unethical 
competition with private enterprise should not be sanctioned by 
the legislature. These are statewide issues of great proportion.” 
 His letter goes on to talk about “Green field vs Brown field,” 
and he says, “It is true that Wal Mart prefers the prime farm 
land owned by the County of Warren. However, it is equally 
clear that immediately prior to the time the County put its prime 
farm land on the market, Wal Mart considered a brown field site 
owned” by a family in Warren County and considered it  
“...a ‘viable option’ for the location of a new store.” 
 Mr. Bauer goes on to say, “I believe that the responsible 
approach is to use this opportunity to redevelop the brown field 
site to stimulate wider redevelopment of a blighted area situated 
on Warren County’s most heavily traveled highway corridor.” 
 He adds, “It is reckless, irresponsible, and shortsighted for 
our county government to take a major redevelopment 
opportunity away from a blighted area and convert prime farm 
land into a shopping center. Wal Mart doesn’t need government 
to steer them to the ‘A’ site, they should be encouraged to use 
the ‘B’ site. The Warren County Commissioners have it 
backward” – said Mr. Bauer – “what is most important is what 
is best for our community, not what is best for Wal Mart.” 
 Quite honestly, Mr. Speaker, there should not even be a 
discussion about this issue today since there has been a law on 
the books of our Commonwealth for more than 20 years  
that very clearly states that our State farmland, covered under 
Act 159 of 1982, shall only be conveyed if it has an agricultural, 
research, education, or public use deed restriction. 
 The land which is the subject of HB 66, when it was 
conveyed to the Warren County commissioners in Act 96 of 
2000, included a deed restriction requiring the land to be used 
for agriculture or open space or revert back to the 
Commonwealth. This stipulation was placed on the 22-acre 
parcel, but unfortunately, it was omitted on the other 15-acre 
parcel that was conveyed at that time. 
 I would argue that the intent of the legislature was clear and 
that both parcels should have had the deed restriction in the 
conveyance as set forth by Act 159 of 1982. Building a retail 
business on the prime farmland was not a part of the bill in 2000 
that conveyed the original 37 acres and should not be permitted 
in 2003 as the current board of the Warren County 
commissioners attempts to add another 29 acres of prime 
farmland to this misguided endeavor. 
 These same commissioners will no longer be in office at the 
end of 2003. The new commissioners have indicated they do not 
want to see this land developed and are instead supporting the 
use of an existing brownfield site for this commercial 
development. A private landowner is interested in negotiating 
this transaction that will provide the economic development that 
Warren County is looking for, as outlined in section 2 of HB 66,  
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while at the same time correcting an environmental problem for 
their community. 
 HB 66 suggests that the Commonwealth and its efforts to 
preserve farmland will benefit from the bill’s imposition of a 
deed restriction on approximately 46 acres of marginal 
cropland, while the impact of the previous and proposed land 
conveyance totals 56 acres of prime farmland. This is definitely 
not the 2-for-1 swap that it has been purported in support of this 
bill. Further, the law in Pennsylvania does not allow for 
bartering acres for easement restriction releases. The law is 
clear. State farmland under Act 159 shall not be developed. 
How can we as lawmakers ignore this?  
 Some of you who voted to support the original Act 159 in 
1982 are still here today, including our Speaker of the House 
and our minority leader. There is also the member from the 
107th District in Northumberland, the member from the  
127th District in Berks County, the member from the  
113th District in Lackawanna County, the member from the 
152d District in Montgomery, and the 50th District in Greene, 
the 161st in Delaware, the 79th in Blair, the 74th in Clearfield, 
the 7th in Mercer County, the 117th in Luzerne, the 108th in 
Northumberland, the 92d in York, the 59th in Westmoreland, 
the 156th in Chester, and the 118th in Luzerne County. I ask 
you not to turn your back on what you initially said was the best 
policy for our Commonwealth to protect our State farmland. 
 This law was passed with the foresight that these State farms 
surrounding our State hospitals would become targets for other 
land uses and had to be protected by law. Other State farms 
include those at Laurelton Center in Union County, Selinsgrove 
Center in Snyder County, Wernersville State Hospital in  
Berks County, Hamburg Center in Berks County, Polk Center in 
Venango County, and Norristown State Hospital. 
 Five years after Act 159 was passed, our Commonwealth 
enacted another law to preserve farmland and has invested more 
than $564 million in protecting 2,292 farms that represent 
267,663 acres of farmland. It is important that our 
Commonwealth’s policy for protecting prime farmland from 
development should not be diminished by State government 
setting the wrong example and ignoring the law. 
 Other conveyances of State hospital farms that have  
occurred in the past, including land at Danville State Hospital, 
Clarks Summit State Hospital, and Somerset State Hospital, all 
included the agricultural, education, or open-space restrictions. 
HB 66 could open these land conveyances to interpretation or 
future amendments, thereby putting nearly 1,000 acres of 
protected land into question. At least another 1,500 acres of 
farmland at other State hospitals could also be compromised by 
legislative actions we undertake today. 
 Farmers in Pennsylvania have volunteered to protect their 
farms with perpetual easements held jointly by the 
Commonwealth and county governments. If our State 
government can ignore a statute that was specifically written to 
protect our State farmland, what will happen in years to come 
when proposed land use decisions challenge these perpetual 
easements on private lands?  
 Clearly, what we do today will set the stage for the future of 
our nationally recognized Farmland Preservation Program and 
our Commonwealth’s efforts to keep farmland in production for 
future generations of Pennsylvanians. 
 In the July 19, 2003, Pennsylvania Bulletin, Gov. Ed Rendell 
reaffirmed this Commonwealth’s policy on preserving 

agricultural land – a policy that has been carefully guarded by 
previous Governors, including Governors Ridge, Casey, and 
Thornburgh, and their Cabinet Secretaries. 
 The last paragraph of this executive order states, and I quote: 
“Now, Therefore, be it resolved that I, Edward G. Rendell, 
Governor of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, by virtue of 
the authority vested in me by the Constitution of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and other laws, do hereby 
order and direct all agencies under my jurisdiction seek to 
mitigate and protect against the conversion of prime agricultural 
land and adopt policies herewith.” 
 What is before us, Mr. Speaker, in HB 66 is in direct conflict 
with this executive order that directs both the Department of 
General Services and the Department of Agriculture to protect 
against this conversion of prime farmland. 
 And while there are those here who would like to have this 
issue behind us, I join you in asking you that this is certainly an 
issue that needs to be defeated, and I ask you to vote “no” on 
HB 66. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from York, Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, thank you. 
 I rise to oppose this bill as well. 
 In the last several days, all of us, as we have seen, have 
gotten letters from taxpayers from Warren County, we have 
gotten the Grange, we have had the Farm Bureau, all opposing 
this legislation, and every environmental group across this State 
says this is bad legislation, and I agree with them. 
 If this legislature wants to sit here throughout its next many 
years and vote to reverse what we have done in farmland 
preservation every time somebody wants to develop farmland 
easement areas, that is what you are doing today. You are 
putting this legislature in a position that it will be the courts, 
that we will decide who and who has to follow the farmland 
easements that you and I and the taxpayers of this 
Commonwealth have paid for over the last many years with 
millions and millions of dollars. 
 I have gotten phone calls from the new incoming county 
board of commissioners. They completely oppose this  
and feel it is the worst economic thing that can happen to 
Warren County. They believe that Wal-Mart, who in this case 
wants to pursue this whole land acquisition proposal, had agreed 
previously to build the Wal-Mart on a brownfield in the city of 
Warren. 
 The people in Warren County have been working with 
Governor Rendell to do a downtown revitalization. We in this 
legislature have made it clear over the last many years that we 
want to see downtowns in all our municipalities revitalized. We 
have talked and put money into it; we put tax credits into it. 
This legislature should not put itself in a position that we will 
nitpick on what projects throughout this Commonwealth do not 
have to follow the letter of the law or who will get special 
treatment because their agreement for land easements no longer 
have to be followed. 
 This legislation, the county board of commissioners-elect 
that is there, Dave Bauer and others, opposes this legislation. 
 I believe it is a bad precedent for this legislature to set if we 
vote for this legislation, and I ask for a negative vote on HB 66. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin, Mr. McNaughton.  
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 Mr. McNAUGHTON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am going to speak very briefly. I am going to speak from a 
perspective of a builder-developer and the only one in this 
General Assembly. 
 I can see that this bill is going to cause a tremendous 
opportunity in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania if it passes, 
a tremendous opportunity for those builder-developers who can 
now target farmland easements and preservation program 
properties throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania for 
potential development. I see this as being a huge bidding war 
opportunity started with this precedent today, and I ask for a 
“no” vote on HB 66. Thank you.  
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Clarion, Mr. McIlhattan. 
 Mr. McILHATTAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the legislation stand for just a brief 
interrogation?  
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Lynch indicates that he will. 
 Mr. McILHATTAN. Mr. Speaker, if this legislation passes, 
there is going to be a business transaction that takes place, and  
I would like to ask the maker of the amendment, how much is 
going to be paid for this ground and where are the proceeds 
from this sale going to go if this legislation passes,  
Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the question. 
 There is a developer who has bid, and let me throw this out 
because I will be saying it here in a few minutes. This is  not just 
Wal-Mart; this is a development for 67 acres. It is a Wal-Mart,  
a Lowe’s department center, a motel, two restaurants, et cetera, 
et cetera, et cetera. The developer has bid $4,010,000. The 
appraised value of this land is $1,080,000. An amendment was 
offered in committee that passed through committee, which is 
now in the language of the bill. The State will get the appraised 
value, which is $1,080,000, plus 80 percent of any of the money 
over and above the $1,080,000, or an additional $2.4 million,  
so the State is going to get $3.4 million. If you read this bill,  
it will tell you that that $3.4 million is going, strictly earmarked, 
into the Ag Conservation Easement Fund to preserve more 
farmland. Now, somehow that is getting left out in the messages 
that we have been hearing so far. 
 Now, I have been told that the statewide average for putting 
farmland into preservation is $1875. Now, if that is a true 
statewide average, then this additional $3.4 million is going to 
allow for an additional 1800-plus, 1800-plus acres of farmland, 
to be put in preservation. Somehow that is getting lost in the 
message, and I thank you, Mr. Speaker, for bringing that up. 
 Mr. McILHATTAN. So you are telling me, if this bill passes 
and the deal goes through, $3.4 million is going to go to the 
Commonwealth, and that money is going in the ag preservation 
program. Is that correct?  
 Mr. LYNCH. That is correct, Mr. Speaker, and I would also 
point out that right now the budget only has about $15 million 
on that line item, so this would increase that budget from  
$15 million to $18.4 million – 25-, 30-percent increase. I think 
that if I were in the farming community, I would be voting in 
favor of it. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. McILHATTAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Dauphin,  
Mr. Payne. 

 Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this bill. 
 Not only could this bill potentially hurt State lands that are 
currently owned for operation, but when we start down the 
slippery slope, what is next, selling State gamelands? If we need 
to sell State lands to make money, we are in a dangerous 
position. 
 I urge my fellow members to vote “no” on this bill.  
Thank you.  
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have been in touch with the Rendell administration 
aggressively over the past several weeks about this legislation. I 
am comfortable with this legislation, the Rendell administration 
is comfortable with this legislation, and I am going to vote in 
the affirmative. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Jefferson, Mr. Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I also rise in support of this bill, HB 66. 
 You know, I do not know if it was fully discussed, but in 
various areas of the Commonwealth, development means 
different things, and in some areas of the State, obviously, the 
diversity of this State dictates that development is something 
that requires more control. 
 I can speak from someone who comes from a county that is 
quite similar to the gentleman from Warren County that 
development is something that we need, and while preservation 
of agricultural lands is something that this legislature and the 
Commonwealth has made a very important issue and something 
that we will continue to make a priority, in this particular case  
I think the gentleman has come forth and said that this is 
something that is necessary and needed for his county and that 
therefore we as a legislative body need to respect the 
development needs in one county in the sense of wanting to 
build something versus the development needs in another area 
of the Commonwealth which may be control of growth and 
minimizing development or uncontrolled development. 
 So I think on a case-by-case basis, Mr. Speaker, it is fair and 
incumbent upon this body to accede to this piece of legislation 
and support the gentleman, Mr. Lynch, from Warren County, 
and I urge the members to vote for HB 66. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Warren, Mr. Lynch, for the second 
time. 
 Mr. LYNCH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 And I hate to say this, but I am going to be here a couple of 
minutes because I am going to have to dispel some of the lies  
I have been hearing for the past 10. 
 First off, the majority leader is correct, and I will say 
something to you that only one other member in this House can 
say: 33 percent of Warren County is owned by the government. 
None of you have a county, except Marty Causer, that has that 
much land owned by the government – 33 percent. Now, you 
take your county; you take your counties down here in 
Lancaster and York Counties and you take a third of them away, 
and when you know that about 98 percent of what is left is on a 
hillside and you think you can develop it, good luck to you.  
The last labor and industry report that came out, only  
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two counties in Pennsylvania lost more jobs than Warren 
County; two counties. Sixty-three did better. We need help up 
there. 
 And it is not just a Wal-Mart; it is 400 to 500 jobs and all  
the amenities that commercial industry will bring in here.  
You know it and I know it. 
 The gentlelady from Berks County made some comments 
here from a one David Bauer. Now, we have all heard a lot  
from David Bauer, but the one thing you have not heard from 
David Bauer is, did you know that he is an attorney for a farmer 
who wants his land developed? Have you heard that part of the 
equation yet? No, of course you have not heard that part of the 
equation yet, but the fact is, he is the attorney for the farmer 
who wants his development on his land, despite the fact that that 
farmer has 45 acres of ag-restricted land. That is okay in his 
case. 
 Now, he goes on to say that the people in Warren County are 
opposed to this, and the gentlelady from Berks County read a 
letter from him saying that the incoming board of 
commissioners are opposed. Well, I do not know how it is in 
other counties, but in our county, there are three and two is the 
majority, and I am going to read you the letters from the other 
two incoming county commissioners. 
 And by the way, I will point out that this David Bauer, in 
very Republican Warren County – and you all know that, you 
guys who try to beat us; it is a very Republican Warren County 
– he came in a distant third place; he beat the fourth-place 
finisher by a mere 300 votes, because those two bottom 
votegetters or candidates were the ones who oppose this 
development. 
 The chairman-elect of the Warren County commissioners 
who will be coming into office here in a few months: 
 “In recent communications, I have expressed my full support 
for HB 66. It is my belief, and the belief of a large majority of 
Warren County constituents, that this legislation is a necessary 
step toward economic development. 
 “While I was willing to support previous versions of HB 66, 
I feel compelled to express my deepest support and sincerest 
appreciation for your continued progress on creating the best 
legislation for all concerned. The current language of this 
legislation will serve as a vital cornerstone in my efforts as 
Warren County’s Commissioner: it will allow for much needed 
commercial development as well as provide a strengthened 
funding stream for farmland preservation. 
 “Please feel free to communicate my support for this 
legislation to any and all colleagues within Pennsylvania’s 
House of Representatives. Considering the current economic 
climate of the Commonwealth, I would fully expect the support 
of this legislation by all concerned. It will allow Warren County 
and Pennsylvania to capture millions of dollars in Federal, 
State, and local revenues while securing a more competitive 
economic position against our neighbors in Chautauqua County, 
New York. 
 “Again, thank you for your tireless commitment to this 
critical legislation. I look forward very much toward  
working with you and your staff in my newest position as 
Warren County Commissioner, and please let me know how  
I can be of further service….” 
 From the second votegetter, Warren County  
commissioner-elect Democrat John Eggleston, to me:  
 

“I am writing in regard to HB 66. When I wrote to you in July 
of this year, I had several reservations about HB 66. At this 
time, I feel that most of those concerns have been dealt with. It 
is my position that the majority of voters in Warren County are 
in favor of developing the land in question. I support the 
passage of House Bill 66 as amended. I believe it to be in the 
best interests of the residents of Warren County as well as 
Pennsylvania’s taxpayers.” 
 Now, we all know that all the current county commissioners 
of Warren County support it. We now know that a majority of 
the incoming county commissioners support it. We know that 
the local IDC (Industrial Development Corporation) supports it. 
We know that the Tourist Promotion Agency supports it. We 
know that the State Chamber of Commerce supports it. We 
know Governor Rendell supports it. We know the Pennsylvania 
Retailers support it. And you know what? Eighty-six-point-two 
percent of Warren County residents support it. 
 You can listen to all these little e-mails you have been 
getting, but the bottom line is that surveys were conducted. One, 
I did a mailer myself, and I actually brought the statistic down. 
The hospital did one in town. The hospital, two manufacturers, 
three manufacturers, five different surveys were completed, in 
excess of about 1100 voters, and 86.2 percent – 86.2 percent – 
said we want that land developed commercially. Now, I will tell 
you, the other 13.8 percent did not want it left to farmland as it 
is; something less than 10 percent. There are a few percent that 
had other ideas. 
 Now, I want to also bring up the point once again that the 
gentleman from Clarion County brought up due to amendments. 
I want to mention two amendments that were done in committee 
last week, and I will read one to you. 
 We all know, I am in favor of farmland preservation just like 
any of you all are, but do you know something? We need help 
in Warren County. Again, if you can sit here and say that you 
have got a county where 33 percent of it is owned by the 
government and 98 percent of what is left is a hillside and only 
two counties lost more jobs than you, then vote “no” on this. 
 This was put into the bill as a “DECLARATION OF 
POLICY”  in committee last week, and I will read it, and it says: 
“THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY FINDS AND DECLARES AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 “…THE COMMONWEALTH IS COMMITTED TO 
CONSERVING AND PROTECTING AGRICULTURAL 
LANDS, INCLUDING LANDS OWNED AND FORMERLY 
OWNED BY THE COMMONWEALTH”— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entitled to be heard. 
Please keep the noise levels down. 
 Mr. LYNCH. —“FOR THE PRODUCTION OF FOOD 
AND OTHER AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS. 
 “…A SUBSTANTIAL PORTION OF THE LAND IN 
WARREN COUNTY IS OWNED BY THE FEDERAL OR 
STATE GOVERNMENT, THEREBY LIMITING THE 
COUNTY’S PROPERTY TA X BASE. 
 “…DURING THE YEAR 2002, PENNSYLVANIA 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR AND INDUSTRY STATISTICS 
INDICATE THAT THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE FOR 
WARREN COUNTY WAS 19% HIGHER THAN THE 
UNEMPLOYMENT RATE FOR THE ENTIRE 
COMMONWEALTH DURING THAT SAME PERIOD” –   
19 percent higher. 
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 “…UNITED STATES CENSUS STATISTICS INDICATE 
THAT WARREN COUNTY LOST 2.6% OF ITS 
POPULATION BETWEEN 1990 AND 2000. 
 “…JOB CREATION AND REASONABLE TAX RATES  
ARE CRUCIAL TO PREVENTING THE FURTHER  
OUT-MIGRATION OF WARREN COUNTY RESIDENTS 
AND PROMOTING THE VITALITY OF THE COUNTY’S 
ECONOMY….” 
 I would like to read a letter from Secretary of Agriculture 
Wolff, and I will read portions of it. 
 Secretary Wolff to Representative Clymer: “I am cognizant 
of the factors driving the proposed removal of the referenced 
deed restrictions, among them the high percentage of publicly 
owned land, the need for economic development opportunities, 
and the desire to cluster the development to maximize the 
commercial value of the property and limit the infrastructure 
development.” 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entirely correct. There is 
way too much noise on the floor of the House. Please, the 
gentleman is entitled to be heard. 
 Mr. LYNCH. Secretary Wolff continues: “In light of the 
foregoing, this Department is not averse to the proposed 
protection of 45.8 acres of farmland as part of the process by 
which the General Assembly would remove the referenced deed 
restrictions from the former Warren State Hospital land. The 
end result of this would be a doubling of the acreage of 
preserved land, and a net gain of preserved farmland in  
Warren County.” 
 I stand before you as the State Representative from  
Warren County, and I ask for your help. One day you may be 
coming to this chamber asking for the same type of help for 
yourself. We are an economically deprived county. We need 
help. And virtually everybody back home supports it, except 
those who are attempting to profiteer money into their own 
pockets. 
 Eighty-six-point-two percent of Warren County wants this 
land developed just exactly as the Warren County 
commissioners have agreed to do, and I strongly ask for an 
affirmative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–50 
 
Belardi Feese Kirkland Rooney 
Birmelin Flick Lewis Ruffing 
Browne Gannon Lynch Sather 
Cappelli Geist McIlhattan Smith, S. H. 
Causer Gergely Micozzie Stetler 
Cawley Good Myers Tangretti 
Civera Gruitza Oliver Veon 
Cornell Hanna Pallone Williams 
DeWeese Hasay Petrarca Wojnaroski 
DiGirolamo Hutchinson Petrone Yewcic 
Evans, D. James Phillips 
Evans, J. Kenney Raymond Perzel, 
Fairchild Killion Readshaw     Speaker 

 NAYS–150 
 
Adolph Eachus Maher Saylor 
Allen Egolf Maitland Scavello 
Argall Fabrizio Manderino Schroder 
Armstrong Fichter Mann Scrimenti 
Baker Fleagle Markosek Semmel 
Baldwin Forcier Marsico Shaner 
Bard Frankel McCall Smith, B. 
Barrar Freeman McGeehan Solobay 
Bastian Gabig McGill Staback 
Bebko-Jones George McIlhinney Stairs 
Belfanti Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Biancucci Gingrich Melio Stern 
Bishop Godshall Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Bunt Habay Mundy Surra 
Butkovitz Haluska Mustio Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Harhai Nailor Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Harhart Nickol Thomas 
Casorio Harper O’Brien Tigue 
Clymer Harris O’Neill Travaglio  
Cohen Hennessey Payne True 
Coleman Herman Petri Turzai 
Corrigan Hershey Pickett Vance 
Costa Hess Pistella Vitali 
Coy Hickernell Preston Walko 
Crahalla Horsey Reed Wansacz 
Creighton Josephs Reichley Washington 
Cruz Keller Rieger Waters 
Curry Kotik Roberts Watson 
Dailey LaGrotta Roebuck Weber 
Daley Laughlin Rohrer Wheatley 
Dally Leach Ross Wilt  
DeLuca Lederer Rubley Wright 
Denlinger Leh Sainato Youngblood 
Dermody Lescovitz Samuelson Yudichak 
Diven Levdansky Santoni Zug 
Donat ucci Mackereth 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 Less than the majority required by the Constitution having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
negative and the bill fell. 

HB 66 RECONSIDERED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is in receipt of a reconsideration 
motion filed by the majority leader, Mr. Smith, and the 
gentleman from Lycoming, Mr. Feese, who move that HB 66, 
PN 2958, which was defeated on the 25th of November, be 
reconsidered. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–191 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Sainato 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
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Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Mann Schroder 
Bard Forcier Markosek Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Marsico Semmel 
Bastian Gabig McCall Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gannon McGeehan Smith, B. 
Belardi Geist McGill Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti George McIlhattan Solobay 
Biancucci Gergely McIlhinney Staback 
Birmelin Gillespie McNaughton Stairs 
Bishop Gingrich Melio Steil 
Blaum Godshall Metcalfe Stern 
Boyd Good Micozzie Stetler 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, R. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Stevenson, T. 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Surra 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Tangretti 
Causer Hanna Nailor Taylor, E. Z. 
Cawley Harhai Nickol Taylor, J. 
Civera Harhart O’Brien Thomas 
Clymer Harper Oliver Tigue 
Cohen Harris O’Neill Travaglio  
Coleman Hasay Pallone True 
Cornell Hennessey Payne Turzai 
Corrigan Herman Petrarca Vance 
Costa Hershey Petri Veon 
Coy Hess Petrone Walko 
Crahalla Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Creighton Horsey Pickett Washington 
Cruz Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Dailey James Preston Weber 
Daley Josephs Raymond Wheatley 
Dally Keller Readshaw Williams 
DeLuca Kenney Reed Wilt  
Denlinger Killion Reichley Wojnaroski 
Dermody Kirkland Rieger Wright 
DeWeese Kotik Roberts Yewcic 
DiGirolamo LaGrotta Roebuck Youngblood 
Diven Laughlin Rohrer Yudichak 
Donatucci Leach Rooney Zug 
Eachus Lederer Ross 
Egolf Leh Rubley Perzel, 
Evans, D. Lescovitz Ruffing     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 
 NAYS–7 
 
Casorio Freeman Manderino Vitali 
Curry Levdansky Samuelson 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–2 
 
Browne Watson 
 
 
 EXCUSED–2 
 
Benninghoff Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 

BILL PASSED OVER 
 
 The SPEAKER. HB 66 is over for the day. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to leaves of absence, and 
the minority whip requests a leave of absence for the gentleman 
from Allegheny, Mr. DIVEN. Without objection, that leave will 
be granted.  

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

 The  House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 46, PN 2872, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for desecration 
or sale of venerated objects.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is moved by the gentleman, Mr. Nailor, 
that the House concur in the amendments inserted by the 
Senate. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
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Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the amendments were concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to welcome to the  
hall of the House the third and fourth grade classes from the 
Honey Brook Elementary School, Chester County, who are here 
today as the guests of Representative Tim Hennessey. They are 
in the balcony. Would those guests please rise and be 
recognized by the General Assembly. 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

 The House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 1580, PN 2612, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of July 19, 1979 (P.L.130, No.48), 
known as the Health Care Facilities Act, providing for employment of 
health care practitioners.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is moved by the gentleman, Mr. Kenney, 
that the House concur in the amendments inserted by the 
Senate. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the amendments were concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 
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CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 781,  
PN 2677, entitled: 
 

An Act providing for a loan program to assist colleges to install 
automatic fire suppression systems in student residences.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. LEWIS  offered the following amendment No. A3613: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by removing the period after 
“residences” and inserting 
   ; and prescribing a penalty. 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 1, line 8, by inserting after “Program” 
   and Protection Act 
 Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 19 and 20 
Section 6.  Penalty. 
 (a)  Prohibition.–An individual may not tamper with or disable an 
automatic fire suppression system. 
 (b)  Grading.–An individual who violates subsection (a) commits 
a misdemeanor of the third degree. 
 Amend Sec. 6, page 4, line 20, by striking out “6” and inserting 
   20 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Lewis. 
 Mr. LEWIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The amendment is agreed upon. 
 The SPEAKER. That was brief. 
 Mr. LEWIS. Excuse me, Mr. Speaker; I lost my voice for a 
second there. 
 The amendment is a technical amendment changing the 
words “shall” and “may.” 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 

Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Fleagle, moves that the 
rules of the House be suspended— 
 

BILL PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. That bill is over temporarily. 

BILLS REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1860 and   
HB 1929 be removed from the table. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
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BILLS TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that HB 1860 and  
HB 1929 be placed back upon the table. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

HOUSE AMENDMENTS 
CONCURRED IN BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, informed that the 
Senate has concurred in the amendments made by the House of 
Representatives to SB 68, PN 1223. 

BILLS SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bills numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the 
titles were publicly read as follows: 
 
 HB 46, PN 2872 
 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for desecration 
or sale of venerated objects.  
 
 HB 1580, PN 2612 
 

An Act amending the act of July 19, 1979 (P.L.130, No.48), 
known as the Health Care Facilities Act, providing for employment of 
health care practitioners.  
 
 SB 68, PN 1223 
 

An Act providing for the capital budget for the fiscal year  
2003-2004.  
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

VOTE CORRECTIONS 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Tangretti, rise? 
 Mr. TANGRETTI. Mr. Speaker, to correct the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. TANGRETTI. Mr. Speaker, on HB 66, final passage,  
I am recorded in the “yes.” I want to be listed as recorded  
in the “no,” and I am not sure how that happened, but it did.  
I apologize. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s remarks will be spread 
across the record. 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Pallone, rise? 
 Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 To correct the record, please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 

 Mr. PALLONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On HB 66 I was recorded as voting in the affirmative. For 
whatever reason, either the button malfunctioned, I should have 
been recorded as a “no.” 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. The 
gentleman’s remarks will be spread across the record. 
 
 Would Mr. Lewis please come to the rostrum. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker’s podium.) 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 781 CONTINUED 
 

AMENDMENT A3613 RECONSIDERED 

 The SPEAKER. It is moved by the gentleman, Mr. Belfanti, 
and seconded by the gentleman, Mr. Veon, that the vote by 
which amendment A3613 was passed to HB 781, PN 2677, on 
the 25th day of November be reconsidered. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
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Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The clerk read the following amendment No. A3613: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by removing the period after 
“residences” and inserting 
   ; and prescribing a penalty. 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 1, line 8, by inserting after “Program” 
   and Protection Act 
 Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 19 and 20 
Section 6.  Penalty. 
 (a)  Prohibition.–An individual may not tamper with or disable an 
automatic fire suppression system. 
 (b)  Grading.–An individual who violates subsection (a) commits 
a misdemeanor of the third degree. 
 Amend Sec. 6, page 4, line 20, by striking out “6” and inserting 
   20 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Lewis, withdraws 
amendment 3613 and offers amendment A3824 to HB 781,  
PN 2677. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. LEWIS  offered the following amendment No. A3824: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by removing the period after 
“residences” and inserting 
   ; and prescribing a penalty. 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 1, line 8, by inserting after “Program” 
   and Protection Act 
 Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 19 and 20 
Section 6.  Penalty. 
 (a)  Prohibition.–An individual shall not tamper with or disable 
an automatic fire suppression system. 
 (b)  Grading.–An individual who violates subsection (a) commits 
a misdemeanor of the third degree. 

