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

THE SPEAKER (JOHN M. PERZEL) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 REV. ROBERT A. GRAYBILL, Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Pause with me for a moment, if you would: 
 O God, our creator, we pause now silently before You, for 
we are grateful for this new day which You have given to each 
and every one of us. It is not yesterday and it is not tomorrow, 
but it is today, a new day to live and a new day to love, a day  
to share our dreams, a day to experience the joys of life. So,  
O God, for Your gift of life within each of us today, we simply 
want to say to You, thank you, thank you. 
 O God, You are our sustainer, and we seek Your abiding 
presence in the faces of the challenges that are before this body 
of leaders. As they work together for common dreams, seek out 
healthy compromises, and search together for the best solutions, 
may You be the source of life that sustains their passions to 
make our Commonwealth a good place to live life to its fullest. 
 O God, our fortress, we ask of Thee for Your encouraging 
presence upon the men and women of our Commonwealth who 
have stepped out of the comforts and the loves of home and 
stepped into the face of terror and danger in support of freedom 
for all peoples around the world. In the face of crisis, sometimes 
even unto death, we ask for Your grace to abound upon them 
and Your steadfast love to abound upon their families back 
home in Pennsylvania. 
 Today, O God, You are our creator, our sustainer, and our 
fortress. May You grant all of us Your renewed hope so we can 
step forth into the new day with a strong desire to help our 
brothers and sisters and remain steadfast for the sake of 
freedom. Hear our prayer we ask. 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 Tuesday, May 25, 2004, will be postponed until 
printed. 

HOUSE BILLS 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 2643 By Representatives GOOD, B. SMITH, 
STABACK, ARMSTRONG, BUNT, FEESE, GOODMAN, 
YOUNGBLOOD, CAPPELLI, GERGELY, GILLESPIE and 
HANNA  
 

An Act amending Title 34 (Game) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for unlawful devices and 
methods for taking furbearers.  
 

Referred to Committee on GAME AND FISHERIES, 
May 26, 2004. 
 
  No. 2644 By Representatives REICHLEY, NICKOL, 
BAKER, THOMAS, ARMSTRONG, BARRAR, CAPPELLI, 
CRAHALLA, DALLY, DeWEESE, FRANKEL, GOODMAN, 
GRUCELA, JAMES, KILLION, LEH, LYNCH, 
MACKERETH, MARKOSEK, McCALL, MILLARD, 
S. MILLER, MUSTIO, SAINATO, SEMMEL, STERN, 
E. Z. TAYLOR, J. TAYLOR, TIGUE, TURZAI, WATSON, 
PICKETT and ROSS  
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, providing for a disease management 
tax credit; and making a repeal.  
 

Referred to Committee on FINANCE, May 26, 2004. 
 
  No. 2645 By Representatives BUNT, THOMAS, 
WATSON, CAPPELLI, BAKER, BARRAR, CAUSER, COY, 
CRAHALLA, DAILEY, DALLY, DeLUCA, DENLINGER, 
DeWEESE, DiGIROLAMO, EGOLF, FICHTER, GEIST, 
GINGRICH, GOOD, GOODMAN, HARHAI, HARHART, 
HARPER, HENNESSEY, HERSHEY, HORSEY, JAMES, 
LAUGHLIN, LEACH, LEDERER, LEH, MARKOSEK, 
NAILOR, PAYNE, PETRARCA, PHILLIPS, READSHAW, 
SAINATO, SATHER, SEMMEL, B. SMITH, SOLOBAY, 
E. Z. TAYLOR, WILT, YUDICHAK and ZUG  
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, further providing for exclusions from 
the sales and use tax.  
 

Referred to Committee on FINANCE, May 26, 2004. 
 
  No. 2646 By Representatives BUNT, STURLA, 
GINGRICH, DeWEESE, ARMSTRONG, BAKER, BISHOP, 
CAUSER, CIVERA, CRAHALLA, DALEY, DeLUCA, 
EGOLF, FAIRCHILD, FICHTER, GEIST, GEORGE, 
GERGELY, GOOD, GOODMAN, HARPER, HENNESSEY, 
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HERSHEY, HORSEY, LAUGHLIN, LEVDANSKY, 
MANDERINO, MANN, McCALL, MUSTIO, PAYNE, 
PHILLIPS, READSHAW, RUBLEY, SAINATO, SCAVELLO, 
SCHRODER, SCRIMENTI, SOLOBAY, E. Z. TAYLOR, 
TIGUE, WALKO, WATSON, YOUNGBLOOD and JAMES  
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, providing for contributions for 
hunger prevention efforts.  
 

Referred to Committee on FINANCE, May 26, 2004. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to welcome the 
Johnstown Middle School along with all of their teachers.  
They are here today as the guests of Representative Wojnaroski. 
They are in the balcony. Would those guests please rise and be 
recognized by the House. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair turns to leaves of absence and 
recognizes the majority whip, who moves for a leave of absence 
for the gentleman from Delaware, Mr. RAYMOND; the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Mr. O’BRIEN; the gentleman 
from Philadelphia, Mr. KENNEY; and the gentlelady from 
Susquehanna, Miss MAJOR. Without objection, those leaves 
will be granted. 
 The Chair recognizes the minority whip, who moves  
for a leave of absence for the gentleman from Allegheny,  
Mr. RUFFING, and the gentlelady from Philadelphia,  
Mrs. LEDERER. Without objection, those leaves will also 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–197 
 
Adolph Egolf Levdansky Santoni 
Allen Evans, D. Lewis Sather 
Argall Evans, J. Lynch Saylor 
Armstrong Fabrizio Mackereth Scavello 
Baker Fairchild Maher Schroder 
Baldwin Feese Maitland Scrimenti 
Bard Fichter Manderino Semmel 
Barrar Fleagle Mann Shaner 
Bastian Flick Markosek Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Forcier Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Frankel McCall Solobay 
Belfanti Freeman McGeehan Staback 
Benninghoff Gabig McGill Stairs 
Biancucci Gannon McIlhattan Steil 
Birmelin Geist McIlhinney Stern 
Bishop George McNaughton Stetler 
Blaum Gergely Melio Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Browne Gingrich Micozzie Sturla 
Bunt Godshall Millard Surra 
Butkovitz Good Miller, R. Tangretti 
Buxton Goodman Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 

Caltagirone Grucela Mundy Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Gruitza Mustio Thomas 
Casorio Habay Myers Tigue 
Causer Haluska Nailor Travaglio 
Cawley Hanna Nickol True 
Civera Harhai Oliver Turzai 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Vance 
Cohen Harper Pallone Veon 
Coleman Harris Payne Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Walko 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Wansacz 
Costa Herman Petrone Washington 
Coy Hershey Phillips Waters 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Watson 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Weber 
Cruz Horsey Preston Wheatley 
Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Williams 
Dailey James Reed Wilt 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wojnaroski 
Dally Keller Rieger Wright 
DeLuca Killion Roberts Yewcic 
Denlinger Kirkland Roebuck Youngblood 
Dermody Kotik Rohrer Yudichak 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Zug 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross 
Diven Leach Rubley 
Donatucci Leh Sainato Perzel, 
Eachus Lescovitz Samuelson     Speaker 
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Kenney Major Raymond Ruffing 
Lederer O’Brien 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–6 
 
Civera  Evans, J. Micozzie Rieger 
Cruz  LaGrotta 
 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 357, PN 3935 (Amended)   By Rep. BROWNE 
 

An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the 
Pennsylvania Adoption Registry.  
 

JUDICIARY. 
 

HB 486, PN 564   By Rep. BROWNE 
 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for obstruction 
of law or government.  
 

JUDICIARY. 
 

HB 2441, PN 3452   By Rep. BROWNE 
 

An Act amending Title 54 (Names) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, providing for surviving spouse to resume prior 
name.  
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JUDICIARY. 
 

RULES COMMITTEE MEETING 

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

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 2579, PN 3871   By Rep. S. SMITH 
 

An Act to provide from the General Fund for the expenses  
of the Executive, Legislative and Judicial Departments of the 
Commonwealth, the public debt and for the public schools for the  
fiscal year July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, for certain institutions and 
organizations, and for the payment of bills incurred and remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004; to provide 
appropriations from the State Lottery Fund, the Energy Conservation 
and Assistance Fund, the Hazardous Material Response Fund,  
The State Stores Fund, the Milk Marketing Fund, the Home Investment 
Trust Fund, the Emergency Medical Services Operating Fund,  
the Tuition Payment Fund, the Banking Department Fund, the  
Firearm Records Check Fund, the Ben Franklin Technology 
Development Authority Fund, the Tobacco Settlement Fund and the 
Health Care Provider Retention Account to the Executive Department; 
to provide appropriations from the Judicial Computer System 
Augmentation Account to the Judicial Department for the fiscal year 
July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005; to provide appropriations from the 
Motor License Fund for the fiscal year July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, 
for the proper operation of the several departments of the 
Commonwealth and the Pennsylvania State Police authorized to spend 
Motor License Fund moneys; to provide for the appropriation of 
Federal funds to the Executive Department of the Commonwealth and 
for the establishment of restricted receipt accounts for the fiscal year 
July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, and for the payment of bills remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004; to provide 
for the additional appropriation of Federal and State funds from the 
General Fund, for the Executive Department of the Commonwealth for 
the fiscal year July 1, 2003, to June 30, 2004, and for the payment of 
bills incurred and remaining unpaid at the close of the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2003.  
 

RULES. 
 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to leaves of absence and 
recognizes the majority whip, who moves for a leave of absence 
for the gentleman from Delaware, Mr. CIVERA. Without 
objection, that leave will be granted. 
 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair notes the presence on the floor  
of the House of several special guests of Representative  
Roy Baldwin. They are Mike Hoshour, a senior at Alvernia 
College, who is a summer intern in his district office, and 
Andrew Patko, a senior at Manheim Township School District. 
They are seated in the gallery. Would those two guests please 
rise and be recognized by the General Assembly. 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. LEH called up HR 747, PN 3914, entitled: 
 

A Resolution proclaiming May 24, 2004, as “Aviation 
Maintenance Technician Day” in Pennsylvania.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lynch Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Maher Scavello 
Baker Feese Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Mann Semmel 
Barrar Flick Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Forcier Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Freeman McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gabig McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Gannon McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci Geist McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin George McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gergely Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gingrich Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Godshall Millard Sturla 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Habay Myers Thomas 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Tigue 
Causer Hanna Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhai Oliver True 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harper Pallone Vance 
Coleman Harris Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Walko 
Costa Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hershey Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Waters 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Cruz Horsey Preston Weber 
Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey James Reed Williams 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wilt 
Dally Keller Rieger Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roberts Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Roebuck Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rohrer Youngblood 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross Zug 
Diven Leach Rubley 
Donatucci Leh Sainato 
Eachus Lescovitz Samuelson Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
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 EXCUSED–7 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
Kenney Major Raymond 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Ms. BISHOP called up HR 748, PN 3915, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring the achievements of the 2003-2004  
Saint Joseph’s University Men’s Basketball Team and Head Coach 
Phil Martelli.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Levdansky Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lewis Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Lynch Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Mackereth Scavello 
Baker Feese Maher Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Maitland Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Manderino Semmel 
Barrar Flick Mann Shaner 
Bastian Forcier Markosek Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Freeman McCall Solobay 
Belfanti Gabig McGeehan Staback 
Benninghoff Gannon McGill Stairs 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Steil 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stern 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Stetler 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Sturla 
Bunt Good Millard Surra 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, R. Tangretti 
Buxton Grucela Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mundy Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Habay Mustio Thomas 
Casorio Haluska Myers Tigue 
Causer Hanna Nailor Travaglio 
Cawley Harhai Nickol True 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harper Pallone Vance 
Coleman Harris Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Walko 
Costa Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hershey Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Waters 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Cruz Horsey Preston Weber 
Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey James Reed Williams 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wilt 
Dally Keller Rieger Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roberts Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Roebuck Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rohrer Youngblood 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross Zug 
Diven Leach Rubley 