 Amend Sec. 6, page 4, line 20, by striking out “6” and inserting 
   7 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, M r. Lewis. 
 Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, my prior technical amendment 
was not technical enough, and I stand and offer amendment 
3824, that instead of using the minority leader’s use of the 
English language, we are changing it from “may not” to  
“shall not.” 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s technical amendment was 
not technically correct. 
 On that motion, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Northumberland, Mr. Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I offered the reconsideration motion because  
I believed the wrong amendment had been offered and it just 
got by the House. The correct amendment has now been 
offered, and I do support it. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
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Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 

RULES SUSPENDED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Fleagle, for the purpose of suspension of the rules. 
 Mr. FLEAGLE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is very important legislation and legislation 
that ought to be moving along, and I sincerely apologize for 
coming at the last moment with this amendment. 
 Basically, what this amendment would do is takes out the 
taxation, cigarette taxation portion of this bill. I know the 
dedicated funding is very important to a number of groups and 
particularly the steamfitters. We have been talking to them and 
feel it is very important to have some type of dedicated funding 
in there, and we will work that out as this bill rolls along. 
However, there are important taxation items in front of us – i.e., 
the budget – that we must keep open and keep flexible on and 
be cooperative about. 
 So I would ask, in this case, that we suspend the rules and 
ask my colleagues if they would vote in the affirmative on the 
suspension. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is the understanding of the Chair that the 
amendment is A4321. 
 On the motion to suspend the rules, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I am going to support the motion, but I am 
going to defer to the gentleman from Philadelphia, the 
Honorable Michael McGeehan, for the debate process. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Parliamentarian has indicated to me that,  
Mr. McGeehan, you need your jacket on. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I apologize, Mr. Speaker, for my sartorial  
faux pas. 
 Mr. Speaker, I stand reluctantly to support the motion to 
suspend the rules, when you have a gun to your head and not 
many options left to move the process forward and to get the 
Senate to consider this very important legislation. Again,  
I reluctantly am asking the Democratic side for a “yes” vote and 
then will speak on the merits of the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lehigh. 
 This is on suspension at this point in time, Mr. Semmel. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Exactly. 
 The SPEAKER. It is not debatable. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Mr. Speaker, I do support the suspension of 
the rules. 
 The SPEAKER. Well, the Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
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Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 A majority of the members required by the rules having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. FLEAGLE offered the following amendment No. 
A4321: 
 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 3, lines 10 and 11, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
  (2)  Any moneys donated or made available to the fund. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 3, lines 29 and 30; page 4, lines 1  
through 19, by striking out all of said lines on said pages 
 Amend Sec. 6, page 4, line 20, by striking out “6” and inserting 
   5 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Northumberland, Mr. Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like the maker of the amendment to 
stand for brief interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the effect of this amendment is to remove  
the funding source for the sprinkler bill that is before us,  
which would extend the loan program to off-campus and  
non-campus-owned housing. Is that correct? It would leave a 
program with no funding source. 
 Mr. FLEAGLE. Mr. Speaker, that is correct. 
 At this point in time, as I said in my initial comments, the 
cigarette tax, the dedicated cigarette tax, is very tricky now, 
being in the middle of budget negotiations. I am very supportive 
of this bill itself and would hope that another dedicated source 
could be there, but yes, to answer your question. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That ends my interrogation. I would like to make some 
remarks. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 

 Mr. BELFANTI. As one of the 10 or 12 House members that 
is a smoker, that paid an extra buck last year when I voted 
against that bill, this penny did not seem to bother me and it still 
does not. I think that the issue at hand is so important. Just in 
the last few months we had another major off-campus fire at 
Bloomsburg University, which had a fatal fire off campus there 
just a couple of years ago. This program is too important. 
 My fear about this amendment leaving the legislation 
without a funding source is that we will raise the hopes of the 
good landlords who want to sprinkler their buildings. We will 
be raising the hopes of the parents of students that know that 
their kids are living off campus in unsprinklered housing. We 
also know that many of the buildings that children are lodged in 
today were built 50, 60, 80 years ago. They were built with 
older wiring. It was never considered back then that every dorm 
room or every off-campus room would have a hotplate in it and 
four computers hooked up and mini refrigerators all over the 
place, and time and time again we found that smoke alarms just 
are not the answer – they do not work; they get disconnected; 
the batteries run out. Sometimes they go off and the students 
themselves take the batteries out without informing the other 
students. Smoke detectors do not save lives; sprinklers do. This 
is a very affordable program. A penny per pack of cigarettes 
would not even be noticed by those of us that still have that 
nasty habit of smoking. 
 That being said, Mr. Speaker, my understanding, in speaking 
with the majority leader’s staff, is that there will be funding 
restored somehow. At least they will make every effort on the 
House Republican leadership side to have the Senate 
Republican leadership find a funding source either by restoring 
a cigarette tax or by adding a line to the finally negotiated 
budget document. 
 My understanding also is that if this amendment is defeated, 
the bill is not even going to be voted upon or taken up by the 
House. So I find myself a bit betwixt and between. I am not 
happy about taking the funding out of this legislation, but I am 
going to vote “yes” on the amendment with the caveat and 
understanding that at least three of the four caucuses of the 
General Assembly are going to work very hard to make sure 
that we end up with a funded sprinkler bill, because the vast 
majority of deaths that are student-housing related, the vast,  
vast majority, are off campus, not on campus. 
 Secondly, we already created an on-campus program 2 years 
ago. So I would urge the members to move the process ahead by 
voting “yes” on this amendment. I am very reluctant to do that, 
but that is what I am going to ask the membership on my side of 
the aisle to do, and then vote “yes” on final passage, and 
hopefully we will be able to negotiate a definite funding source 
for this bill during the budget negotiations that are ongoing. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am encouraged by Chairman Belfanti’s comments and just 
as encouraged listening to Representative Fleagle’s comments 
about his view of how important this legislation is. 
 You would excuse me, Mr. Speaker, in the 13 years that  
I have been in the House to have a rather jaundiced eye when it 
comes to passing bills that require funding that do not have the 
corresponding mechanism to fund it. It is better a bird in hand 
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than two in the bush, as the old saying goes, and it is relative to 
this exercise as well. But as Chairman Belfanti has pointed out, 
we live with the political realities as they are and we understand 
that the majority has indicated that without the funding being 
taken out of this current initiative, this bill goes nowhere. 
 Mr. Speaker, you know that this bill is of utmost importance 
to literally the lives of the young men and women that we send 
to our colleges and universities here in Pennsylvania. The bill 
that we passed last session that dealt with the funding for 
sprinkler installations at university-owned colleges and 
universities has been an enormous success, and my only hope 
and my only desire and my only dream is that that success is 
replicated where the real problems exist, and that is on those 
off-campus housing facilities. 
 Mr. Speaker, I reluctantly join Chairman Belfanti in casting a 
“yes” vote on this amendment with the hope, with the dream, 
with the determination that that bill is taken up in the Senate and 
that we work with the Republican majority, both in the House 
and the Senate, and with the Governor’s Office to find an 
appropriate way to fund this most critical of bills. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Franklin, Mr. Coy. 
 Mr. COY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I do not support the amendment. 
 I do this with some degree of reluctance because I guess the 
Franklin County delegation is going to split on this one, but,  
Mr. Speaker, I have been in some of these off-campus housing 
locations, not just in Shippensburg, the community I represent, 
but as a member of the Board of Governors of the State System 
in many of the communities. 
 Now, either we have a problem here or we do not. Now, if 
we do not have a problem, let us just pass it off and leave it to 
the Senate to find the solution. Mr. Speaker, we have been 
waiting for the Senate to find some solutions to the entire 
budget problem for the last 6 months. Now, what gives us any 
hope that they are going to find a solution to this problem in the 
near future or the near term? We have a problem here. 
 Now, I like to make fun as much as the next guy and I think 
you all know that, but this is serious business. There have been 
off-campus fires, off-campus fires at many residences, and 
students, sons and daughters of Pennsylvanians, have lost their 
lives when they should be in a very safe environment. 
 Now, anybody who thinks, as my good friend, 
Representative Belfanti, said, that 1 cent more tax on a pack of 
cigarettes is going to hurt anybody is not really thinking this 
process through. I think the thing to do is to pass this with this 
as the funding instrument or not pass it  at all. Either we have a 
problem or we do not. Now, if we do not fund it this way, then 
how are we going to fund it? Well, I do not have any hopes that 
the Senate is going to solve this problem or, for that matter, 
working together with the Governor’s Office or anybody else. 
 Now, we have a reasonable funding solution – 1 cent a pack 
– not going to break anybody; not going to break the plans for 
that tobacco money for any other usage at all. This is a way to 
fund it. We can do it now and the Senate can pas s the bill, too. 
Until I hear a better idea, more of an idea than, well, we will 
just work it out; we will try to work it out in negotiations, I am 
for the way it is now. I am for the way it is now, and I think if 
you are serious about this problem, you have to have a solution 
in hand before you abandon this solution. 

 Mr. Speaker, in somewhat a degree of reluctance, I oppose 
the amendment, and I do so because we have a problem; we 
have it now. Let us do it this way. If the Senate has another 
idea, they can amend the bill. Let us do something responsibly 
this time and put money where the problem is and be willing to 
vote for the tax to pay for it. I am, and I oppose this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lawrence,  
Mr. Sainato. 
 Mr. SAINATO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to support this amendment. I also support this bill. 
 I think the bill’s time has come, and I agree with some of my 
colleagues, but I would also like to make a point that this 
amendment removes the 1-cent cigarette tax, but we also have 
100 cents already on a pack of cigarettes. So I see nothing 
wrong with using the existing 1 penny of the already  
100 pennies already on a pack of cigarettes to pay for this,  
and I agree with the maker of this amendment, we do not need 
another penny on top of the 100 that people already pay. 
 So I would support this amendment and encourage this bill to 
be passed and look for a funding mechanism that is already out 
there. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Horsey. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, why is it – and I have noticed it since I have 
been in this House – whenever there is an issue that is related to 
kids, whenever there is an issue related to schools, we always 
get put on the back burner; kids always get put on the  
back burner? 
 I am not crazy about the amendment, but I am going to ask 
us to vote “yes” for it so that we can make our children in our 
dormitories safe. Our first responsibility as a House and as 
elected officials, whether we are in Pennsylvania, Harrisburg, or 
Washington, is to make our citizens safe. That is our first 
responsibility, to secure our citizens. 
 And once again, I am not crazy about the Fleagle 
amendment, but it helps HB 781; it moves it along in the 
process. We need to do what we need to do to make our kids 
today safe in school and vote “yes” for the Fleagle amendment 
so that we can get passed HB 781. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Luzerne,  
Mr. Blaum. 
 Mr. BLAUM. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this amendment. 
 There is a very serious problem in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania involving off-campus housing where our kids, the 
children of the parents of Pennsylvania, attend school. Many of 
the rattraps that many of us may have lived in during our 
college days, believe it or not, are still there, and they barely 
pass inspection. 
 This bill not only requires the sprinkling but provides a 
funding mechanism to get the sprinklers installed to protect the 
college students in off-campus housing across Pennsylvania. 
That is what the bill does. This amendment tries to fool the 
parents of Pennsylvania by removing the 1-cent funding source 
from this bill with the hope – with the hope – that we will find 
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some funding source if and when this budget situation is ever 
resolved. 
 I would suggest to the maker of this amendment that if and 
when that future funding source is found, that a repealer of this 
1 percent can be added to that legislation, but to pass a bill 
requiring the installation of the sprinklers in off-campus housing 
and not provide the funding mechanism for it is fooling the 
parents who send their kids to the colleges and universities 
throughout Pennsylvania. This is nothing to be fooled with. This 
is a serious problem. We have had devastating fires that 
tragically have taken the lives of some of the best and brightest 
of this Commonwealth. 
 It is a great thing that this bill comes before the House 
requiring the installation of sprinklers and providing a 1-penny 
funding source to help get that done. Offering this amendment, 
offering this amendment fools , attempts to fool, the parents of 
Pennsylvania. We need to oppose this amendment, keep the 
funding for the sprinklers, and require the majority to run the 
bill as is. Believe me, if this bill as is passes the House today, 
the world will not end, and the maker of the amendment can 
work as hard as he can throughout the remaining part of the 
budget deliberations to find an alternative source, but do not 
pass this bill and remove the funding source. We may very well 
have seen the last of it if you do, and this  is too serious a 
problem to be fooled with. 
 So I would ask the members for a negative vote on this 
amendment and an affirmative vote on the bill as it is written. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Mercer, Mr. Wilt. 
 Mr. WILT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I wish to be recognized on final passage, not on 
this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Lehigh, Mr. Semmel. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I, too, support this amendment reluctantly, and I appreciated 
the words of Representative Fleagle, in an effort to move 
forward Representative McGeehan’s university-owned 
dormitory and housing units loan, that we bring in the privately 
owned student housing facilities. I urge the support of the 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–172 
 
Adolph Fairchild Lewis Ross 
Allen Feese Lynch Rubley 
Argall Fichter Mackereth Ruffing 
Armstrong Fleagle Maher Sainato 
Baldwin Flick Maitland Samuelson 
Barrar Forcier Manderino Santoni 
Bastian Frankel Mann Sather 
Bebko-Jones Freeman Markosek Saylor 
Belfanti Gabig Marsico Scavello 
Biancucci Gannon McCall Schroder 
Birmelin Geist McGeehan Semmel 
Bishop George McGill Shaner 
Boyd Gillespie McIlhattan Smith, B. 

Browne Gingrich McIlhinney Smith, S. H. 
Bunt Good McNaughton Solobay 
Butkovitz Goodman Metcalfe Stairs 
Buxton Grucela Micozzie Steil 
Caltagirone Gruitza Miller, R. Stern 
Cappelli Habay Miller, S. Stevenson, R. 
Casorio Haluska Mustio Stevenson, T. 
Causer Hanna Myers Tangretti 
Cawley Harhai Nailor Taylor, E. Z. 
Civera Harhart Nickol Taylor, J. 
Clymer Harris O’Brien Thomas 
Cohen Hasay Oliver Travaglio  
Coleman Hennessey O’Neill True 
Cornell Herman Pallone Turzai 
Costa Hershey Payne Vitali 
Crahalla Hess Petrarca Walko 
Creighton Hickernell Petri Washington 
Cruz Horsey Petrone Waters 
Dailey Hutchinson Phillips Watson 
Daley James Pickett Williams 
Dally Keller Preston Wilt  
DeLuca Kenney Raymond Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Killion Readshaw Wright 
Dermody Kirkland Reed Yewcic 
DiGirolamo Kotik Reichley Youngblood 
Donatucci LaGrotta Rieger Yudichak 
Eachus Laughlin Roberts Zug 
Egolf Leach Roebuck 
Evans, D. Lederer Rohrer 
Evans, J. Leh Rooney Perzel, 
Fabrizio Lescovitz      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–27 
 
Baker DeWeese Mundy Tigue 
Bard Gergely Pistella Vance 
Belardi Godshall Scrimenti Veon 
Blaum Harper Staback Wansacz 
Corrigan Josephs Stetler Weber 
Coy Levdansky Sturla Wheatley 
Curry Melio Surra 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 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 final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Mercer, Mr. Wilt. 
 Mr. WILT. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would ask that the prime sponsor of HB 781 stand for brief 
interrogation, if he would, please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Semmel, indicates that 
he will stand for interrogation. The gentleman is in order and 
may proceed. 
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 Mr. WILT. Great. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, reading through the bill, I am looking at this, 
and I do not currently own any rental property that I would rent 
to college students, but if I did, I am looking at this bill as 
somewhat of a mandate on landlords, and my question is, if we 
are going to make it mandatory that any landlord who is renting 
to five or more college students have sprinklers in their facility, 
my question is, will this loan program cover 100 percent of the 
cost of installing those sprinklers? 
 And my second question is, what are the penalties? If I have 
some students in there for a few months during the summer 
because the campus housing is not available to them and then at 
the end of the summer they are gone, do I have to have them in 
that house or in those rental units for a certain period of time 
during the year in order to be in compliance with this particular 
piece of legislation? 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Number one, it is not mandatory. It is a voluntary situation. 
So really I guess the second portion would be a moot point then. 
 Mr. WILT. Great. And that answers one of my questions. 
 The other question I had is the loan program. Will I be able 
to borrow, if I happen to be a landlord, will I be able to borrow 
100 percent of the cost? If it costs $10,000 to sprinkler my 
house in the bedrooms, can I borrow the full $10,000? 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Certainly, Mr. Speaker, certainly it would be 
the intent for allowing 100 percent. The regulations would have 
to be promulgated. 
 Mr. WILT. Thank you. 
 It is my recommendation then – and I do not have an 
amendment prepared – but it is my recommendation to those 
who will be promulgating these regulations that there is no 
stipulation on the amount of money that can be borrowed. 
Otherwise, I think we have placed a tremendous burden on the 
landlords across the Commonwealth that may be renting to 
college students that want to do the right thing but in certain  
areas may be cost prohibitive because they are older buildings 
that are just tougher to get sprinklers into. 
 So I would urge a favorable vote on HB 781, and I thank you 
for your indulgence. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Thank you, and that certainly would be our 
recommendation as well. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of the bill, and in deference to my colleagues 
who voted against the amendment that removed the funding 
source, I appreciate that vote. I understand why they voted that 
way, but the simple fact is we would not be having a debate on 
final passage of this bill had that amendment failed; at least that 
was what my understanding was. The bill would have been 
placed on the table and that would have been the end of it  
until sometime after the holidays. So we are now on the 20 or 
30 yard line instead of the 50 yard line where we would have 
been with the funding source intact.  
 But I would like to spend at least a couple of minutes talking 
about the importance of this legislation. I mentioned previously 
that there was just another fire at Bloomsburg University, which 
is about 20 miles from where I live. The other thing is some 
interesting statistics that the members ought to understand about 
how kids live. For those of you who have not put your children 

through 13 years of college, like I did, you might not 
understand, but there are some interesting statistics out there. 
For example, 20 years ago kids used to come to college with an 
AM radio and an electric razor, and that was about it. Now, 
today they pull up in a station wagon that has a cart in back of it 
and their mom or dad is following in a Suburban loaded with 
materials. In some rooms there are more than 20 plugs plugged 
in in a single room, and these are rooms that were equipped to 
handle perhaps 10 amps, and between the students involved, 
they are trying to operate 30 amps’ worth of electrical 
equipment. 
 Most of these off-campus housing units that cater to younger 
students absolutely have to be sprinklered. As the gentleman, 
Mr. Wilt, indicated, he did not want to put an undue burden on 
the landlords of those properties. In my opinion, Mr. Speaker, 
this ought to be a mandate, and if the landlords do not want to 
abide by the mandate, they should not be renting to our 
children. They ought to find adults to rent to that are typically 
going to be a couple with one or two of their own children  
and not college students that have their rooms wired like  
Circuit City. 
 So I believe that the mandate language in the legislation has 
to remain. We certainly have to make sure that a funding source 
is identified. I think the one that was in the bill originally was 
apropos. I hope that the Senate will agree with that, and I hope 
that as part of the final budget negotiations, that this legislation 
is going to be sent back here in an acceptable form where, if 
possible, if possible, it can fund 100 percent of the cost of the 
renovation of every off-campus dorm or housing unit. 
 However, if the funds will not pay for 100 percent of those 
renovations, I am still going to be for the legislation even if it 
funds 50 percent or 75 percent of the renovation costs. That is 
still a nice benefit not only for the student, not only for the 
parents, but the property owner himself will see a dramatic 
decrease in his homeowner’s insurance simply by having the 
house sprinklered. So there is an added benefit. 
 So if we fall short of being able to guarantee 100 percent of 
the renovation costs would be subject to this 1- or 2-percent 
loan, so be it, because in the long run that property owner, as 
long as he is renting to college students, will see a dramatic 
decrease in his insurance bill. So in all fairness then he ought to 
lower the monthly lease rate or rent rate to the students because 
of that reduction in the insurance, and I doubt if that will 
happen. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I am asking for a “yes” vote on final 
passage just to move this process forward, and I hope that 
everyone lives up to their word, as was given to us a half hour 
ago, that the final budget document will have the funding in to 
make sure that this legislation can be signed into law before any 
more Pennsylvania students die in a fire. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I want to commend Representative Semmel for 
taking this bill up. This bill has been a long time in the making, 
at least 5 years. It has gone through many, many changes. The 
latest one, of course, is the most distasteful one, and that is the 
funding source being taken out of it, but I have faith in the  
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word of the Speaker and of his staff that everything will be done 
to find the necessary funding mechanism. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I said, this has been 5 years in the making, 
and we took an extraordinarily important step of providing the 
means by which colleges and universities can retrofit their 
dormitories and their student housing to end what is a State 
disgrace. 
 Mr. Speaker, I want you to listen to the statistic that is very 
telling about why this bill is so important. There has not been a 
single incidence of a multiple loss of life anywhere in this 
country where there has been a professionally installed, 
professionally maintained sprinkler system. 
 Mr. Speaker, I know it comes as no surprise to members of 
this House that this State has the shameful distinction of having 
more deaths on college campuses than any other State in the 
Union. You can pick up the paper on a weekly basis and find 
horror stories after horror stories of young people whose lives 
have been ended by, many times, stupidity, by being young, by 
taking chances, by risking their lives. 
 Mr. Speaker, when a parent sends a child to a college or a 
university, they expect them to have an experience – an 
academic experience, a social experience, a growing experience. 
What they do not expect, Mr. Speaker, and what is happening 
too often on college campuses is  that young people are dying in 
horrific fires. 
 We had an opportunity here today and I still think the 
opportunity exists to end this distinction in Pennsylvania.  
Mr. Speaker, we are proud in this Commonwealth to have 
institutions that are academically excellent. We have a 
distinction, Mr. Speaker, in this State where our athletics are 
second to none. Mr. Speaker, we should not rest in this House 
or the Senate until we can just as boastfully say that we have the 
safest environment on our college campuses. 
 Mr. Speaker, I trust your commitment to find the necessary 
funding stream to do what we need to do to make Pennsylvania 
number one in academics, number one in athletics, and just as 
importantly, number one in safety. 
 I urge a positive vote. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Centre,  
Mr. Herman. 
 Mr. HERMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I could not agree more with the past two previous speakers, 
and with the help of Representative McGeehan, we were able to 
have a number of public meetings on the campus of the 
Pennsylvania State University a number of years ago. The 
students who represented various organizations and student 
leaders testified very clearly at that time that the greatest threat 
that they have to fire and loss of life and property is not so much 
about the buildings that are on campus but it is the off-campus 
housing, whether it be in the apartments or the fraternity houses 
or other privately owned areas where they live. 
 Mr. Speaker, this legislation can go a long way to providing 
for opportunities for those who own these facilities to have the 
funds necessary to install the professionally manufactured 
sprinklers that the previous speaker spoke about. Without any 
doubt, parents who send their kids to colleges and universities 
across this Pennsylvania expect the universities to be custodians 
of their children’s livelihoods, whether it be on campus or off 
campus, and they, Mr. Speaker, would be taking one giant step 
toward providing for greater safety for the students and their 

lives and also their personal property both on campus 
previously and now off campus. 
 I am going to be voting in favor of this legislation,  
Mr. Speaker. I encourage everyone else to do so as well.  
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Luzerne,  
Mr. Blaum. 
 Mr. BLAUM. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise and will vote in favor of HB 781 on final passage, and 
I, too, want to congratulate the sponsor of this bill. I think it is 
unfortunate that that amendment passed, but now it is 
incumbent upon all of us to make sure that this bill is not 
misleading anyone in the Commonwealth, that there will be a 
funding mechanism, we must all agree, when the budget process 
is finally concluded. 
 The gentleman, Mr. McGeehan, said that there has not  
been loss of life where there are sprinklers. I think he can,  
Mr. Speaker, I think he can take a great deal of pride in the 
legislation which was passed a few years ago dealing with  
on-campus housing. I think the parents of Pennsylvania owe 
him a debt of gratitude because the gentleman worked so darn 
hard to get that done, and I think all of us can tip our hat now to 
Representative Semmel for the sponsorship of this bill which 
attacks now the problem with off-campus housing. 
 As a parent of an 18-year-old looking at college next year, as 
all of you are in the same boat, believe me, these are the  
kinds of things that you worry about, and I want to thank these 
two gentlemen for their leadership on this issue. 
 So I ask everyone to support the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from 
Chester, Mrs. Taylor. 
 Mrs. TAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise because in my 
community of West Chester we have a university that has been 
able to provide more beds for students on campus, and there is 
no question in my mind that there are many of our students, 
juniors and seniors, who will not take advantage of this  
on-campus housing but will continue to select the off-campus 
housing, and I believe that we have a responsibility for the 
safety of these students off campus as well as on campus. 
 And I, too, commend the maker of this bill in seeing that our 
students are safely protected, and I shall be voting in the 
affirmative. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Franklin,  
Mr. Fleagle. 
 Mr. FLEAGLE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is one of the more serious if not the most 
serious issue that we will face this session. 
 I know, Mr. Speaker, I have had practical experience with 
some of these rattraps that have been mentioned that students 
live in. I have had two daughters in college at the same time, 
which is a real treat, Mr. Speaker, financially, but one daughter 
lived in a nice comfortable dorm at Penn State and the other 
daughter her senior year decided – and I will not tell you what 
college – but decided she was going to live off campus.  
And when I dropped her off at campus her senior year,  
I absolutely told her that she could not live in that house 
because it was a rattrap and a firetrap, and of course,  
Mr. Speaker, I lost that argument like I usually did. She left in 
tears and I was almost in tears going home, but the next 
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weekend I took my brother-in-law, who happens to be an 
electric ian, and helped him fix up some of what I saw as some 
of the deficiencies in there. 
 I applaud the efforts of Representative Semmel and 
Representative McGeehan in what they have done on this 
legislation and other legislation to make housing safe for 
students. I, as many of you, reluctantly sponsored the 
amendment that many of you reluctantly voted for. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have been here almost 16 years, and I have 
seen commitments and I have seen commitments, and many of 
them lack a commitment to do something, but I know that our 
leadership and certainly the leadership in the Senate knows that 
this is truly a life-and-death issue. I know that I will do my best 
to hold our leader, our caucus, and this General Assembly’s feet 
to the fire to make sure that a funding source is made available 
for this important issue. 
 So thank you again to those gentlemen for that and thank you 
for the patience of those who are willing to work with us on 
finding a funding source for this. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lehigh,  
Mr. Semmel. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In conclusion, I would like to just make the following 
statement: The Center for Campus Fire Safety reports that as of 
2000, over 80 percent of fire -related student fatalities occurred 
in off-campus houses and apartments. With that in mind, please 
vote in the affirmative and help our university system protect 
the lives of college students across the Commonwealth. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 

Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1993,  
PN 2611, entitled: 
 

An Act authorizing and directing the Department of General 
Services, with the approval of the Governor and the Department of 
Military and Veterans Affairs, to grant and convey certain land situate 
in East Hanover Township, Dauphin County, to Dr. Albert J. Zanetti 
and Mrs. Jeana M. Zanetti, his wife, in consideration for the grant and 
conveyance by Dr. Albert J. Zanetti and Mrs. Jeana M. Zanetti, his 
wife, to the Department of General Services and the Department of 
Military and Veterans Affairs of certain land situate in East and  
West Hanover Townships, Dauphin County.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
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 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Donatucci Lederer Ross Zug 
Eachus Leh Rubley 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of SB 133,  
PN 1219, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for chemical testing to 
determine amount of alcohol or controlled substance and for 
abandonment of vehicles.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, I move that SB 133, PN 1219, 
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 30,  
PN 2908, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 66 (Public Utilities) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for residential telephone 
service rates based on duration or distance of call and for local 
exchange service increases and limitations; adding and repealing 
provisions relating to alternative form of regulation of 
telecommunications services; establishing the Advanced Services 
Education and Aggregation Fund; providing for Voice Over Internet 
Protocol; and making a repeal.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. ADOLPH offered the following amendment No. 
A4340: 
 
 Amend Bill, page 2, lines 2 through 30; pages 3 through 49,  
lines 1 through 30, page 50, lines 1 through 14, by striking out all of 
said lines on said pages and inserting 
 Section 1.  Sections 1325, 3001, 3002, 3003, 3004, 3005, 3006, 
3007, 3008 and 3009 of Title 66 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated 
Statutes are repealed. 
 Section 2.  Title 66 is amended by adding sections to read: 
§ 3010.  (Reserved). 
§ 3011.  Declaration of policy. 
 The General Assembly finds and declares that it is the policy of 
this Commonwealth to: 
  (1)  Strike a balance between mandated deployment and 

market-driven deployment of broadband facilities and advanced 
services throughout this Commonwealth and to continue 
alternative regulation of local exchange telecommunications 
companies. 

  (2)  Maintain universal telecommunications service at 
affordable rates while encouraging the accelerated provision of 
advanced services and deployment of a universally available, 
state-of-the-art, interactive broadband telecommunications 
network in rural, suburban and urban areas, including 
deployment of broadband facilities in or adjacent to public  
rights-of-way abutting public schools, including the 
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administrative offices supporting public schools, industrial parks 
and health care facilities. 

  (3)  Ensure that customers pay only reasonable charges 
for protected services, which shall be available on a 
nondiscriminatory basis. 

  (4)  Ensure that rates for protected services do not 
subsidize the competitive ventures of telecommunications 
carriers. 

  (5)  Provide diversity in the supply of existing and future 
telecommunications services and products in telecommunications 
markets throughout this Commonwealth by ensuring that rates, 
terms and conditions for protected services are reasonable and do 
not impede the development of competition. 

  (6)  Ensure the efficient delivery of technological 
advances and new services throughout this Commonwealth in 
order to improve the quality of life for all Commonwealth 
residents. 

  (7)  Encourage the provision of telecommunications 
products and services that enhance the quality of life of people 
with disabilities. 

  (8)  Promote and encourage the provision of competitive 
services by a variety of service providers on equal terms 
throughout all geographic areas of this Commonwealth without 
jeopardizing the provision of universal telecommunications 
service at affordable rates. 

  (9)  Encourage the competitive supply of any service in 
any region where there is market demand. 

  (10)  Encourage joint ventures between local exchange 
telecommunications companies and other entities where such 
joint ventures accelerate, improve or otherwise assist a local 
exchange telecommunications company in carrying out its 
network modernization implementation plan. 

  (11)  Establish a bona fide retail request program to 
aggregate and make advanced services available in areas where 
sufficient market demand exists and to supplement existing 
network modernization plans. 

  (12)  Promote and encourage the provision of advanced 
services and broadband deployment in the service territories of 
local exchange telecommunications companies without 
jeopardizing the provision of universal service. 

  (13)  Recognize that the regulatory obligations imposed 
upon the incumbent local exchange telecommunications 
companies should be reduced to levels more consistent with 
those imposed upon competing alternative service providers. 

§ 3012.  Definitions. 
 The following words and phrases when used in this chapter shall 
have the meanings given to them in this section unless the context 
clearly indicates otherwise: 
 “Advanced service.”  A retail service that, regardless of 
transmission medium or technology, is capable of supporting a 
minimum speed of 200 kilobits per second (kbps) in at least one 
direction at the network demarcation point of the customer’s premises. 
 “Aggregator telephone.”  A telephone which is made available to 
the transient public, customers or patrons, including, but not limited to, 
coin telephones, credit card telephones and telephones located in 
hotels, motels, hospitals and universities. 
 “Alternative form of regulation.”  A form of regulation of 
telecommunications services other than the traditional rate base/rate of 
return regulation, including a streamlined form of regulation, as 
approved by the commission. 
 “Alternative service provider.”  An entity that provides 
telecommunications services in competition with a local exchange 
telecommunications company. 
 “Bona fide retail request.”  A written request for service which 
meets the requirements of section 3014(c)(1), (relating to network 
modernization plans), is received by a local exchange 
telecommunications company, and through which end users commit to 
subscribing to an advanced service. 

 “Bona fide retail request program.”  A program established  
by a local exchange telecommunications company pursuant to  
section 3014(c) (relating to network modernization plans). 
 “Broadband.”  A communication channel using any technology 
and having a bandwidth equal to or greater than 1.544 megabits  
per second in at least one direction. 
 “Broadband availability.”  Access to broadband service by a 
retail telephone customer of a local exchange telecommunications 
company. 
 “Central office.”  A building containing one or more  
local exchange telecommunications company switches used to provide 
local exchange telecommunications service. 
 “Community.”  Those customers of a local exchange 
telecommunications company served by an existing or planned remote 
terminal or, where no remote terminal exists or is planned, a central 
office switch. 
 “Competitive service.”  A service or business activity declared to 
be competitive by the commission on or prior to December 31, 2003, 
and a service or business activity declared to be competitive pursuant 
to section 3016 (relating to competitive services). 
 “Department.”  The Department of Community and Economic 
Development of the Commonwealth. 
 “Eligible telecommunications carrier.”  A carrier designated by 
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission pursuant to 47 CFR 
54.201 (relating to definition of eligible telecommunications carriers, 
generally) or successor regulation, as eligible to receive support from 
the Federal Universal Service Fund. 
 “Eligible telecommunications customer.”  A customer of an 
eligible telecommunications carrier who qualifies for Lifeline service 
discounts pursuant to the requirements of 47 CFR 54.409 (relating to 
consumer qualification for Lifeline) or successor regulation. 
 “Fund.”  The Advanced Services Education and Aggregation 
Fund established under section 3014 (relating to network 
modernization plans). 
 “Gross Domestic Product Price Index” or “GDP-PI.”  The  
Gross Domestic Product Fixed Weight Price Index as calculated by the 
United States Department of Commerce. 
 “Health care facility.”  The term shall have the same meaning 
given to it in the act of July 19, 1979 (P.L.130, No.48), known as the 
Health Care Facilities Act. 
 “Inflation offset.”  The part of the price change formula in the 
price stability mechanism that reflects an offset to the Gross Domestic 
Product Price Index. 
 “Interexchange services.”  The transmission of interLATA or 
intraLATA toll messages or data outside the local calling area. 
 “Interexchange telecommunications carrier.”  A carrier other than 
a local exchange telecommunications company authorized by the 
commission to provide interexchange services. 
 “Lifeline service.”  A discounted rate local service offering, as 
defined in 47 CFR 54.401 (relating to Lifeline defined) or successor 
regulation, but excluding any offering funded in part by Federal 
Universal Service Fund Tier Three funding under 47 CFR 54.403 
(relating to Lifeline support amount) or successor regulation. 
 “Local exchange telecommunications company.”  An incumbent 
carrier authorized by the commission to provide local exchange 
telecommunications services. The term includes a rural 
telecommunications carrier and a nonrural telecommunications carrier. 
 “Local exchange telecommunications service.”  The transmission 
of messages or communications that originate and terminate within a 
prescribed local calling area. 
 “Noncompetitive service.”  A regulated service that is not 
declared competitive and, as to interexchange telecommunications 
carriers, those services included in section 3018(a) (relating to 
interexchange telecommunications carriers). 
 “Nonrural telecommunications carrier.”  A local exchange 
telecommunications company that is not a rural telephone company  
as defined in section 3 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996  
(Public Law 104-104, 110 Stat. 56). 
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 “Optional calling plan.”  A discounted toll plan offered by either 
a local exchange telecommunications company or an interexchange 
telecommunications carrier. 
 “Price stability mechanism.”  A formula which may be included 
in a commission-approved alternative form of regulation plan that 
permits rates for noncompetitive services to be adjusted upward or 
downward. 
 “Protected service.”  The following telecommunications services 
provided by a local exchange telecommunications company, unless the 
commission determines that such service is competitive: 
  (1)  Service provided to residential consumers or small 

business consumers subscribing to four or fewer access lines only 
to the extent that the service is necessary for completing any 
local exchange call for which dial tone is necessary. 

  (2)  Touch-tone service. 
  (3)  Switched access service. 
  (4)  Special access service. 
  (5)  Ordering, installation, restoration and disconnection 

of the services specified in paragraphs (1) through (4). 
 “Remote terminal.”  A structure located outside of a central 
office which houses electronic equipment and which provides transport 
for telecommunications services to and from a central office switch. 
 “Rural telecommunications carrier.”  A local exchange 
telecommunications company that is a rural telephone company  
as defined in section 3 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996  
(Public Law 104-104, 110 Stat. 56). 
 “Small business.”  A business consumer that subscribes to four or 
fewer access lines. 
 “Special access service.”  Service provided over dedicated, 
nonswitched facilities by local exchange telecommunications 
companies to interexchange carriers or other large volume users which 
provide connection between an interexchange carrier or private 
network and a customer’s premises. 
 “Switched access service.”  A service which provides for the use 
of common terminating, switching and trunking facilities of a local 
exchange telecommunications company’s public switched network. 
The term includes, but is not limited to, the rates for local switching, 
common and dedicated transport and the carrier charge. 
 “Telecommunications Act of 1996.”  The Telecommunications 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-104, 110 Stat. 56). 
 “Telecommunications carrier.”  An entity that provides 
telecommunications services subject to the jurisdiction of the 
commission. 
 “Telecommunications service.”  The offering of the transmission 
of messages or communications for a fee to the public. 
 “Voice Over Internet Protocol” or “VOIP.”  The provision of 
voice communications and related features and functions by means of 
encoding voice and related signals into packetized form and 
transmission of those packets using Internet Protocol or any successor 
protocol for some or all of the transmission. 
§ 3013.  Continuation of commission-approved alternative regulation 

and network modernization plans. 
 (a)  General rule.–An alternative form of regulation plan and 
network modernization plan approved by the commission for a local 
exchange telecommunications company as of December 31, 2003 shall 
remain valid and effective, except as may be amended at the election of 
the local exchange telecommunications company as authorized by this 
chapter. The commission shall allow a previously approved plan to be 
amended to conform to any changes made under this chapter, and shall 
not require any other changes to the plan. 
 (b)  Limitation on changes to plans.–Except for changes to 
existing alternative form of regulation and network modernization 
plans as authorized by this chapter, no change to any alternative form 
of regulation or network modernization plan may be made without the 
express agreement of both the commission and the local exchange 
telecommunications company. 
 (c)  Grandfather provision.–All services previously declared 
competitive as of December 31, 2003, under a local exchange 

telecommunications company’s alternative form of regulation plan 
shall remain competitive. 
 (d)  Commission oversight.–The commission will continue to 
exercise oversight of alternative form of regulation and network 
modernization plans for local exchange telecommunications companies 
as provided in this chapter. 
§ 3014.  Network modernization plans. 
 (a)  Continuation of approved plan.–A local exchange 
telecommunications company that does not elect an option under 
subsection (b) shall remain subject to its network modernization plan in 
effect as of December 31, 2003, without revision or modification 
except by agreement under section 3013(b) (relating to continuation of 
commission-approved alternative regulation and network 
modernization plans) and as provided in this section, through 
December 31, 2015. 
 (b)  Options for amendment of network modernization plan.–
Local exchange telecommunications companies shall have the 
following options: 
  (1) (i)  A rural telecommunications carrier that elects 

to amend its network modernization plan pursuant to this 
subsection shall remain subject to the carrier’s network 
modernization plan in effect as of December 31, 2003,  
as amended pursuant to this subsection, through 
December 31, 2008. Prior to implementation of such 
election, the rural telecommunications carrier shall 
comply with the notification requirements of  
subsection (d). 

   (ii)  The rural telecommunications carrier shall 
commit to accelerate 100% broadband availability by 
December 31, 2008, in its amended network 
modernization plan. Any rural telecommunications 
carrier electing this option shall not be required to offer a 
bona fide retail request program. 

  (2) (i)  A rural telecommunications carrier that elects 
to amend its network modernization plan pursuant to this 
subsection shall remain subject to the carrier’s network 
modernization plan in effect as of December 31, 2003,  
as amended pursuant to this subsection, through 
December 31, 2010. Prior to implementation of such 
election, the rural telecommunications carrier shall 
comply with the notification requirements of  
subsection (d). 

   (ii)  The rural telecommunications carrier shall 
commit: 

    (A)  to accelerate broadband availability 
to at least 80% of its total retail access lines in its 
distribution network by December 31, 2010, and 
may also commit to further deployment by 2015 
as set forth in section 3015(a) (relating to 
alternative forms of regulation); and 

    (B)  to offer a bona fide retail request 
program pursuant to subsection (c). 

 Under no circumstances may the rural telecommunications 
carrier reduce its existing broadband availability commitment. 

  (3) (i)  A local exchange telecommunications 
company that elects to amend its network modernization 
plan pursuant to this subsection shall remain subject to 
such company’s network modernization plan in effect as 
of December 31, 2003, as amended pursuant to this 
subsection, including meeting its 100% broadband 
availability commitment. Prior to implementation of such 
election, the local exchange telecommunications 
company shall comply with the notification requirements 
of subsection (d). 

   (ii)  The local exchange telecommunications 
company shall commit: 

    (A)  to provide broadband availability to 
100% of its total retail access lines in its 



2238 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE NOVEMBER 25 

distribution network by December 31, 2013 or 
December 31, 2015; and 

    (B)  to offer a bona fide retail request 
program pursuant to subsection (c). 

 Under no circumstances may such local exchange 
telecommunications company reduce its existing broadband 
availability commitment. 

  (4)  A local exchange telecommunications company that 
elects under paragraph (1), (2) or (3) shall also commit to 
universal broadband deployment in or adjacent to public  
rights-of-way abutting all public schools, including the 
administration offices supporting public schools, industrial parks 
and health care facilities in its service territory on or before 
December 31, 2004, except that a local exchange 
telecommunications company serving more than ten exchanges 
in this Commonwealth may elect to extend this commitment 
from December 31, 2004, to December 31, 2005, for any 
exchange with less than 4,000 access lines. 

  (5)  A local exchange telecommunications company that 
elects under paragraph (1), (2) or (3) may amend its network 
modernization plan to define “universal broadband availability” 
as the provision of broadband capability within ten business days 
of notice to the company of the request by a bona fide customer. 
If a local exchange telecommunications company does not elect 
under paragraph (1), (2) or (3), then the provisioning interval 
shall remain and be within five business days after a request for 
broadband service is received, as stated in the company’s 
currently effective network modernization plan. The amended 
network modernization plan may also be modified to remove any 
interim commitments contained in the network modernization 
plan in effect as of December 31, 2003, or as later modified. 

  (6)  A local exchange telecommunications company that 
elects under paragraph (1), (2) or (3) may subsequently petition 
the commission for further modification of its amended network 
modernization plan, which the commission may grant upon good 
cause shown. 

  (7)  A rural telecommunications carrier making an 
election pursuant to paragraph (1), (2) or (3) and filing its 
amended network modernization plan with the commission 
pursuant to subsection (d) shall be granted by the commission a 
suspension of its section 251(c)(2), (3), (4), (5) and (6) 
obligations under the Telecommunications Act of 1996. This 
suspension of obligations shall expire on December 31, 2010, 
unless extended by the commission. Should the commission, 
following a hearing, determine that the rural telecommunications 
carrier has failed to timely meet its commitments pursuant to this 
paragraph the suspension of obligations shall expire upon entry 
of the commission order making such determination. Expiration 
of the suspension of obligations shall not impact the rural 
telephone company exemption of the rural telecommunications 
carrier under section 251(f)(1) of the Telecommunications Act  
of 1996. 

  (8)  A local exchange telecommunications company may 
accelerate its broadband availability commitment by electing an 
additional option pursuant to paragraph (1), (2) or (3), as 
applicable, at a later date. The local exchange 
telecommunications company shall be subject to the applicable 
modified inflation offset in its price stability mechanism as set 
forth in section 3015(a)(1), effective upon the filing of an 
amended network modernization plan under subsection (d). 

 (c)  Bona fide retail request program.–A local exchange 
telecommunications company that elects to amend its network 
modernization plan pursuant to subsection (b)(1), (2) or (3) shall notify 
the commission no later than one year after the effective date of its 
election that it is implementing a bona fide retail request program 
which shall continue through December 31, 2015, or such earlier date 
as the local telecommunications company achieves 100% broadband  
 

availability throughout its service territory. A bona fide retail request 
program shall consist of the following: 
  (1)  Persons or entities seeking advanced services 

pursuant to a bona fide retail request program shall submit a 
written request for such services to the local exchange 
telecommunications company. The written request may be in the 
form of a petition which includes the information required by this 
paragraph or in the form of individual requests each of which 
includes the information required by this paragraph. If individual 
requests are received, the local exchange telecommunications 
company shall aggregate requests for the same or comparable 
service and initiate appropriate action pursuant to this subsection 
when the required number of requests have been received. To be 
considered a bona fide retail request, the written request must 
include: 

   (i)  a request that a minimum of 50 retail access 
lines be provided the same or comparable advanced 
service within a community or a request that 25% of 
retail access lines be provided the same or comparable 
advanced service within a community, whichever is less; 

   (ii)  the name, address, telephone number and 
signature of each existing retail customer seeking the 
advanced service, the advanced service being requested, 
the number of access lines for which the advanced 
service is requested, a commitment by each retail 
customer who signs the request to subscribe to the 
requested advanced service for a minimum of one year at 
the local exchange telecommunications company’s 
applicable rate for the service; and 

   (iii)  the name, address and telephone number of 
a designated contact person. 

 Customers making the request shall agree to take the service for a 
one-year period, but shall not be required to make such a 
commitment until the price and terms of the service are specified 
by the local exchange telecommunications company and shall not 
be required to make any payments until the service is actually 
provided. 

  (2)  In administering the bona fide retail request program, 
the local exchange telecommunications company shall: 

   (i)  establish a World Wide Web site and toll-free 
telephone number to address customer inquiries 
regarding the program; 

   (ii)  mail a request form to a customer upon 
request; 

   (iii)  confirm its receipt of any completed request 
in writing to the customer; such confirmation to identify 
the service requested, the applicable rate, the expected 
contract term, the status of the request and a term 
subscription agreement for execution; and 

   (iv)  notify the customers in a community, within 
45 days, of the expected implementation date once the 
requisite number of requests has been received and the 
expected date of the availability of service. 

  (3)  When a bona fide retail request has been received 
that meets the requirements of paragraph (1), the local exchange 
telecommunications company shall provide the requested 
advanced service or other reasonably comparable service that 
meets the data speed of the requested service to the community 
as soon as practicable, but in no event later than 365 days of the 
date the requirements of paragraph (1) have been met or within 
the period approved by the commission under paragraph (4) 
where: 

   (i)  the local exchange telecommunications 
company provides the requested advanced service to 
other customers in its service territory; 

   (ii)  there is no advanced service using any 
technology available to the requesting customers that  
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  offers data speeds reasonably comparable to that 
requested; and 

   (iii)  the community is situated within the service 
territory of the local exchange telecommunications 
company. 

  (4)  Where the total number of bona fide retail requests 
received by any local exchange telecommunications company or 
affiliated companies that meet the requirements of paragraphs (1) 
and (3) exceed 40 customers in any 12-month period, or where 
there are more than 20 such requests that require property 
acquisition, including acquiring rights-of-way, or new 
construction in any 12-month period, the local exchange 
telecommunications company or companies may provide a 
verified certification to the commission that one or both of the 
previously stated criteria are met. Upon receipt of the 
certification, the commission, or the commission through its 
designated staff, shall permit the local exchange 
telecommunications company or companies to extend the time 
for such deployments for a period of no more than 12 months, 
unless the commission determines an additional time period to be 
just and reasonable. 

  (5)  With regard to requests submitted under this 
subsection, a retail customer may challenge the action of a local 
exchange telecommunications company pursuant to section 701 
(relating to complaints). 

  (6)  Local exchange telecommunications companies with 
bona fide retail request programs shall provide semiannual 
reports to the commission of the number of requests for advanced 
services received during the reporting period by exchange and 
the action taken on requests meeting the requirements of 
subsection (c). Local exchange telecommunications companies, 
within 30 days after initiating a bona fide retail request program, 
shall also provide the commission with the form of any advanced 
services term subscription agreements customers will be required 
to execute in connection with receiving the requested services. 

 (d)  Notice and filing of amendments.–A local exchange 
telecommunications company that elects to amend its network 
modernization plan pursuant to subsection (b) shall notify the 
commission in writing of such election and, within 60 days following 
such notification, file its amended network modernization plan with the 
commission. Copies of the written notice of election and of the 
amended network modernization plan shall be served by the local 
exchange telecommunications company on the Office of Consumer 
Advocate and the Office of Small Business Advocate. Concurrent with 
the filing of the amended plan with the commission, the local exchange 
telecommunications company shall publish notice of such filing in a 
newspaper or newspapers of general circulation in its service territory 
or by bill message or insert. The amended network modernization plan 
shall become effective upon filing with the commission. 
 (e)  Network modernization plan report.– 
  (1)  A local exchange telecommunications company that 

files an amended network modernization plan with the 
commission shall also file with the commission a report on its 
provision of broadband availability. The first report shall be filed 
no later than April 30, 2004, and shall be based upon the  
12 months ending December 31, 2003. Thereafter, reports shall 
be filed biennially no later than April 30. To the extent applicable 
to the local exchange telecommunications company’s amended 
network modernization plan, reports shall be limited to: 

   (i)  The status of broadband deployment in or 
adjacent to public rights-of-way abutting all public 
schools, including the administration offices supporting 
public schools, industrial parks and health care facilities. 

   (ii)  The percentage of access lines with 
broadband availability from the local exchange 
telecommunications company. 

   (iii)  The number of written bona fide retail 
requests received by exchange. 

   (iv)  A general description of any technologies or 
media utilized by the local exchange telecommunications 
company to offer or provide advanced services and 
broadband availability. 

  (2) (i)  The report shall be submitted in the form 
determined by the commission. Should the commission 
request any additional network reports or information, a 
local exchange telecommunications company may 
oppose such requirement, by petition, on the grounds that 
the report or information will be detrimental to the 
security of its network or that the benefits of the report 
will not exceed the attendant expense or administrative 
time requirements associated therewith. The commission 
shall grant the petition upon such showing by the local 
exchange telecommunications company. 

   (ii)  Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed 
to impede the ability of the commission to require the 
submission of further information to support the accuracy 
of or to seek an explanation of the reports specified in 
this subsection. 

   (iii)  Under no circumstances shall the 
commission compel the public release of maps or other 
information describing the actual location of a local 
exchange communications company’s facilities. 

 (f)  Assistance to political subdivisions.– 
  (1)  In an effort to assist political subdivisions with 

economic revitalization projects, a local exchange 
telecommunications company shall commit, in its modified 
alternative form of regulation plan and its network modernization 
plan, to make technical assistance for such projects available to 
political subdivisions located in its service territory in pursuing 
the deployment of additional telecommunications infrastructure 
or services by the local exchange telecommunications company. 

  (2) (i)  Except as otherwise provided for under 
subparagraph (ii), a political subdivision or any entity 
established by a political subdivision, including a 
municipal authority, may not provide any 
telecommunications services to the public for 
compensation within the service territory of a local 
exchange telecommunications company operating under 
a network modernization plan. 

   (ii)  A political subdivision may offer advanced 
or broadband services if the political subdivision has 
submitted a written request for the provision of such 
service to the local exchange telecommunications 
company serving the area and, within six months of the 
request, the local exchange telecommunications company 
has not agreed to provide the data speeds requested. If 
the local exchange telecommunications company agrees 
to provide the data speeds requested, then it must do so 
within 18 months of the request. 

  (3)  The prohibition in paragraph (2) shall not be 
construed to preclude the continued provision of any municipally 
provided telecommunications services of the same type and 
scope as were being provided on the effective date of this 
section. 

 (g)  Advanced Services Education and Aggregation Fund.– 
  (1)  The Advanced Services Education and Aggregation 

Fund is established as a separate fund in the State Treasury and 
shall be funded by the payments that may be required under 
section 3015(c) (relating to alternative forms of regulation). 

  (2)  The department shall authorize expenditures from the 
fund for two purposes: 

   (i)  educational outreach programs for political 
subdivisions, economic development entities, public 
schools, health care facilities and businesses and for 
residential customers concerning the benefits, use and 
procurement of advanced services and broadband 
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telecommunication services from local exchange 
telecommunications companies; and 

   (ii)  seed grants to aggregate customer demand 
for advanced services or broadband in communities 
without such services and permit customers in such 
communities to request such services under a local 
exchange telecommunications company bona fide retail 
request program. 

  (3)  The fund shall continue until December 31, 2015, at 
which time the department shall terminate the fund and return the 
remaining funds on a pro rata basis to the local exchange 
telecommunications companies that contributed to the fund. 

 (h)  Balanced deployment.–A local exchange 
telecommunications company shall reasonably balance deployment of 
its broadband network between rural, urban and suburban areas within 
its service territory, as those areas are applicable, according to its 
approved network modernization plan. 
 (i)  Impact of competition.–Notwithstanding any provision of this 
section or any network modernization plan to the contrary, if one or 
more alternative service providers, excluding service providers using 
satellite-based systems, have made advanced services or broadband 
available at reasonably comparable data speeds throughout a particular 
exchange served by a rural telecommunications carrier, the rural 
telecommunications carrier’s commitment to provide advanced 
services and broadband availability in that exchange shall be deemed 
met and shall be credited to its deployment obligation. To obtain such 
credit, the rural telecommunications carrier must provide verification 
of such service availability to the commission. 
 (j)  Study of Statewide education network.– 
  (1)  The Legislative Budget and Finance Committee in 

consultation with all advanced broadband service providers, 
telecommunications carriers and alternative service providers 
operating in this Commonwealth, irrespective of the technology 
used, and the Department of Education shall perform a feasibility 
study on the development of a Statewide education network to 
promote the effective use of information technology that 
enhances education, promotes community partnerships and 
supports economic growth in a knowledge-based society. In 
conducting the study, the committee shall consider cost-benefit 
analyses associated with the development and implementation of 
a Statewide education network. At a minimum, the committee 
shall inquire into and make recommendations with respect to: 

   (i)  The impact on public and private schools, 
vocational-technical schools, intermediate units and 
institutions of higher education in this Commonwealth 
that would be linked together with functional levels of 
broadband throughout this Commonwealth. 

   (ii)  Competition in the telecommunications 
industry of this Commonwealth and the ability for the 
public and private schools, vocational-technical schools, 
intermediate units and institutions of higher education in 
this Commonwealth’s network on intermediate units, 
school districts and individual schools to procure 
telecommunications services. 

   (iii)  The impact on local exchange 
telecommunications service providers that have amended 
their network modernization plan to accelerate the 
deployment of broadband and advanced services as 
provided for within the provisions of this chapter. 

   (iv)  Funding mechanisms to support the 
development and implementation of a Statewide 
education network and the availability of Federal and 
State funding assistance programs to rural school districts 
to procure high-speed telecommunications services. 

   (v)  A comparison of the efficiency and 
effectiveness of Statewide education networks 
implemented in other states. 

 

  (2)  The committee shall submit a final report with 
recommendations to the General Assembly no later than  
May 31, 2005, and publish notice of the final report in the 
Pennsylvania Bulletin within 30 days of the submission of the 
final report. 

 (k)  Inventory of available services.– 
  (1)  The department shall compile, periodically update 

and publish, including at its World Wide Web site, a listing of 
advanced and broadband services, by general location, available 
from all advanced and broadband service providers operating in 
this Commonwealth irrespective of the technology used. 

  (2)  All providers of advanced and broadband services 
shall cooperate with the department. 

  (3)  The department may not disclose maps or other 
information describing the specific location of any provider’s 
facilities. 

 (l)  Construction.–Nothing in this section shall be construed: 
  (1)  As giving the commission the authority to require a 

local exchange telecommunications company to provide specific 
services or to deploy a specific technology to retail customers 
seeking broadband or advanced services. 

  (2)  As prohibiting a local exchange telecommunications 
company from participating in joint ventures with other entities 
in meeting its advanced services and broadband deployment 
commitments under its network modernization plan. 

§ 3015.  Alternative forms of regulation. 
 (a)  Inflation offset.– 
  (1)  Except as otherwise provided in paragraphs (2)  

and (3), a local exchange telecommunications company with an 
alternative form of regulation containing a price stability 
mechanism that files an amended network modernization plan 
under section 3014(b)(1), (2) or (3) (relating to network 
modernization plans) shall be subject to a modified inflation 
offset in its price stability mechanism in adjusting its rates for 
noncompetitive services, effective upon the filing of an amended 
network modernization plan under section 3014(d), as follows: 

   (i)  If a nonrural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(3) that commits to deploy 100% 
broadband availability by December 31, 2013, then the 
inflation offset shall be zero. 

   (ii)  If a nonrural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(3) that commits to deploy 100% 
broadband availability by December 31, 2015, then the 
inflation offset shall be equal to 0.5%. 

   (iii)  If a rural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(1) or (3), then the inflation offset shall be 
zero. 

   (iv)  If a rural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(2) that commits to deploy 95% 
broadband availability by December 31, 2013, then the 
inflation offset shall be equal to 10% of the inflation 
offset contained in the rural telecommunications carrier’s 
original alternative regulation plan. 

   (v)  If a rural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(2) that commits to deploy 90% 
broadband availability by December 31, 2012, then the 
inflation offset shall be equal to 25% of the inflation 
offset contained in the rural telecommunications carrier’s 
original alternative regulation plan. 

   (vi)  If a rural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(2) that commits to deploy 85% 
broadband availability by December 31, 2011, then the 
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inflation offset shall be equal to 50% of the inflation 
offset contained in the rural telecommunications carrier’s 
original alternative regulation plan. 

   (vii)  If a rural telecommunications carrier  
files an amended network modernization plan under 
section 3014(b)(2) that commits to deploy 80% or less 
broadband availability by December 31, 2010, then the 
inflation offset shall be equal to the inflation offset 
contained in the rural telecommunications carrier’s 
original alternative regulation plan. 

 In the event that a local exchange telecommunications company 
is found by the commission, after notice and evidentiary 
hearings, to have failed to meet its network commitment for final 
broadband availability, then the commission shall require the 
local exchange telecommunications company to refund to 
customers in its next price stability filing an amount that is just 
and reasonable under the circumstances, but not to exceed a 
revenue amount determined by multiplying the percentage 
shortfall of the broadband availability commitment on an access 
line basis times the revenue that was obtained as a result of the 
modified inflation offset provided in this section plus interest 
calculated under section 1308(d) (relating to voluntary changes 
in rates). 

  (2)  Each protected service of a nonrural 
telecommunications carrier shall be subject to an inflation offset 
and that no rate adjustment for any such protected service shall 
exceed the inflation offset. 

  (3)  Through December 31, 2015: 
   (i)  In any year in which revenue-neutral rate 

changes are ordered by the commission for a nonrural 
telecommunications carrier, any increase in residential 
and small business protected service rates under that 
carrier’s price stability mechanism in that year shall be 
offset against any revenue-neutral rate increase for those 
services. 

   (ii) (A)  A rural telecommunications carrier 
may not separately propose, as part of a rate 
rebalancing filing, to increase the rates for 
residential or small business local exchange 
telecommunications service in the same calendar 
year as rates for residential or small business 
local exchange telecommunications service are 
increased under the annual price stability index, 
where the rate rebalancing proposal is not 
submitted to the commission as part of the annual 
price stability mechanism filing. Any cap 
contained in the rate rebalancing section of a 
rural telecommunications carrier’s existing 
alternative form of regulation plan that restricts 
the level of annual rate increases to a local 
exchange telecommunications service shall also 
be applied to limit any rate increase that occurs 
as a result of elimination of the offset. 

    (B)  These limitations shall not apply 
where rates are changed as a result of a generic 
investigation or when the rebalancing does not 
increase the weighted average rates respectively 
of residential and small business local exchange 
telecommunications service. 

 (b)  Rate changes for rural telecommunications carriers.– 
  (1)  In addition to the rate change provisions in its 

alternative form of regulation plan, a rural telecommunications 
carrier operating without a price stability mechanism that files 
with the commission an amended network modernization plan 
under section 3014(b)(1), (2) or (3) shall be permitted at any time 
to file with the commission proposed tariff changes, effective  
45 days after filing, setting forth miscellaneous changes,  
 

 including increases and decreases, in rates for noncompetitive 
services, excluding basic residential and business rates, provided 
such rate changes do not increase the rural telecommunications 
carrier’s annual intrastate revenues by more than 2%. 

  (2)  The commission tariff filing requirements and review 
associated with such proposed rate changes shall be limited to 
schedules submitted by the rural telecommunications carrier 
detailing the impact of the rate changes on the carrier’s annual 
intrastate revenues. 

  (3)  A rural telecommunications carrier that implements 
noncompetitive rate changes consistent with the procedure set 
forth in its alternative form of regulation plan shall be required 
only to file such financial and cost data with the commission to 
justify such changes as is required under its commission-
approved alternative form of regulation plan. 

  (4)  Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (1), (2) 
or (3), for any rural telecommunications carrier serving less than 
50,000 access lines in this Commonwealth and operating under 
an alternative form of regulation plan, a formal complaint to deny 
rate changes for noncompetitive services, unless signed by at 
least 20 customers of the rural telecommunications carrier, shall 
not prevent implementation of the rate changes pending the 
adjudication of the formal complaint by the commission. 

 (c)  Payments to fund.– 
  (1)  A local exchange telecommunications company  

that files an amended network modernization plan under  
section 3014(b)(2) or (3) may be required by the department to 
contribute up to, but no more than, 10% of the first year’s annual 
revenue effect: 

   (i)  of any rate increases permitted by the 
elimination of the offset under subsection (a); or 

   (ii)  if the local exchange telecommunications 
company is operating without a price stability 
mechanism, of any rate increases under subsection (b)(1), 
to the fund established under section 3014(g). 

  (2)  The contribution shall be payable in equal quarterly 
installments and calculated on projected increased revenues for 
the first year of the rate change. The contributions shall also be 
made in connection with each subsequent noncompetitive service 
rate increase until the local exchange telecommunications 
company fulfills the higher percentage deployment obligation set 
forth in its amended network modernization plan. 

  (3)  In no event shall the fund exceed $5,000,000 and, in 
the event of such overfunding, the department shall credit the 
overcollection to the next year’s contribution amount. 

  (4)  A local exchange telecommunications company that 
elects to amend its network modernization plan pursuant to 
section 3014(b)(1) shall not be required to contribute to the fund. 

 (d)  General filing requirements.–For a local exchange 
telecommunications company that files an amended network 
modernization plan under section 3014(b)(1), (2) or (3), the 
commission’s filing and audit requirements shall be limited to the 
following submissions by the company: 
  (1)  Network modernization plan reports filed pursuant to 

section 3014(e). 
  (2)  An annual financial report consisting of a balance 

sheet and income statement. 
  (3)  An annual deaf, speech-impaired and hearing-

impaired relay information report. 
  (4)  An annual service report. 
  (5)  Universal service reports. 
  (6)  An annual access line report. 
  (7)  An annual statement of gross intrastate operating 

revenues for purposes of calculating assessments for regulatory 
expenses. 

  (8)  An annual State tax adjustment computation for 
years in which a tax change has occurred, if applicable. 
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  (9)  For those companies with a bona fide retail  
request program, a bona fide retail request report under  
section 3014(c)(6). 

These reports shall be submitted in the form determined by the 
commission. 
 (e)  Other reports.– 
  (1)  Notwithstanding any other provision of this title to 

the contrary, no report, statement, filing or other document or 
information, except as specified in subsection (d), shall be 
required of any local exchange telecommunications company 
unless the commission, upon notice to the affected local 
exchange telecommunications company and an opportunity to be 
heard, has first made specific written findings supporting 
conclusions in an entered order that: 

   (i)  The report is necessary to ensure that the 
local exchange telecommunications company is charging 
rates that are in compliance with this chapter and its 
effective alternative form of regulation. 

   (ii)  The benefits of the report substantially 
outweigh the attendant expense and administrative time 
and effort required of the local exchange 
telecommunications company to prepare it. 

  (2)  Nothing in this subsection shall be construed to 
impede the ability of the commission to require the submission of 
further information to support the accuracy of or to seek an 
explanation of the reports specified in subsection (d). 

 (f)  Rate change limitations.–Nothing in this chapter shall be 
construed to limit the requirement of section 1301 (relating to rates to 
be just and reasonable) that rates shall be just and reasonable. The 
annual rate change limitations set forth in a local exchange 
telecommunications company’s effective commission-approved 
alternative form of regulation plan or any other commission-approved 
annual rate change limitation shall remain applicable. 
 (g)  Small business customers.–Local exchange 
telecommunications companies operating under an alternative form of 
regulation plan with small business customers defined as “three lines or 
less” shall amend such definition to “four or fewer lines.” 
 (h)  Conformance of plan.–Upon the filing by a local exchange 
telecommunications company of network modernization plan 
amendments pursuant to section 3014(d), the local exchange 
telecommunications company’s alternative form of regulation plan 
shall be deemed amended consistent with this section. 
§ 3016.  Competitive services. 
 (a)  Declaration of services as competitive.–A service or business 
activity provided by a local exchange telecommunications company, 
including a protected service, not previously declared by the 
commission as competitive may be declared competitive by the 
commission under the following provisions: 
  (1)  The local exchange telecommunications company 

may petition the commission for a determination of whether a 
service is competitive. The commission shall enter an order 
approving or disapproving the petition within 60 days of the 
filing date or 90 days where a protest is timely filed, or the 
petition shall be deemed approved. In making the determination, 
the commission shall consider all relevant information submitted 
to it. 

  (2)  Simultaneously with the filing by the local exchange 
telecommunications company of a petition with the commission 
for a declaration of a service as competitive, the local exchange 
telecommunications company shall serve a copy of the petition 
on the Office of Consumer Advocate and the Office of  
Small Business Advocate and give notice to the public of the 
filing of its petition in a newspaper or newspapers of general 
circulation in the company’s service territory. 

  (3)  In a proceeding to declare a service competitive, the 
commission shall consider the availability of like or substitute 
services or other business activities in the relevant geographic 
area. 

  (4)  The burden of proving that a protected service is 
competitive rests on the party seeking to have the service 
declared competitive. Hearings shall not be required, unless a 
protesting party has raised relevant and material factual issues. 