Donatucci Leh Sainato Perzel, 
Eachus Lescovitz Samuelson     Speaker 
Egolf 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Oliver 
 
 EXCUSED–7 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
Kenney Major Raymond 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Ms. BISHOP called up HR 749, PN 3916, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring the Overbrook High School Mock Trial 
Team from Philadelphia for outstanding achievement.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lynch Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Maher Scavello 
Baker Feese Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Mann Semmel 
Barrar Flick Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Forcier Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Freeman McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gabig McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Gannon McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci Geist McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin George McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gergely Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gingrich Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Godshall Millard Sturla 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Habay Myers Thomas 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Tigue 
Causer Hanna Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhai Oliver True 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harper Pallone Vance 
Coleman Harris Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Walko 
Costa Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hershey Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Waters 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Cruz Horsey Preston Weber 
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Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey James Reed Williams 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wilt 
Dally Keller Rieger Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roberts Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Roebuck Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rohrer Youngblood 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross Zug 
Diven Leach Rubley 
Donatucci Leh Sainato 
Eachus Lescovitz Samuelson Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–7 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
Kenney Major Raymond 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

MEMORIAL DAY PROGRAM 

 The SPEAKER. As we approach Memorial Day, it is only 
proper and fitting that we take a few minutes to remember our 
service men and women, those fellow Pennsylvanians who in 
the past, with courage, honor, and valor, have defended 
America and those Pennsylvanians who today are serving our 
country in such places as Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq. 
 Would the members please take their seats. 
 Those veterans who prevailed in past years we honor, and we 
salute those today for defending our freedoms and our liberties. 
 At this time I would like to recognize Representative  
Merle Phillips for the purposes of an introduction. 
 Mr. PHILLIPS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It is certainly my honor today to introduce to the House  
Mr. and Mrs. Ted Andrewlevich. Ted will be singing our 
national anthem. They are from my legislative district from 
Northumberland County in the city of Sunbury. Ted is a  
Marine Corps veteran and a former principal in the Sunbury 
area Shikellamy School District. 
 So at this time I would like to introduce Ted and have him 
sing the national anthem. 
 
 (“The Star-Spangled Banner” was sung by  
Ted Andrewlevich.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Bastian. 
 Mr. BASTIAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have the privilege this morning of reciting 
“That Ragged Old Flag” by Johnny Cash. 
 The SPEAKER. Please, keep the noise levels down. 
 Mr. BASTIAN. I have the pleasure this morning of reciting 
“That Ragged Old Flag,” written by Johnny Cash. 
 

I walked through a county courthouse square, 
On a park bench, an old man was sittin there. 
I said, “Your courthouse is kinda run down.” 
He said, “No, it will do for our little town.” 
I said, “Your old flagpole kinda leaned a little bit, 
And that’s a ragged old flag you got hanging on it.” 
 
He said, “Have a seat,” so I sat down, 
He said, “Is this your first visit to our little town?” 
I said, “I think it is.” He said, “I don’t like to brag, 
But we’re kinda proud of ‘That Ragged Old Flag.’ 
 
“You see, we got a little hole in that flag there 
When Washington took it across the Delaware. 
It got powder-burned the night Francis Scott Key 
Sat watching it, writing ‘Oh, Say Can You See.’ 
It got a rip in New Orleans 
With Packingham and Jackson tugging at its seams. 
 
“It almost fell at the Alamo 
Beside the Texas flag, but she waved on tho. 
It got cut with a sword in Chancellorsville, 
Got cut again at Shiloh Hill. 
There was Robert E. Lee and Beauregard and 
 Bragg, 
And the south wind blew hard on ‘That Ragged 
 Old Flag.’ 
 
“On Flanders Field in World War I, 
It took a bad hit from a Bertha gun. 
She turned blood red in World War II. 
She hung limp and low by the time that one was 
 through. 
She was in Korea and Vietnam. 
She went where she was sent by her Uncle Sam. 
 
“The Native Americans, The Black, Yellow and 
 White, 
All shed red blood for the Stars and Stripes. 
And here in her own good land she’s been abused – 
Burned, dishonored, denied and refused. 
 
“And the very government for which she stands 
Has been scandalized throughout the land. 
And she’s getting threadbare and she’s wearing 
 kinda thin, 
But she’s in pretty good shape for the shape she’s 
 in. 
Cause she’s been through the fire before 
And she can take a whole lot more. 
 
“So we raise her up every morning, 
And we bring her down every night. 
We don’t let her touch the ground, 
And we fold her up right. 
On second thought, I do like to brag, 
Cause I’m mighty proud of ‘That Ragged Old 
 Flag.’ ” 

 
REMARKS BY 

BRIG. GEN. JERRY BECK 
 
 The SPEAKER. I would like to take this opportunity to 
introduce our guest speaker, Brig. Gen. Jerry Beck, deputy 
commanding general for maneuvers for the 28th Infantry 
Division of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard. General. 
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 GENERAL BECK. Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Speaker, members of the Pennsylvania legislature, ladies 
and gentlemen: Good morning, and thank you for giving me the 
opportunity to be a participant in today’s ceremony for one of 
our most solemn of national holidays, a day when we pause to 
reflect and honor the memory of those departed who have 
served our country in the uniforms of our Armed Forces. These 
were people who came from all walks of life, from every corner 
of this great land of ours. They were our fathers, our sons, our 
daughters and our mothers, our friends, and our neighbors. They 
were all ordinary people – living ordinary lives – who were 
asked to make extraordinary sacrifices in extraordinary times 
for our country. They answered her call to arms not because 
they loved war, for nothing is more repulsive to the character of 
a free people than war for war’s sake, but they answered her call 
for a higher purpose – to preserve liberty, justice, equality, and 
the right to live in a world free from tyranny. 
 This is the same call that has gone out to every generation of 
Americans. In 1775 Patrick Henry echoed the call when he 
asked his fellow Virginians, “Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, 
as to be purchased at the price of chains and slavery?”  
People answered that call at places like Bunker Hill, Saratoga, 
Long Island, Trenton, Charleston, and our own Valley Forge. 
After 7 long years of bloodshed and privation, they stood 
together at Yorktown for the first time as free people. 
 The call went out again on December 7, 1941, that day that 
will live in infamy. After the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor 
and Hickam Field, President Roosevelt rallied Americans by 
reminding them that “…there is no such thing as security for 
any nation – or any individual – in a world ruled by the 
principles of gangsterism.” Americans responded the very next 
day by flocking to recruiting stations by the thousands. 
America’s workforce, swelled by the entrance of millions of 
women, kicked the arsenal of democracy into high gear within 
just a few months. In the jungles of Guadalcanal, on the desert 
plains of North Africa, and on the high bluffs of Normandy, 
America’s Armed Forces made the ultimate sacrifice so their 
children could live in a world ruled by the principles of 
freedom. 
 In the wake of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 
Americans once again heard the call. The call went out from 
grieving relatives whose loved ones died in the collapse of the 
World Trade Center. It was heard from mothers and fathers 
whose sons and daughters had perished in the attack at the 
Pentagon. It emanated from husbands whose wives had died 
aboard a civilian aircraft right here in the Commonwealth. 
President Bush echoed the call when he proclaimed  
September 11 as a “…day when all Americans from every walk 
of life united in our resolve for justice and peace.” He also told 
us that “Terrorist attacks can shake the foundations of our 
biggest buildings, but they cannot touch the foundation of 
America.” 
 Memorial Day is a day of mixed emotions. For some it is a 
day of reflection – to recall past generations of fallen heroes; to 
pay solemn tribute to soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, and 
coastguardsmen who made the ultimate sacrifice throughout our 
history. 
 Beginning with the American Revolution, when over  
1,400 Pennsylvanians did not come home, through the  
War of 1812, when once again thousands of Pennsylvanians 
fought to control the British from expanding their empire,  

100 Pennsylvanians never saw the rolling Appalachians again. 
Next came the Mexican War, which left over 200 of our sons 
interred south of the border. The Civil War ended the lives of 
20,000-plus Pennsylvanians, many spending their last day on 
the grassy fields of Gettysburg. The Spanish-American War 
came at a cost of 249 Pennsylvanians. World War I, the war to 
end all wars, left nearly 6,000 Pennsylvanians interred behind 
small markers in European fields. World War II, the first true 
mobilization of the arsenal of democracy, came at a cost of 
almost 31,000 Pennsylvanians. With only a short respite, the 
next call was Korea. The forgotten war sent over 2,300 of  
the Commonwealth’s citizens to their eternal resting place. 
Vietnam was the final calling for 3,139 Commonwealth heroes. 
And as we drew the line in the sand, 31 Pennsylvanians paid  
the ultimate sacrifice during Desert Storm. Presently over  
43 Pennsylvanians have courageously given their full measure 
in Afghanistan and Iraq. More than 1 million men and women, 
Active-Duty, National Guard, and Reserve warriors, have fallen 
in battle. 
 Memorial Day is also a day of remembrance, a time to keep 
in mind the sacrifices made by veterans past and present, and 
today, with our nation at war, the remembrance has not been 
softened by time. In the last several weeks, the 28th Infantry 
Division of the Pennsylvania Army National Guard for the  
first time since World War II has suffered combat casualties. 
Sgt. Sherwood Baker of Plymouth, Pennsylvania, was fatally 
wounded during a military raid looking for chemical munitions 
near Baghdad on April 26. Spc. Carl Curran of Union City and 
Spc. Mark Kasecky of McKees Rocks lost their lives on a 
convoy near Fallujah when an improvised explosive device, 
commonly known as an IED, hit their vehicle on May 16. 
Sergeant Baker was buried about 2 weeks ago, and tomorrow 
will be the funerals of Specialist Curran and Specialist Kasecky 
in western Pennsylvania. For the families of the fallen, may they 
find solace in the knowledge that this is a just war and that their 
loved ones did not die in vain and that their eternal sacrifice will 
lead to a safer world and, for us, a safer nation. 
 I am proud to say the citizen soldiers of today’s Pennsylvania 
Army and Air National Guard continue to live the values of 
selfless service, integrity, and personal courage. For those 
combat veterans in the audience, I assure you today’s veterans 
carry the guidon with the same courage and commitment as you 
did when your nation called. 
 Gen. George Patton once said, “Let me not mourn for these 
men who have died fighting, but rather let me be glad that such 
heroes have lived.” While we feel certain sadness each time we 
hear of men and women losing their lives overseas, we must 
look beyond the sadness to celebrate them, to regard them as 
heroes we are proud to call our own. 
 I know that Memorial Day signals the beginning of summer. 
Millions of Americans will celebrate this weekend with 
backyard barbecues and picnics in the park. Millions more will 
journey to the mountains or to the seaside to relax with their 
families. There they will enjoy the blessings of peace and 
liberty in a country that enshrines the rights of the individual, 
and that is exactly the way that it should be. 
 Support of our Armed Forces remains strong today. That 
support is a force unto itself – an intangible but priceless 
resource that never fails to energize our soldiers. Each of us 
takes a stand against terrorism when we show the world our 
unwavering support of American forces, and for that support we 
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who wear the uniform are grateful. Medals and awards are 
given to some, but a simple and heartfelt “thank you” is earned 
by all who serve and have served our country. 
 As we contemplate the sacrifice of those who have given 
their lives to secure our way of life, let us not forget the true 
meaning of this holiday, for a terrible price in blood has been 
paid to secure the way of life for all future generations. 
 Once again, the words of Franklin Delano Roosevelt are as 
true today as they were in 1936 that “…freedom cannot be 
bestowed, it must be achieved.” Until the day when the world is 
free from tyranny, our freedom will be achieved only if 
Americans are willing to answer the call – to prove themselves 
worthy to be free. The brave souls we commemorate today 
proved their worth. In whatever capacity in which we serve, 
may we all do the same. 
 I would like to finish with the words that appear on the 
memorial within Arlington National Cemetery. Nothing speaks 
higher to the memory of fallen Americans than these words: 
“Not for fame or reward, not for place or rank, not lured by 
ambition or goaded by necessity, but in simple obedience to 
duty as they understood it, these men suffered all, sacrificed all, 
dared all and died.” 
 May God bless each and every one of you, and may God 
continue to bless America. 
 Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to thank  
Brigadier General Beck for taking time out of his busy schedule 
to be with us here today. Thank you very much, General. 
 GENERAL BECK. Thank you. 
 Mr. ANDREWLEVICH. Okay. Now we would like 
everybody to join in. I would like everybody to please stand, 
and we are going to sing “God Bless America.” I would love 
everybody to join in, upstairs, downstairs, back here. Here we 
go. Everybody ready? 
 