 (b)  Optional declaration of nonprotected services as 
competitive.–Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a), a local 
exchange telecommunications company that has filed an amended 
network modernization plan pursuant to section 3014(b)(1), (2) or (3) 
(relating to network modernization plans), at its option, may declare 
services which are not protected as competitive by filing notice of its 
election of this option with the commission. 
 (c)  Rural exchange specific pricing.– 
  (1)  When an alternative service provider is providing 

local exchange telecommunications services within an exchange 
of a rural telecommunications carrier that has filed an amended 
network modernization plan under section 3014(b)(1), (2) or (3), 
the rural telecommunications carrier may petition the 
commission for approval to begin pricing its services in the 
exchange at its discretion. 

  (2)  The commission, following public notice, shall 
approve the petition within 60 days if shown by the rural 
telecommunications carrier that the alternative service provider is 
providing local exchange telecommunications services in the 
exchange. 

  (3)  Any party with standing shall have the right to 
challenge the lawfulness of any petition filed or of any rate 
change pursuant to section 701 (relating to complaints). 

  (4)  Following approval of a petition, the rural 
telecommunications carrier shall tariff any changes in 
noncompetitive rates effective one day after filing. 

  (5)  The rural telecommunications carrier shall give 
notice to all customers impacted by any rate increases in the form 
of a bill insert, bill message, written notice or newspaper notice 
at least ten days prior to the tariff filing. 

 (d)  Reclassification.– 
  (1)  The commission may reclassify a 

telecommunications service or other service or business activity 
that has previously been found to be competitive if, after notice 
and hearing, it determines, upon application of the criteria set 
forth in this chapter, that: 

   (i)  sufficient competition is no longer present; 
   (ii)  the local exchange telecommunications 

company has engaged in unfair competition with respect 
to the service; or 

   (iii)  the local exchange telecommunications 
company has failed to provide nondiscriminatory access 
in the provision of the service. 

  (2)  If the commission finds that a reclassification is 
necessary, the commission shall determine whether the rate for 
the telecommunications service or other service or business 
activity is just and reasonable in accordance with section 1301 
(relating to rates to be just and reasonable). 

  (3)  If the telecommunications service or other service or 
business activity subsequently becomes competitive, the local 
exchange telecommunications company shall petition the 
commission to make a determination of competitiveness for the 
service under the provisions of this chapter. 

  (4)  The burden of proving that a competitive service 
should be declared noncompetitive rests on the party seeking to 
have the service declared noncompetitive. 

 (e)  Additional requirements.– 
  (1)  The prices which a local exchange 

telecommunications company charges for competitive services 
shall not be less than the costs to provide the services. 

  (2)  The commission may not require tariffs for 
competitive service offerings to be filed with the commission. 
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  (3)  A local exchange telecommunications company, at 
its option, may tariff its rates, subject to rules and regulations 
applicable to the provision of competitive services. 

  (4)  The commission may require a local exchange 
telecommunications company to maintain price lists with the 
commission applicable to its competitive services. 

 (f)  Pricing flexibility and bundling.– 
  (1)  Subject to the requirements of subsection (e)(1),  

a local exchange telecommunications company may price 
competitive services at the company’s discretion. 

  (2)  A local exchange telecommunications company may 
offer and bill to customers on one bill bundled packages of 
services which include nontariffed, competitive, noncompetitive 
or protected services, including services of an affiliate, in 
combinations and at a single price selected by the company. 

  (3)  If a customer subscribes to a bundled package of 
services which include nontariffed, competitive, noncompetitive 
or protected services as provided in paragraph (2) and does not 
make payment on a billing due date, the local exchange 
telecommunications company may first suspend all of the 
customer’s services subscribed to in the bundled package 
following written notice to the customer of such suspension at 
least seven days prior to the suspension and thereafter may 
terminate all the customer’s bundled package services following 
written notice to the customer of such termination at least  
ten days prior to the termination. 

 (g)  Prohibitions.– 
  (1)  A local exchange telecommunications company shall 

be prohibited from using revenues earned or expenses incurred in 
conjunction with protected services to subsidize competitive 
services. 

  (2)  Paragraph (1) shall not be construed to prevent the 
marketing and billing of noncompetitive and competitive services 
as packages to customers. 

§ 3017.  Access charges. 
 (a)  General rule.–The commission may not require a local 
exchange telecommunications company to reduce access rates except 
on a revenue-neutral basis and may not order decreases in access rates 
for a nonrural telecommunications carrier more than once every  
two years. 
 (b)  Refusal to pay access charges prohibited.–No person or 
entity may refuse to pay tariffed access charges for interexchange 
services provided by a local exchange telecommunications company. 
 (c)  Limitation.–No telecommunications carrier providing 
competitive local exchange telecommunications service may charge 
access rates higher than those charged by the incumbent local exchange 
telecommunications company in the same service territory, unless such 
carrier can demonstrate, by substantial evidence, that the higher access 
rates are cost justified. 
§ 3018.  Interexchange telecommunications carriers. 
 (a)  Competitive and noncompetitive services.–Interexchange 
services provided by interexchange telecommunications carriers shall 
continue to be competitive services after December 31, 2003, except 
for the provision of the following interexchange services which shall be 
noncompetitive services unless declared otherwise by the commission 
pursuant to section 3016 (relating to competitive services): 
  (1)  Interexchange service to aggregator telephones. 
  (2)  Optional calling plans required by the commission to 

be offered when justified by usage over an interexchange route. 
 (b)  Rate regulation.– 
  (1)  The commission may not fix or prescribe the rates, 

tolls, charges, rate structures, rate base, rate of return, operating 
margin or earnings for interexchange competitive services or 
otherwise regulate interexchange competitive services except as 
set forth in this chapter. 

  (2)  An interexchange telecommunications carrier may 
file and maintain tariffs or price lists with the commission for 
competitive telecommunications services. 

  (3)  Nothing in this chapter shall be construed to limit the 
authority of the commission to regulate the privacy of 
interexchange service and the ordering, installation, restoration 
and disconnection of interexchange service to customers. 

 (c)  Reclassification.–The commission may reclassify 
telecommunications services provided by an interexchange 
telecommunications carrier as noncompetitive if, after notice and 
hearing, it determines, upon application of the criteria set forth in this 
chapter, that sufficient competition is no longer present. 
 (d)  Construction.–Nothing in this chapter shall be construed: 
  (1)  To limit the authority of the commission to resolve 

complaints regarding the quality of interexchange 
telecommunications carrier service. 

  (2)  To limit the authority of the commission to 
determine whether an interexchange telecommunications carrier 
should be extended the privilege of operating within this 
Commonwealth or to order the filing of such reports, documents 
and information as may be necessary to monitor the market for 
and competitiveness of interexchange telecommunications 
services. 

§ 3019.  Additional powers and duties. 
 (a)  General rule.–The commission may certify more than one 
telecommunications carrier to provide local exchange 
telecommunications service in a specific geographic location. The 
certification shall be granted upon a showing that it is in the public 
interest and that the applicant possesses sufficient technical, financial 
and managerial resources. 
 (b)  Powers and duties retained.–The commission shall retain the 
following powers and duties relating to the regulation of all 
telecommunications carriers and interexchange telecommunications 
carriers: 
  (1)  To audit the accounting and reporting systems of 

telecommunications carriers relating to their transactions with 
affiliates pursuant to Chapter 21 (relating to relations with 
affiliated interests). A telecommunications carrier shall file 
affiliated interest and affiliated transaction agreements, unless 
such agreements involve services declared to be competitive. The 
filings shall constitute notice to the commission only and shall 
not require approval by the commission. 

  (2)  To review and revise quality of service standards 
contained in 52 Pa. Code (relating to public utilities) that address 
the safety, adequacy, reliability and privacy of 
telecommunications services and the ordering, installation, 
suspension, termination and restoration of any 
telecommunications service. Any review or revision shall take 
into consideration the emergence of new industry participants, 
technological advancements, service standards and consumer 
demand. 

  (3)  Subject to the provisions of section 3015(d) (relating 
to alternative forms of regulation), to establish such additional 
requirements as are consistent with this chapter as the 
commission determines to be necessary to ensure the protection 
of customers. 

  (4)  Condition the sale, merger or acquisition of a local 
exchange telecommunications company or any facilities used to 
provide telecommunications services to ensure that there is no 
reduction in the advanced service or broadband deployment 
obligations for the sold, merged or acquired property. 

 (c)  Privacy of customer information.– 
  (1)  Except as otherwise provided in this subsection, a 

telecommunications carrier may not disclose to any person 
information relating to any customer’s patterns of use, equipment 
and network information and any accumulated records about 
customers. 

  (2)  A telecommunications carrier may disclose such 
information: 

   (i)  Pursuant to a court order or where otherwise 
required by law. 
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   (ii)  To the carrier’s affiliates, agents, contractors 
or vendors and other telecommunications carriers or 
interexchange telecommunications carriers, as permitted 
by law. 

   (iii)  Where the information consists of aggregate 
data which does not identify individual customers. 

 (d)  Unreasonable preferences.–Nothing in this chapter shall be 
construed to limit the authority of the commission to ensure that local 
exchange telecommunications companies do not make or impose 
unreasonable preferences, discriminations or classifications for 
protected services and other noncompetitive services. 
 (e)  Lifeline service.– 
  (1)  All eligible telecommunications carriers certificated 

to provide local exchange telecommunications service shall 
provide Lifeline service to all eligible telecommunications 
customers who subscribe to such service. 

  (2)  All eligible telecommunications customers who 
subscribe to Lifeline service shall be permitted to subscribe to up 
to two other eligible telecommunications carrier 
telecommunications services at the tariffed rates for such 
services. 

  (3)  Whenever a prospective customer seeks to subscribe 
to local service from an eligible telecommunications carrier, the 
carrier shall explicitly advise the customer of the availability of 
Lifeline service and shall make reasonable efforts where 
appropriate to determine whether the customer qualifies for such 
service and, if so, whether the customer wishes to subscribe to 
the service. 

  (4)  Eligible telecommunications carriers shall inform 
existing customers of the availability of Lifeline service twice 
annually by bill insert or message. The notice shall be 
conspicuous and shall provide appropriate eligibility, benefits 
and contact information for customers who wish to learn of the 
Lifeline service subscription requirements. 

  (5)  No eligible telecommunications carrier shall be 
required to provide after the effective date of this section any 
new Lifeline service discount that is not fully subsidized by the 
Federal Universal Service Fund. 

 (f)  Method for fixing rates.–The commission may not fix or 
prescribe the rates, tolls, charges, rate structures, rate base, rate of 
return or earnings of competitive services or otherwise regulate 
competitive services except as set forth in this chapter. 
 (g)  Implementation.–The terms of a local exchange 
telecommunications company’s alternative form of regulation and 
network modernization plans shall govern the regulation of the local 
exchange telecommunications company and, consistent with the 
provisions of this chapter, shall supersede any conflicting provisions of 
this title or other laws of this Commonwealth and shall specifically 
supersede all provisions of Chapter 13 (relating to  rates and rate 
making) other than sections 1301 (relating to rates to be just  
and reasonable), 1302 (relating to tariffs; filing and inspection),  
1303 (relating to adherence to tariffs), 1304 (relating to discrimination 
in rates), 1305 (relating to advance payment of rates; interest on 
deposits), 1309 (relating to rates fixed on complaint; investigation of 
costs of production) and 1312 (relating to refunds). 
 (h)  Protection of employees.– 
  (1)  No telecommunications carrier may discharge, 

threaten, discriminate or retaliate against an employee because 
the employee made a good faith report to the commission, the 
Office of Consumer Advocate or the Office of Attorney General 
regarding wrongdoing, waste or a potential violation of the 
commission’s orders or regulations or of this title. 

  (2)  A person who alleges a violation of this section must 
bring a civil action in a court of competent jurisdiction for 
appropriate injunctive relief or damages within 180 days after the 
occurrence of the alleged violation. 

 
 

§ 3019.1.  Voice Over Internet Protocol regulation exemption. 
 Voice Over Internet Protocol service shall not be subject to 
commission regulation, nor shall any provider of VOIP service be a 
public utility subject to commission regulation by virtue of providing 
such service. However, this exemption from commission regulation 
shall not affect the rights and obligations of any entity related to the 
payment of switched network access rates or other intercarrier 
compensation, if any, related to VOIP service. 
§ 3019.2.  Voice Over Internet Protocol tax exemption. 
 The provision of Voice Over Internet Protocol services by any 
person or corporation and the provision of telecommunications services 
used to provide VOIP services shall be exempt from the following 
taxes and fees commencing on the effective date of this section. 
  (1)  Notwithstanding the act of December 31, 1965 

(P.L.1257, No.511), known as The Local Tax Enabling Act, no 
political subdivision shall impose or collect any tax, charge or 
other fee upon the provision of VOIP services. 

  (2)  Notwithstanding Article XXXI-B of the act of  
July 28, 1953 (P.L.723, No.230), known as the Second Class 
County Code, and the act of June 5, 1991 (P.L.9, No.6), known 
as the Pennsylvania Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority 
Act for Cities of the First Class, no local sales and use tax shall 
be imposed on any VOIP services. 

§ 3020.  Expiration of chapter. 
 (a)  Expiration.–Except as provided in subsection (b), this chapter 
shall expire on December 31, 2015. 
 (b)  Exception.–A local exchange telecommunications 
company’s alternative form of regulation in effect on December 31, 
2015, and the VOIP exemption from commission regulation under 
section 3019.1 (relating to Voice Over Internet Protocol regulation 
exemption) shall not expire on December 31, 2015. 
 Section 3.  The provisions of this act are severable. If any 
provision of this act or its application to any person or circumstance is 
held invalid, the invalidity shall not affect other provisions or 
applications of this act which can be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application. 
 Section 4.  Section 2471 of the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 
P.L.1656, No.581), known as The Borough Code, is repealed to the 
extent it is inconsistent with this act. 
 Section 5.  This act shall take effect January 1, 2004, or 
immediately, whichever occurs later.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think I would be remiss if I did not give a 
little background on Chapter 30. We will get this out of the way 
and then we can start debating some of the merits of the 
amendment, but I want to explain to the members the work that 
has been put into this piece of legislation and the hours and the 
days that the House Consumer Affairs Committee has put in. 
Both Chairman Bunt and Chairman Preston have given this 
legislation their undivided attention, along with both their staffs, 
and I appreciate their support and help over the process. 
 Chapter 30 of the Public Utility Code will sunset on 
December 31, 2003, unless sooner reauthorized by this  
General Assembly. The House Consumer Affairs Committee 
started its review of Chapter 30 during the summer of 2002 
when the Subcommittee on Telecommunications, which  
I chaired, held public hearings across the State. 
 During the subcommittee’s quest, we requested public input 
from interested parties concerning the General Assembly’s 
goals back in 1993 and the effectiveness of the current  
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Chapter 30 statute today. The overwhelming response we heard 
was that Chapter 30, as it was originally intended, is working in 
Pennsylvania. However, like any legislation passed 10 years 
ago, the statute needed updated. Thus, any reauthorization 
efforts undertaken by the committee, or the legislature for that 
matter, should focus on strengthening the statute to address 
technological changes occurring within the Commonwealth and 
around the nation. 
 As of the first of this year, there were numerous discussions 
being held in both the House and the Senate, but there were no 
legislative proposals introduced that warranted official 
committee decision or discussion. Given the time sensitivity of 
the Chapter 30 issue, Chairman Preston and I introduced HB 30 
as a blueprint to further get the discussions underway. I want to 
emphasize, the first introduction of HB 30 was a blueprint, was 
a work in progress, which would be examined by all interested 
parties and amended to address the needs of both consumers and 
the Commonwealth’s telecommunications industry. 
 The House Consumer Affairs Committee, under the 
leadership of Chairmen Bunt and Preston, held a series of  
five public input hearings, including a televised debate on the 
merits of HB 30 and competing legislation before the committee 
that proposed to reauthorize Chapter 30 with various 
modifications. This has been a long and grueling process for the 
members of this committee, who have sacrificed valuable time 
to take part in these legislative discussions. I am proud of the 
members’ perseverance through these difficult times and the 
fact that they have remained steadfast in their commitment to 
embrace the concerns and recommendations presented to 
advance a workable compromise that places consumers first. 
 Regardless of the rhetoric and the fairytale positions 
undertaken by competing entities seeking to advance their own 
unrelated policy goals, we are here today to consider HB 30, 
sponsored by myself and Chairman Preston, that recodifies the 
General Assembly’s goals and commitment to accelerate the 
deployment of high-speed broadband and preserve the 
Commonwealth’s competitive telecommunications industry. To 
that end, I would like to take this opportunity to summarize the 
important provisions contained in the legislation. 
 About 2 weeks ago HB 30, amended out of committee by a 
vote of 22 to 3 – 22 to 3 – preserves the PUC’s (Public Utility 
Commission’s) oversight authority to approve alternative 
regulation and incumbent local exchange company network 
modernization plans as well as regulate local telephone 
competition in accordance with federally promulgated rules and 
regulations; accelerates the deployment of high-speed 
broadband into urban, suburban, and rural areas throughout 
Pennsylvania through the election of optional network 
modernization plan amendments; establishes a bona fide retail 
request program; codifies all existing rate caps currently 
contained in existing incumbent local exchange company 
network modernization plans, $18 or lower; requires the 
Department of Commerce and Economic Development to 
inventory all advanced services and broadband being provided 
throughout the Commonwealth irrespective of technology or 
service providers; requires the Legislative Budget and Finance 
Committee to conduct a feasibility study for establishing a 
statewide education network; increases educational outreach on 
the Lifeline program and would allow eligible low-income 
consumers to obtain two vertical services, including but not 
limited to caller ID, call waiting, voice mail, three-way calling, 

et cetera, in addition to basic telephone service; protects 
telecommunications employees from retaliatory conduct when 
the employee reports any wrongdoing, waste, or potential 
violations of the commission’s orders, regulations, or provisions 
of Chapter 30. It also exempts VOIP (Voice Over Internet 
Protocol) services and service providers from PUC regulation.  
It also exempts persons or corporations that provide  
Voice Over Internet service from certain local taxes. 
 At this time I would like to explain to you the legislative 
intent on that piece of legislation that was put in as an 
amendment in the House Consumer Affairs Committee, and I 
know some of you have heard today and over the last week 
what this amendment does or does not do. I can assure you what 
the legislative intent was, that municipalities will be able to 
continue to receive franchise fees from cable companies on their 
cable service. There was no intention on that amendment to 
exempt the cable companies from that. 
 Now, I have read the legislation a hundred times. Our 
lawyers tell us that this legislation does not exempt the 
municipalities from charging a franchise fee, and I thought it 
was necessary because I know Representative Feese had his 
concerns on this, and I have been assured that the franchise fees 
will be okay – all right?– and the language is correct. 
 In addition to the amendment that came out of the 
committee, there have been three other issues put into this 
omnibus amendment. 
 Mr. Speaker, amendment No. 4340 amends HB 30 by gutting 
the bill in its entirety but establishes a sliding scale for the 
elimination of the inflation offset that is tied to accelerated 
deployment in rural, suburban, and urban local exchange service 
territories. If a rural local exchange company commits to  
100 percent deployment through its service territory by the  
year 2008, they will receive a 100 percent reduction in offset.  
If they choose one of the following, 80 percent by 2010, no 
reduction in offset; 85 percent by 2011, a 50-percent reduction 
in offset; 90 percent by 2012, a 75-percent reduction; 95 percent 
by 2013, a 90-percent reduction; 100 percent by 2015, a  
100-percent reduction. 
 Nonrural companies that elect to deploy 100 percent by the 
year 2013 would receive a complete elimination of the inflation 
offset. If they elect to deploy 100 percent by 2015, the inflation 
offset would be lowered to .5 percent. The sliding scale 
provides a real incentive for ILECs (incumbent local exchange 
carriers) to accelerate deployment. The more aggressive 
deployment plans a local exchange company commits to, the 
more of the inflation offset it will lose. The more of the inflation 
offset the company loses, the more revenue it has to build the 
broadband network. In other words, the sliding scale is good for 
the local exchange companies and for broadband consumers. 
The biggest reward is the 100-percent deployment before 2015, 
which is a vast improvement over the current Chapter 30. 
 Furthermore, it is important to keep in mind that this 
amendment preserves the $18 rate cap currently contained in 
most network modernization plans, and the PUC, and the PUC 
must approve any rate increase, because I know there has been a 
lot of discussion on that  this past 24 hours. 
 Second, Mr. Speaker, this amendment provides political 
subdivisions with the ability to contract with an alternative 
service provider if, after a request has been made to a local 
exchange company, a deployment agreement cannot be reached. 
In other words, the amendment provides local exchange 
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subdivisions with the first right of refusal before the political 
subdivision is permitted to contract with an alternative 
telecommunications service provider to deploy high-speed 
services. 
 And lastly, Mr. Speaker, this amendment changes the sunset 
date of the act to December 31, 2015. 
 At this time I would like the comaker of this amendment an 
opportunity to speak on the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Mr. Preston. 
 Mr. PRESTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 In dealing with the Adolph amendment, we made some 
revisions than what we did in the committee, and I think that we 
are making a very strong and positive step. I know, for example, 
some of my colleagues have also raised certain questions 
concerning the automatic Lifeline, and I have just received word 
in a sense in dealing with New York where they used to have 
automatic enrollments since 1982, and the State currently has 
400,000 people on Lifeline. But currently New York has 
suspended automatic enrollment because of various medical 
privacy laws dealing with Medicaid privacy requirements and 
also dealing with their local hospitalization laws. There are 
different questions and within this bill we are containing 
Lifeline, but also within our own caucus, we do not need to 
legislate it. Basically, if we want to make some form of 
automatic rise, the Governor himself through executive order 
can order his personnel and his executive staff to implement 
these types of programs relative to the specific projects and 
departments. 
 This has been a long process, a long, informative process, 
and it is still temporary, but we as a body have an opportunity to 
show leadership. We are under a Sunset Act, and I know that 
coming on there will be certain members who say, we need to 
postpone some things. Well, sometimes you put things off, and 
when you have a chance to be able to handle a particular 
situation, I think that the House of Representatives needs to step 
forward and move forward very deliberately. 
 Technology is going to change. I think there will be 
provisions in this bill that we are currently, once this 
amendment is passed, that will help solve that. But also, this is 
not the all and all, and I am sure that it is not perfect for 
everyone. But this is the time to be able to work and effectively 
deal with certain limits of compromise. We need to be able to 
go forward with this; we do not need to put it off any longer. 
 I cannot speak for what the Senate is going to do, and I do 
not think anybody else here can. All I want to be able to do is 
tell my constituents that those of us in the House of 
Representatives acted forthrightly, that we did not put it off; we 
did not hesitate. We put language in, the first time you will ever 
see any form of employee language in a bill like this, the first 
time you have ever seen language in a bill like this for workers’ 
protection. So we are going to effectively move on. 
 I would encourage the members to be able to support 
amendment 4340. I look forward to working with the Governor. 
I would like to thank Mr. Adolph and the respective staff and 
working with Chairman Bunt. It has been a real effective 
pleasure; it has been a long summer, but here we are carrying 
out the people’s busines s on the floor of the House of 
Representatives in a timely fashion, not passing the buck, not 
somebody asking somebody else for us to be able to make the 
decision, but making the decision today, sending something 

over to the Senate so that they can act accordingly before the 
end of the year, and if they do not, then that problem is on them, 
not on the House of Representatives. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the architect of the 
amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the Adolph amendment as we now know it, 
when was it filed? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. The exact date? The exact time? Monday at 
1:45. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Monday of this week at 1:45? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Yes. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, that was yesterday. Does 
your amendment replace the Adolph-Preston omnibus 
amendment that was introduced into the Consumer Affairs 
Committee, I believe it was last week? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, 95 percent of the amendment 
that was offered in our committee about 2 weeks ago remains in 
amendment 4340. There are three changes from that omnibus 
amendment – okay? – that we worked on up until the weekend, 
and those three, Mr. Speaker, one was the amendment changes 
the sunset date of the act to December 31, 2015. That is one of 
the three issues. The other issue, Mr. Speaker, this amendment 
provides political subdivisions with the ability to contract with 
an alternative service provider if, after a request has been made 
to a local exchange company, a deployment agreement cannot 
be reached. And this actually came about in our committee 
because there are a couple municipalities throughout the 
Commonwealth— 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Mr. Speaker, you pretty much 
answered my question— 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Okay. 
 Mr. THOMAS. —and my next question was going to be, if 
95 percent of the Adolph-Preston amendment remained intact, 
then why is your amendment referred to as an omnibus 
amendment, and why did you not just introduce the one 
amendment to take care of that 5 percent that was left out of the 
Preston-Adolph omnibus amendment? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. From day one Chairman Preston and I said 
that this was a work in progress, and we talked about constantly 
trying to improve the bill to make deployment a reality in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania at the cheapest possible price 
for the consumers of Pennsylvania. I had the privilege of 
working with Representative Feese for the last 2 weeks on this 
issue – Representative Feese represents rural Pennsylvania – 
and we came up with a compromise regarding the deployment, 
which is a sliding scale, which you can see on the screen that 
you have today. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So, Mr. Speaker, an omnibus amendment 
was needed for 5 percent of the omnibus amendment that was 
introduced last week? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. That is how it was drafted, yes. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, if your amendment is approved, does that mean 
that any and all other amendments that were submitted prior to 
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the omnibus Adolph amendment, would they then be ruled out 
of order? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. I think that question would be best directed to 
the Parliamentarian. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, based on your 
interpretation, I mean, because your amendment is an omnibus 
amendment, it appears as though, from what I understand of the 
rules, that it would then rule out of order any and everything 
that was filed prior to— 
 The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman suspend? 
 Mr. THOMAS. —your amendment on Monday. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman just suspend just  
one moment. 
 That question should be directed to the Chair. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Let me suspend my interrogation until the Speaker can 
answer that question, please. 
 The SPEAKER. If the Adolph amendment is accepted, there 
are approximately seven other amendments that still would be 
in order. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, would 4199, 4140, and 4144 be 
in order? 
 The SPEAKER. 4140 would be in order. 
 Mr. THOMAS. 4199? 
 The SPEAKER. We will address that particular amendment 
when the time comes. We are not 100 percent sure just yet. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Is it 70, 80 percent? 
 The SPEAKER. I would say it is  zero right now, but we do 
not know. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, I think that it is only fair 
that each and every one of my colleagues understand, and,  
I mean, I have the utmost faith in all of my colleagues from both 
sides of the aisle. We come here every day, we work hard, and 
we work to try and participate in a way that makes sense for the 
people that we represent. So to that end I am extremely 
concerned about the impact of the now omnibus  
Adolph amendment on good work that had been done prior to 
the Adolph amendment. 
 
 Let me move to another area, Mr. Speaker. I know you 
talked about 80-percent deployment, 90-percent deployment, 
100-percent deployment, but let me ask you, on the inflation 
index or whatever it is that was put in the Adolph-Preston 
amendment, has that language been taken out? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Yes. There is now a sliding scale. The 
amount of the offset is based upon the percentage of 
deployment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So, Mr. Speaker, is there any merit to the 
arguments that have been raised that by not removing that 
language, Verizon could witness somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $2.9 up to $3.2 billion? And how does your 
sliding scale impact on that windfall, that projected windfall? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Well, number one, each time we worked on 
the deployment versus the inflation offset, the consumers of 
Pennsylvania benefited. If you compare the numbers on the 
original HB 30 with amendment 4340 today, the consumers of 
Pennsylvania are better off, and I say that because deployment  
 

has to take place, has to take place before the inflation offset is 
reduced. 
 Now, first let me make something very clear to the members. 
Since its inception, the inflation offset has served to lower 
access rates by $350 million – $350 million – and this inflation 
offset that they will receive, that these telephone companies will 
receive as a result of this, that is the money that they are going 
to use to do deployment. So there is no windfall. They could not 
do it otherwise, not at these rates of acceleration. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So, Mr. Speaker, you are saying that there is 
some built-in accountability that will monitor and track this 
whole issue of deployment? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Absolutely. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr.— 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, the PUC maintains that 
authority. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, in your omnibus 
amendment, is there any public policy which speaks to 
underutilized contractors and employees in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. No. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Okay. Mr. Speaker, you do recognize  
that underutilized workers – and I am talking about women, 
African-Americans, Asians, Latinos, and other populations – 
make up a significant part of the 12-plus million people in 
Pennsylvania, and so my question is whether or not there is 
anything in your amendment which addresses that issue. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, because of what Chapter 30 is 
all about, we tried to focus strictly on deployment for broadband 
throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the majority of States – and I will call them, for lack of a 
better term, the majority of the Verizon States – do address this 
issue. Why is Pennsylvania unwilling or unable to address it? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, in the 2 years that we held 
public hearings, both as a subcommittee and as a standing 
committee, in all the public hearings and all the debates, this 
issue did not come to the table. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, prior to the omnibus 
Adolph-Preston amendment, there was an amendment in to 
address this issue, but your comaker or the cosponsor of this 
Adolph omnibus amendment said to me that there was a general 
rule that unless a committee member brought up the discussion, 
then the discussion was a dead issue, and there have been 
several efforts to try and talk about this with colleagues and 
with Verizon. But, and we were in a position to discuss this as a 
part of this whole reauthorization effort, and I hope that we can 
still do it if your omnibus amendment does not close the door on 
this discussion, but, Mr. Speaker, let me move on. 
 Verizon reported last year that it took in $67 billion from a 
number of segments – domestic telecom, domestic wireless, 
international information services. Mr. Speaker, can you tell us 
how much of that $67 billion came back to Pennsylvania 
consumers? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. I can tell you this, that over the last 12 years, 
$9.5 billion has been spent by all the telephone companies 
throughout Pennsylvania in this effort for deployment of 
broadband. Now, off the top of my head, I do not have the exact 
Verizon numbers, but over the last 12 years all companies have 
spent over $9.5 billion in order to bring broadband throughout 
the Commonwealth. 
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 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is reported that Verizon has 
220,000 employees. How many of those employees are 
Pennsylvania residents and what percentage of Pennsylvania 
residents are women, minorities, and people of color? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, I do not have that information 
regarding the breakdown of an individual company’s 
employment. I do have the figures now for you as far as 
deployment expenditures – okay? – by Verizon, if you wish. 
$7,000,453,000 has been spent by that company, and I am sure 
that money was spent on their employees. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Mr. Speaker, how does that match to 
what Pennsylvania has contributed to Verizon through the use 
of their service? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, could you expand on that 
question? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Mr. Speaker, I thank you for making it 
clear that $7 to $9 billion was spent on deployment out of the 
$67 billion that Verizon reported as revenues last year. So— 
 Mr. ADOLPH. In staying with the deployment issue,  
Mr. Speaker, that $7 billion figure that Verizon has spent, only 
5 percent of the customers took that service. So when it comes 
to deployment, these companies put out an awful lot of money 
to get deployment and very little takers for that service. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, a decade ago I voted for this 
whole arrangement, and almost right after that vote, all of the 
Verizon offices in my district were closed. There was a 
deployment center that was just put up in my district at 8th and 
Montgomery, which now Temple University provides oversight 
to it because most of those employees are no longer there.  
Mr. Speaker, what assurances can you provide me and other 
members that a vote today for the next 13 years will not result 
in increased rates to the people that we represent or a reduction 
and/or elimination of services that people have come to depend 
upon? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Okay. Let me take this as a two-part 
question, okay? 
 First of all, I am not going to stand here and tell you that 
there is not going to be a rate increase. The rate increase is 
going to approximately be, in the Verizon territory, somewhere 
between 16 cents and 20 cents a month, which when you 
consider what we are doing and making broadband available 
throughout the Commonwealth, that is a small price to pay –  
16 to 20 cents a month. Okay? 
 The second part of your question was what, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the second part of my question 
had to do with a major reduction and/or elimination of jobs of 
people that we represent that occurred following this whole 
process 10 years ago. What assurances can you provide myself, 
the people in my district, and my colleagues that there will not 
be another major reduction and/or elimination of both workers 
and services? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 First of all, this piece of legislation will enable the telephone 
industry to keep employees working. It gives them the 
necessary revenue in order to expend these capital expenditures. 
In addition to keeping the employment in the telephone 
industry, this is also a great economic development feature. By 
doing deployment throughout the Commonwealth and having 
broadband to our hospitals, to our schools, we will be keeping 
more jobs here in Pennsylvania and generating more jobs as a 
result of this new telecommunications highway. 

 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I know that there are other 
people who want to speak. I want to thank you for your 
indulgence. 
 I do want to close with, I am not a “yes” or a “no.” I am 
sitting here listening, as many of my colleagues are listening. 
Many of the things that you are talking about were in the 
original bill 10 years ago. There was a commitment 10 years 
ago that there would not be a reduction and/or elimination of 
jobs and services as a result of deployment, as a result of this 
service, and, Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that 10 years ago  
I could pick up the phone, my constituents could pick up the 
phone, and get an operator from in Philadelphia County. Now 
you might get an operator from Erie County or York County. 
Ten years ago there were people that I knew who worked, who 
worked for Verizon who no longer work there. Mr. Speaker, for 
me, at the end of the day, the issue is whether or not 
reauthorization will have the same results as authorization did 
10 years ago. Will reauthorization result in major reduction 
and/or elimination of jobs and services? Will reauthorization 
result in the elimination or the appearance of Verizon not 
reflecting the diversity which is in Pennsylvania? Pennsylvania 
is a picture of America, and the businesses in Pennsylvania 
should reflect that. 
 And last but not least, Mr. Speaker, I need assurances that 
reauthorization and deployment will in effect bring light to 
many of our public schools which now operate in the darkness – 
operate in darkness on infrastructure, operate in darkness on 
teachers and technicians, operate in darkness on equipment.  
Mr. Speaker, it is not endemic to my county; it is endemic to 
rural and to suburban counties. So at the end of the day, please 
provide me with those assurances, and if you can, I am with 
you. If you cannot, I am with the people that I represent. 
 Thank you. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Northampton,  
Mr. Rooney. 
 Mr. ROONEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I, too, want to commend Chairman Bunt, 
Chairman Preston, and certainly Representative Adolph. The 
committee, the Consumer Affairs Committee, was presented 
with a tremendous, tremendous challenge, considering how 
legislation that was implemented in 1993 is performing today, 
and I do want to say as a member of the committee how grateful 
I am to the chairs for their willingness to cooperate and the 
spirit of compromise that they brought to this endeavor. 
Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, at the end of the day we can only 
be viewed as to the effect of the final product, and while there 
are many good intentions embodied in the Adolph amendment,  
I rise to oppose it. 
 Mr. Speaker, even with the changes proposed by this 
amendment, the final product will still take money from 
ratepayers and give it to incumbent telephone companies, and in 
exchange, ratepayers can look forward to higher rates and 
having to wait in certain parts of Pennsylvania a very long time 
– a very, very long time – for broadband service. The 
amendment and the bill fundamentally alter the regulatory 
compact between telephone companies and consumers that is 
reflected in the current law, Chapter 30, and it does so,  
Mr. Speaker, for no good reason. 
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 You know, a few weeks ago I think 106 or 108 of us sent 
over to the State Senate a bill that would shift taxes on property 
owners, and many of us, we went through a long, laborious 
debate on the floor of the House about those who viewed it as a 
tax increase, what that would mean to the people of 
Pennsylvania. But, Mr. Speaker, this amendment and this bill 
will foist upon the ratepayers in Pennsylvania a $4 billion 
money grab by the incumbent phone carriers in this State. Do 
not take my word for it. The PUC has said exactly this much. 
The Consumer Advocate has said exactly this much. Verizon 
alone could realize an additional $3 billion as a result of this 
corporate welfare money grab. 
 It has been suggested that this amendment and the ultimate 
product will deal with deployment, and it has been suggested 
that companies have spent $9 billion deploying broadband and 
fiber in Pennsylvania. The fact of the matter is, that is exactly 
correct, but they did not do it out of a sense of altruism; they did 
it because the ratepayers in Pennsylvania paid for it. So it is not 
a question of any one company taking it upon themselves to 
make Pennsylvania better because they felt the compulsion to 
do so. They did so because we, the ratepayers in Pennsylvania, 
paid for it, and now we are faced with the prospect of allowing 
companies to shirk their commitment to connect all 
Pennsylvanians to the Internet. 
 Twenty percent, it is projected that 20 percent of our people 
will be left out of the computer revolution, and the customers in 
rural Pennsylvania will be the ones who are most desperately 
left behind. These, my friends—  The gentleman, Mr. Lynch, 
made a very compelling argument earlier today about what 
economic development means in rural Pennsylvania, and if you 
leave 20 percent of Pennsylvania out of this equation, you leave 
rural Pennsylvania behind. That does nothing to foster the 
notion that we can do better in terms of creating jobs in this 
State. 
 The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, is that companies will earn 
more money only to provide less service. But again, do not take 
my word for it. The chairman of the Public Utility Commission 
issued a statement that said, and I quote, “The modifications to 
its NMP proposed by Verizon, and the minor modifications 
added by the majority, do not come close to making customers 
whole for the commitment from which Verizon is being 
released.” And I quote: “Thus, in the latter scenario, the 
customer must wait longer and pay more.” 
 Customer safeguards, another issue that is so very, very 
important to so many members in this chamber on both sides of 
the aisle, have been left out. No price protection for any 
business company’s customers with more than four lines are 
relevant in this amendment or this bill. We clamor and claim to 
care about the engine that drives our economy. Eighty percent 
of the new jobs in Pennsylvania are created by small business, 
but instead of allowing the Public Utility Commission to 
continue to regulate business phone rates in this State, this 
amendment and HB 30 undoes that and allows the companies to 
self-regulate. 
 But again, you do not and should not take my word for it. 
Take a look at what the Small Business Advocate had to say in 
a memo to us dated just yesterday. He urges us not to deregulate 
the prices for small business customers because they will have 
no real competition. 
 Mr. Speaker, low-income customers in Pennsylvania.  
Today, Pennsylvania customers pay $24 million to the  

Federal government in the terms of a Universal Service Fund 
fee to only get back $6 million from the Federal Lifeline 
program. There are somewhere between 55,000 and 60,000 
poor Pennsylvanians without phone service who could 
otherwise qualify for protections provided in the Lifeline 
program. But again, you do not and should not take my word for 
it. These numbers come from the Pennsylvania Utility 
Commission’s report on universal service, and let me quote: 
“Understanding Telephone Penetration in Pennsylvania,” issued 
in February of 2003, the Council for Utility Choice concluded 
that many, many tens of thousands of poor Pennsylvanians are 
being left out in the cold. And these numbers, by the way, 
exclude people who are not on the phone program for reasons 
having to do with religion. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a well-intended piece of legislation. This 
amendment has been crafted with nothing but good intentions in 
mind. But the fact remains, because our work product has been 
viewed and will be viewed as inadequate, the people of 
Pennsylvania will be faced with a tremendous, tremendous 
multibillion-dollar rate hike if this is allowed to go through. 
 Mr. Speaker, we are approaching the eve of Thanksgiving. 
One can only conclude, with all good intentions having been 
stated and acknowledged, that this is a turkey that needs 
carving, and hopefully as we progress through the day’s 
proceedings, we will be able to make improvements to this bill 
that will make it palatable to consumers, the small business 
people, and the people who rely on phone service for their  
well-being in Pennsylvania to make a better product of it. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from York, Mr. Nickol. 
 Mr. NICKOL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I know I probably do not have to share this with many of the 
members, but this is the volume of stuff I have received over the 
summer and the months since on Chapter 30 and its 
reauthorization, including the report by the Legislative Budget 
and Finance Committee. I piled all this and basically tried to 
ignore this issue as best I could for a long while, and then over 
the weekend I thought, I want to come here and make an 
informed vote on this issue. So over the weekend I spent  
4 hours reading this and additional hours reading this in the 
week prior to that to try to understand it. I love this one card 
that was sent by a Pennsylvania consumer organization: 
“Confused about Chapter 30 Legislation? Getting too much 
information?” I think we can all probably identify with that. 
 So here I come today, ready to cast an informed vote,  
and I do not know a darn thing of what is happening essentially. 
We have a 22-page amendment that totally guts the bill I looked 
at and read. I was not even able to get a copy of that amendment 
until just moments ago when I found it was on my system.  
I really have no idea fully what is in it. I do not know if it is a 
good amendment or a bad amendment. 
 One of the central things that I have been concerned about in 
this whole debate, though, has been the so-called productivity or 
inflation offset, and I found the exchange just minutes ago 
between the gentleman from Philadelphia and the prime sponsor 
of this amendment with regard to the inflation offset quite 
interesting, because the prime sponsor basically said that they 
are going to use the money from the inflation offset, if we 
eliminate it, to help pay for deployment. 
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 Now, my understanding of Chapter 30, when we passed it 
back a decade ago, was that we took all the telephone services 
and we split them in half. We took the competitive services and 
we allowed the telephone companies to go into the world and 
compete with everyone, and there was no limit on the rates that 
they could charge. They were going to be determined by 
competition. And then we took protected services, those 
noncompetitive, monopoly-controlled services, and we are 
treating them differently under the original Chapter 30. With 
those, we allow the telephone company to increase the rates by 
the rate of inflation minus this  productivity offset. To explain 
what this is, I will actually read from the Pennsylvania 
Telephone Association, something they sent me in this pile: 
“Price caps were instituted, in part, to ensure that the cost of the 
broadband network is the telephone companies’ risk – NOT 
THE CUSTOMERS’. Price cap regulation SHIELDS 
CUSTOMERS from the direct recovery of these costs that 
would be permissible through rate base/rate of return. Price cap 
regulation places THE RISK OF COMPETITION ON THE 
COMPANY.” So what are we doing here today? We are 
shifting that risk. This is a wholesale change in philosophy, this 
proposal that is coming before us. 
 I would really like to have the benefit of reading what I am 
voting on. This is a major change. We have to protect our 
consumers in Pennsylvania. We appear to be saying to them that 
you no longer need the protection, that we are willing to trade 
away that price cap, that price protection, in exchange, if the 
companies actually do what they promised us originally back a 
decade ago, to deploy broadband throughout the 
Commonwealth. 
 If HB 30 with this amendment or without is a good bill 
today, I put before you it will still be a good bill when we return 
to session on December 8. We have no need to take hasty action 
before we even read the darn thing. I do not want to go home 
for Thanksgiving and find out I voted for a half-baked turkey. 

MOTION TO TABLE 

 Mr. NICKOL. Mr. Speaker, I move to table the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has moved a motion to table. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. A motion to table is only debatable by the 
two floor leaders or their designees. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge the members to not support this 
motion to table. Clearly some of the comments made by the 
previous speaker have merit in terms of the complexity and the 
amount of information that is available for us to digest on this 
particular piece of legislation. Clearly on the other side of the 
coin, though, I do not think us sitting around here for another  
2 weeks or another month or another 3 months or whatever it 
might be is going to minimize that amount of information or our 
individual desire to digest and understand that. 
 At this point in time this issue has been percolating within 
the committee and within the legislature for whatever, 6 or  
8 months. We have all known it was coming. It is an issue that  
 

you are either going to get involved with and understand the 
details of it or, if you have not, you are probably not going to. 
 It is a complex issue, Mr. Speaker. The committee has taken 
a lot of time with several hearings throughout the course of this 
summer and fall to try to dissect this issue. I know there have 
been many negotiations on many aspects of this bill. There are 
many things about this bill that I am not particularly pleased 
with. However, we do have a series of other amendments that  
I think it is more important that we work our way through this. 
We are not under an absolute deadline at this point in time –   
I will give him that – but I would ask the members to allow us 
to work through the debate and the process that we have set 
forth here today and to not table HB 30. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, seek recognition or— 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to very strongly support this motion to 
table. I think most of the members here are well aware that I am 
an opponent of the gentleman, Mr. Adolph, and the amendment 
that he has in front of us and the bill that he has in front of us 
today. But the points that the gentleman from York made on this 
motion to table are very important, and I would take issue and 
disagree with the gentleman, the majority leader. This is – he is 
right – a very complicated and complex issue, and in fact just 
today, as many of us were trying even in good faith to have the 
opportunity to read the amendments that were being proposed 
by Mr. Adolph and others, many of those amendments were not 
even available to be read. They were certificates that were filed 
yesterday at 2 o’clock, and in some cases they were read and 
then pulled back and a corrective reprint was offered, and 
eventually the amendment showed up again to be read by 
someone within an hour of coming to the House floor. 
 It is not right, Mr. Speaker, to proceed in that way. It is not 
fair to those members, who I think many members are 
genuinely struggling with what is the right thing to do here. This 
is not a partisan issue. There are Democrats on both sides of the 
issue; there are Republicans on both sides, but many members 
have not had the benefit of being on the Consumer Affairs 
Committee, of having the opportunity to listen and hear this 
very complex issue being discussed all summer long. And yes, 
those members have had that opportunity, but I think there are 
genuine members here who feel strongly that they are struggling 
to do what is the right thing for their district, the right thing for 
the State of Pennsylvania. They need to have the opportunity to 
digest this information. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, I would also make the case to the 
members here that I think most of the members are well aware 
that we have a sunset of the 10-year-old law; that is, to have this 
law, Chapter 30, sunset at the end of this year. But the fact is, 
Mr. Speaker, the reason we should table this bill here today is 
that the State Senate has no intention of bringing this bill up.  
If they had any intention of bringing it up, they would not  
have passed a 1-year extension of the sunset just last week on a 
47-to-2 vote. They are not going to deal with this bill. They 
passed a 1-year extension of the sunset provision on a 47-to-2 
vote. 
 This bill should be tabled, Mr. Speaker. Members here 
should have an opportunity to digest certainly the content of this 
bill and, I think, have a fair opportunity to decide whether the 
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House should join the Senate in having a 1-year extension of 
this very complicated, comp lex, controversial but important 
issue, and I would strongly urge the members to support the 
gentleman’s motion to table. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, just one followup, maybe two followup 
thoughts to this question of whether or not to table HB 30. 
 The language that is in the amendment that was on the board 
when the motion to table came up is an amendment that was 
comprised of approximately 95 percent of issues that were 
developed within the committee meeting when the bill was 
reported from the committee. There are perhaps about three 
issues that were injected into this amendment that were not a 
total part of the committee review process. On top of that, this 
amendment is something—  So, I mean, I guess, therefore, the 
language of the amendment that, you know, sum and substance 
would be the bill if adopted, is something that the committee 
was fully aware of what was being debated and certainly 
available to the legislature as a whole. There was a problem 
with Legislative Reference Bureau in terms of their timing of 
turning it around and making it fully available, but there  
was no intent on anybody’s part within the committee or the 
prime sponsor to delay that information, and in fact most of that 
information was available. 
 I would also point out that there were approximately 70 other 
amendments that were introduced by some of the folks who are 
now asking to table the bill. So I guess if you pour enough mud 
in the water, you can cloud it up to say, well, we do not know 
what all we are dealing with. But in fact, the primary issue 
before us, HB 30 and the initial Adolph amendment, is 
information and language that was substantially before the 
committee at the time they considered the legislation, and I 
would urge the members to allow us to continue with the debate 
on HB 30 and not vote to table. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I understand that much of the information in 
the gentleman’s amendment has been available in some way, 
shape, or form, but I would also make the case, Mr. Speaker, 
that the gentleman, the majority leader, refers to many other 
amendments that have been offered, and that is true. Many of 
those amendments I have in fact authored myself and am 
attempting to offer on the floor of the House today – 
amendments that I think ought to be considered by the full 
House on this complicated, complex, and controversial issue. 
But, Mr. Speaker, the fact is that the gentleman’s amendment 
that is being offered here today knocks all of my amendments 
out of order and that in fact when my amendments are brought 
up, they will be ruled out of order, because they are not 
appropriate to be considered because the gentleman’s 
amendment makes them all out of order. I do not even have the 
opportunity, do not even have the opportunity to offer my 
amendments for consumers, for small business people, for the 
workers that work for these companies; just the opportunity to 

even talk about these issues, offer these amendments, to the 
whole House. The full House ought to have that opportunity to 
consider very critical amendments, amendments that would deal 
with the issue that the gentleman from York raised about the 
inflation offset and what kind of a rate increase these companies 
would be allowed to get. 
 We have amendments to deal with those issues, to give the 
members a fair opportunity, but we need the time and the 
opportunity to do that on the floor of the House, and the only 
appropriate and right way to do that is to support the 
gentleman’s motion to table, and, Mr. Speaker, I again strongly 
encourage the members here to support the motion to table. We 
can come back to this at another time. You can tell the lobbyists 
and the advocates on both sides of the issue that this time you 
are going to make sure that you understand the issue, you want 
time to make the right decision, and we are going to come back 
and do that on another day, with amendments from many 
members on both sides of the aisle, Republican and Democrat, 
in order to be considered here. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–48 
 
Belfanti George Maher Stetler 
Blaum Gergely Manderino Stevenson, R. 
Buxton Gingrich Miller, S. Sturla 
Cohen Grucela Mundy Surra 
Curry Gruitza Nickol Tangretti 
Daley Habay Pallone Travaglio  
DeWeese Harhai Rieger Vance 
Evans, D. Horsey Rooney Veon 
Fabrizio Hutchinson Ross Vitali 
Fairchild Levdansky Samuelson Wilt  
Freeman Lynch Scrimenti Yewcic 
Gabig Mackereth Shaner Yudichak 
 
 NAYS–151 
 
Adolph Donatucci Leh Rubley 
Allen Eachus Lescovitz Ruffing 
Argall Egolf Lewis Sainato 
Armstrong Evans, J. Maitland Santoni 
Baker Feese Mann Sather 
Baldwin Fichter Markosek Saylor 
Bard Fleagle Marsico Scavello 
Barrar Flick McCall Schroder 
Bastian Forcier McGeehan Semmel 
Bebko-Jones Frankel McGill Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McIlhattan Smith, S. H. 
Biancucci Geist McIlhinney Solobay 
Birmelin Gillespie McNaughton Staback 
Bishop Godshall Melio Stairs 
Boyd Good Metcalfe Steil 
Browne Goodman Micozzie Stern 
Bunt Haluska Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Hanna Mustio Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Harhart Myers Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Harper Nailor Thomas 
Casorio Harris O’Brien Tigue 
Causer Hasay Oliver True 
Cawley Hennessey O’Neill Turzai 
Civera Herman Payne Walko 
Clymer Hershey Petrarca Wansacz 
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Coleman Hess Petri Washington 
Cornell Hickernell Petrone Waters 
Corrigan James Phillips Watson 
Costa Josephs Pickett Weber 
Coy Keller Pistella Wheatley 
Crahalla Kenney Preston Williams 
Creighton Killion Raymond Wojnaroski 
Cruz Kirkland Readshaw Wright 
Dailey Kotik Reed Youngblood 
Dally LaGrotta Reichley Zug 
DeLuca Laughlin Roberts 
Denlinger Leach Roebuck Perzel, 
Dermody Lederer Rohrer     Speaker 
DiGirolamo 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Benninghoff Diven Major 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the motion was not 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will the maker of the amendment stand for interrogation?  
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Adolph, indicates he 
will stand for interrogation. The gentleman, Mr. Vitali, may 
proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to apologize in advance, because it is really a 
complicated issue, and I have very little background in it,  
so I am just struggling with it myself, so if my questions do not 
make sense or are repetitive, please bear with me. 
 One thing I wanted to focus in on was something that was 
mentioned before and something that is very problematic to 
some people dealing with the issue like our Consumer 
Advocate, which is the inflation offset in the bill itself. 
 Now, could you just tell me, if you have told me again, but 
just tell me again how your amendment affects the inflation 
offset. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, this amendment establishes a 
sliding scale for the elimination of the inflation offset that is tied 
to accelerated deployment in rural, suburban, and urban areas, 
so as these companies deploy, a percentage of the offset is 
reduced. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. So right now, under current law, there is 
an inflation offset of 2.9 percent. Under your amendment, what 
is that sliding scale? Where does it start, and where does it end? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Okay. First of all, under current standards, 
Verizon has an inflation offset of 2.93. All the other companies 
are at 2 percent. 
 Now, if a rural local exchange company commits to  
100 percent deployment through its service territory by the year 
2008, they will receive a 100-percent reduction in the offset;  
if they choose 80 percent by 2010, no reduction in the offset;  
85 percent deployment by 2011, they would receive a  
50-percent reduction in the offset; 90 percent deployment by 

2012, they would receive a 75-percent reduction in the  
offset; 95 percent deployment by 2013, they would receive a 
90-percent reduction, and if 100 deployment by 2015, a  
100-percent reduction. 
 Now, for nonrural companies— 
 Mr. VITALI. Maybe let me jump in here. 
 What I have been focusing in on, because it is in my district 
and yours, too, is Verizon, for example. Verizon is a big carrier 
in my district. How would Verizons, under your amendment, 
Verizons be affected by the inflation offset? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Okay. And I was just getting to that,  
Mr. Speaker. Okay. 
 Nonrural companies such as Verizon that elect to deploy  
100 percent by the year 2013 would receive complete 
elimination of the inflation offset. If they elect to deploy  
100 percent by the year 2015, the inflation offset would be 
lowered by .5 percent. 
 Mr. VITALI. 2.5 percent or— 
 Mr. ADOLPH. .5 percent. 
 Mr. VITALI. In other words, it would be at .5. That is where 
it would be. It would go from 2.9 to .5? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Yes. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Let me just make sure I understand this 
conceptually and the rest of the House, because I think it is an 
important point. 
 The lower the offset, the more consumers pay in telephone 
rates. Let me just say that again. Am I correct in saying, the 
lower the offset, the more our constituents pay in telephone 
rates? Is that right? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Let me make this very clear to you,  
Mr. Speaker, and what you fail to inform the members— 
 Mr. VITALI. No. I am just— 
 Mr. ADOLP H. —what you fail to understand— 
 Mr. VITALI. This is interrogation now, Mr. Speaker. I just 
want an answer to that question— 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Vitali, the gentleman was answering the 
question. Mr. Vitali, the gentleman has the microphone. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. What you fail to understand is that the 
amendment codifies all existing rate caps for basic telephone 
service, which is $18 for most companies, and would require the 
PUC to approve any requested rate increase. 
 So by voting on this sliding scale, there is no guarantee that 
there is going to be a rate increase. Number one, the rate caps 
still exist, and number two, they have to still go in front of the 
PUC for it. Third, given today’s fierce competitive 
telecommunications market, it would be absolutely crazy for a 
local exchange company to raise its rates well above the prices 
of its competitors. 
 So there is absolutely no guarantee that there is going to be a 
rate increase as a result of these sliding scales, but what it will 
guarantee is full deployment in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. So if Verizon, for example, is able to 
lower their inflation offset to zero –  I am looking at a figure 
here – they could get an additional $2.9 billion in revenue over 
the next 12 years? Is that an accurate figure? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. I have been informed, Mr. Speaker, that that 
figure is inflated and inaccurate, and number two, the inflation 
offset, the revenue that they will receive from that, will be used 
for their capital expenditures involved in the deployment. This 
is not a windfall; this is the money that will be raised to bring 
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broadband to both urban areas, suburban areas, as well as the 
rural areas. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Let us first deal with the issue of the 
amount of additional revenues Verizon would get. 
 The figure I saw cited would be, if the inflation offset were 
eliminated, went from 2.93 to zero, they would get an additional 
$2.9 billion in revenue over the next 12 years. You say you are 
aware of that figure, but you think it is less, and if so, what 
figure do you think it will be?  
 Mr. ADOLPH. First of all, the rate of inflation is what we 
are talking about. Not being an economist, I cannot project what 
the rate of inflation is going to be over the next 12 years. 
 Now, I have heard that figure that you talked about. I do not 
know where they calculated it, who calculated it. 
 Mr. VITALI. I think it was a PUC calculation. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. You think. 
 Mr. VITALI. That is what the material said. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Well, I do not know what the material said, 
but I do not know of anyone that can predict what the inflation 
rate is going to be for the next 12 years. 
 I also wanted to bring to your attention, Mr. Speaker, that 
whatever the rate of inflation is and whatever the offset 
reduction is, these companies have to put 10 percent of that 
money into an education fund. So what you are talking about is, 
whatever figures it does come out to be, right away it is only  
90 percent of that, because 10 percent of that will be put into an 
education fund. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. But in effect, it would allow a company 
like Verizon to in fact in effect have a rate increase of  
2.93 percent without getting approval from the PUC. Is that 
correct? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Any rate increase is always subject to PUC 
approval. Absolutely, correct. The PUC will have the final word 
on whatever the rate increase is, if there is one. 
 Mr. VITALI. But if this offset were eliminated, then that 
would be 2.93 percent more their profits would be without 
getting approval from the PUC. Is that right? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. More money is going to come in; more 
money is going out. It costs more money to deploy than what is 
going to come in. 
 Mr. VITALI. Well, let me ask you this then: Is it going to be 
a dollar-for-dollar, or is it going to be an enormous amount of 
money coming in in additional revenues because of the 
elimination of the inflation offset and a much lesser amount 
going out to work on infrastructure? What is the relationship 
between those figures? Do you know? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. There are two things here; there are two 
protections built into this piece of legislation. Number one, the 
PUC approves all rate increases; number two, there is a rate cap; 
and number three, competition. So that is going to keep the rates 
low here in Pennsylvania. And we are asking Verizon and these 
other companies to accelerate deployment into these areas. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Let me just switch topics for a second. 
 As I reviewed this bill with people who know far more about 
this subject matter than I do, they pointed to a section in the bill 
in chief, near the end – I think it was on page 48, 49 –  
something called Voice Over Internet Protocol, and basically, 
what the bill did was say that certain companies like Verizon, 
AT&T, Comcast, would be exempt from paying local sales  
and use taxes and not be subject to local regulations for this 
Voice Over Internet Protocol. In other words, this sort of 

emerging technology of using your computer to talk and being 
able to have the listener on the other end with a phone or 
another computer listen and vice versa, that would be exempt 
from regulation and the local sales tax. Does your amendment 
also prevent these companies from being regulated as far as 
Voice Over Internet Protocol?  
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for that question, 
and in my original statement to the members, I stopped and 
talked about this VOIP. This is an emerging industry technology 
that, number one, the State of Florida just exempted from local 
regulation. 
 We do not tax local telephone companies at the local level, 
so they are not being exempt from any taxes that telephone 
companies are taxed at, so they are being treated the same as the 
telephone companies. What I was worried about, Mr. Speaker, 
and I am sure other members have been worried about is not the 
local sales and use tax, which none of the companies pay, but it 
was the local franchise fee. 
 I read the legislation as it was drafted. The intent of the 
legislation is that municipalities will be able to charge a 
franchise fee. Will they be exempt from local sales and use tax? 
Yes. Just like the local telephone companies. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That concludes my interrogation. I would just like to speak 
very briefly on the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am going to rise in opposition to the amendment, and again, 
I do so acknowledging that I am basically parroting the views of 
people whose opinions I respect as opposed to some basic 
knowledge of the system I have. 
 But people like the Consumer Advocate, Sonny Popowsky, 
and others have really told me and explained to me that, one, 
eliminating this inflation offset is going to really cause our 
constituents to pay more in telephone rates, and it is not what 
we are paying in telephone rates is not justified by the benefits 
we are getting; it is simply not necessary to do that. 
 The second point that was made by the people I have 
discussed is, eliminating this regulation of the Voice Over 
Internet is simply premature. It simply should not be done at 
this time, because it is an emerging technology. We do not 
know where it is going, and to simply eliminate it at this time is 
simply premature. 
 So this is not something that we ought to be voting for,  
so I urge a “no” vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to leaves of absence, and 
a leave of absence is requested for the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Mr. DONATUCCI. Without objection, his name 
will be placed on the absence rolls. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 30 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lawrence, Mr. LaGrotta. 
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 Mr. LaGROTTA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I stand to offer strong support for the  
Adolph amendment and for the process which has brought us to 
this place today. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have listened to the people, the gentlemen, the 
ladies, that have spoken today in caucus and on the floor of the 
House on this issue, and I have heard questions asked that we 
have repeatedly answered time and time again – in committee, 
today I know in our caucus and I am quite sure in the  
majority party caucus as well – and yet the questions recur, 
because the truth, Mr. Speaker, is, the real question that the 
opponents are asking is, how do we delay or defeat this 
initiative? 
 I would like to take a look at the exchange between the 
gentleman and the gentleman who is the prime sponsor of this 
amendment on the inflation offset. 
 In 1993 when we put this legislation together for the first 
time, Mr. Speaker, we used the inflation offset to motivate, to 
provide incentive to the incumbent local exchange carriers to 
expedite deployment of high-speed data technology. So well, 
Mr. Speaker, has that incentive worked that in almost every case 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the incumbent exchange 
carriers – and, Mr. Speaker, this is very important to realize –  
on the matter of deployment, the incumbent local exchange 
carriers are ahead of the schedule that we gave them 
legislatively in 1993. 
 Still, there have been those who have called for faster 
deployment, so in order to expedite it even further, we have 
provided greater incentives by taking the inflation offset – 
which is not, by the way, some novel idea that only 
Pennsylvania does; some of those bastions of economic 
development, South Carolina, Virginia, Florida, all provide 
similar incentives – but when HB 30 is enacted by the  
General Assembly and signed by the Governor, Pennsylvania 
will be the only State that directly ties inflation offset to rate of 
deployment; we will be the only State. So we are not, as some 
would have you believe, providing an unlimited windfall 
without requiring the incumbents, the incumbent local exchange 
carriers, to move even faster. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have until the end of this year to reauthorize 
Chapter 30 before it sunsets. The Governor of this 
Commonwealth has been very clear about his wish that we not 
postpone or delay for another year. I think as members of this 
House, we have an obligation – and I have said this before on 
other issues and hope that the message gets through today – we 
have an obligation to send a message to our counterparts in the 
Senate that this is important legislation, that the economic future 
of Pennsylvania, the technological future of Pennsylvania, 
depends on it, and we have no desire to wait another year, to 
wait another month, to wait another week, before we enact the 
reauthorization of Chapter 30. 
 Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Consumer Affairs 
Committee, I have watched for over 16 months as the chairmen 
and the staff and the members have put this bill together. It is 
not perfect. Everybody gave something. Nobody got everything. 
But I believe that it is the very best compromise, the very best 
piece of legislation, that that committee could put before this 
House, and I encourage every member, wholeheartedly, to 
support the work of the committee, to support HB 30. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Carbon,  
Mr. McCall. 
 Mr. McCALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise and ask for the membership to support the 
Adolph amendment. 
 Mr. Speaker, I was here in 1993 when we voted the original 
Chapter 30, and I think when the debate went on and we talked 
about removing rate-based rate of return for a new way that we 
are going to have rates charged to consumers in this 
Commonwealth, I had concern, but I think a lot of things have 
changed since 1993. In 1993 we had a true monopoly; Verizon 
was the only game in town. And that is one of the issues that a 
lot of us are not talking about today, because a lot has changed. 
The marketplace has changed, and the environment has 
changed. 
 In 1993 we did not have the Telecommunications Act, the 
Federal Telecom Act of 1996, which allowed competition in the 
marketplace. We have the advent of wireless communications in 
this Commonwealth and across the country. There are over  
140 million wireless telephones around the country today. 
 Voice Over Internet, Voice Over Internet Protocol. A lot of 
people never even heard about it today as we debated this bill. It 
is a new and burgeoning technology. Satellite technology. All of 
those technologies did not exist in 1993 when we passed the 
original Telecommunications Act. They exist today, and 
Verizon is no longer the only game in town. They are not the 
only monopoly. There are competitive exchange carriers out 
there technically eating their lunch. 
 I would say that there are three issues. There is the issue of 
deployment; there is the issue of the rate of inflation, which is a 
consumer issue that we all should be concerned about; and there 
are the issues of competition. 
 I will submit to you that the FCC (Federal Communications 
Commission) has made it perfectly clear to the States that on a 
lot of the competitive issues in the unbundled network – from 
the wire loop, the wire that goes from my home out to the pole, 
to call-waiting – that the States have no right to regulate those 
issues. So we have to talk about the issues of deployment and 
the issues of rate of inflation. 
 The issues of deployment have not changed. The 2015 
deadline that was in the original act is in this act, but it gets 
even better. The Adolph amendment provides an incentive 
through this sliding scale that will provide incentives to deploy 
broadband in this Commonwealth before 2015, financial 
incentives to deploy in rural areas. 
 And I should note, you know, we are asking these companies 
to deploy across the Commonwealth at an exorbitant amount of 
money. Verizon alone has spent over $7.8 billion in the last  
9 years in their deployment efforts, and you know, we should as 
policymakers understand that they are spending $7 billion; what 
are the take rates? How many people are accessing that 
broadband? What is their rate of return on that $7 billion 
investment? Well, that rate of return is about 4 or 5 percent. 
That is not very good. But we are still telling them, we want you 
to deploy into those rural areas, and as a rural legislator, I want 
them to deploy in rural areas; I want that same technology in my 
area as everyone else has in the urban areas. But remember what 
those take rates are – 4 or 5 percent. We are telling them to 
spend billions of dollars, and people are not accessing the 
network. They are accessing cable modems and everything else. 
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They are not accessing DSL (digital subscriber line) and 
broadband that is running in front of their homes by virtue of 
Verizon or the telephone company opening up that pipe or that 
tube. They are buying cable modems. But yet we are telling 
them to spend all these billions of dollars in these rural areas, 
and they are doing that. 
 The previous speaker said, you know, all of these telephone 
companies had to put network plans in place before the PUC. 
Every single one of them are ahead of schedule; all of them are 
ahead of schedule on their deployment plans. The Adolph 
amendment is going to make them deploy and deploy that much 
quicker. 
 Mr. Speaker, a lot has changed in the marketplace. I think the 
Adolph amendment does an outstanding job in ensuring that we 
get broadband deployment in Carbon County and the rest of this 
Commonwealth, and I would ask the members to vote “yes” for 
the Adolph amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Northampton, Mr. Freeman. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, would the gentleman, Mr. Adolph, please stand 
for a period of brief interrogation?  
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the gentleman, Mr. Adolph’s comments in 
responding to the interrogation by Representative Vitali stated – 
and I think he may have unintentionally misquoted to some 
extent – said that the PUC would still approve all rate increases. 
In fact, under the inflation offset language, if those companies 
were to meet the timetables set down in which to deploy the 
broadband, by 2013 in the case of nonrural telecommunications 
carriers, they would not be subject to the inflation offset, and so 
at least for that portion, they would be able to raise rates without 
having to seek PUC approval. Is that not so?  
 Mr. ADOLPH. No; that is not correct. 
 I am going to refer you to page 16 of the amendment:  
“Rate change limitations.–Nothing in this chapter shall be 
construed to limit the requirement of section 1301 (relating to 
rates to be just and reasonable) that rates shall be just and 
reasonable. The annual rate change limitations set forth in a 
local exchange telecommunications company’s effective 
commission-approved alternative form of regulation plan or any 
other commission-approved annual rate change limitation shall 
remain applicable.” 
 So there are price caps and PUC approval. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. I understand the issue of price caps,  
Mr. Speaker, but those are contained in the network 
modernization plan approved by the PUC. I understand that 
perspective. However, is it not so – and that is my reading  
of the bill – that actually once they have deployed the 
broadband 100 percent, those nonrural telecommunications 
carriers will have the opportunity to be able to raise rates 
automatically to the rate of inflation without PUC approval?  
 Mr. ADOLPH. First of all, the rate caps are still in place. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. I understand. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Okay. And the rate cap is $18. I mean, they 
would have the opportunity, keep in mind, and when I was 
discussing this with the previous speaker, you have rate caps, 
you have PUC approval, and you also have the marketplace,  
and the way the marketplace is driving, as you will know,  