 (“God Bless America” was sung by Ted Andrewlevich.) 
 
 Mr. ANDREWLEVICH. Thank you. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. Today I would like to recognize  
Capt. Kevin Grant and his wife, Sandy Cole Grant, the  
son-in-law and daughter of Sharon Cole, legislative research 
analyst for the House Republican Caucus. Kevin is a soldier 
with the 4th Infantry Division, 1st Brigade – Raiders. This is the 
brigade who captured Saddam Hussein. He was stationed at the 
Forward Operating Base Omaha in Tikrit, Iraq, which was just 
10 miles from the site where the dictator was apprehended. 
 Kevin earned the Army Achievement Medal, the  
Army Commendation Medal, and the Bronze Star Medal for his 
service in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
 Please welcome Sandy, Kevin, and Baby Grant to the floor 
of the House of Representatives today. 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. SCRIMENTI called up HR 746, PN 3913, entitled: 
 

A Resolution paying tribute and honoring the memory of  
Army National Guardsman Carl F. Curran II, a Specialist with the 

Pennsylvania National Guard’s Battery C, 1st Battalion, 107th Field 
Artillery, based in Oil City, Venango County, who tragically lost his 
life while on active duty in Iraq.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair momentarily returns to leaves of 
absence, and the minority whip has asked for a leave of absence 
for the gentleman, Mr. CRUZ, for the day. Without objection, 
that leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 746 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to have order. 
 We are taking up a resolution on the death of Mr. Curran, 
who was killed in Iraq. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller Reichley Wilt 
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
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DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 2172,  
PN 3909, entitled: 
 

An Act providing for certain rights of foster parents.  
 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Levdansky Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lewis Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Lynch Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Mackereth Scavello 
Baker Feese Maher Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Maitland Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Manderino Semmel 
Barrar Flick Mann Shaner 
Bastian Forcier Markosek Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Freeman McCall Solobay 
Belfanti Gabig McGeehan Staback 
Benninghoff Gannon McGill Stairs 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Steil 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stern 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Stetler 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Sturla 
Bunt Good Millard Surra 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, R. Tangretti 
Buxton Grucela Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mundy Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Habay Mustio Thomas 
Casorio Haluska Myers Tigue 
Causer Hanna Nailor Travaglio 

Cawley Harhai Nickol True 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harper Pallone Vance 
Coleman Harris Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Walko 
Costa Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hershey Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Waters 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Curry Horsey Preston Weber 
Dailey Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley James Reed Williams 
Dally Josephs Reichley Wilt 
DeLuca Keller Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Killion Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kirkland Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese Kotik Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo LaGrotta Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Laughlin Ross Zug 
Donatucci Leach Rubley 
Eachus Leh Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Lescovitz Samuelson     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Oliver 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 2178,  
PN 3476, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 10, 1949 (P.L.30, No.14), 
known as the Public School Code of 1949, further providing for  
Office for Safe Schools; and encouraging the establishment of  
pupil harassment, bullying and intimidation policies.  
 
 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? 
 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Delaware,  
Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Mr. Speaker, when I rose, the bill was not on 
the screen. Now it is, but it is not explained in our presession 
report. So perhaps the prime sponsor could give an explanation 
of this bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Smarty Jones country 
will answer Mr. Vitali. 
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 Mr. DiGIROLAMO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the bill is basically a bullying prevention bill. It 
will encourage all the school districts in Pennsylvania to adopt a 
bullying prevention program. Also, it would direct that the 
Department of Education set up a Web site or a clearinghouse to 
put the different bullying programs that all school districts 
might look to as a model, and also, it directs the Office for  
State Schools to direct grants that the school district might be 
able to apply to so that they can implement the bullying 
program. 
 
 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–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 

 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 1731,  
PN 2249, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, further providing for imposition of 
the sales and use tax.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. NAILOR offered the following amendment No. A1829: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 11, by removing the period after “tax” 
and inserting 
   ; and exempting custody fees relating to pets 

from sales tax. 
 Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 5 and 6 
 Section 2.  Section 204 of the act is amended by adding a clause 
to read: 
 Section 204.  Exclusions from Tax.–The tax imposed by  
section 202 shall not be imposed upon any of the following: 
 * * * 
 (65)  Fees charged by nonprofit humane organizations to transfer 
custody and possession of animals that are used as household pets. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 6, by striking out “2” and inserting 
   3 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
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Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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. TANGRETTI offered the following amendment No. 
A1833: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 11, by removing the period after “tax” 
and inserting 
   and for exclusions from realty transfer tax. 
 Amend Bill, page 2, line 6, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting 
 Section 2.  Section 1102-C.3 of the act is amended by adding a 
clause to read: 
 Section 1102-C.3.  Excluded Transactions.–The tax imposed by 
section 1102-C shall not be imposed upon: 
 * * * 
 (23)  A transfer between a municipality and a volunteer fire 
company as defined in section 3 of the act of July 15, 1976 (P.L.1036,  
 

No.208), known as the “Volunteer Fire Company, Ambulance Service 
and Rescue Squad Assistance Act.” 
 Section 3.  This act shall take effect as follows: 
  (1)  The addition of section 202(h) of the act shall take 

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

immediately.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Tangretti. 
 Mr. TANGRETTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is an agreed-to amendment. I just talked to 
the prime sponsor of the bill. 
 Essentially what this amendment does is it exempts the  
realty transfer tax from a transfer between a municipality and a 
fire department. A fire department in my district was given 
property by the municipality for the purpose of constructing 
another garage, and they were assessed by the Department of 
Revenue on a realty transfer tax because they said they had no 
choice. So this would prevent that from happening in the future, 
and I would appreciate an affirmative vote. 
 Thank you very much. 
 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–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
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Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 

Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair welcomes Taryn Heisler, who is 
going to be a senior at Eastern University in St. Davids. Taryn is 
an intern in Representative Argall’s Tamaqua office. She is the 
guest, obviously, of Representative David Argall. She is located 
to the left of the Speaker. Would that guest please rise and be 
recognized. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 2288,  
PN 3622, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, establishing a career development  
tax credit.  
 
 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? 
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 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 2350,  
PN 3278, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, further providing, in corporate net 
income tax, for the definition of “taxable income.”  
 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–185 
 
Adolph Egolf Levdansky Santoni 
Allen Evans, D. Lewis Sather 
Argall Evans, J. Lynch Saylor 
Armstrong Fabrizio Mackereth Scavello 
Baker Fairchild Maher Schroder 
Baldwin Feese Maitland Scrimenti 
Bard Fichter Manderino Semmel 
Barrar Fleagle Mann Shaner 
Bastian Flick Markosek Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Forcier Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Frankel McCall Solobay 
Belfanti Freeman McGeehan Staback 
Benninghoff Gabig McGill Stairs 
Biancucci Gannon McIlhattan Steil 
Birmelin Geist McIlhinney Stern 
Bishop George McNaughton Stetler 
Blaum Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Gingrich Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Godshall Millard Sturla 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Thomas 
Cappelli Habay Myers Tigue 
Causer Haluska Nailor Travaglio 
Cawley Hanna Nickol True 
Clymer Harhai Oliver Turzai 
Cohen Harhart O’Neill Vance 
Coleman Harper Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Harris Petri Wansacz 
Corrigan Hasay Petrone Washington 
Costa Hennessey Phillips Waters 
Coy Herman Pickett Watson 
Crahalla Hershey Pistella Weber 
Creighton Hess Preston Wheatley 
Curry Hickernell Readshaw Williams 
Dailey Horsey Reed Wilt 
Daley Hutchinson Reichley Wojnaroski 
Dally James Rieger Wright 
DeLuca Keller Roberts Yewcic 
Denlinger Killion Roebuck Youngblood 
Dermody Kirkland Rohrer Yudichak 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Zug 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross 
Diven Leach Rubley 
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Donatucci Leh Sainato Perzel, 
Eachus Lescovitz Samuelson     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–10 
 
Casorio Kotik Petrarca Vitali 
Gergely Melio Tangretti Walko 
Josephs Pallone 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 815,  
PN 1543, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of May 17, 1921 (P.L.789, No.285), 
known as The Insurance Department Act of 1921, providing for 
policyholder collateral, for deductible reimbursements and for other 
policyholder obligations.  
 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 

Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk return the same to the Senate with 
the information that the House has passed the same with 
amendment in which the concurrence of the Senate is requested. 
 

* * * 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 2442,  
PN 3592, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of June 25, 1982 (P.L.633, No.181), 
known as the Regulatory Review Act, further providing for legislative 
intent, for definitions and for proposed regulations and procedure for 
review.  
 
 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–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 2397,  
PN 3738, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Titles 18 (Crimes and Offenses) and  
42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated 
Statutes, defining the offense of failure to comply with registration of 
sexual offenders requirements; imposing penalties; further providing 
for the definition of “predatory,” for registration procedures and 
applicability, for assessments, for hearings and for verification of 
residence as relates to registration of sexual offenders; and providing 
for information made available on the Internet.  
 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller Reichley Wilt 
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wojnaroski 
Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wright 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Yewcic 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
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DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 1929,  
PN 2528, entitled: 
 

An Act providing for the regulation of manufactured housing and 
for the powers and duties of the Department of Community and 
Economic Development.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. McNAUGHTON offered the following amendment No. 
A1824: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 1, by inserting after “of” 
   the installation of 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, lines 7 through 11, by striking out all of 
said lines and inserting 
  (4)  The act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), 

known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act, and the 
Uniform Construction Code govern the construction, alteration, 
repair and occupancy of all buildings in this Commonwealth. 

  (5)  The Commonwealth shall comply with the 2000 
amendments to the National Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safety Standards Act of 1974. 

 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 12, by striking out “(5)” and inserting 
   (6) 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, lines 14 and 15, by striking out “eliminate 
unnecessary duplication of effort by Commonwealth agencies” and 
inserting 
   foster cooperation between Commonwealth 

agencies and building code officials 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, lines 20 through 22, by striking out 
“assigning the” in line 20, all of lines 21 and 22 and inserting 
   passage of this act. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, lines 23 and 24, by striking out  
“that within 270 days of the effective date of this act,” 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 25, by inserting after “Development” 
   to 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, lines 27 through 29, by striking out all of 
said lines and inserting 
  training and certification of new manufactured home 

installers. 

   (iv)  To clarify the role of the department and 
building code officials with respect to the installation and 
the inspection of the installation of manufactured 
housing. 