cell phones, say, for example; it costs much less today for  
cell phones than it did 10 years ago. Because of technology 
today, many of us believe that the cost of this 
telecommunications technology will go down, and based upon 
market competition. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. I appreciate the gentleman’s perspective. 
However, returning to my original question, as it pertains to the 
inflation offset, if a nonrural telecommunications carrier were to 
deploy 100 percent of the broadband by 2013, as I read the bill, 
they would be able to charge rates automatically, within the 
context of the rate of inflation, without having to receive PUC 
approval, within the limits of the caps set down in their network 
modernization plan. Is that not so? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. That is not so. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. The way I read this bill, that seems to be 
the case, and I am still seeking clarification as to why, the way 
this language is set down, they would not be able to do that, 
since they are given the opportunity not to have to deal with an 
inflation offset, within the context of the caps set down in their 
modernization plan. Keep in mind, I am recognizing the point 
the gentleman made regarding that as some sort of cap within 
PUC approval. But the way I read the text of this bill, they 
would still have the ability to automatically increase their rates, 
within the level of inflation, as long as they remain within the 
caps that are in their modernization plan. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. If there is no inflation – for example, this past 
year was a little over 1 percent – but there is no inflation rate, 
how could there be an automatic increase? 
 Mr. FREEMAN. I am saying within the rate of inflation. If 
inflation is 2 percent and I am a nonrural telecommunications 
carrier and I have deployed the broadband 100 percent by the 
year 2013 and I am still within the caps set down in the 
modernization plan, I can raise rates, within the rate of inflation, 
without PUC approval. Is that not so, Mr. Speaker?  
 Mr. ADOLPH. The opportunity is there. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, if I could please speak to the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the amount of time and effort put into this 
proposal by the gentleman, Mr. Adolph; by my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle who have worked on this issue. 
 However, I rise to oppose the Adolph amendment and to 
urge my colleagues to vote “no,” if for no other reason, the fact 
that we are setting up a mechanism where nonrural 
telecommunication carriers will be able to charge or to 
automatically increase rates to the rate of inflation, granted 
within the context of a rate cap set down in their modernization 
plan, which, I might add, they will be able to amend and submit 
for approval by the PUC. We are setting the stage for automatic 
rate increases without PUC approval. That is what this kind of 
legislation can lead to. 
 Now, we have been fortunate in over the last 10 years that 
we have not seen a dramatic level of inflation, and as such, we 
have not had those kinds of automatic rate increases. But we do 
not know what the future holds, and yet we are setting down 
within this legislation the ability for those carriers to 
automatically increase rates. 
 Make no mistakes about it, Mr. Speaker: This will allow for 
rate increases on our constituents, on our consumers, without 
PUC approval. We are giving them in essence somewhat of a 
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blank check, and I do not think it is appropriate for us to 
abdicate our responsibilities as legislators or to even abdicate 
away a good portion of the responsibility of the Public Utility 
Commission to regulate and oversee rates here in Pennsylvania. 
 Now, you can argue for the merits that competition will 
bring in order to keep those rates down, but the fact that we will 
give any company the ability to recoup the cost of inflation, 
whether in fact they have actually expended the cost of that 
inflation, is really a blank check, and that is not to the benefit of 
the consumers and our constituents here in Pennsylvania. 
 For that reason alone, I would urge a “no” vote but also 
because of the section which the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, touched 
upon, which deals with Voice Over Internet Protocol. I cannot 
think of another piece of legislation where I saw an exemption 
from potential taxation at the local level such as the PURTA 
(Public Utility Realty Tax Act) tax when, as it stands now, that 
entity would not be taxed. All this exemption does is make it 
impossible, if the FCC were to rule a certain way or the PUC 
were to rule a certain way, for them to be taxed, as would other 
carriers in the same field. It is a preempted exemption. That is 
absurd, and it is bad policy. 
 If they seek exemption after a ruling, that is one matter, but 
to grant it to them before the FCC or the PUC has made any 
definite understanding of how to treat this new category is 
giving them a blank check as well. It is also creating an unfair 
playing field between the kinds of services they will offer and 
other telecommunications companies will offer. It is a giveaway 
to Comcast and the cable companies in effect. 
 For those reasons I urge my colleagues to vote “no.” Let us 
take time out. Let us examine a fair and equitable way to deal 
with the Chapter 30 issue, not in the closing days of this session 
before we break for the holiday recess. 
 It is incumbent upon us to make policy that will be good 
policy that will protect our consumers and our constituents. This 
legislation does not have those safeguards. I urge a “no” vote on 
the Adolph amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Beaver, Mr. Ve on. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I this time rise to very strongly oppose the 
Adolph amendment, and I have been listening intently to some 
of the interrogation going back and forth and certainly to some 
of the comments of the members on both sides of this issue and 
on both sides of the aisle, and, Mr. Speaker, at this moment and 
for this moment, I really want to focus on, I think, this very 
important point about the incredible $4 billion rate increase that 
we are providing the telephone companies by passing this 
amendment here today – a $4 billion rate increase. 
 Mr. Speaker, you can call it a rate increase, you can call it a 
tax increase; it is a $4 billion hit out of the pocket of average, 
hardworking Pennsylvanians. A $4 billion rate increase,  
tax increase, by any other name, it is coming out of the pocket 
of Pennsylvania ratepayers. Pennsylvanians who use the 
telephone will pay higher rates because of this bill. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have heard the word “incentive” used 
liberally here today as this debate has taken place, that we need 
to provide some incentive to the phone companies, and I have 
heard that comment used, and I certainly understand that, and if 
I were the phone companies, I would like to have some of that 
incentive, but let us be clear what the incentive is. The incentive 
is part of that $4 billion rate increase that I just talked about. 

That is the incentive that they get. It comes out of the pocket of 
the ratepayers, the telephone users in the State of Pennsylvania. 
That is where the companies get the “incentive,” quote, 
unquote. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, even the maker of the amendment has 
already told us that 100 percent deployment is to take place 
under his amendment by 2015, and in order for the telephone 
companies to meet that pace of deployment, 100 percent all 
across the State of Pennsylvania, in order to meet that rate of 
deployment, that important rate of deployment – we all agree 
that it is important to have broadband deployed all across the 
State of Pennsylvania – that they get to have this $4 billion 
“incentive,” quote, unquote – ratepayers’ money – to have that 
deployment by 2015. 
 Mr. Speaker, the reason that I am so strongly opposed to that 
provision, under the current law, under the current law, even the 
maker of the amendment would tell you that under existing law, 
companies must deploy to 100 percent of the State of 
Pennsylvania by 2015 – same deployment date as under this 
amendment being offered by the gentleman, Mr. Adolph – but 
in this case, Mr. Speaker, under current law, they do not get the 
incentive; they do not get the tax increase; they do not get the 
rate increase that comes out of the pocket of hardworking 
Pennsylvanians, telephone users all across the State of 
Pennsylvania. They have to deploy by 2015, and they do not get 
any incentive. 
 We put on the table in this bill and some of my good friends, 
even on the Democratic side, have said to me, this bill does not 
affect me, because I already have broadband deployed in my 
district, so this bill does not affect me. You could not be more 
wrong. It affects you very directly, because your ratepayers in 
your district are part of the ones that are providing the incentive 
to have the rest of the State deployed by 2015. Those are your 
ratepayers – my ratepayers, your ratepayers – no matter where 
you are in the State of Pennsylvania. 
 So it affects every single legislative district, it affects every 
single ratepayer, it affects every single telephone user, and we 
are putting on the table rate increases of $4 billion to provide 
the incentives, as the advocates here have said, to deploy 
broadband throughout the State of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 
that is wrong. 
 Mr. Speaker, I know that members of the committee have 
tried to work hard to make sure that part of what this bill does is 
provide some additional competition throughout the State of 
Pennsylvania for telephone service, and certainly, the gentleman 
from our side, from Carbon County, eloquently talked about 
how the world has changed and that there is more competition, 
and I will be the first to admit that there is significantly more 
competition in the telephone industry today than there was  
10 years ago, and the world has changed dramatically, and I was 
involved. In fact, I wrote the first deregulation bill. I was very 
involved in the debate 10 years ago, and the world has changed 
tremendously. Many things we could not have foreseen. 
 But, Mr. Speaker, I would make the case that part of what is 
wrong with this bill is that when we talk about increased 
competition, that is true – it is true in the city of Pittsburgh; it is 
true in the city of Philadelphia; it is true in the city of 
Allentown; it is true in the city of Erie; it is true in the city of 
Scranton; it is true in many of the heavily populated, certainly 
urbanized areas and heavily populated suburban areas of the 
State of Pennsylvania – that is very true, but the fact remains 
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that in much of Pennsylvania, one of the most heavily rural 
populations in the country, right here in Pennsylvania, there is 
still not true adequate competition for many of the services that 
we are trying to work on here today. 
 My good friends and the members of the committee have 
missed the mark. We could do better. We have not even talked 
about some of the consumer issues here today, and I am certain 
that at least some other members want to bring up the fact that 
there are no guaranteed Lifeline provisions in this bill and that 
55,000 to 60,000 Pennsylvanians who should be provided 
Lifeline telephone service in this bill, by this House, passed 
today, are not going to get it because it is not in the amendment. 
 Four billion dollars in rate increases and we cannot provide 
60,000 low-income Pennsylvanians with telephone Lifeline 
service. Mr. Speaker, that is wrong. We have an opportunity to 
do this  right. We have time to do this right. 
 I have an amendment, Mr. Speaker, to add Lifeline service to 
this bill – drafted it, worked on it, put it in, filed it on time and 
appropriately, so that we can provide 60,000 Pennsylvanians, 
low-income Pennsylvanians, who do not get it today, Lifeline 
telephone service. I have that bill drafted; I had an amendment 
drafted to this bill. And I said before and I will say it again, the 
gentleman, Mr. Adolph’s amendment, if it is passed, will rule 
my amendment out of order. I will not even have the 
opportunity to try to get Lifeline service for 60,000 low-income 
Pennsylvanians; ruled out of order because of this rush to 
judgment, this rush to pass a bill – one that I am very much 
convinced will not pass the State Senate. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am sure that there are a couple other members 
that want to talk about some particular provisions, so I will 
conclude the remarks for this moment by saying for this and 
many other strong reasons that have yet to be articulated,  
I strongly encourage a “no” vote on the Adolph amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Montgomery, Mr. Bunt. 
 Mr. BUNT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on the inflation offset, just some clarifying 
remarks. I know there has been a great deal of misinformation 
that has been put out here about the inflation offset. 
 The PUC will continue to regulate the protected local rates. 
This amendment codifies the current policy on price caps, and it 
also codifies the PUC’s authority to ensure rates are just and 
reasonable. 
 While the Consumer Advocate has disseminated a great deal 
of this misinformation – he has disseminated his distorted rate 
increase figures, because that is where you got them – what he 
probably did not tell you folks is that the members – and he did 
not tell us either – is that he recently agreed to increase 
company price caps for protected service from $16 to $18 under 
the PUC’s access charge. That is investigation docket No.  
M-00021596. That order was entered on July 15, 2003. 
 Moreover, the Consumer Advocate also failed to inform the 
members of the House that he and fellow members of his 
coalition, his coalition – I would like to know who paid for 
those work activities of that coalition – they were advocating a 
compromise, compromise, to HB 30 that would have eliminated 
the inflation offset by 2 percent. How condescending is that 
gentleman? I wonder if he does work for the consumers.  
I wonder if he does report to the Attorney General. 
 

 This would have completely removed the inflation offset for 
most rural companies and would have lowered the nonrural 
inflation offset to .93 percent, less than 1 percent. Hence, the 
Consumer Advocate’s proposal would have also resulted  
in the rate increases. Thus, I question the figures the  
Consumer Advocate gave to you and his sincerity, his sincerity, 
to lobby against this issue, and I think you should do the same 
thing. 
 The Lifeline. I do not know of one individual, not one 
individual, who has contacted one member of this General 
Assembly that said, “I need a phone. I can’t afford a phone. 
Please help me get a phone.” I do not know of one individual 
who was unable to pay their bill, who went to their line phone 
company and said, “I can’t pay my phone. Can you give me a 
free phone?” I do not know of one person who made that 
allegation, made that statement, and was refused free service. 
 The fact that there are 50,000 or 60,000 people, supposedly – 
I heard that figure placed here – who could be added to this lis t 
does not take into effect a great deal of the people who live in 
Adams County, York County, Lancaster County, whose religion 
prohibits them from a phone. How about how many people live 
in some of our urban areas. Four or five people who are 
unrelated, all of the same economic disadvantages, are they all 
entitled to four or five phones in one domestic residence?  
I think not; I think not. This whole issue appears to me to be 
some kind of retribution, some kind of an attempt to get that 
phone company. 
 Well, let me tell you something. Had this committee, had this 
committee made one address, to address another issue that you 
have not heard here today, UNE (unbundled network elements) 
rates, guess what? There would not be an issue here today, not 
one issue – not an issue on Lifeline, not an issue on offset – not 
one issue. If this committee, the Consumer Affairs Committee, 
had legislated what they wanted us to do, which was to make 
lower rates available to the competitive phone companies, this 
would have all gone away, Mr. Speaker. They did it in Illinois. 
Guess what happened? It was litigated. The Federal courts said, 
no, no, Mr. Legislator; no, no, Illinois legislature; you are 
preempted; you are preempted; it is unconstitutional; you cannot 
do it. 
 Trust me. Every member of my committee sat down with 
every coalition member, and we attempted, we attempted, to try 
to work with each and every member of that coalition to try and 
attempt to give them what we thought they needed. This is a 
laboratorian democracy, this General Assembly. It is up to us to 
pass good legislation. It is up to us to make a compromise.  
We are not all idealists here. We are realists. 
 Well, guess what? It was not about anything, and it was not 
about 50,000 or 60,000 poor people either. It was about  
UNE rates. It still is about UNE rates. 
 Every time I called on the Consumer Advocate to try to 
remedy one of those issues, I said, “Is that enough to bring you 
on board?” “Well, no. I’m under a gag order.” Gag order. Since 
when is a Consumer Advocate on a gag order from a coalition? 
Now, maybe I should not say that; maybe I should not be so 
open about this, but maybe we have people that do not represent 
the consumer, except for the 203 people in this General 
Assembly. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Northampton,  
Mr. Rooney. 
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 Mr. ROONEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it seems to have become fashionable when we 
speak of this issue for some reason to bash the Consumer 
Advocate of Pennsylvania. Now, Mr. Speaker, once in a while, 
Mr. Speaker, I put on my partisan hat and like to get at it, and  
I wish, I wish Sonny Popowsky had one ounce of partisanship 
in him. He does not. He looks at issues for what they are, makes 
determinations about what is in the best interest of Pennsylvania 
consumers. And to impugn him or impugn his integrity is doing 
a tremendous disservice not just to Mr. Popowsky but the 
consumers across this great State who have benefited for years 
and years by his calm, rational, and reasoned approach to 
addressing important issues. 
 Now, since we are on the subject of trying to set the record 
straight, I would like to take a crack at it. 
 It has been suggested that as a result of this amendment, 
which will foist upon the ratepayers in Pennsylvania a $4 billion 
rate hike, it has been suggested that there is no guarantee that 
this will take place; there is no guarantee. And you know what? 
That may be so, but understand this: I have never and I would 
respectfully defy anybody in this chamber to tell me the last 
time a regulated utility was given the opportunity – the 
opportunity – to raise their rates that they did not avail 
themselves of that opportunity. When was the last time that 
happened in Pennsylvania? That is what is going to happen. 
That is the $4 billion mistake this amendment makes. 
 It has also been suggested that if UNE rates were somehow 
addressed in this bill, all the other problems, all the other issues 
that consumers, the AARP, Citizens for Consumer Justice, the 
AFL-CIO, the Small Business Advocate, if we had addressed 
UNE rates, their concerns would not be debated here on the 
floor today. That, that is a disservice to all members of this 
House of Representatives. 
 I believe UNE rates should be addressed. I believe we should 
have a level playing field in terms of local competition in 
Pennsylvania. We have it in long distance. We sure as heck do 
not have it when it comes to local competition. I believe we 
should address it. I believe it is within our purview. No, we 
should not set rates, but we should, can, and someday will set 
the parameters that will bring about competition, but to suggest 
if that issue were to have gone away, been negotiated out of 
existence, that somehow the concerns and the plight of 60,000 
poor people would cease to exist or the plight of small 
businesses who are going to be decimated as a result of this  
$4 billion rate hike would somehow cease to exist, is doing us 
all a disservice. 
 We should keep this debate on an intellectual plane. The 
committee has worked in that respect, in that regard, but we 
should not be about, as we continue on with this debate, going 
after defaming a person who has worked for years on behalf of 
Pennsylvania consumers, and we should not put motives to 
anybody’s, anybody’s reasons for wanting to get up and try to 
make a bill that is deficient just a little bit better, because we are 
all sent here to do a job. We may differ at times about how we 
go about it, but the fact remains, this bill is a $4 billion mistake 
that should not happen, and those of us who believe that 
consumer issues are falling on deaf ears will continue to 
advance this argument whether it be tonight, whether it be in 
future gatherings such as this, because I believe the whip, the 
Democratic whip, is right. This bill has about as much chance of 
being considered in the State Senate as my good friend, the 

whip, has a chance of becoming the Queen of England. It ain’t 
gonna happen. 
 I ask you to vote “no” on this dog amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Beaver, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 God hail the Queen. 
 Mr. Speaker, I do want to just very quickly echo the 
comments of the gentleman from Northampton about the 
Consumer Advocate, and I am sure that the gentleman, the 
former chairman of the committee, getting caught up in the 
emotion of this debate, certainly did not mean anything personal 
in his remarks about the Consumer Advocate. I think everybody 
here understands that the Consumer Advocate has in fact a 
statutory role devised and developed by this legislature to 
protect the interests of Pennsylvania’s consumers. That is why 
we created that office; that is why we protected it from politics; 
that is why politicians on both sides, Democrats and 
Republicans, get mad at the Consumer Advocate all the time; 
that is why they are often a very unpopular figure in this State 
Capitol, but I believe and always have believed that it is one of 
the best laws ever passed by any State legislature anywhere. 
The changes and the improvements to so many laws that 
Consumer Advocates have made over the years have been very 
compelling, and so I would echo the comments about the 
gentleman from Northampton by the gentleman from 
Northampton County. 
 I would like to just follow that up and make it clear that the 
Consumer Advocate, having said everything I just said, has 
been strongly opposed to the approach taken by the gentleman, 
Mr. Adolph, and the others who brought this bill out of the 
committee. He has been strongly opposed to this approach, not 
opposed necessarily to every i that needs to be dotted or t that 
needs to be crossed, but opposed to the philosophy that is being 
presented here today embodied in the amendment that the 
gentleman, Mr. Adolph, has. The Consumer Advocate of the 
State of Pennsylvania, protected by law from politics, opposes 
this legislation. 
 Mr. Speaker, I know that we have gone back and forth with 
the advocates of this bill about what this rate increase will be, 
how much it will be, whether it will be mandatory, and I will 
even concede that it is not a mandatory rate increase. I will 
agree with the gentleman from Northampton and the maker of 
the amendment, Mr. Adolph, that these utility companies may 
take this much money from the ratepayers if they so desire.  
I will concede that fact. And, Mr. Speaker, if there is any 
member here that thinks that any utility company is not going to 
take every dollar they possibly can out of the pocket of every 
ratepayer up to the highest amount that they are allowed under 
this law, I would be hard pressed to find one in this chamber,  
I believe. 
 Mr. Speaker, do not take my word for it, because I want to 
enter into the record, I want to enter into the record so that 
others who look at this debate in the future, certainly so that our 
colleagues in the Senate are very clear and aware of this, I want 
to enter into the record a letter from the Public Utility 
Commission addressed to the gentleman, Senator Jake Corman. 
And in this letter, Mr. Speaker – forget the Consumer Advocate 
for a moment; forget anything that I say; forget anything that 
the gentleman from Northampton has said; forget anything that 
the other gentleman from Northampton has said, the gentleman 
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from Easton; forget anything that any of the opponents have 
said – the Public Utility Commission of the State of 
Pennsylvania, looking at the language in the amendment that is 
in front of us here today, says, and I will quote from this letter, 
“Pursuant to your request,” this is to Senator Corman, “attached 
is a spread sheet that estimates the cumulative net benefit 
through 2015 of eliminating the productivity offset, but 
allowing the inflation adjustment to the price caps for  
non-competitive services to remain in place…. 
 “For Verizon PA, the estimated net benefit through 2015 is 
approximately $2.9 billion,” and in parentheses, “(which is in 
line with OCA’s estimate of $3.2 billion).” And they go on to 
concede what I just conceded. “Of course, because this would 
still be a price change ‘opportunity,’” in quotation marks, “and 
not a mandate, Verizon may not actually increase rates to the 
highest point allowed under a revised price cap formula….” 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to make sure that this is submitted 
into the record. I think it is very important that everyone 
understands that it is not just me standing here; that the  
Public Utility Commission has looked at this concept, looked at 
the method and the approach being taken by the advocates of 
this bill, and they have quantified what the rate hike will be, 
what the tax increase will be, for all telephone users in the  
State of Pennsylvania. 
 Let me say again that under current law, so that this point is 
clear, telephone companies must deploy the broadband, which 
we all want to see happen, by 2015. They get no rate hike; they 
get no incentive; they get no tax; they get no money out of our 
telephone users. Under this amendment they have to deploy by 
2015 and we hand them a $4 billion rate hike in order to 
accomplish it. 
 Mr. Speaker, the gentleman – I will close with this – says 
that I am here picking on the big old telephone companies in the 
State of Pennsylvania. Nothing could be further from the truth.  
I want Verizon and every other telephone company in this State 
to be profitable, to be a good corporate cit izen. They employ a 
lot of people in Pennsylvania. I respect that; I appreciate that. 
We are not here standing and saying that this telephone 
company should not make a good rate of return, should not be a 
profitable enterprise in the State of Pennsylvania. They should 
be profitable. There is no question about that, and I might even 
be in favor of giving them some additional money in rate hikes 
if I were confident that the public, the public, including the 
ratepayers and the phone users, got something back from that. 
How many jobs is Verizon willing to commit to the State of 
Pennsylvania? How many jobs are they willing to commit to 
this legislature before we give them the rate hike that they will 
keep in the State of Pennsylvania? Do not have an answer to 
that question. 
 One of the reasons that the Communications Workers of 
America, the people that do the work for the telephone 
companies that we are talking about here today, that put the 
lines up, that would build the broadband, 25,000 
communication workers in the State of Pennsylvania oppose the 
amendment that is in front of me here today. They want to know 
what the commitments are back from the telephone companies 
to this legislature, to the public we represent. What is their 
commitment to us? 
 Mr. Speaker, I do not think we have the commitments that 
we need. They do not deserve a $4 billion rate hike without 
writing on the dotted line exactly and clearly what we get back 

and particularly what kind of jobs are going to stay in the  
State of Pennsylvania. For all those reasons, Mr. Speaker, and 
many more that we will forgo at the moment, I want to 
encourage a negative vote on the gentleman’s amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

LETTER SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 Mr. VEON submitted a letter for the Legislative Journal. 
 
 (For letter, see Appendix.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Adolph. Mr. Adolph, you have the floor. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I will only be a few minutes. 
 There is no tax increase in this amendment. Let me repeat 
that. There is no tax increase in this amendment. There may be a 
rate increase of 16 cents to 20 cents a month in order to get 
broadband out throughout the Commonwealth. 
 The previous speakers that oppose this amendment obviously 
do not understand the word “acceleration,” “acceleration.” That 
is what these telephone companies are doing. They are 
accelerating broadband throughout the Commonwealth. 
 Fifty percent of all companies, under this amendment, will 
have broadband at 100 percent; 50 percent of the local 
telephone companies are poised to bring broadband to the 
Commonwealth by the year 2008 – 2008, 100 percent. 
 I also would like to bring to the previous speaker’s attention 
that there are 30 provisions in this amendment that we worked 
with the Consumer Advocate with, 30 provisions. Not 
everything that the Consumer Advocate wanted did we put in 
this amendment. It was unworkable, unworkable, but he also 
gave us an amendment that also reduced the inflation offset.  
So it is not as if the Consumer Advocate did not understand  
the reasoning of the inflation offset. He did. He had a proposal. 
It was not workable. We did work with him on 30 provisions. 
 The Office of Consumer Advocate also maintained that a 
total elimination of the inflation offset will result in a  
$4.5 billion increase for Verizon. However, the PUC’s 
calculation using the same assumptions estimate the revenues 
generate $2.9 billion, and I believe the gentleman put that in the 
record. So we heard $4.5 billion thrown around for about the 
last hour and a half, but the PUC’s assumptions, based on the 
same information, is $2.9 billion, but they also said there is no 
guarantee that rates are going up. 
 Mr. Speaker, HB 30, with the adoption of the compromise 
amendatory language, reinforces the General Assembly’s 
commitment to deployment of high-speed broadband services 
throughout the Commonwealth yet recognizes the 
Commonwealth’s telecommunication industry is ever changing. 
We as a legislative body need to be sensitive to out-dated 
mandates which thwart true competition in the 
telecommunications industry. Moreover, we should heed 
caution not to pigeonhole the development and subsequent 
development of innovative technologies that benefit our 
schools, businesses, and our communities. 
 Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to vote “yes” on this 
amendment. 
 Thank you very much for this indulgence. 
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 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–156 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Sainato 
Allen Feese Lynch Santoni 
Argall Fichter Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fleagle Maitland Saylor 
Baker Flick Mann Scavello 
Baldwin Forcier Markosek Schroder 
Bard Frankel Marsico Semmel 
Barrar Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Bastian Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Geist McGill Solobay 
Belardi Gergely McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gillespie McIlhinney Stairs 
Boyd Gingrich McNaughton Steil 
Browne Godshall Melio Stern 
Bunt Good Met calfe Stevenson, R. 
Butkovitz Goodman Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Miller, R. Taylor, E. Z. 
Cappelli Haluska Miller, S. Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhart Mustio Tigue 
Civera Harper Myers True 
Clymer Harris Nailor Turzai 
Coleman Hasay O’Brien Vance 
Cornell Hennessey Oliver Walko 
Corrigan Herman O’Neill Wansacz 
Costa Hershey Petrarca Washington 
Coy Hess Petri Waters 
Crahalla Hickernell Petrone Watson 
Creighton Hutchinson Phillips Weber 
Cruz James Pickett Williams 
Curry Keller Pistella Wilt  
Dailey Kenney Preston Wojnaroski 
Daley Killion Raymond Wright 
Dally Kirkland Readshaw Yewcic 
DeLuca Kotik Reed Youngblood 
Denlinger LaGrotta Reichley Yudichak 
Dermody Laughlin Rieger Zug 
DiGirolamo Leach Roebuck 
Eachus Lederer Rohrer 
Egolf Leh Rubley Perzel, 
Evans, J. Lescovitz      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–42 
 
Belfanti Freeman Mundy Shaner 
Biancucci George Nickol Stetler 
Bishop Grucela Pallone Sturla 
Blaum Habay Payne Surra 
Buxton Hanna Roberts Tangretti 
Casorio Harhai Rooney Thomas 
Cawley Horsey Ross Travaglio  
Cohen Josephs Ruffing Veon 
DeWeese Levdansky Samuelson Vitali 
Evans, D. Maher Scrimenti Wheatley 
Fairchild Manderino 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 

 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to welcome to the hall 
of the House, to the left of the Speaker, Emilie Miller, who is 
the daughter of State Representative Sheila Miller. She is a 
freshman at Kansas State and is home for the holiday. With her 
is Crystal Landis from Hays, Kansas, also a freshman at Kansas 
State. Her grandparents are Mervin and Rachel Landis from 
Lancaster County. Welcome. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 30 CONTINUED 

 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. FEESE offered the following amendment No. A4347: 
 
 Amend Bill, page 1, by inserting before line 1 (A4340) 
 Amend Title, page 1, lines 8 and 9, by striking out 
“PROVIDING FOR VOICE OVER INTERNET PROTOCOL;” 
 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3012), page 4, line 59; page 5, lines 1 
through 4 (A4340), by striking out all of said lines on said pages 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 22, lines 2 through 26 (A4340), by striking 
out all of said lines 
 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3020), page 22, lines 32 through 34 (A4340), 
by striking out “and the VOIP exemption from commission regulation” 
in line 32, all of line 33 and “regulation exemption)” in line 34  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Feese, offers the 
amendment. On the question, he does not wish to speak. 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman withdrew the amendment. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. THOMAS offered the following amendment No. 
A4140: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 9, by inserting after “PROTOCOL;” 
establishing the Pennsylvania Digital Empowerment Fund; providing 
for the Pennsylvania Digital Empowerment Grant Program; 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 49, by inserting between lines 22 and 23 
§ 3020.  Pennsylvania digital empowerment. 
 (a)  Establishment of fund.–The Pennsylvania Digital 
Empowerment Fund is established in the State Treasury. The moneys 
of the fund established in this subsection shall be used in accordance 
with the provisions of this section. 
 (b)  Funding.–Each telecommunications company that enters into 
a lease with a customer for the provision of wireless services after the 
effective date of this section shall transfer 15% of the revenue  
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generated from each such lease to the commission for deposit into the 
fund established in subsection (a). 
 (c)  Grant program.–The Pennsylvania Digital Empowerment 
Grant Program is established and shall be administered by the 
commission. The program shall issue grants to community-based 
nonprofit organizations for projects: 
  (1)  involving electronic technology, training and 

development in the local community; 
  (2)  promoting technology in electronic-government 

services; and 
  (3)  preparing youth for opportunities in the  

technology -based new economy. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 49, line 23, by striking out “3020” and 
inserting 
   3021 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Thomas, for an explanation of the amendment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, amendment 4140 would create a Pennsylvania 
digital empowerment grant program that will allow nonprofits 
to take that next step forward in dealing with electronic 
technology programs, training and development, promoting 
technology in electronic government services, and preparing, 
preparing our youth for opportunities in the technology-based 
economy. 
 Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this very important amendment. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Philadelphia, Mr. Horsey. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Mr. Speaker, may I interrogate the maker of 
the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Mr. Speaker, are there any other programs in 
the State of Pennsylvania comparable to what you are trying to 
do now? 
 Mr. THOMAS. No, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Mr. Speaker, we have HB 30 in front of us, 
and I heard the number $3 or $4 billion additional profit will 
come from out of this particular bill. Do you know of what the 
charitable contributions of some of these electronic or 
telecommunication agencies are? 
 Mr. THOMAS. No, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Are they comparable to the profits that they 
make at the end of the day? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Mr. Speaker, what we would be asking 
the ILECs to do and that is to contribute moneys to this grant 
program that would be maintained by the Public Utility 
Commission and would be used to provide grants to nonprofit 
organizations or community-based development corporations 
who are in the business of moving technology that last mile, and 
that is getting our young people ready to participate in the 
technology industry and also connecting many developments 
throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that are 
disconnected at this particular time. 
 Mr. HORSEY. I have two brief questions. One is,  
Mr. Speaker, why did you produce this amendment? Why are 
we doing this? 
 