 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, by inserting between lines 3 and 4 
 “Building code official.”  A construction code official certified or 
registered with the Department of Labor and Industry, or the building 
code official’s designee who manages, supervises and administers 
building Uniform Construction Code enforcement activities. The 
official’s duties shall include all of the following: 
  (1)  management of building code enforcement activities; 
  (2)  supervision of building inspectors or plan examiners; 
  (3)  authorizing issuance of certificates of occupancy; 
  (4)  issuance of building permits, violation notices and 

orders to vacate; and 
  (5)  initiation of prosecutions. 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, line 7, by inserting after “integrated” 
   new 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, line 15, by striking out “compliant” and 
inserting 
   consistent 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, line 15, by striking out “that” and 
inserting 
   which 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, lines 17 and 18, by striking out “this act.” 
and inserting 
the National Manufactured Housing Construction and Safety Standards 
Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383, 42 U.S.C. § 5401 et seq.). The term 
does not include site grading or utility connections. 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, lines 19 through 22, by striking out 
“contracts with the purchaser for” in line 19, all of lines 20 through 22 
and inserting 
is certified by the Department of Community and Economic 
Development to perform onsite completion and installation of a new 
manufactured home and who performs work under contract with the 
purchaser as the agent of the manufacturer, retailer or builder, or as the 
purchaser of the manufactured home. 
 “Manufactured Home Construction and Safety Standards.”  
The Federal regulations concerning manufactured home construction 
and safety codified at 24 CFR  Pt. 3280 (relating to manufactured home 
construction and safety standards). 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 3, by inserting between lines 26 and 27 
 “Manufacturer’s approved design.”  The building design 
approved by a manufacturer’s design approval primary inspection 
agency. 
 “Pennsylvania Construction Code Act.”  The act of  
November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), known as the Pennsylvania 
Construction Code Act, and any regulation promulgated under that act. 
 “Uniform Construction Code.”  The Uniform Construction Code 
adopted under section 301 of the act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, 
No.45), known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act. 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 3, lines 28 through 30; page 4, lines 1 
through 7, by striking out all of said lines on said pages and inserting 
 The act shall apply to new manufactured homes installed after 
the effective date of this act and in accordance with section 6. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 4, line 11, by striking out “manufactured 
homes and” and inserting 
   new manufactured homes, 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 4, lines 13 through 30; page 5, lines 1 
through 3, by striking out “manufactured homes, the training and 
licensing” in line 13, all of lines 14 through 30, page 4, all of lines 1 
through 3, page 5 and inserting 
new manufactured homes, and the training and certification of new 
manufactured home installers. 
 (b)  Regulations.–The department shall promulgate regulations 
governing: 
  (1)  The training and certification of new manufactured 

home installers. 
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  (2)  The training of those persons who inspect the 
installation of new manufactured homes in this Commonwealth. 

  (3)  The issuance of a warning, suspension, revocation or 
monetary fine against persons who violate the regulations of the 
department promulgated under this act. 

 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, line 6, by striking out “licensed” and 
inserting 
   certified 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, line 7, by inserting after “of” 
   new 
 Amend Bill, page 5, lines 8 through 10, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
Section 6.  Inspection of installation of new manufactured homes. 
 (a)  Permits.–Permits are required under the Uniform 
Construction Code for the installation and occupancy of manufactured 
housing. 
 (b)  Installation.–A new manufactured home shall be installed in 
conformity with the manufacturer’s approved design applicable to the 
particular home. Construction activities or processes not addressed  
by the manufacturer’s approved design shall comply with the  
Uniform Construction Code requirement relating to those activities or 
processes. 
 (c)  Availability of instructions.–The manufacturer’s approved 
design shall be kept at the site of the home and accessible to the 
building code official and shall remain with the home for possession by 
the purchaser. 
 (d)  Rejection prohibited.–Building code officials cannot reject a 
manufacturer’s approved design. 
 (e)  Certification of installer.–The installer shall certify to the 
department and the building code official that the new manufactured 
home has been installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s 
approved design and complies with all applicable standards, including 
the Uniform Construction Code, for activities and processes not 
covered by the Manufactured Home Construction and Safety 
Standards. 
 (f)  Governance.–All of the following activities are governed 
under the Uniform Construction Code and may not be governed by the 
manufacturer’s approved design: 
  (1)  Alterations or repairs to a manufactured home that do 

not fall within the manufactured home construction and safety 
standards and the manufacturer’s installation instructions after 
assembly and shipment by the manufacturer. 

  (2)  Additions to a manufactured home after delivery to 
the site. 

  (3)  Construction, alteration, repair or change of 
occupancy if a manufactured home is resold to a subsequent 
purchaser. 

  (4)  Construction, alteration, repair or change of 
occupancy if the original purchaser relocates the manufactured 
home. 

  (5)  Utility connections. 
  (6)  Grading. 
Section 7.  Repeal. 
 The following shall apply: 
  (1)  Except as provided in paragraph (2), all acts and 

parts of acts are repealed insofar as they are inconsistent with this 
act. 

  (2)  The act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), 
known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act, is not 
repealed by this act. 

 Amend Sec. 7, page 5, line 11, by striking out “7” and inserting 
   8 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 

 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lynch Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Maher Scavello 
Baker Feese Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Mann Semmel 
Barrar Flick Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Forcier 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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? 
 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? 
 Agreeable to the provisions of the Constitution, the yeas and 
nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Evans, J. Lynch Sather 
Argall Fabrizio Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Fairchild Maher Scavello 
Baker Feese Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fichter Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Fleagle Mann Semmel 
Barrar Flick Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Forcier 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 

 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 2373,  
PN 3731, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), 
known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act, further providing 
for the powers of the Department of Labor and Industry relating to 
State-owned buildings; and establishing the Uniform Construction 
Fund.  
 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–192 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lynch Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Mackereth Sather 
Argall Fairchild Maher Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maitland Scavello 
Baker Fichter Manderino Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Mann Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Markosek Semmel 
Barrar Frankel Marsico Shaner 
Bastian Freeman McCall Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gannon McGill Solobay 
Belfanti Geist McIlhattan Staback 
Benninghoff George McIlhinney Stairs 
Biancucci Gergely McNaughton Steil 
Birmelin Gillespie Melio Stern 
Bishop Gingrich Metcalfe Stetler 
Blaum Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Good Millard Stevenson, T. 
Browne Goodman Miller, R. Sturla 
Bunt Grucela Miller, S. Surra 
Butkovitz Gruitza Mundy Tangretti 
Buxton Habay Mustio Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Haluska Myers Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Hanna Nailor Thomas 
Casorio Harhai Nickol Tigue 
Causer Harhart Oliver Travaglio 
Cawley Harper O’Neill True 
Clymer Harris Pallone Turzai 
Cohen Hasay Payne Vance 
Coleman Hennessey Petrarca Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Herman Petri Vitali 
Corrigan Hershey Petrone Walko 
Costa Hess Phillips Wansacz 
Coy Hickernell Pickett Washington 
Crahalla Horsey Pistella Waters 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Watson 
Dailey James Readshaw Weber 
Daley Josephs Reed Wheatley 
Dally Keller Reichley Williams 
DeLuca Killion Rieger Wilt 
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Denlinger Kirkland Roberts Wojnaroski 
Dermody Kotik Roebuck Wright 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rohrer Youngblood 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rooney Yudichak 
Diven Leach Ross Zug 
Donatucci Leh Rubley 
Eachus Lescovitz Sainato 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson Perzel, 
Evans, D. Lewis      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–3 
 
Creighton Forcier Yewcic 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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. 

RESOLUTION 

 Mr. METCALFE called up HR 654, PN 3602, entitled: 
 

A Resolution requesting that each member of Congress from 
Pennsylvania work to make the Federal tax cuts permanent.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of this resolution give a brief explanation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, indicates that 
he will give a brief explanation. The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, 
is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the request for a brief explanation of the 
resolution. 
 Mr. Speaker, this resolution would encourage our Congress 
men and women in Pennsylvania to support and extend, make 
permanent, the tax cuts that have been passed by Congress and 
pushed forward by the President, the tax cuts that have 
benefited taxpayers across this country, the tax cuts that when 
they sunset, will ultimately result in a tax increase if they are 
not made permanent. So this resolution encourages our 
Congress men and women from Pennsylvania to make the  
tax cuts that the President has pushed forward permanent. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair at this time will recognize the gentleman,  
Mr. DeWeese, who has an amendment to this resolution. We 
will go back to the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, on final passage. 
 At this time the Chair recognizes— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 

 The SPEAKER. One moment; one moment. 
 The gentleman is in order; I am sorry.  
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am going to withdraw the amendment and just speak 
against the resolution at the appropriate time as the debate is 
concluded. That may be sooner than later. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Delaware,  
Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This would just be by way of further interrogation, just for 
the benefit of the members, to delineate specifically what tax 
cuts we are dealing with – corporate, personal, whatever they 
were – and the amounts and so forth. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, President Bush’s tax cuts that have been 
enacted, since that time the economy has been growing at the 
fastest rate in more than 20 years. Some of those tax cuts—  
You cannot dispute facts. You might want to boo it, but the 
economy is growing faster than it has been in the past 20 years. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entitled to be heard. 
Please keep the noise level down. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, has the floor. The gentleman 
may continue. 
 Mr. METCALFE. A couple of those tax cuts that were  
made are tax cuts regarding the child tax credit, expanding the 
10-percent bracket, reducing the marriage penalty, and those  
tax cuts have directly helped families across this country. I am 
trying to look through some of my information for some more 
of those specific tax cuts that the gentleman was requesting. 
 As I mentioned, the marriage penalty; the death tax is 
another one. We increased the child credit rebate, which  
I mentioned, the child tax credit; the business expensing. Those 
tax cuts expanded the individual retirement accounts, and they 
cut the double taxation on dividends and capital gains. 
 So the tax cuts that have been implemented affect both 
retirement, educational savings, marriage, families, and lower 
income also. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the question of tax cuts is, what tax cuts do you 
want to have? The problem with the Bush tax cuts is that they 
disproportionately favor the very wealthy, and while, yes, there 
are benefits for people who are not wealthy, the benefits are a 
small percentage of the total. 
 Wesley Clark, during his campaign for President, for 
instance, came up with his own tax plan taking roughly the 
same amount of money as the Bush tax cuts and came up with a 
plan to exempt all persons earning less than $50,000 a year from 
all Federal taxes. For many people the Wesley Clark plan will 
be a lot more relevant than the Bush plan. John Kerry has 
indicated that the Bush tax cuts simply do not go far enough in 
terms of what they do for the middle class. 
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 Now, the problem is, if you try to freeze the tax cuts for the 
wealthy, as this amendment seeks to do, you greatly reduce the 
possibility of making further tax cuts for the middle class. 
 I think anybody who is satisfied with their taxes and does not 
think they are still too high can vote for this. Anybody who 
thinks their taxes are too high now ought to vote against this 
resolution so they get some more meaningful tax cuts for the 
middle class. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
 I apologize again, Mr. DeWeese. You wanted to go last. 
 The gentleman from Montgomery, Mr. Leach. 
 Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, may I briefly interrogate the maker of the 
resolution? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates he will stand for 
interrogation. 
 Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I was wondering if the maker of the resolution 
could tell me – because Congress is obviously not voting on this 
today – my question goes to what the conditions of the country 
will be when this is voted on, and I am just wondering, at the 
time, approximately, when you anticipate that this will be voted 
on by Congress, what the deficit will be. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Leach? Mr. Leach, you are asking about 
the conditions of the country? 
 Mr. LEACH. Well, I mean, this is a bill designed to 
immortalize the Federal tax cut. I am just asking what the 
economic conditions are that would—  I mean, presumably he is 
saying this is a good idea. I just want to understand that. 
 The SPEAKER. You are asking why it is a good idea? 
 Mr. LEACH. Essentially. I am trying to be a little more 
focused, though. It is a broad question. I am trying to be a little 
more focused about, does he know what the deficit is or will be 
when this is voted? That is relevant, I think, to what the tax cut 
is, if he knows. 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, wish to 
submit to interrogation? 
 Mr. METCALFE. Sure; sure. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe, is in order 
and may proceed. 
 Mr. METCALFE. To try and answer the broadly based 
question and the economic situation that our country finds itself 
in if this tax cut is not continued, what is in place right now is 
we have tax cuts that have been enacted and they have helped 
the economy. The economy is growing as a result of it. Over the 
next 7 years, from 2005 to 2012, those tax cuts that were 
implemented will sunset. So in effect, those tax cuts that were 
made over the last several years, those rates will increase again, 
which will put our country in the situation where we are going 
to have billions and billions of dollars of tax increases occurring 
if we do not make these tax cuts permanent. 
 As I mentioned, the tax cuts, they eliminated the marriage 
penalty, the death tax, increased the child credit rebate and 
business expensing, expanded the individual retirement 
accounts, and cut the double taxation on dividends and capital 
gains. 
 Now, if these tax cuts expire, we are going to see tax cuts— 
The expiration of existing tax cuts will increase taxes by  
50 percent for lower income families, the child credit will fall 
by 50 percent, the marriage penalty will be reinstated, 