 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, this amendment was produced 
simply because 10 years ago when we provided authorization, 
we did not look forward in how Verizon, which is Verizon and 
other ILECs are major partners in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, how those partners could collaborate with the 
General Assembly and the public at large to take us into the  
21st century. 
 Mr. HORSEY. So my last question, Mr. Speaker, is, we are 
doing this because the industry presently does not do it. Is that 
correct? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, under the current arrangement, 
no, there is no contribution to this kind of effort. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, on the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. HORSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the Thomas amendment, 
which would not be necessary if the industry itself was doing 
this type of thing. The fact that we have got to mandate it and 
put it and make it into law is a statement about the industry 
itself. The true measurement of what they are doing is the 
amount of profit versus the charitable giving, thus we have the 
Thomas amendment, which I urge everyone in the chamber to 
support the Thomas amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Delaware, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, what this amendment would do would tax at  
15 percent the revenues generated from wireless customers’ 
lease agreements, and this 15 percent would then be put into a 
fund called the Pennsylvania Digital Empowerment Fund. 
 I would like to remind the members that there is already a 
State program in place to assist minority-owned technology 
businesses with its endeavors. Specifically, the Pennsylvania 
Minority Business Development Authority offers low-interest 
financing to business owned and operated ethnic minorities for 
advanced technology services. 
 Secondly, cellular telephone companies and services are 
unregulated in the Commonwealth. Accordingly, requiring a 
cellular telephone company to shoulder the burden of this  
15-percent tax would be subject to a court challenge and would 
result in a 15-percent increase on all wireless subscriber 
telephone bills. 
 I strongly urge a “no” vote on the Thomas amendment. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Thomas, for the second time. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, to set the record straight, this amendment has 
nothing to do with minority participation. We will get to that in 
a couple minutes. 
 What this amendment does is provide an opportunity for 
nonprofit organizations, and in some cases it may be even 
municipalities across Pennsylvania, to help move us that last 
mile in, one, getting our young people ready to participate in the 
technology industry; number two, allowing for electronic 
government services, greater availability of electronic 
government services; and also just educating the public at large 
about this new industry. The last time that we looked at this area 
of technology was with Governor Ridge’s Link to Learn 
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program, and all of us know how productive that program was 
when Pennsylvania took steps in making sure that many of our 
communities and schools were connected. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, this is a program that would benefit all 
Pennsylvanians. And let us face it, given the revenues that 
Verizon and other ILECs will be generating from the 
Pennsylvania public, 15 percent is a small contribution to make 
sure that Pennsylvania truly moves into the 21st century. It is 
called reciprocity without balance, because the 15 percent is a 
small amount that would be contributed towards this effort. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. Adolph, seek recognition again? 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–31 
 
Belfanti James Readshaw Thomas 
Bishop Josephs Rieger Veon 
Cohen Kirkland Roebuck Washington 
DeWeese Levdansky Rooney Waters 
Evans, D. Manderino Ruffing Wheatley 
Grucela Myers Stetler Williams 
Gruitza Petrone Sturla Youngblood 
Horsey Preston Surra 
 
 NAYS–167 
 
Adolph Egolf Lederer Rubley 
Allen Evans, J. Leh Sainato 
Argall Fabrizio Lescovitz Samuelson 
Armstrong Fairchild Lewis Santoni 
Baker Feese Lynch Sather 
Baldwin Fichter Mackereth Saylor 
Bard Fleagle Maher Scavello 
Barrar Flick Maitland Schroder 
Bastian Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Bebko-Jones Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Belardi Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Biancucci Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Birmelin Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Blaum Geist McGill Solobay 
Boyd George McIlhattan Staback 
Browne Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bunt Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Butkovitz Gingrich Melio Stern 
Buxton Godshall Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Caltagirone Good Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Cappelli Goodman Miller, R. Tangretti 
Casorio Habay Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Causer Haluska Mundy Taylor, J. 
Cawley Hanna Mustio Tigue 
Civera Harhai Nailor Travaglio  
Clymer Harhart Nickol True 
Coleman Harper O’Brien Turzai 
Cornell Harris Oliver Vance 
Corrigan Hasay O’Neill Vitali 
Costa Hennessey Pallone Walko 
Coy Herman Payne Wansacz 
Crahalla Hershey Petrarca Watson 
Creighton Hess Petri Weber 
Cruz Hickernell Phillips Wilt  
Curry Hutchinson Pickett Wojnaroski 
Dailey Keller Pistella Wright 
Daley Kenney Raymond Yewcic 
Dally Killion Reed Yudichak 
DeLuca Kotik Reichley Zug 
Denlinger LaGrotta Roberts 
 

Dermody Laughlin Rohrer Perzel, 
DiGirolamo Leach Ross     Speaker 
Eachus 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. VEON offered the following amendment No. A4158: 
 
 Amend Bill, page 50, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
 Section 3.  Section 3316 of Title 66 is amended to read: 
§ 3316.  Protection of public utility employees. 
 (a)  Persons not to be discharged.–No employer may discharge, 
threaten or otherwise discriminate or retaliate against an employee 
regarding the employee’s compensation, terms, conditions, location or 
privileges of employment because the employee or a person acting on 
behalf of the employee made or was about to make a good faith report, 
verbally or in writing, to the employer, the commission, the Office of 
Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate or the 
Office of Attorney General on an instance of wrongdoing [or], waste or 
failure to comply with any provision of this title. 
 (b)  Discrimination prohibited.–No employer may discharge, 
threaten or otherwise discriminate or retaliate against an employee 
regarding the employee’s compensation, terms, conditions, location or 
privileges of employment because the employee is requested by the 
commission, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small 
Business Advocate or the Office of Attorney General to participate in 
an investigation, hearing or inquiry held by the commission or the 
Office of Attorney General or in a court action relating to the  
public utility. 
 (c)  Civil action.–A person who alleges a violation of this section 
may bring a civil action in a court of competent jurisdiction for 
appropriate injunctive relief or damages, or both, within 180 days after 
the occurrence of the alleged violation. 
 (d)  Necessary showing of evidence.–An employee alleging a 
violation of this section must show by a preponderance of the evidence 
that, prior to the alleged reprisal, the employee or a person acting on 
behalf of the employee had reported or was about to report in good 
faith, verbally or in writing, an instance of wrongdoing [or], waste or 
failure to comply with any provision of this title to the employer, the 
commission, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of  
Small Business Advocate or the Office of Attorney General. Upon an 
employee meeting his burden of proof under this subsection, a 
rebuttable presumption shall arise that the alleged reprisal constitutes a 
violation of this section. 
 (e)  Defense.–It shall be a defense to an action under this section 
if the defendant proves by a preponderance of the evidence that the 
action by the employer occurred for separate and legitimate reasons, 
which are not merely pretextual. 
 (f)  Enforcement.–A court, in rendering a judgment in an action 
brought under this section, shall order, as the court considers 
appropriate, reinstatement of the employee, the payment of three times 
the amount of back wages, full reinstatement of fringe benefits and 
seniority rights, three times the amount of actual damages or any 
combination of these remedies. A court shall also award the 
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complainant all [or a portion] of the costs of litigation, including 
reasonable attorney fees and witness fees, if the court determines that 
the award is appropriate. 
 (g)  Penalties.–A person who, under color of an employer’s 
authority, violates this section shall be liable for a civil fine of not more 
than [$500] $10,000. A civil fine which is ordered under this section 
shall be paid to the State Treasurer for deposit into the General Fund. 
 (h)  Notice.–An employer shall  post notices and use other 
appropriate means to notify employees and keep them informed of 
protections and obligations under this section. 
 (i)  Definitions.–As used in this section, the following words and 
phrases shall have the meanings given to them in this subsection: 
 “Employee.”  A person who performs a service for wages or 
other remuneration under a contract of hire, written or oral, express or 
implied, for a public utility. 
 “Employer.”  A person supervising one or more employees, 
including the employee in question, a superior or an agent of a public 
utility. 
 “Good faith report.”  A report which is made without malice or 
consideration of personal benefit and which is made with reasonable 
cause to believe in its truth. 
 “Waste.”  An employer’s conduct or omissions which result in 
substantial abuse, misuse, destruction or loss of funds or resources 
belonging to or derived from a public utility. 
 “Wrongdoing.”  A violation which is not of a merely technical or 
minimal nature of a Federal or State statute or regulation or of a 
political subdivision ordinance or regulation or of a code of conduct or 
ethics designed to protect the interest of the public or the employer. 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 50, line 5, by striking out “3” and inserting 
   4 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 50, line 10, by striking out “4” and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 50, line 13, by striking out “5” and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have had the debate on this issue. I am 
going to withdraw that amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. DeWEESE offered the following amendment No. 
A4162: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, lines 2 through 9, by striking out “further 
providing for residential” in line 2, all of lines 3 through 9 and inserting 
   extending provisions relating to alternative form 

of regulation of telecommunications services; 
and making a related repeal. 

 Amend Bill, page 2, lines 2 through 30; pages 3 through 49,  
lines 1 through 30; page 50, lines 1 through 14, by striking out all of 
said lines on said pages and inserting 
 Section 1.  Title 66 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes is 
amended by adding a section to read: 
 
 

§ 3010.  Expiration. 
 This chapter shall expire March 31, 2004. 
 Section 2.  Section 4 of the act of July 8, 1993 (P.L.456, No.67), 
entitled “An act amending Title 66 (Public Utilities) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for an alternative form 
of regulation of telecommunications services; providing protection for 
public utility employees who report a violation or suspected violation 
of Federal, State or local law; providing protection for such employees 
who participate in investigations, hearings, inquiries or court actions; 
and prescribing remedies and penalties,” is repealed. 
 Section 3.  This act shall take effect immediately.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 Mr. VEON. Mr. Speaker, we are going to withdraw that 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. MAHER offered the following amendment No. A4163: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, lines 2 through 9, by striking out “further 
providing for residential” in line 2, all of lines 3 through 9 and inserting 
   extending provisions relating to alternative form 

of regulation of telecommunications services; 
and making a related repeal. 

 Amend Bill, page 2, lines 2 through 30; pages 3 through 49,  
lines 1 through 30; page 50, lines 1 through 14, by striking out all of 
said lines on said pages and inserting 
 Section 1.  Title 66 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes is 
amended by adding a section to read: 
§ 3010.  Expiration. 
 This chapter shall expire June 30, 2004. 
 Section 2.  Section 4 of the act of July 8, 1993 (P.L.456, No.67), 
entitled “An act amending Title 66 (Public Utilities) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for an alternative form 
of regulation of telecommunications services; providing protection for 
public utility employees who report a violation or suspected violation 
of Federal, State or local law; providing protection for such employees 
who participate in investigations, hearings, inquiries or court actions; 
and prescribing remedies and penalties,” is repealed. 
 Section 3.  This act shall take effect immediately.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Maher, for the purposes of amendment 4163. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to start  by saluting Representative Adolph, 
Representative Preston, Representative Bunt for the yeoman’s 
task that they had undertaken with what is perhaps one of the 
most technologically complex subject areas that we are asked to 
understand and legislate about. 
 I also ask my colleagues to forgive me for not having my 
voice with me today, but what has happened during these  
2 years of work leading up to this evening are events of the last 
several weeks and last several days that have created 
circumstances that are beyond what this bill comprehends 
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today. If you live in the Pittsburgh area or if you live in the 
Philadelphia area where you may have broadband access today 
and where your constituents may have the ability to choose 
among service providers today, because of an action taken by 
the Federal Communications Commission just several weeks 
ago as a result of their triennial regulatory review, your 
constituents will no longer have access to competitive 
broadband services. 
 Again, if you are in the Philadelphia area, if you are in the 
Pittsburgh area, or if you are in any area of the State that already 
has broadband, because of an action taken by the FCC some 
weeks ago, your constituents will no longer have opportunity 
for competitive access to broadband. What does this mean? 
Well, this means if you have constituents, you may have heard 
of an Internet service provider by the name, for instance, of 
America Online; you may have heard of many others that offer 
their customers broadband services. They will be at the mercy 
of monopoly delivery of service unless we act to rewrite 
Chapter 30 in a way different than is before us today. 
 So while the changes in Chapter 30 today being considered 
may serve to expand the rate at which broadband may be 
introduced to areas where it  does not exist, sadly we are missing 
the opportunity to avoid a de facto Federal preemption which 
will make broadband access monopoly-service-only for your 
customers, for your constituents. 
 Secondly, last week the PUC voted 5 to nothing, 5 to nothing 
to direct that Verizon redo from top to bottom its calculation of 
the rates for access. We can talk about competition, but 
competition at prices which do not allow competition is no 
competition. There has been a long time for Verizon to get these 
rates right. It still has not happened. 
 Thirdly, just yesterday the new rule came into effect 
providing for number portability. Number portability is what 
allows you as a phone user – your constituents can now take the 
phone number they have for, say, their home phone and, if they 
desire, move that to a mobile phone. The migration from wired 
line service to wireless service, which has happened at a rate,  
I am told by the industry, of about 6 percent thus far, is poised 
for about a 20-percent change in the year ahead. 
 None of these three dramatic changes to the landscape of 
telecommunications over the recent weeks and recent days are 
embraced in the bill that we have before us. Consequently,  
Mr. Speaker, I encourage you to do what this bill was actually 
labeled as doing in the first place. Instead of reconstructing 
Chapter 30 based upon a scenario as it was some months ago 
and not the world as it is today and will be into the future,  
I would encourage that we actually do a simple reauthorization 
of Chapter 30 as it stands right now through June of next year. 
Let us understand the impact of these recent changes and let us 
design a bill together with the capable leadership of Bill Adolph 
that embraces these substantial changes to the landscape, 
because if you do not, we will have laid a track for the next 
dozen years that ignores what has happened in the last dozen 
weeks. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. Preston. Does the gentleman, Mr. Preston, desire 
recognition? 
 
 
 

 Mr. PRESTON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 We are here today to send Chapter 30 to the Senate. I cannot 
speak for them. I cannot speak on their actions. All I know is 
that we are ready here now to do this today. 
 We all know, whether it is 6 months from now or whether it 
is 2 years from now or whether it is 5 years from now, we hope 
technology will continue to change and improve and to be able 
to offer our constituents and our consumers a much better 
product and much better service. 
 But we have this in front of us today. We should send it to 
the Senate. We should let the people know that we are not 
prolonging it. I do not want to track over the same, as  
General Patton used to say, I do not like going over the same 
territory twice. 
 I think it is time to be able to do this now. We can finish this 
in the allotted constitutional time that we as a legislative body 
have been allotted from 1993. We can do this effectively with 
pride, with concern of making sure that our constituents are well 
protected, and I do not think that right now that this is the 
appropriate time that we should be able to extend it. We should 
be able to send it to the Senate, and hopefully, the Senate will 
act responsibly on a timely basis just as well as we here in the 
House of Representatives can act today and send HB 30 to the 
Senate. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Beaver, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I support the gentleman’s amendment. 
 The gentleman from Allegheny County, from Pittsburgh, 
said that we cannot speak for the Senate or he cannot speak for 
the Senate, and certainly we cannot predict for sure what they 
are going to do, but I would just say again that whether this 
amendment passes or not, and I think it should, we are going to 
be back here before the end of the year passing an extension 
bill. We cannot guarantee what the Senate will do, but I know 
what they have done. They have passed a 1-year extension of 
Chapter 30 by a 47-to-2 vote and put it over here in the House. 
So I think it is a pretty safe assumption that we are going to be 
passing an extension before the end of the year, and we may as 
well do it now, and I would support the gentleman’s 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On the issue regarding the State Senate, the House Consumer 
Affairs Committee has been in constant communication with the 
Senate regarding this issue, and the legislation that was sent 
over to us in the last week serves as a safety net. They are 
waiting for this legislation. 
 There are no guarantees what the State Senate is going to do 
on this, but as Chairman Preston stated in his comments,  
this bill sunsets December 31, 2003, and I feel that this  
General Assembly should start paying attention to its 
constitutional responsibilities. 
 It is important that we move HB 30 to the State Senate. We 
have waited. There is nothing going to be different in 6 months. 
The only thing different is going to be that we have 10-year-old 
legislation that we are going to extend. 
 My colleague from Allegheny County mentioned that things 
change all the time. No question about it. So let us move HB 30 
as amended. The legislation is updated. If we delay this action 



2003 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 2265 

any further, we are going to be delaying legislation that is 
outdated. 
 I urge a “no” vote on amendment 4163. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman from Allegheny, Mr. Maher, is recognized 
for the second time. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I will be brief and just remind my friends from any area in 
the State that currently has broadband service, if you currently 
have constituents who have broadband service, understand that 
in the name of expanding deployment, your constituents will be 
suffering due to a gaping hole in this bill due to what arose on a 
Federal level in recent weeks. 
 So I would encourage you to join me in allowing us to 
reauthorize the status quo through next June while we craft a 
bill which actually serves the needs of all of Pennsylvania. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–58 
 
Baker Freeman Nickol Sturla 
Belfanti George Pallone Surra 
Blaum Grucela Payne Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Readshaw Thomas 
Casorio Habay Rieger Tigue 
Causer Hanna Roberts Travaglio  
Cawley Harhai Rooney Vance 
Cohen Horsey Ross Veon 
Cruz Hutchinson Samuelson Vitali 
Dailey Josephs Scrimenti Wheatley 
DeWeese Levdansky Shaner Wilt  
Evans, D. Maher Solobay Yewcic 
Evans, J. Manderino Stetler Youngblood 
Fairchild Mundy Stevenson, R. Yudichak 
Feese Myers 
 
 NAYS–139 
 
Adolph Egolf Lederer Roebuck 
Allen Fabrizio Leh Rohrer 
Argall Fichter Lescovitz Rubley 
Armstrong Fleagle Lewis Ruffing 
Baldwin Flick Mackereth Sainato 
Bard Forcier Maitland Santoni 
Barrar Frankel Mann Sather 
Bastian Gabig Markosek Saylor 
Bebko-Jones Gannon Marsico Scavello 
Belardi Geist McCall Schroder 
Biancucci Gergely McGeehan Semmel 
Birmelin Gillespie McGill Smith, B. 
Bishop Gingrich McIlhattan Smith, S. H. 
Boyd Godshall McIlhinney Staback 
Browne Good McNaughton Stairs 
Bunt Goodman Melio Steil 
Butkovitz Haluska Metcalfe Stern 
Caltagirone Harhart Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Cappelli Harper Miller, R. Taylor, E. Z. 
Civera Harris Miller, S. Taylor, J. 
Clymer Hasay Mustio True 
Coleman Hennessey Nailor Turzai 
Cornell Herman O’Brien Walko 
Corrigan Hershey Oliver Wansacz 
Costa Hess O’Neill Washington 
Coy Hickernell Petrarca Waters 
Crahalla James Petri Watson 

Creighton Keller Petrone Weber 
Curry Kenney Phillips Williams 
Daley Killion Pickett Wojnaroski 
Dally Kirkland Pistella Wright 
DeLuca Kotik Preston Zug 
Denlinger LaGrotta Raymond 
Dermody Laughlin Reed Perzel, 
DiGirolamo Leach Reichley     Speaker 
Eachus 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Lynch 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, still 
wish to offer amendment 4164? 
 That amendment is withdrawn. 
 
 Would the gentleman, Mr. Thomas, please come to the 
rostrum. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker’s podium.) 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. THOMAS offered the following amendment No. 
A4199: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by inserting after “Statutes,” 
   providing for historically underutilized business 

enterprises; 
 Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
 Section 2.  Title 66 is amended by adding a chapter to read: 

CHAPTER 16 
HISTORICALLY UNDERUTILIZED 

BUSINESS ENTERPRISES 
Sec. 
1601.  Declaration of policy and finding. 
1602.  Definitions. 
1603.  Duties of commission. 
1604.  Development of criteria. 
1605.  Measures to promote participation. 
1606.  Misrepresentation. 
§ 1601.  Declaration of policy and finding. 
 (a)  Policy.–The General Assembly declares that it is the public 
policy of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to promote and 
encourage the continuing economic development of historically 
underutilized business enterprises in this Commonwealth. It is further 
declared that only through full and free competition can free markets, 
reasonable and just prices, free entry into business and opportunities 
for participation in markets be assured for business enterprises 
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victimized by discriminatory practices. Accordingly, the preservation 
and expansion of market competition is basic to the economic  
well-being of the Commonwealth and programs that promote and 
encourage participation and opportunities for historically underutilized 
business enterprises serve the Commonwealth’s continuing interest in 
promoting open access to participation by such business enterprises. 
Therefore, it is the further declared policy of this Commonwealth to: 
  (1)  Aid the interests of historically underutilized 

business enterprises in order to preserve reasonable and just 
prices and enhance the economic vitality of such business 
enterprises. 

  (2)  Ensure that a fair proportion of the total purchases 
and contracts or subcontracts for commodities, supplies, 
technology, construction, property and services for regulated 
public utilities are awarded to historically underutilized business 
enterprises. 

  (3)  Maintain the strength of the overall economy of this 
Commonwealth by encouraging and promoting the development 
of historically underutilized business enterprises. 

 (b)  Legislative finding.–The General Assembly finds and 
declares that: 
  (1)  Opportunities for full participation in our  

free enterprise system by historically underutilized business 
enterprises are essential if this Commonwealth is to attain  
social and economic parity for those businesses and improve the 
functioning of Pennsylvania’s overall economy. 

  (2)  It has long been the stated public policy of this 
Commonwealth to assist and encourage historically underutilized 
business enterprises to participate in government business. 

  (3)  It is in the public interest of this Commonwealth to 
improve expeditiously the economically disadvantaged position 
of historically underutilized business enterprises in this 
Commonwealth. 

  (4)  The economic vitality of these business enterprises 
can be improved by providing long-range, substantial goals for 
procurement by regulated public utilities of technology, 
equipment, supplies, services, materials and construction work 
from historically underutilized enterprises. 

 (c)  Purpose.–It is the purpose of this chapter to promote and 
encourage greater economic opportunity for historically underutilized 
business enterprises in this Commonwealth and promote competition 
among regulated public utility suppliers in order to enhance economic 
efficiency in the procurement of electric, gas and telephone 
corporations and contracts of their commission. 
§ 1602.  Definitions. 
 The following words and phrases when used in this chapter shall 
have the meanings given to them in this section unless the context 
clearly indicates otherwise: 
 “Bureau.”  The Bureau of Minority Business Enterprise and 
Women Business Enterprise within the Department of General Services 
of the Commonwealth. 
 “Certification list.”  The list established by the Bureau of 
Minority Business Enterprise and Women Business Enterprise that 
depicts historically underutilized businesses certified by it to be eligible 
to engage in Commonwealth procurement opportunities. 
 “Commission.”  The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission of 
the Commonwealth. 
 “Department.”  The Department of General Services of the 
Commonwealth. 
 “Disabled veteran.”  A veteran of the United States  
Armed Forces, including the army, navy, air force and marines, with a 
verifiable service-connected disability who is a resident of this 
Commonwealth. 
 “Disabled veteran business enterprise.” 
  (1)  A business enterprise approved by the Pennsylvania 

Public Utility Commission as meeting all of the following 
requirements: 

 

   (i)  A sole proprietorship that is at least 51% 
owned by one or more disabled veterans or, in the case of 
a publicly owned business, at least 51% of its stock is 
owned by one or more disabled veterans; a subsidiary 
which is wholly owned by a parent corporation, but only 
if at least 51% of the voting stock of the parent 
corporation is owned by one or more disabled veterans; 
or a joint venture in which at least 51% of the joint 
venture’s management, control and earnings are held by 
one or more disabled veterans. 

   (ii)  The management and control of the daily 
business operations are by one or more disabled veterans. 
The disabled veterans who exercise management and 
control are not required to be the same disabled veterans 
as the owners of the business enterprise. 

   (iii)  It is a sole proprietorship, corporation  
or partnership with its home office located in the  
United States which is not a branch or subsidiary of a 
foreign corporation, foreign firm or other foreign-based 
business concern. 

  (2)  Notwithstanding paragraph (1), after the death or the 
certification of a permanent medical disability of a disabled 
veteran who is a majority owner of a business concern that 
qualified as a disabled veteran business enterprise prior to that 
death or certification of a permanent medical disability, and 
solely for purposes of any contract entered into before that death 
or certification, that business concern shall be deemed to be a 
disabled veteran business enterprise for a period not to exceed 
three years after the date of that death or certification of a 
permanent medical disability, if the business concern is inherited 
or controlled by the spouse or child of that majority owner or by 
both of those persons. 

 “Foreign corporation,” “foreign firm” and “foreign-based 
business.”  A business entity that is incorporated or has its principal 
headquarters located outside the United States. 
 “Historically underutilized business enterprise.”  An entity which 
is a minority business enterprise or a women business enterprise which 
has been certified by the Bureau of Minority Business Enterprise  
and Women Business Enterprise or approved by the Pennsylvania 
Public Utility Commission, or an approved disabled veteran business 
enterprise with its principal place of business in this Commonwealth or 
other state as approved by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission. 
 “Management and control.”  Effective and demonstrable 
management of the business entity. 
 “Minority business enterprise” or “MBE.”  The term shall have 
the meaning given to it under the act of July 22, 1974 (P.L.598, 
No.206), known as the Pennsylvania Minority Business Development 
Authority Act. A minority business enterprise shall be certified by the 
Bureau of Minority Business Enterprise and Women Business 
Enterprise as meeting all of the following: 
  (1)  A sole proprietorship that is at least 51% owned by 

one or more minority persons or, in the case of a publicly owned 
business, at least 51% of its stock is owned by one or more 
minority persons; a subsidiary which is wholly owned by a 
parent corporation, but only if at least 51% of the voting stock of 
the parent corporation is owned by one or more minority persons; 
or a joint venture in which at least 51% of the joint venture’s 
management, control and earnings are held by one or more 
minority persons. 

  (2)  The management and control of the daily business 
operations are by one or more minority persons. The minority 
person or persons who exercise management and control are not 
required to be the same minority persons as the owners of the 
business enterprise. 

  (3)  It is a sole proprietorship, corporation or partnership 
with its home office located in the United States which is not a 
branch or subsidiary of a foreign corporation, foreign firm or 
other foreign-based business concern. 
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 “Minority Business Enterprise and Women Business Enterprise 
Opportunity Program.”  The program administered by the Department 
of General Services through the Bureau of Minority Business 
Enterprise and Women Business Enterprise for certifying minority 
business enterprises and women business enterprises for participation 
in Commonwealth procurement opportunities. 
 “Public utility.”  Any electric, gas or telephone corporation 
regulated by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission with annual 
gross intrastate revenues exceeding $10,000,000. The term shall not 
include the persons or corporations excluded from the definition of 
“public utility” under section 102 (relating to definitions). 
 “Socially and Economically Restricted Business Program”  
or “SERB.”  The program administered by the Department of  
General Services through the Bureau of Minority Business Enterprise 
and Women Business Enterprise that qualifies and promotes the use of 
minority business enterprises and women business enterprises by 
giving them opportunities to participate in Commonwealth 
procurement opportunities. 
 “Women business enterprise” or “WBE.”  The term shall have 
the meaning given to it under the act of July 22, 1974 (P.L.598, 
No.206), known as the Pennsylvania Minority Business Development 
Authority Act. A women business enterprise shall be certified by the 
Bureau of Minority Business Enterprise and Women Business 
Enterprise as meeting all of the following: 
  (1)  A sole proprietorship that is at least 51% owned by 

one or more women or, in the case of a publicly owned business, 
at least 51% of its stock is owned by one or more women; a 
subsidiary which is wholly owned by a parent corporation, but 
only if at least 51% of the voting stock of the parent corporation 
is owned by one or more women; or a joint venture in which at 
least 51% of the joint venture’s management, control and 
earnings are held by one or more women. 

  (2)  The management and control of the daily business 
operations are by one or more women. The woman or women 
who exercise management and control are not required to be the 
same women as the owners of the business enterprise. 

  (3)  A sole proprietorship, corporation or partnership 
with its home office located in the United States and which is not 
a branch or subsidiary of a foreign corporation, foreign firm or 
other foreign-based business concern. 