educational savings will be taxed, retirement savings will 
shrink, and every taxpayer will face an income tax increase. 
 So the state of the economy with a huge tax increase will be 
in dire straits, and that is my answer to the gentleman’s 
question. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Leach. 
 Mr. LEACH. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, that concludes my interrogation. I would just 
like to speak briefly on the resolution itself. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, I asked about the deficit, and  
I did not hear an answer. I just heard a repetition of the previous 
statement. The fact is that we have record deficits, and more 
than that, we are at war, Mr. Speaker. We just had very moving 
ceremonies today commemorating the war effort that we are 
fighting, and every other time in history, Mr. Speaker, that we 
were at war, there has never been a time that the President has 
called for massive tax cuts while we were at war. 
 Now, we can all quote the speeches from Lincoln to 
Roosevelt and Washington on down about how a time of war is 
a time of sacrifice, and certainly the people on the front line of 
Iraq, the people who are dying every day in Fallujah and Tikrit 
and those places, are being asked to make a sacrifice. But we 
are not asking the Dick Cheneys and the Steve Forbes of the 
world to make any sacrifice; all we are doing is giving them 
larger and larger and larger tax cuts. 
 Now, when we had surpluses under President Clinton, we 
heard that surpluses mean that the American people are 
overtaxed; that means we need a tax cut. Now that we have 
record deficits, we hear, well, that means we need a massive tax 
cut. Under the logic I hear, there is no time and no economic 
conditions when it is not appropriate to have a massive tax cut, 
and that does not sound like a responsible policy to me. 
 I just want to make one more point, Mr. Speaker, which is 
this: For Bill Gates, for the wealthiest people in this country, of 
course there was a massive tax cut. For the middle class – and 
this is very important, Mr. Speaker – for the middle class,  
there was no tax cut. The average person in the middle class got 
$300 a year, less than a dollar a day in tax cuts. But that was 
more than made up for by the fact that because of these tax cuts, 
we could not fully fund education, which meant that local 
property taxes went up. We could not fully fund mass transit, 
which means mass transit costs went up. State and local taxes 
went up, and we all saw that here in this body because of cuts in 
the Federal government. So for the average person, they are 
paying far more as a result of these tax cuts in tuition and transit 
costs and State and local taxes and in other things than they 
were before these tax cuts. 
 So I think what this resolution does is call to make 
permanent tax increases on the middle class, Mr. Speaker, and  
I think that is a bad policy, and I urge a “no” vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The gentleman from Butler who proffers this rather paltry 
proposal should, in my view, transfix his gaze to the  
60,000 people that he represents, because the tax that those 
folks are most interested in is the property tax, and we have 
been dithering for a long, long time. The Ridge administration 
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gave us no target of opportunity to diminish the property tax. 
The Rendell administration and cooperation that has been 
achieved on this floor in recent months allows us to realize a 
property tax reduction. 
 Now, I am surprised that we are even dealing with this.  
I hear enough Republican platitudes on the news at night from 
Washington, DC; I did not know that I would have to listen to 
them today. But you foisted this rather unhappy subject upon us, 
so I would like to think that we here in the chamber of the 
Pennsylvania House of Representatives would focus upon 
property tax reductions. 
 I also would like to say, since we do have this resolution 
memorializing Congress – and it is not completely 
extraordinary, but it does seem wide of the mark today; we have 
so many problems here in our State – but the gentleman wants 
to cut national taxes at a time, as the gentleman from 
Montgomery just said, we are at war. When the Bush 
administration shaved hundreds and hundreds of millions of 
dollars off of the Federal tax rolls, and it has been pointed out, 
the lion’s share of that money came from people who make over 
$250,000 a year. It was not just hyperbolic for the gentleman to 
say the average person got 300 bucks lower in Federal taxes, 
and his school taxes, property taxes, and sundry other taxes 
went up by more than $300. That evidence is, what the lawyers 
would say, prima facie. People are paying more taxes today than 
they were when Mr. Bush took over. It is just that most of them 
are Federal. 
 Chairman Argall’s very adroit Appropriations staff will 
confirm, I am certain, I am also confident that the Rendell 
administration and Chairman Evans will supplement that data 
with the fact that if we do have a $300 million surplus in 
Pennsylvania, that will not be enough to remain even, because 
there will be more than 300 million fewer dollars coming in 
from Washington, DC. 
 Federal tax cuts are having a very palpable and negative 
impact upon Pennsylvania. We have got Medicare challenges 
on the horizon that are potentially catastrophic. We have  
baby boomers reaching their full cohort in the retirement setting 
within a few short years. We probably should not ever delve 
into the infinitely complicated echelons of Federal tax policy. 
But since the gentleman from Butler County insists upon 
projecting this resolution, it has to be noted fundamentally, 
categorically, that when President Bush offered these cuts, 
Marine units were not poised around Fallujah. We had not lost 
700 dead somewhere between the Tigris valley and the 
Euphrates valley. 
 The fact is – and I respond to the gentleman – the Bush 
administration will probably come back with an additional  
$50 billion supplement request in the ensuing months to pay for 
the war in Iraq. The mission is not accomplished; the mission is 
not accomplished. “Bring ’em on” did not work. They came on, 
and it is costing a lot of money to have those aircraft carriers 
poised in the Persian Gulf, to have those air fleets. Those 
farflung armadas and legions are going to cost a lot of money. 
 Mr. Speaker, it seems that someone might have to go to the 
bathroom or want your request for attention. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, is the leader 
of the other side of the aisle, and we have always maintained 
that the leaders have more leeway than the other members of the 
General Assembly. 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Mr. Schroder, rise? 

 Mr. SCHRODER. I can assure you it is not to go to the 
restroom, Mr. Speaker. 
 Anyway, I certainly take the Speaker’s admonishment about 
the leeway given to legislative floor leaders and certainly 
respect that as an honored tradition in our chamber, but it seems 
to me that some leeway does not necessarily mean total leeway 
to go so far off the subject, that sometimes even leaders have to 
be reined in a little bit, and I would just like to request the 
Speaker’s attention to that matter. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. When the honorable gentleman who just 
spoke cachinnated without benefit of the microphone a few 
moments ago, I was talking about a $50 billion Federal 
supplemental in the national budget. Now, how that could be 
wide of the mark, I do not know. The honorable gentleman has 
given us very, very excellent debate on a variety of other issues 
from one of the other podia here, and I am a great respecter of 
that gentleman’s debate talents. The fact that I am off the 
proverbial mark in this particular instance just does not ring 
accurately. 
 Anyway, Mr. Speaker, I have almost concluded my remarks. 
To sum them up, though, the honorable gentleman from Butler 
County wants us, as the gentleman, Mr. Leach, said, to 
immortalize a Federal tax cut which in essence went to people 
who made over $250,000 a year. The wealthiest elements within 
our society were the preeminent beneficiaries. People that go to 
McDonald’s in Greene County did not benefit very much from 
George Bush’s tax decrease, and if he keeps on decreasing taxes 
for those wealthy, wealthy people, where is he going to get the 
money to wage the war in the Middle East without getting into 
the efficacy of our strivings in Iraq? 
 It is, it is incalculably expensive. We are spending a great 
deal of money, and no one knows exactly how much money is 
going to be expended on behalf of the men and women in the 
front lines in the Middle East. Why we would take some time, 
when we should be doing property tax reductions, to slather on 
some idolatrous praise of the Bush tax decreases for the wealthy 
at this juncture in our debate, on Wednesday afternoon, the  
26th day of May, makes no sense, and I would strenuously 
oppose this gentleman’s resolution. We are all for lower taxes, 
but we are not for lower taxes for millionaires in a time of war. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Centre,  
Mr. Benninghoff. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 My comments will be relatively short. 
 My first comment has to do with the process, and I find it 
somewhat agitating, as my other colleague had spoke, that 
members of this Assembly, whether Republican or Democrat, 
seem to get chastised because they have a difference in opinion, 
and I would think that leadership would allow you to lead by 
example and not chastise somebody who has a difference of 
opinion. With that noted, I think Mr. Metcalfe has the 
opportunity to run a resolution. Should you not support it,  
vote against it. If you do, go ahead and vote for it. 
 I think it is important to also mention, last month when I was 
driving down here, I heard the Labor and Industry Department 
under this administration announce about new jobs, the creation 
of over 20,000 jobs last month or so. I have heard the Governor 
of this gentleman’s party announce about the creation of jobs, 
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the lowering of unemployment rates, good to their credit and 
good to everyone’s credit, and I think a lot of that has to do with 
tax cuts as well. So do not one day pat yourself on the back and 
say we are creating jobs and the next day chastise someone else 
who wants to take a little bit of credit for it and say that we are 
doing a good job as well. 
 Finally, I find it almost amusing if not somewhat disgusting 
that everything gets strangulated by somebody’s proliferation of 
American English by tying everything to property taxes all the 
time, when their party was in power for at least 8 years, had the 
opportunity to do something about property taxes, and that 
previous speaker was even Speaker of the House. And what did 
they do about property taxes? Nothing, nothing, nothing. It is 
not a simple thing to fix, and I will be the first to admit that, but 
to sit there and point fingers all the time I think is elementary 
and somewhat childish. 
 This is an important chamber; we serve an important process, 
and we respect each of the members, regardless of the 
difference of their opinions and their political affiliations. And  
I commend Representative Metcalfe for having the courage to 
stand up for what he believes in and oftentimes is that single  
red vote or single green vote because he does stand up for what 
he actually believes and believes in, something a lot of us could 
work towards and admire. 
 I thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Last. 
 The SPEAKER. I was attempting to make you last. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Am I the last speaker now, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. I think it really would be fair to let you go 
last since it is your resolution. 
 Mr. METCALFE. If Mr. DeWeese— 
 The SPEAKER. So, Mr. DeWeese, I mean, in all fairness, 
the gentleman should hear you, because he does not have 
another right to speak. 
 He indicates that— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. That is 100 percent true, and I would accede 
to the propriety of that decision. I only meant from my side of 
the aisle, and I believe that is probably— 
 The SPEAKER. All indications are you are— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. —as of this moment. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much. 
 Relative to the last speaker, the gentleman before  
Mr. Metcalfe, the petulant and peevish tone of the gentleman is 
regrettable. I am here trying to talk about this resolution that 
would, one more time, immortalize George W. Bush’s tax cuts, 
preeminently for wealthy Americans, that are taking us to a  
$50 trillion deficit probably by the time of 2011. We are 
spiraling toward deficits that the Clinton administration, through 
very strenuous actions in the Federal Congress’s 1993  
Budget Reconciliation Act, was able to resolve. The day that 
President Bush came to town, we started taking taxes down for 
wealthy people. Our deficits went up. The national debt has 
gone up. It is a really crazy situation when you think about it. 
 People for scores and scores of years have thought that 
Democrats were taxers and spenders and Republicans were 
advocates of prudent fiscal policy, but that is certainly not the 
case in the modern era. The new millennia has arrived in 
Washington, DC, and Republicans are spending a lot more 

money than we are taking in to the Federal Treasury, 
preeminently because very wealthy Americans are being taxed 
less. That is what this gentleman’s resolution is about, and  
I would deny aggressively the fact that I have chastised anyone. 
I am arguing; I am debating. This is a forensic forum. We are 
supposed to be a little bit agitated and inspired and focused on 
the issue. We should not just be namby-pamby. But at the same 
time, I have made no, no references to anyone personally. I am 
talking about the issue at hand. 
 And again, the gentleman who spoke a few moments ago 
spoke obliquely about the past and what we did. Well, when we 
were in the leadership, we passed property tax reform and sent it 
to the ballot. My good friend, Robert Jubelirer, and the 
Republican echelons in the Senate were able to thwart it  
by a very, very successful public relations effort. But when  
Bob Casey was Governor and the Democrats were in control of 
the House, we did have, at least for one bright, shining moment, 
a chance at property tax reform. It did not succeed at the ballot, 
so we are still trying. But we are here to talk about the future, 
sir; we are not here to talk about the past, and the future in 
Pennsylvania would be enhanced if we had a property tax 
reduction proposal. And finally, the future in the United States 
of America would be enhanced if the Bush tax cuts for the 
wealthy were rethought and hopefully rescinded, not advocated 
into eternity as this gentleman’s resolution would project. 
 So politely and respectfully I would ask for a negative vote 
on a resolution that immortalizes George Bush’s tax decreases 
for very wealthy Americans. 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Samuelson, seek 
recognition? 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Yes. Is it possible to speak on the bill at 
this time? 
 The SPEAKER. It is possible, Mr. Samuelson, but the truth 
of the matter is, out of all fairness we will recognize you, but 
your leader did ask to be the last one on your side of the aisle to 
speak. So with that being said, the Chair will recognize the 
gentleman, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Could we be at ease for a moment,  
Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. All right. Be at ease. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I also have respect for Representative Metcalfe. We came in 
the same year here in the House of Representatives, and  
I respect his right to offer this resolution. 
 I wanted to speak when I heard the talk about tax cuts for the 
rich, and yes, I know Representative Metcalfe did not write 
about the tax cuts for the rich in his resolution, but as I read the 
resolution, it is worded very broadly to encompass all of the  
tax cuts that have taken place in the last 3 years. 
 Now, there are a tremendous variety of tax cuts and many 
policy differences, but the way the resolution is worded, it is 
talking about making the tax cuts permanent, which would 
include the tax cuts for the rich, would include the tax cuts for 
the middle class, would include the child tax credit. So there are 
many policy differences in Washington. In fact, I am surprised 
we are discussing this here in Pennsylvania when we have on 
our agenda a concurrence vote on the State budget, and we 
should be focusing on the State budget. I might respectfully ask 
that the gentleman from Butler run for Congress to have a say 
on the Federal budget. But the broad wording, the broad 
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wording of this resolution is all or nothing. So in this debate, on 
this floor of the House, voting on this resolution the way the 
gentleman has worded it, you are either for all of the tax cuts or 
none of the tax cuts, instead of the important policy discussions 
that take place in our nation’s capital, take place in the 
communities around this State. And so with the wording of the 
resolution that is put before me, I do support many of the  
tax cuts in Washington, and I will be voting “yes” on this 
resolution. 
 I wish we would focus our efforts on the State budget, which 
as we know, we passed 100 amendments about 2 weeks ago. 
The next day the Senate stripped our amendments out. There is 
a 448-page bill on your computer about the State budget. 
Perhaps each of us should take some time to see how each of 
our amendments fared, and I have already done that with the 
two amendments I sponsored, and I have noticed the differences 
the Senate has with the will of this House. I believe we should 
be focusing on the State budget. But as I said, with the broadly 
worded resolution that encompasses all tax cuts, I will be voting 
“yes” with the gentleman from Butler. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was tempted to take notes through some of the previous 
speakers, but I figured I wanted to speak a little shorter,  
so I avoided the note taking. I want to stick to some of my 
prepared comments to try and keep the timeframe shorter for 
my comments. 
 But to start off with, the minority leader had referenced that 
he believes that we should work on property tax reform, and  
I agree with him wholeheartedly that we should work on real 
property tax reform. And he in fact, I know that he is aware that 
I have a bill to eliminate all property taxes in the State of 
Pennsylvania, and I welcome time to talk with him on that 
sometime outside of this room. 
 The at-length discussion that the minority leader gave and 
commented he gave on the war effort, the minority leader is a 
veteran, as I am also, and we both support our men and women 
in uniform that are serving, and I know that we are both behind 
them 100 percent and we both hope that the war comes to an 
end and the war effort comes to an end as soon as possible, 
although visiting with a very good friend of mine that just 
returned from Iraq, he shared with me that even though he spent 
a year in Iraq and he does not want to have to go back, if it 
came to the point that he would have to go back to finish the 
job, he would more than willingly go back to Iraq to continue 
the job to make sure that freedom exists for the people that are 
there that want it still, which is the majority. 
 Now, through that war effort we, of course, have had some 
extra expenditures, and those are certainly part of the Bush 
administration’s expenditures that the minority leader was 
condemning at the same time as he was trying to lift up the fact 
that we need to not decrease taxes and not hold these taxes 
permanent because of the war effort. I would counter with the 
fact that the economy of this nation is the engine that fuels the 
resources for our men and women in uniform, and without a 
strong, vibrant economy, we will not have those resources to put 
the tools into the hands and the ammunition into the hands of 
those men and women serving to finish the job. So we need to 
ensure that our economy is thriving, and I believe that the Bush 
tax cuts have made sure that our economy is thriving. 

 Since President Bush’s tax cut, as I said, was enacted last 
year, the economy is growing at the fastest rate in more than  
20 years. Contrary to claims by opponents of tax cuts, the Bush 
plan cuts taxes for every taxpayer that pays income taxes, 
eliminated the marriage penalty, increased the child tax credit to 
$1,000 per child, and provided small businesses incentives to 
expand. Working families, minorities, and the elderly are 
thriving with more money in their household budgets to meet 
their needs. New jobs are being created by the businesses that 
are facing fewer penalties for growth and more room to expand. 
Small businesses are seeing brighter futures in an era of 
economic recovery driven by the President’s tax cuts. 
Permanently extending the relief felt by millions will only lead 
to further economic growth and stability, which will help our 
men and women in uniform, which will help our nation to finish 
the job that we have set about to do. 
 Extending the Federal tax cuts permanently will continue to 
provide relief to working families. Doubling the child tax credit, 
expanding the 10-percent bracket, and reducing the marriage 
penalty burden have directly helped working families. Without 
making the tax cuts permanent, almost 2 million people who are 
not taxed now would become subject to the income tax. Unless 
the tax relief is made permanent, a family of four with an 
income of $40,000 will face an increased tax burden of $915. 
Now, that is not peanuts, Mr. Speaker. I know somebody threw 
out $300 earlier as being, you know, not really a tax cut, but 
$300 is a tax cut. It is a tax cut for those people that need that 
$300 to pay their property taxes. 
 So if this is not extended, then a family of four making 
$40,000 will face an increased tax burden of $915. Forty-three 
million families with children will receive an average tax cut of 
$2,090, and 14 million elderly individuals will see their taxes 
fall on average by $1,883. So when you are talking about the  
tax cuts that supposedly do not exist in the minds of some of the 
members here, in my opinion, these are real tax cuts. I am not 
one of the rich and wealthy as so many have touted that these 
tax cuts are for. These tax cuts are benefiting my family as they 
are yours. 
 The problem with not extending the tax cuts and making 
them permanent is that you are really, by voting against this, 
you are really voting in favor of a tax increase. Now, I know 
this does not bother some of the ones, especially on the other 
side of the aisle, because your Governor is proposing a budget 
that is spending at a rate that is well above inflation at a time 
when we are at war, and many of those expenditures are 
unnecessary as compared to the necessary expenditures to make 
sure that we have good homeland security and good security in 
this State and good control of our infrastructure. So at a time 
when you are crying out that we should not vote for a resolution 
that encourages our Congress men and women to extend and 
make permanent the President’s tax cuts, at that same time you 
are preparing with your Governor to try and increase spending 
in the State of Pennsylvania, which does more harm to our 
economy than anything else that we could be doing right now. 
 Extending these tax cuts and making them permanent will 
help the economy, and President Bush is on the right road with 
that, and I would encourage everyone, especially on my side of 
the aisle, to support it. And I thank the gentleman who spoke 
earlier from the other side of the aisle that plans on voting for it, 
and I ask for many votes on the other side also to make these  
tax cuts permanent. Let us not—  You know, we vote on the 
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State soil; we vote on the State dance; we vote on, you know, 
weeks to acknowledge this, days to acknowledge that. I mean,  
it is never ending the types of resolutions that we vote on, and 
we vote on them when we are considering budgets and we are 
considering property tax reform. This is a serious resolution. 
This is talking about the pocketbooks of your constituents, my 
60,000-plus, as somebody mentioned earlier, and yours.  
So I would ask for an affirmative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Mr. Petrone. 
 Mr. PETRONE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to request that this resolution be 
recommitted to the Intergovernmental Affairs Committee for a 
lot of reasons, some of which have been articulated by some of 
the speakers before us. 
 I do not think this resolution even makes nonsense. At a time 
to affect national policy in this country for tax cuts, this will 
affect the policy of this country. I know the President. He was 
here at the war college just the other day. I do not think he 
would agree with this. I do not think he would want anybody in 
this country to advance a policy of tying hands in Washington at 
a time when this country is at great crisis. 
 If you have a conscience, you have got to send it back for 
further study. Otherwise, vote against it. But I am making a 
recommendation to recommit it to the Intergovernmental 
Affairs Committee. 
 Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER. It has been moved by the gentleman,  
Mr. Petrone, that HR 654 be recommitted to the Committee on 
Intergovernmental Affairs. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. George, wishes to be 
recognized on the motion. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. GEORGE. I thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am not as brilliant as some of those that have 
spoken. I am more courteous, though. I listen while they talk. 
 The SPEAKER. The membership seems to think you are 
much brighter than that, Mr. George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. You are most kind, Mr. Speaker. But,  
Mr. Speaker, I do not challenge the gentleman that insists that 
we should be supportive of this resolution to send it to 
Congress, but the reason I think we should not do that at this 
time is the Congress of the United States has so much to do and 
they are not getting any of it done, so I do not know why we 
would want to burden them with one more. They are not doing 
anything about prescription drugs; they are not doing anything 
about Medicare; they are not doing anything about creating 
jobs; they are not doing anything about helping working men 
and women. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. George, the Parliamentarian indicates to 
me that you are a little bit off the subject. Could you please get 
back to the subject. 
 Mr. GEORGE. I think the subject was that the gentleman,  
if I may, Mr. Speaker, just elaborated for 10 minutes on how 

this helps little people, and I would think there are lots of ways 
to help little people in that even you yourself, Mr. Speaker, 
some time ago – and I congratulate you – were in support of 
doing something here in Pennsylvania, and yet all I hear  
this fellow saying, if I may, Mr. Speaker, is about  
Governor Rendell. He has already decreased taxes. He is only 
waiting for you fellows to jump in line to recognize that you 
have Republicans and Democrats alike in your districts, and all 
of us deserve every break we can get. That is why I think we 
ought to table this resolution. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the majority leader, Mr. Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, every—  No; I should not say everybody. 
Numerous members of this House have from time to time 
brought forth resolutions that memorialize Congress to do from 
one thing to another, and they vary in the gravity of the 
importance and, I suspect, the gravity and the impact that they 
may have on the congressional delegation. To suggest that this 
particular resolution should be recommitted is simply to say you 
want to vote against it and you do not want to actually be 
recorded as voting on it one way or another. 
 The resolution is fairly straightforward when you get right 
down to it, and in and of itself, it is not dissimilar to the many 
other resolutions that we run in this House periodically 
memorializing Congress to do something or another. I would 
urge the members to vote against the motion to recommit and 
then vote accordingly on the resolution itself. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–83 
 