§ 1603.  Duties of commission. 
 (a)  Establishment of plans.–The commission shall, by rule or 
order, require each public utility subject to the provisions of this 
chapter and their commission-regulated subsidiaries and affiliates to 
submit annually a detailed and verifiable plan for increasing 
historically underutilized business enterprise procurement in all 
categories. 
 (b)  Content of plans.–The annual plans required to be submitted 
to the commission in accordance with subsection (a) shall include 
short-term and long-term goals and timetables, but not quotas, and shall 
include methods for encouraging both prime contractors and grantees 
to engage historically underutilized business enterprises in subcontracts 
in all categories which provide subcontracting opportunities. Nothing 
in this section shall preclude a public utility from including goals and 
timetables for engaging historically underutilized business enterprises 
in prime contracting opportunities in its annual plan. 
 (c)  Guidelines.–The commission shall establish guidelines for all 
public utilities and their commission-regulated subsidiaries and 
affiliates, which regulations shall be used in establishing programs 
pursuant to this chapter. 
 (d)  Report.–The commission shall provide a report to the 
Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk of the House of 
Representatives on September 1, 2005, and on September 1 of each 
year thereafter, on the progress of activities undertaken by it and by 
each public utility subject to the provisions of this chapter in the 
implementation of historically underutilized business development 
programs. The report shall include information on the type, number and 
location of historically underutilized business enterprises identified by 

the commission as eligible for participation in public utility 
procurement; the number of contracts awarded, if feasible; and any 
other information the commission deems necessary and appropriate to 
promote the purposes of this chapter, together with recommendations 
for legislation that it deems necessary or desirable to further such 
purposes. 
§ 1604.  Development of criteria. 
 (a)  Determination of eligibility; development of criteria.–The 
commission shall collaborate with the Small Business Advocate of the 
Department of Community and Economic Development and the bureau 
to develop criteria for verifying and determining the eligibility of 
historically underutilized business enterprises for procurement 
contracts. The commission may, by rule or order, adopt the 
certification requirements and the certification lists used by the bureau 
to certify historically underutilized business enterprises for 
participation in the Minority Business Enterprise and Women Business 
Enterprise Opportunity Program and the Socially and Economically 
Restricted Business Program to promote the use of historically 
underutilized business enterprises in Commonwealth procurement 
opportunities. 
 (b)  Certification list.–No later than three months after the 
effective date of this chapter, the commission shall collaborate with the 
bureau to make the MBE/WBE and SERB certification lists available 
to every public utility and their commission-regulated subsidiaries and 
affiliates that are subject to the requirements of this chapter. 
 (c)  Outreach program.–The commission shall develop and 
require each public utility subject to the provisions of this chapter and 
their commission-regulated subsidiaries and affiliates to implement an 
outreach program designed to inform and recruit historically 
underutilized business enterprises to apply for procurement contracts 
under this chapter. 
§ 1605.  Measures to promote participation. 
 To facilitate the participation of historically underutilized 
business enterprises in contract procurement, any corporation subject to 
this chapter may consider the following measures to promote 
participation and to include those businesses in all phases of their 
contracting: 
  (1)  Timely or progressive payments to those businesses 

that are awarded procurement contracts. 
  (2)  An amendment of the performance bond 

requirements when past performance within a specified area of 
business justifies such a consideration if performance bond is 
required to secure a contract. 

  (3)  The provision of assistance to historically 
underutilized business enterprises by securing contract payments 
to those businesses with letters of credit, negotiable securities or 
other financing arrangements or measures. 

§ 1606.  Misrepresentation. 
 Any person or corporation, through its directors, officers or 
agents, which falsely represents a historically underutilized business 
enterprise in the procurement of or attempt to procure contracts from a 
public utility or a commission-regulated subsidiary or affiliate subject 
to this article shall, in addition to any other penalties under law, be 
subject to a civil penalty of not more than $25,000. In the case of a 
corporation, the civil penalty shall be imposed on every director, 
officer or agent responsible for the false statements or 
misrepresentation. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 5, by striking out “2” and inserting 
   3 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 50, line 5, by striking out “3” and inserting 
   4 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 50, line 10, by striking out “4” and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 50, line 13, by striking out “5” and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
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 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, amendment 4199 provides an opportunity for 
all ILECs and what we call CLECs (competitive local exchange 
carrier) to really get in line with where we are in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 As a matter of public policy, Mr. Speaker, the preservation 
and expansion of market competition is basic to our well-being, 
and there are a number of businesses and populations in 
Pennsylvania that are underutilized. So what 4199 does is 
provide an opportunity for these underutilized populations and 
businesses to become a part of the economic well-being of 
Pennsylvania, and it provides an opportunity for HB 30 to take a 
giant step in that direction, and I ask my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support amendment 4199. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the amendment be willing to be 
interrogated? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Yes. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, under this amendment are you saying that the 
PUC shall require each applicable public utility to submit 
annually a detailed plan for increasing historically unutilized 
business enterprises? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, under the amendment, yes, 
ILECs and CLECs would be required to submit a plan to the 
PUC which speaks to the utilization of underutilized 
populations and businesses in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Just ILECs and CLECs? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Pardon me? Excuse me? 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Just ILECs and CLECs? No other utilities? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Electric companies, gas companies, all 
utilities. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. So water companies, electric companies,  
gas companies? 
 Mr. THOMAS. No water companies. Only those utility 
companies that come under the jurisdiction of the Public Utility 
Commission. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Mr. Speaker, if I may, if we were talking 
about only the phone companies, I could see how this has 
something to do with HB 30 because they are phone companies, 
but electric companies and gas companies have no relationship 
whatsoever with HB 30. 
 So therefore, I urge the members of this General Assembly 
to vote “no” on this amendment by Representative Thomas. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment does not amend anything in 
Chapter 30. It just adds a new chapter that would be applicable 
to telephone companies and other utilities. Mr. Speaker, the 
reason for the applicability is primarily because we did not want 
to single these utility companies out and treat them differently 
than we would treat all other utility companies. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned, I am confident that whether 
you come from Erie County, York County, or Philadelphia 
County, there is a real interest in making sure that from an 
economic development standpoint, that we include the greatest, 

the greatest segment of the Pennsylvania population in 
opportunities. 
 And let me just add, there are a lot of counties like 
Philadelphia County. Right now unemployment is 8 1/2 percent 
in Philadelphia County. Unemployment in some of our rural 
counties is rising; it is not decreasing, and all of us know the 
pain and sacrifice that our sons and daughters are making in 
Iraq, and we know what the cost of the war in Iraq is, that that 
cost is rising. So that is going to have a critical effect on our 
local economy, and so to that end we have a committed interest 
and have a sincere interest in making opportunities available to 
the greatest segment possible of the Pennsylvania community. 
 So, you know, we did not want to just single out the 
telephone companies. We wanted to create a fair and even 
playing field. And this really speaks to where we all are on the 
question of opportunities in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 
 So I ask each of my colleagues to vote “yes” on  
amendment 4199. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the amendment itself is really a freestanding 
piece of legislation that really has nothing to do with 
deployment. I have no problem with the amendment itself, but it 
has nothing to do with what we are doing today. As a member 
of the House Consumer Affairs Committee, this is something 
that Chairman Preston, Chairman Bunt, and the other members 
of the committee would gladly take a look at, but to add a whole 
new chapter to this amendment at this time I do not think would 
be in the best interest of this General Assembly. 
 So I urge a “no” vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. Thomas, you have already spoken twice. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Can I close out? 
 The SPEAKER. The Parliamentarian says no. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–41 
 
Belfanti Grucela Myers Stetler 
Bishop Gruitza Pallone Sturla 
Buxton Hanna Petrone Tangretti 
Casorio Horsey Preston Thomas 
Cohen James Rieger Veon 
Curry Josephs Roberts Washington 
Daley Kirkland Roebuck Waters 
DeWeese Leach Rooney Wheat ley 
Evans, D. Levdansky Samuelson Williams 
Fairchild Manderino Scrimenti Youngblood 
Freeman 
 
 NAYS–157 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Sainato 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Mann Schroder 
Bard Forcier Markosek Semmel 
Barrar Frankel Marsico Shaner 
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Bastian Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Blaum Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Boyd Gingrich Melio Stern 
Browne Godshall Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Good Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Cappelli Haluska Mundy Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Mustio Tigue 
Cawley Harhart Nailor Travaglio  
Civera Harper Nickol True 
Clymer Harris O’Brien Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Oliver Vance 
Cornell Hennessey O’Neill Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Payne Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrarca Wansacz 
Coy Hess Petri Watson 
Crahalla Hickernell Phillips Weber 
Creighton Hutchinson Pickett Wilt  
Cruz Keller Pistella Wojnaroski 
Dailey Kenney Raymond Wright 
Dally Killion Readshaw Yewcic 
DeLuca Kotik Reed Yudichak 
Denlinger LaGrotta Reichley Zug 
Dermody Laughlin Rohrer 
DiGirolamo Lederer Ross 
Eachus Leh Rubley Perzel, 
Egolf Lescovitz Ruffing     Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. GEORGE offered the following amendment No. 
A4322: 
 
 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3019), page 21, by inserting between  
lines 28 and 29 (A4340) 
 (f)  Caller identification service.– 
  (1)  A telecommunications carrier that offers a caller 

identification service that identifies the name and telephone 
number of a caller for an additional fee may not charge a 
residential customer within this Commonwealth more than  
$3.50 per month for basic caller identification service that 
identifies the name and the telephone number of a caller unless: 

   (i)  the telecommunications carrier requests a 
waiver from the monthly dollar limitation set forth in this 
paragraph; and 

   (ii)  the commission determines that the monthly 
dollar limitation set forth in this paragraph is not just and 
reasonable in relation to the actual cost to the 
telecommunications carrier for the service. 

  (2)  Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the bundling or 
pricing of multiple services that include caller identification 
service in a single offer. 

 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3019), page 21, line 29 (A4340), by striking 
out “(f)” and inserting 
   (g) 
 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3019), page 21, line 34 (A4340), by striking 
out “(g)” and inserting 
   (h) 
 Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 3019), page 21, line 48 (A4340), by striking 
out “(h)” and inserting 
   (i) 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes  
Mr. George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have been here nearly 5 hours on this 
legislation, and in no way would I insist that the proponents are 
anything but logical and to the point where they want to do 
something that will protect our consumers. But by the same 
token, the 50 or 60 whose names light up in opposition, in my 
opinion, Mr. Speaker, are just as concerned, and they are 
wondering if in fact that in 1993 it was the wisdom of this 
august body to go forth with a plan long before competition 
really reared its head. Here we are at this time suggesting that 
this bill has to go over and that the Senate will accept it as they 
have one or two other bills this year while they have turned 
down many more just as important. 
 Mr. Speaker, supposedly these people that are sitting here are 
just as honest as anyone else in their belief that we put into 
format the Public Utility Commission for the purpose of 
providing the most beneficial service by a utility at the most 
respectable and fair price. That is what it is and that is what we 
want it to be. 
 Now, this amendment does not do anything to hurt the 
proponents’ idea of what this bill should be, but what it does, it 
simplifies the matter by making even most of the proponents 
understand that if we want to save money for our consumers, we 
do not need the Consumer Advocate; we do not need any 
attorneys. We need just us, we as individuals who have been 
sent here to do the best they can. Now, sometimes we fail, but if 
we fail on our own to provide the necessary backup for our 
consumers, then so be it. We are only human. 
 What this amendment does, Mr. Speaker, a part of this 
debate is with how we are going to save residential consumers 
money in their phone service while providing to some areas 
who do not now at this time have the benefit of broadband, but 
there is another item I would like to talk about, and that is  
caller ID. 
 Now, caller ID is one fashion of phone service that is 
completely elective and has to be furnished by the company that 
is providing you the phone. All the other options that you can 
get with your phone, all the other options that we are going to 
provide, we are going to provide as responsible legislators the 
opportunity to understand we ourselves how much this ID is 
needed by our senior citizens, our working men and women, 
and how much more important it is that we know who is calling; 
we know who they might be by the teleprompter for people, and 
we know what we can do and who has been harassing. This is 
an important service that helps identify those telemarketers;  
it helps identify those who are victimized. And, Mr. Speaker, 
today the switches that our phone companies have already have 
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caller ID built in. In fact, it costs them more money to turn it off 
than to put it on. 
 So what I am asking responsible legislators to do is that I am 
asking you to join with me so that the amendment would cut 
part of the phone bill for the elderly and for working families 
more than 50 percent. Mr. Speaker, if the dial tone and local 
service portion of the bill without taxes only costs about $10, 
why should we let people be charged $7.50 a month just for 
caller ID when there is very little actual cost for the phone 
company for the underlying equipment? 
 Mr. Speaker, if people want advanced caller ID with 
additional features, this amendment lets the phone companies 
charge more, but for the basic caller ID which we identify by 
the name and number of the caller, this bill protects consumers. 
This amendment has the potential to save consumers in 
Pennsylvania hundreds of millions of dollars, and before the 
fact, I thank you responsible people who will join with me and 
pass this amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Montgomery,  
Mr. Bunt. 
 Mr. BUNT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I congratulate you for looking out for the 
consumers. 
 Mr. Speaker, we are trying to figure out how this fits in. We 
want to support this, Mr. Speaker, but in the omnibus 
amendment, we put in that we would not get engaged in this 
type of action, and so I have to consult with the Parliamentarian 
to see if these all move down or— 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman would like to come to the 
rostrum, we can explain it. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker’s podium.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Bunt. 
 Mr. BUNT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we do not want to belabor the process. We are 
going to support the amendment, and we urge the members to 
vote for amendment No. 4322. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stern 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 

Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Browne Good Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, S. Sturla 
Butkovitz Grucela Mundy Surra 
Buxton Gruitza Mustio Tangretti 
Caltagirone Habay Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Cappelli Haluska Nailor Taylor, J. 
Casorio Hanna Nickol Thomas 
Causer Harhai O’Brien Tigue 
Cawley Harhart Oliver Travaglio  
Civera Harper O’Neill True 
Clymer Harris Pallone Turzai 
Cohen Hasay Payne Vance 
Coleman Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Cornell Herman Petri Vitali 
Corrigan Hershey Petrone Walko 
Costa Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Coy Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Crahalla Horsey Pistella Waters 
Cruz Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Curry James Raymond Weber 
Dailey Josephs Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Keller Reed Williams 
Dally Kenney Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Eachus Lederer Ross Zug 
Egolf Leh Rubley 
Evans, D. Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, J. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–4 
 
Creighton Killion McIlhinney Steil 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration as 
amended? 

MOTION TO SUSPEND RULES 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I make a motion for the 
purpose of suspending the rules to run amendment A4360. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On the motion to suspend, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, M r. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Before you start, Mr. Thomas, we are 
making the assumption—  This can only be debated by the  
floor leaders. We are making the assumption that you are 
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speaking for Mr. DeWeese and that he has yielded the floor to 
you. 
 Mr. THOMAS. That is in reference to amendment 4360? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes, sir, it is; 4360. Mr. DeWeese, is that— 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, once again, once again, we are attempting to 
open up the doors of opportunity for all Pennsylvanians, and we 
think that Verizon— 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Thomas, you are up to explain the 
amendment. Just briefly explain the amendment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. The amendment calls  on incumbent  
local exchange carriers to make a contribution toward creating 
business opportunities for disabled veterans, for women, and for 
people of color in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 On the motion to suspend, the majority leader yields to the 
gentleman from Delaware, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding that we voted down 
Representative Thomas’s amendment previously. It has just 
been reworded a little bit, but it is the same amendment that we 
already voted on. So I urge a “no” vote on suspension of the 
rules. 
 Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–85 
 
Bebko-Jones Evans, D. Maher Samuelson 
Belardi Fabrizio Manderino Santoni 
Belfanti Frankel Mann Scrimenti 
Biancucci Freeman Markosek Shaner 
Bishop George McCall Solobay 
Blaum Goodman McGeehan Staback 
Butkovitz Grucela Melio Stetler 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Habay Myers Surra 
Casorio Haluska Oliver Tangretti 
Cawley Hanna Pallone Thomas 
Cohen Horsey Petrarca Tigue 
Corrigan James Petrone Veon 
Costa Josephs Pistella Vitali 
Coy Keller Preston Wansacz 
Cruz Kirkland Readshaw Washington 
Curry Laughlin Rieger Waters 
Daley Leach Roberts Wheatley 
DeLuca Lederer Roebuck Williams 
Dermody Lescovitz Rooney Youngblood 
DeWeese Levdansky Ruffing Yudichak 
Eachus 
 
 NAYS–113 
 
Adolph Fichter Lynch Saylor 
Allen Fleagle Mackereth Scavello 
Argall Flick Maitland Schroder 
Armstrong Forcier Marsico Semmel 
Baker Gabig McGill Smith, B. 
Baldwin Gannon McIlhattan Smith, S. H. 
Bard Geist McIlhinney Stairs 
Barrar Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Bastian Gillespie Metcalfe Stern 

Birmelin Gingrich Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Bunt Harhai Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Harhart Nailor Travaglio  
Causer Harper Nickol True 
Civera Harris O’Brien Turzai 
Clymer Hasay O’Neill Vance 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Walko 
Cornell Herman Petri Watson 
Crahalla Hershey Phillips Weber 
Creighton Hess Pickett Wilt  
Dailey Hickernell Raymond Wojnaroski 
Dally Hutchinson Reed Wright 
Denlinger Kenney Reichley Yewcic 
DiGirolamo Killion Rohrer Zug 
Egolf Kotik Ross 
Evans, J. LaGrotta Rubley 
Fairchild Leh Sainato Perzel, 
Feese Lewis Sather     Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 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 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 final passage. 
 The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–163 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lescovitz Rubley 
Allen Feese Lewis Ruffing 
Argall Fichter Lynch Sainato 
Armstrong Fleagle Mackereth Santoni 
Baker Flick Maitland Sather 
Baldwin Forcier Mann Saylor 
Bard Frankel Markosek Scavello 
Barrar Gabig Marsico Schroder 
Bastian Gannon McCall Semmel 
Bebko-Jones Geist McGeehan Shaner 
Belardi George McGill Smith, B. 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Smith, S. H. 
Biancucci Gillespie McIlhinney Solobay 
Birmelin Gingrich McNaughton Staback 
Bishop Godshall Melio Stairs 
Boyd Good Metcalfe Steil 
Browne Goodman Micozzie Stern 
Bunt Gruitza Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Habay Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Haluska Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Harhart Myers Tigue 
Civera Harper Nailor True 
Clymer Harris O’Brien Turzai 
Coleman Hasay Oliver Vance 
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Cornell Hennessey O’Neill Walko 
Corrigan Herman Pallone Wansacz 
Costa Hershey Petrarca Washington 
Coy Hess Petri Waters 
Crahalla Hickernell Petrone Watson 
Creighton Horsey Phillips Weber 
Cruz James Pickett Wheatley 
Curry Keller Pistella Williams 
Dailey Kenney Preston Wojnaroski 
Daley Killion Raymond Wright 
Dally Kirkland Readshaw Yewcic 
DeLuca Kotik Reed Youngblood 
Denlinger LaGrotta Reichley Yudichak 
Dermody Laughlin Rieger Zug 
DiGirolamo Leach Roberts 
Eachus Lederer Roebuck Perzel, 
Egolf Leh Rohrer     Speaker 
Evans, J. 
 
 NAYS–35 
 
Blaum Freeman Mundy Sturla 
Buxton Grucela Nickol Surra 
Casorio Hanna Payne Tangretti 
Causer Harhai Rooney Thomas 
Cawley Hutchinson Ross Travaglio  
Cohen Josephs Samuelson Veon 
DeWeese Levdansky Scrimenti Vitali 
Evans, D. Maher Stetler Wilt  
Fairchild Manderino Stevenson, R. 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

CITATION 

 The SPEAKER. Before we go to the resolutions, the Chair 
would like to recognize the minority leader, Mr. DeWeese, for 
an announcement of a citation for Maj. Edward Wojnaroski, Jr. 
 Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Very quickly, this should not take more than 1 minute.  
But on behalf of our colleague and on behalf of all patriotic 
Pennsylvanians, especially those who have had anything to do 
with the United States Marines, I would like to read a quick 
citation that the Speaker of the House and I offered for one of 
our colleagues’ young sons, Edward Wojnaroski, Major,  
United States Marines: 
 “WHEREAS, The House of Representatives…is always 
pleased to celebrate those individuals…” who give service to 
their country and uphold the principles and traditions set forth 
by our forefathers. 
 “WHEREAS, Major Edward P. Wojnaroski, Commanding 
Officer of Bravo Company, Headquarters and Service Battalion, 
4th Force Service Support Group, United States Marine Corps, 
is being honored upon his  return…from active duty in Iraq; and 
 

 “WHEREAS, Mobilized on February 10, 2003, Bravo 
Company, a military police unit, took part in the 1st Marine 
Division’s advance on Baghdad. To Major Wojnaroski’s great 
credit, no Bravo Company Marines were killed or wounded, and 
all returned home safely. Having served with distinction 
throughout his military career, he has worn his uniform proudly. 
He has brought proficiency and expertise to his challenging 
assignments, and his conduct, performance and devotion to duty 
reflect his unwavering allegiance to the highest standards of 
military service. Major Wojnaroski is a Fox Chapel resident and 
lawyer with Williams Coulson, Esq., during civilian life.” 
 Now therefore be it resolved that the House of 
Representatives of our Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
congratulate Maj. Edward P. Wojnaroski on this great honor 
which has been bestowed upon him, proudly acknowledging his 
contributions to the war effort. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I relinquish the microphone and add my own 
personal congratulations, it should be added to the citation that 
Major Wojnaroski and his MP (military police) unit captured 
1500 Iraqi POWs (prisoners of war). It was a record. No unit in 
the United States Marines during that combat operation 
captured more POWs. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

RULES SUSPENDED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Reichley. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move that the rules of the 
House be suspended to immediately bring up HR 483. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
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Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Eachus Lederer Ross Zug 
Egolf Leh Rubley 
Evans, D. Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, J. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 A majority of the members required by the rules having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 

RESOLUTION 

 Mr. REICHLEY called up HR 483, PN 3009, entitled: 
 

A Resolution urging the President of the United States to sign  
H.R. 1588 to permit full concurrent receipt of military retired pay and 
other veterans compensation, including dependents’ allowances.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 Mr. REICHLEY offered the following amendment No. 
A4373: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by striking out “URGING” and 
inserting 
   Commending 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by striking out “TO SIGN” and 
inserting 
   for signing 
 Amend Fourth Whereas Clause, page 1, line 15, by striking out 
“There exists a gross inequity” and inserting 
   A gross inequity existed 
 Amend Fourth Whereas Clause, page 2, line 1, by striking out 
“denies” and inserting 
   denied 
 Amend Fifth Whereas Clause, page 2, line 5, by inserting after 
“PASSED” 
   and the President signed 
 Amend Sixth Whereas Clause, page 2, line 9, by striking out 
“are” and inserting 
   were 
 

 Amend Thirteenth Whereas Clause, page 3, line 6, by striking out 
“is” and inserting 
   was 
 Amend Fifteenth Whereas Clause, page 3, line 12, by striking out 
“A statutory change is necessary to correct” and inserting 
   This statutory change corrects 
 Amend Fifteenth Whereas Clause, page 3, line 13, by striking out 
“in order” 
 Amend First Resolve Clause, page 3, line 18, by striking out 
“urge” and inserting 
   commend 
 Amend First Resolve Clause, page 3, lines 19 and 20, by striking 
out “TO SIGN” and inserting 
   for signing 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Reichley, for a brief explanation of the amendment. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 HR 483 was for the purpose of urging the Congress and then, 
in line, the President to sign the bill which would end the 
problem with concurrent receipt of disability benefits with 
veterans’ pension benefits. As the House understands, there was 
a Federal prohibition on full receipt of pension benefits. It was 
reduced by disability. 
 The amendment seeks to clarify—  The President thought it 
was such a good idea, he signed it yesterday. So this commends 
the Congress and the President for approving the end on the 
concurrent disability. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
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Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 
Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Eachus Lederer Ross Zug 
Egolf Leh Rubley 
Evans, D. Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, J. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Samuelson 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Santoni 
Argall Feese Mackereth Sather 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Saylor 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scavello 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Schroder 
Bard Forcier Mann Scrimenti 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Semmel 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Shaner 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Smith, B. 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belfanti Geist McGill Solobay 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Staback 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stairs 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Steil 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stern 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stetler 
Browne Good Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Stevenson, T. 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Sturla 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Tangretti 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Taylor, J. 
Causer Harhai Nickol Thomas 
Cawley Harhart O’Brien Tigue 
Civera Harper Oliver Travaglio  
Clymer Harris O’Neill True 
Cohen Hasay Pallone Turzai 
Coleman Hennessey Payne Vance 

Cornell Herman Petrarca Veon 
Corrigan Hershey Petri Vitali 
Costa Hess Petrone Walko 
Coy Hickernell Phillips Wansacz 
Crahalla Horsey Pickett Washington 
Creighton Hutchinson Pistella Waters 
Cruz James Preston Watson 
Curry Josephs Raymond Weber 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Kenney Reed Williams 
Dally Killion Reichley Wilt  
DeLuca Kirkland Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kotik Roberts Wright 
Dermody LaGrotta Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Laughlin Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Leach Rooney Yudichak 
Eachus Lederer Ross Zug 
Egolf Leh Rubley 
Evans, D. Lescovitz Ruffing Perzel, 
Evans, J. Levdansky Sainato     Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Diven Donatucci Major 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution as 
amended was adopted. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 The SPEAKER. I would like to wish everyone a very, very 
happy Thanksgiving. I do have a short speech which I am going 
to submit for the record. 
 
 Mr. PERZEL submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 As we approach the Thanksgiving holiday, it gives me great 
pleasure to send my warmest regards to all Pennsylvanians as we 
celebrate one of the oldest traditions in the United States. 
 Thanksgiving is a celebration of joy and a feeling of thankfulness. 
This is a time to gather with family, partake in great meals, and watch 
football. 
 Thanksgiving provides a great opportunity for citizens to come 
together and be thankful for the freedom we enjoy and our blessings as 
a nation. 
 We also can be grateful for our men and women in uniform who are 
far away fighting the war on terrorism in the name of peace, harmony, 
and tranquility. Let us keep our soldiers in our thoughts and prayers, 
not just on Thursday but every day of the year. 
 Again, I urge all Pennsylvanians to take this opportunity to 
celebrate with family and friends and to give thanks for the countless 
blessings we enjoy. 
 
 The SPEAKER. At this point in time there will be no further 
votes. 
 Tomorrow will be a nonvoting day. 
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INSURANCE COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Micozzie. 
 Mr. MICOZZIE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 At the adjournment there will be a meeting of the  
Insurance Committee in the rear of the House. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 At the adjournment the Insurance Committee will meet in the 
rear of the House. 
 

BILL REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 2109, PN 3020 (Amended)   By Rep. CLYMER 
 

An Act amending Titles 24 (Education) and 71 (State 
Government) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further 
providing for actuarial cost method, for mandatory and optional 
membership, for retention and reinstatement of service credits, for 
classes of service, for election to become a Class C-1 member, for 
transfer of accumulated deductions and for members’ savings account; 
and further providing for contributions by the Commonwealth and 
other employers and for actuarial cost method.  
 

STATE GOVERNMENT. 
 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Fairchild. 
 Mr. FAIRCHILD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 On HB 30, amendment A4199, my switch malfunctioned, 
and I would like to be recorded in the negative. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 

STATEMENT BY MR. THOMAS 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Thomas, rise? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would just like to join you in wishing each 
and every one of my colleagues a very happy Thanksgiving and 
thank each and every one of my colleagues for their support. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Thank you, sir. 
 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Myers. 
 Mr. MYERS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to correct the record. 
 On HB 66 I was recorded in the affirmative. I wish to be 
recorded in the negative. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s remarks will be spread 
across the record. 

STATEMENT BY MR. STERN 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Stern. 
 Mr. STERN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to, just on a point of 
personal privilege— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point. 
 Mr. STERN. I would like to just pass along my best wishes 
to my wife tonight. We are celebrating our 25th wedding 
anniversary today, and I plan on heading home tonight and 
enjoying our 25th wedding anniversary. So I wanted to pass 
along my best wishes to my beloved bride. 
 The SPEAKER. Well, congratulations. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Lehigh, Mr. Semmel. 
 Mr. SEMMEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to submit some remarks for the record. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. The remarks will 
be spread upon the record. 
 
 Mr. SEMMEL submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 The legislation has revised Chapter 30 going forward to reflect the 
competitive and economic realities of today’s telecommunications 
market, allowing deployment of services consumers are waiting for. 

QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE 

 The SPEAKER. The gentlelady from Philadelphia,  
Ms. Youngblood. 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. Mr. Speaker, can I have a point of 
personal privilege? 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will state her point. 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. Mr. Speaker, it has been 512 days 
since the 198th Legislative District has had staff. 
 In addition to that, I would like to wish everyone in  
the Pennsylvania House of Representatives a very happy 
Thanksgiving, with the exception of two members. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Mr. James. 
 Mr. JAMES. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to correct the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. JAMES. On HB 66, final passage, I was recorded in the 
affirmative. I would like to be recorded in the negative. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman’s remarks will be spread 
across the record, and the Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. JAMES. Thank you. 

STATEMENTS 

 The SPEAKER. Does the majority leader or minority leader 
have any further business? 
 Mr. DeWeese. 
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 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, I am just going to give the 
clerk some remarks before the final gavel is sounded relative to 
the remarks of the gentlelady from Philadelphia, who offered 
her perspective a few moments ago. 
 The SPEAKER. You are not one of the two she is  talking 
about, Mr. DeWeese. 
 The gentlelady from Philadelphia, Ms. Youngblood. 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes, ma’am? 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. If remarks are going to be submitted 
into the record regarding me, the gentlelady from Philadelphia,  
I should be afforded the opportunity to see what the remarks 
state. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes, sir? 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I can obviate the parliamentary confusion by 
just giving a 1-minute precis on what I would have submitted to 
the record. 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentlelady— 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. I am in agreement. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, is in order. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. The House Democratic Caucus has in place 
an ample amount of help for the gentlelady and her home office, 
in our view. It is buttressed by rental help and money for the 
Xerox and all of the incidental elements within that process. 
The gentlelady is not embracing the exact number of dollars that 
we have allocated and there is a polite differential, and that is all 
it is. To say that the gentlelady has had no wherewithal for  
500-plus days is not an accurate observation. Several tens of 
thousands of dollars have been available and have gone 
unutilized for 500 days, and that needs to be set upon the record. 
 I had hesitated to do that historically because I thought it was 
an internal commentary that should have been kept that way, 
but the gentlelady continues to approach the microphone, and 
tens and tens and tens and tens of thousands of dollars, plus 
rental, plus electric, plus Xerox, plus utilities, et cetera, have 
been available and have not been utilized, inexplicably and 
sadly. But nevertheless, for anyone to assert that there has been 
no help for the gentlelady is to make an inaccurate comment. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Philadelphia again, 
Ms. Youngblood. 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes, ma’am? 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. What was just stated is absolutely not 
true. 
 First of all, as far as the district office itself – the electric, the 
machinery – I am in the district office when we are not in 
session, sometimes until 2 o’clock in the morning, by myself.  
I have made in writing numerous occasions to set a meeting 
with the gentleman from Greene County as well as the  
minority whip to resolve this issue. Each time the issue was 
broached to them, the meeting was canceled. They have not 
made any overtures to me in writing to resolve this issue, which 
meant then I had no recourse but to go to Federal court to 
resolve this issue since they failed to consider this issue and the 
suffering and the bondage that they have placed me as well as 
my constituents of the 198th. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I am going to—  Mr. Speaker? 
 

 The SPEAKER. Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. My final comment would be that I have 
made aggressive overtures. In fact, I have made them to  
two gentlemen who are members of the House and I have made 
them as recently as yesterday, and they are standing here with 
me. I am not going to mention names; it is not necessary. But it 
is just, again, another inaccuracy that the whip and myself have 
not tried again and again to ameliorate the difficulties that are 
obviously extending into the final moments of our session 
tonight. 
 I apologize, and I will really have no further comment on this 
matter. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 1456, PN 1830   By Rep. MICOZZIE 
 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for financial responsibility.  
 

INSURANCE. 
 

HB 1458, PN 1832   By Rep. MICOZZIE 
 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for election of tort options in 
financial responsibility.  
 

INSURANCE. 
 

SB 483, PN 1299 (Amended)   By Rep. MICOZZIE 
 

An Act amending the act of May 17, 1921 (P.L.682, No.284), 
known as The Insurance Company Law of 1921, further providing for 
life insurance applications; and extending the expiration date of 
provisions relating to health care insurance individual accessibility.  
 

INSURANCE. 
 

STATEMENT BY MS. YOUNGBLOOD 

 The SPEAKER. The gentlelady from Philadelphia,  
Ms. Youngblood, is recognized. 
 Ms. YOUNGBLOOD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 What the minority leader has stated, I would appreciate if he 
could forward all of his commentary that he has exercised here 
today to the Speaker’s Office for review. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 

BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS PASSED OVER 

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

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Indiana, Mr. Reed. 
 Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I move that this House do now 
adjourn until Wednesday, November 26, 2003, at 10:30 a.m., 
e.s.t., unless sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 6:28 p.m., e.s.t., the House 
adjourned. 
 
 