Bebko-Jones Donatucci Laughlin Staback 
Belardi Eachus Leach Stetler 
Belfanti Evans, D. Lescovitz Sturla 
Biancucci Fabrizio Levdansky Surra 
Bishop Frankel Mann Tangretti 
Blaum Freeman Markosek Thomas 
Butkovitz George McCall Tigue 
Buxton Gergely McGeehan Travaglio 
Caltagirone Goodman Mundy Veon 
Casorio Grucela Myers Vitali 
Cawley Gruitza Petrone Walko 
Cohen Haluska Pistella Wansacz 
Corrigan Hanna Preston Washington 
Costa Harhai Readshaw Waters 
Coy Horsey Roberts Wheatley 
Curry James Roebuck Williams 
Daley Josephs Rooney Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Keller Santoni Yewcic 
Dermody Kirkland Scrimenti Youngblood 
DeWeese Kotik Shaner Yudichak 
Diven LaGrotta Solobay 
 
 NAYS–107 
 
Adolph Feese Mackereth Rubley 
Allen Fichter Maher Samuelson 
Argall Fleagle Maitland Sather 
Armstrong Flick Marsico Saylor 
Baker Forcier McGill Scavello 
Baldwin Gabig McIlhattan Schroder 
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Bard Gannon McIlhinney Semmel 
Barrar Geist McNaughton Smith, B. 
Bastian Gillespie Melio Smith, S. H. 
Benninghoff Gingrich Metcalfe Stairs 
Birmelin Godshall Micozzie Steil 
Boyd Good Millard Stern 
Browne Habay Miller, R. Stevenson, R. 
Bunt Harhart Miller, S. Stevenson, T. 
Cappelli Harper Mustio Taylor, E. Z. 
Causer Harris Nailor Taylor, J. 
Clymer Hasay Nickol True 
Coleman Hennessey O’Neill Turzai 
Cornell, S. E. Herman Payne Vance 
Crahalla Hershey Petrarca Watson 
Creighton Hess Petri Weber 
Dailey Hickernell Phillips Wilt 
Dally Hutchinson Pickett Wright 
Denlinger Killion Reed Zug 
DiGirolamo Leh Reichley 
Egolf Lewis Rohrer Perzel, 
Evans, J. Lynch Ross     Speaker 
Fairchild 
 
 NOT VOTING–5 
 
Manderino Pallone Rieger Sainato 
Oliver 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–120 
 
Adolph Feese Mackereth Sainato 
Allen Fichter Maher Samuelson 
Argall Fleagle Maitland Sather 
Armstrong Flick Markosek Saylor 
Baker Forcier Marsico Scavello 
Baldwin Gabig McGeehan Schroder 
Bard Gannon McGill Scrimenti 
Barrar Geist McIlhattan Semmel 
Bastian Gillespie McIlhinney Shaner 
Benninghoff Gingrich McNaughton Smith, B. 
Birmelin Godshall Metcalfe Smith, S. H. 
Blaum Good Micozzie Stairs 
Boyd Grucela Millard Steil 
Browne Habay Miller, R. Stern 
Bunt Hanna Miller, S. Stevenson, R. 
Cappelli Harhart Mustio Stevenson, T. 
Causer Harper Nailor Taylor, E. Z. 
Clymer Harris Nickol Taylor, J. 
Coleman Hasay O’Neill True 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Payne Turzai 
Crahalla Herman Petrarca Vance 
Creighton Hershey Petri Watson 
Dailey Hess Phillips Weber 
Daley Hickernell Pickett Wilt 
Dally Hutchinson Reed Wright 
DeLuca Killion Reichley Yewcic 
Denlinger LaGrotta Roberts Zug 
DiGirolamo Leh Rohrer 

Egolf Lescovitz Ross 
Evans, J. Lewis Rubley Perzel, 
Fairchild Lynch      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–72 
 
Bebko-Jones Eachus Leach Stetler 
Belardi Evans, D. Levdansky Sturla 
Biancucci Fabrizio Manderino Surra 
Bishop Frankel Mann Tangretti 
Butkovitz Freeman McCall Thomas 
Buxton George Melio Tigue 
Caltagirone Gergely Mundy Travaglio 
Casorio Goodman Myers Veon 
Cawley Gruitza Pallone Vitali 
Cohen Haluska Petrone Walko 
Corrigan Harhai Pistella Wansacz 
Costa Horsey Preston Washington 
Coy James Readshaw Waters 
Curry Josephs Roebuck Wheatley 
Dermody Keller Rooney Williams 
DeWeese Kirkland Santoni Wojnaroski 
Diven Kotik Solobay Youngblood 
Donatucci Laughlin Staback Yudichak 
 
 NOT VOTING–3 
 
Belfanti Oliver Rieger 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. CURRY called up HR 754, PN 3926, entitled: 
 

A Resolution providing for expenses for a select committee on 
human rights standards.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded:  
 
 YEAS–192 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Sather 
Allen Evans, J. Lynch Saylor 
Argall Fabrizio Mackereth Scavello 
Armstrong Fairchild Maher Schroder 
Baker Feese Maitland Scrimenti 
Baldwin Fichter Manderino Semmel 
Bard Fleagle Mann Shaner 
Barrar Flick Markosek Smith, B. 
Bastian Forcier Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel McCall Solobay 
Belardi Freeman McGeehan Staback 
Belfanti Gabig McGill Stairs 
Benninghoff Gannon McIlhattan Steil 
Biancucci Geist McIlhinney Stern 
Birmelin George McNaughton Stetler 
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Bishop Gergely Melio Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Gingrich Micozzie Sturla 
Browne Godshall Millard Surra 
Bunt Good Miller, R. Tangretti 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Grucela Mundy Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mustio Thomas 
Cappelli Habay Myers Tigue 
Casorio Haluska Nailor Travaglio 
Causer Hanna Nickol True 
Cawley Harhai O’Neill Turzai 
Clymer Harhart Pallone Vance 
Cohen Harper Payne Veon 
Coleman Harris Petrarca Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petri Walko 
Corrigan Hennessey Petrone Wansacz 
Costa Herman Phillips Washington 
Coy Hershey Pickett Waters 
Crahalla Hess Pistella Watson 
Creighton Hickernell Preston Weber 
Curry Horsey Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey Hutchinson Reed Williams 
Daley James Reichley Wilt 
Dally Josephs Roberts Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Keller Roebuck Wright 
Denlinger Killion Rohrer Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rooney Youngblood 
DeWeese LaGrotta Ross Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Rubley Zug 
Diven Leach Sainato 
Donatucci Leh Samuelson 
Eachus Lescovitz Santoni Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky      Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–3 
 
Kirkland Oliver Rieger 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR B 
 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

 The House proceeded to consideration of concurrence in 
Senate amendments to HB 2579, PN 3871, entitled: 
 

An Act to provide from the General Fund for the expenses  
of the Executive, Legislative and Judicial Departments of the 
Commonwealth, the public debt and for the public schools for the  
fiscal year July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, for certain institutions and 
organizations, and for the payment of bills incurred and remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004; to provide 
appropriations from the State Lottery Fund, the Energy Conservation 
and Assistance Fund, the Hazardous Material Response Fund,  
The State Stores Fund, the Milk Marketing Fund, the Home Investment 
Trust Fund, the Emergency Medical Services Operating Fund,  
the Tuition Payment Fund, the Banking Department Fund, the  
Firearm Records Check Fund, the Ben Franklin Technology 

Development Authority Fund, the Tobacco Settlement Fund and the 
Health Care Provider Retention Account to the Executive Department; 
to provide appropriations from the Judicial Computer System 
Augmentation Account to the Judicial Department for the fiscal year 
July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005; to provide appropriations from the 
Motor License Fund for the fiscal year July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, 
for the proper operation of the several departments of the 
Commonwealth and the Pennsylvania State Police authorized to spend 
Motor License Fund moneys; to provide for the appropriation of 
Federal funds to the Executive Department of the Commonwealth and 
for the establishment of restricted receipt accounts for the fiscal year 
July 1, 2004, to June 30, 2005, and for the payment of bills remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2004; to provide 
for the additional appropriation of Federal and State funds from the 
General Fund, for the Executive Department of the Commonwealth for 
the fiscal year July 1, 2003, to June 30, 2004, and for the payment of 
bills incurred and remaining unpaid at the close of the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 2003.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in Senate amendments? 
 
 The SPEAKER. It is moved by the gentleman, Mr. Argall, 
that the House concur in the amendments inserted by the 
Senate. On that—  The Chair rescinds. 
 I did that right. It is moved by the gentleman that the House 
concur in the amendments inserted by the Senate. On that 
question, he asks that the vote be in the negative. 
 The Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I apologize for perhaps creating some confusion. We would 
like the members to vote to nonconcur; otherwise, we would be 
agreeing to the budget exactly as the Senate has passed it, and  
I think that there are certainly a lot of debate and negotiations 
that need to go on. 
 I would like to take just this second to comment, though. 
Over the last couple of weeks I noticed a lot of editorial 
comment relative to the budget process and suggesting that 
what actions that this House took a couple of weeks ago and 
alluding to what the Senate did as being a sham or less than 
serious, and I think it is important to put into the record and 
kind of state for the public consumption that while we all know 
when the initial budget passes through this House that what we 
pass is not going to be or is very unlikely to be the final product, 
the fact is, it is an opportunity for every member of this House 
to seek to amend that budget document in one way, shape, or 
form. Yes, 99 percent of the time the budget, assuming that we 
nonconcur, will end up in a conference committee, and at that 
point the conferees will try to boil down those various 
amendments. But to suggest that the process is phony or 
somehow a fake I think is absolutely incorrect and, quite 
frankly, is completely inconsistent with the way this legislative 
body has handled the budgets for as long as anyone here can 
remember. The simple fact is, there is a process. The House has 
to pass a budget in order for the Senate to consider it. The 
Senate is not going to like what we maybe did; they want 
something different. That is what is before us at this moment. 
We are going to now say, no, we do not agree with what you 
did. 
 This is the process, and I know I am saying that to you here 
on the House floor, but I am actually talking to some of those 
editorial writers around the Commonwealth who seem to 
misunderstand this process. The fact is that each of us does have 
input into the budget. Whether we get our way or not is another 
story. But that day when we passed a budget a few weeks ago, 
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those amendments all meant something. They might have meant 
something to a complete group as a caucus or they might have 
meant something to an individual member for their specific 
legislative district. But each and every one of those is important 
to someone in some way, and I think it is disingenuous and kind 
of subverts the process for the media to portray it as a sham or a 
fake. Was it the final budget? No, but everybody knew it was 
not the final budget. Was it a budget that we in the House could 
agree upon to move the process forward? Yes. 
 So I just wanted to share those comments more for the public 
consumption. I would ask the members to nonconcur in this so 
that we can move to the next stage of forming a conference 
committee and finalizing a budget in the coming weeks. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I agree with Mr. Smith. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Northampton, Mr. Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to speak on concurrence, and I appreciate the 
comments of the gentleman, Mr. Smith, about the legitimacy of 
our House amendment process, where each member of this 
House has an opportunity to offer amendments to show how we 
differ from the Governor or we differ from the Senate in what 
priorities we would put in the budget. 
 On your computers there is a 448-page bill, the budget that 
we sent over to the Senate on May 11. Not surprisingly, they 
stripped out all the amendments on May 12, and then the full 
Senate approved that budget by a vote of 50 to nothing. 
 Well, I took some time to look through – and many members 
of the House could give a speech very similar to the one I am 
giving now about your specific amendments – I took some time 
to look through what happened to the amendments that I offered 
in the hands of the Senate. I had an amendment to increase 
funding for the Human Services Development Fund and 
increase funding for public libraries. I had an amendment to 
reduce funding for inmate medical care and reduce funding for 
the special leadership accounts. Well, guess what? If you look 
on page 285, the Senate put the inmate medical care back up. If 
you look on pages 393 and 392, the Senate put the special 
leadership accounts back up. What about the restoration of the 
Human Services Development Fund, page 355? We voted for 
100 percent funding for the Human Services Development 
Fund; the Senate knocked it back down to 90 percent. 
 And what about public libraries? I have spoken on this floor 
many times over the last 14 months about public libraries. Well, 
back on May 10 and May 11 we passed a budget that increased 
funding for public libraries. We had two amendments. I had an 
amendment for full restoration of funding, and Representative 
Bernie O’Neill had one to add $5 million for library funding. 
Both amendments passed this House by overwhelming margins, 
and we had $80 million of library funding, over the $75 million 
level that libraries previously could count on. What did the 
Senate do? They knocked out our library amendments.  
The good news is, they did increase library funding a little bit. 
The Governor’s proposed budget is at the 70-percent funding 
level. The Senate is now at the 77-percent funding level. Well, 
guess what? This House spoke 2 weeks ago loud and clear that 
we want full restoration of library funding. 
 

 So I agree with the majority leader that this is an important 
process for each of us to state our priorities and ask our 
colleagues to add their voice, and as the budget negotiations go 
forward, I ask that my leaders and the leaders on the other side 
of the aisle take up the cause of human services, take up the 
cause of libraries, and I appreciate the gentleman’s comments 
about the value of this budget process. 
 The SPEAKER. Those voting to concur will vote “aye”; 
those voting to nonconcur will vote “no.” The majority leader 
and minority leader have both asked for this to be voted in the 
negative. 
 
 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–0 
 
 NAYS–195 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Lewis Santoni 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Sather 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Saylor 
Armstrong Feese Maher Scavello 
Baker Fichter Maitland Schroder 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Scrimenti 
Bard Flick Mann Semmel 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Shaner 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, B. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Smith, S. H. 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Solobay 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Staback 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stern 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Millard Sturla 
Bunt Goodman Miller, R. Surra 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, S. Tangretti 
Buxton Gruitza Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Habay Mustio Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Haluska Myers Thomas 
Casorio Hanna Nailor Tigue 
Causer Harhai Nickol Travaglio 
Cawley Harhart Oliver True 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Turzai 
Cohen Harris Pallone Vance 
Coleman Hasay Payne Veon 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Vitali 
Corrigan Herman Petri Walko 
Costa Hershey Petrone Wansacz 
Coy Hess Phillips Washington 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Waters 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Watson 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Weber 
Dailey James Readshaw Wheatley 
Daley Josephs Reed Williams 
Dally Keller 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 Leh Rubley 
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Eachus Lescovitz Sainato Perzel, 
Egolf Levdansky Samuelson     Speaker 
Evans, D. 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 Less than the majority required by the Constitution having 
voted in the affirmative, the question was determined in the 
negative and the amendments were not concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 2510,  
PN 3740, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 
the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for a semiannual 
performance audit of registration of sexual offenders.  
 
 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? 
 
 On that question, the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Just trying to get a brief explanation of this, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Reichley. The Chair 
recognizes the gentleman. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As many members are aware, a couple of months ago the 
Commonwealth Court ruled on a case brought by the  
Auditor General, who was attempting to perform a performance 
audit of the Pennsylvania State Police’s supervision of the 
Megan’s Law program here in Pennsylvania. The State Police 
and the Governor’s Office objected to the performance audit’s 
request for certain information, and the Commonwealth Court 
ruled that in fact some of the material being sought by the 
Auditor General was confidential as described under the 
Criminal Record Information Act and, therefore, could not be 
released to the Auditor General. 
 In an attempt to improve the supervision of the Megan’s Law 
offenders by the State Police, this bill would transfer or create 
the audit authority under the Attorney General, who is already a 
recognized law enforcement agent, an officer here in the 
Commonwealth, therefore entitled to the confidential 
information which Commonwealth Court found the  
Auditor General was not entitled to. 
 
 

 I believe the bill enjoys bipartisan support, and I think it is a 
step forward for improving safety in every community in 
Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman,  
Mr. Reichley. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Parliamentary inquiry. 
 I know this is at least the second bill we have considered 
today that has, at least on my calendar, has been marked over, 
and I understand as a result of being marked over it does not 
appear in our presession reports. There is no description there.  
I am trying to just figure out whether things are going as they 
should. We are at a bit of a disadvantage when these are not 
written up in our presession report, and I just want to make sure, 
because it is marked over, it is proper to consider it right now. 
 The SPEAKER. It is on the voting schedule, Mr. Vitali, and 
we are running the bill. 
 Mr. VITALI. Well, if I can just continue my parliamentary 
inquiry then. 
 The significance of the calendar that is distributed every day 
and the significance of the markings, whether it is being voted 
on or over, do they have any legal import here? 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Vitali, sometimes bills are taken off the 
calendar; sometimes they are put back on the calendar. The bill 
has the prerequisite of the days necessary to be run, and it is 
being run. 
 Mr. VITALI. I just want to be clear. I mean— 
 The SPEAKER. That is clear, Mr. Vitali. It has the necessary 
days, and we are running the bill, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. So there really is no significance we can attach 
to the marking on the marked-up calendar? Is that correct? In 
other words, if it is marked over on the marked calendar, we 
cannot rely on the fact that it will not be run today? 
 The SPEAKER. Changes are made every day, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. I know, but this calendar is dated today. 
 The SPEAKER. And the change was made today. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. You are welcome, Mr. Vitali. 
 
 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–189 
 
Adolph Fabrizio Lewis Sather 
Allen Fairchild Lynch Saylor 
Argall Feese Mackereth Scavello 
Armstrong Fichter Maher Schroder 
Baker Fleagle Maitland Scrimenti 
Baldwin Flick Manderino Semmel 
Bard Forcier Mann Shaner 
Barrar Frankel Markosek Smith, B. 
Bastian Freeman Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Gabig McCall Solobay 
Belardi Gannon McGeehan Staback 
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Benninghoff Geist McGill Stairs 
Biancucci George McIlhattan Steil 
Birmelin Gergely McIlhinney Stern 
Bishop Gillespie McNaughton Stetler 
Blaum Gingrich Melio Stevenson, R. 
Boyd Godshall Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Browne Good Micozzie Surra 
Bunt Goodman Millard Tangretti 
Butkovitz Grucela Miller, R. Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Gruitza Miller, S. Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Habay Mundy Thomas 
Cappelli Haluska Mustio Tigue 
Casorio Hanna Myers Travaglio 
Causer Harhai Nailor True 
Cawley Harhart Nickol Turzai 
Clymer Harper O’Neill Vance 
Cohen Harris Pallone Veon 
Coleman Hasay Payne Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petrarca Walko 
Corrigan Herman Petri Wansacz 
Costa Hershey Petrone Washington 
Coy Hess Phillips Waters 
Crahalla Hickernell Pickett Watson 
Creighton Horsey Pistella Weber 
Curry Hutchinson Preston Wheatley 
Dailey James Readshaw Williams 
Daley Josephs Reed Wilt 
Dally Keller Reichley Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roberts Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Roebuck Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rohrer Youngblood 
DeWeese LaGrotta Rooney Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Laughlin Ross Zug 
Diven Leach Rubley 
Eachus Leh Sainato 
Egolf Lescovitz Samuelson Perzel, 
Evans, J. Levdansky Santoni     Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–2 
 
Belfanti Sturla 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–4 
 
Donatucci Evans, D. Oliver Rieger 
 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 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 SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Reichley, wish to 
be recognized? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Yes, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 I just wanted to express my appreciation to the members and 
thank Representatives Boyd, Veon, and Solobay for 
withdrawing their amendments to allow this bill to go forward. 
 Thank you. 
 

 

* * * 
 
 The SPEAKER. For the information of the members, the 
Chair now turns to page 5 of today’s House calendar, a bill 
marked over, HB 826, PN 3908. 
 
 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 826,  
PN 3908, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of February 13, 1970 (P.L.19, No.10), 
entitled “An act enabling certain minors to consent to medical, dental 
and health services, declaring consent unnecessary under certain 
circumstances,” further providing for consent to treatment; providing 
for release of medical records and for certain court reporting; and 
requiring a report by the Legislative Budget and Finance Committee.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. VITALI offered the following amendment No. A1847: 
 
 Amend Sec.1 (Sec. 1.1), page 3, lines 29 and 30, by striking out 
“has been confined for inpatient” in line 29 and all of line 30 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 4, line 1, by striking out 
“continued” 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 4, line 1, by inserting after 
“treatment” 
   consented to by a parent or legal guardian 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 4, line 10, by inserting after 
“minor.” 
If the minor files the petition prior to confinement for inpatient 
treatment, the minor shall not be so confined unless the court orders 
inpatient treatment. 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 4, line 10, by inserting after “to” 
   commence or 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 4, line 16, by inserting after “is” 
   scheduled or 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.3), page 7, line 21, by striking out 
“1.1(b)(7)” and inserting 
   1.1(b)(8) 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Mr. Speaker, may I pass over—  Mr. Speaker,  
I have two amendments to that bill. The second amendment is 
1848. May we consider that first? 
 The SPEAKER. The clerk will read amendment 1848. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. VITALI offered the following amendment No. A1848: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 1.1), page 2, line 21, by removing the period 
after “necessary” and inserting 
; provided, however, for inpatient treatment to commence against the 
minor’s wishes, the physician must find all of the following: 
 (i)  that the minor has a diagnosed mental disorder; 
 (ii)  that the disorder is treatable; 
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 (iii)  that the disorder can be treated in the particular facility 
where the treatment is scheduled to take place; and 
 (iv)  that the proposed inpatient treatment setting represents the 
least restrictive alternative that is medically appropriate. 
The physician shall certify the findings and submit them in writing to 
the director of the admitting facility prior to admission of the minor. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Before I explain the amendment, let me just say this bill 
generally deals, among other things, with the confinement of 
persons 14 to 18 years of age, below 18 years of age, and this 
particular amendment deals with that portion of the bill that 
would have them confined against their will and also in a 
situation where they do not – repeat – do not pose a danger to 
themselves or others. 
 Currently as the bill is drafted, a child 14 to 18 – let us say a 
17-year-old child – who does not pose a danger to themselves or 
others can be confined against their will based on the consent of 
the parent and a physician, broadly defined. What this 
amendment would do would be to tighten that up a bit, and what 
that would do would be to make sure, well, to require, rather, 
that if in fact a 17-year-old, for example, would be confined 
against their will, the physician would have to say in writing, he 
would basically have to certify four things: one, that the minor 
has a diagnosed mental disorder; two, that that disorder is 
treatable; three, that disorder can be treated in a facility where in 
fact it is intended for that child to be sent; and four, that a copy 
of this go, rather, that this inpatient facility is the least 
restrictive alternative, and this writing by the physician would 
have to go to the admitting facility. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think we should be very concerned when 
anyone – and children certainly are persons; 17-year-olds are 
certainly persons – anyone is confined against their will, 
especially in a situation where they do not pose a danger to 
themselves and others. I think this minimal requirement that that 
physician in writing say those four things is a minimum that 
should be required, and I think the thinking is this: You really 
want the physician, be it the psychologist or whoever, to really 
think it through. You really want them to not do this willy-nilly, 
to realize that since he is putting it in writing, he is exposing 
himself to scrutiny at a later date, and that is important. 
 I think because we are taking this important step, this new 
step in Pennsylvania, this writing is really the minimal, minimal 
thing that we should be doing. And I know the prime sponsor 
does not support it, but I ask you to consider it on its merits. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Adams, Mr. Maitland. 
 Mr. MAITLAND. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A parliamentary inquiry. 
 Is there a fiscal note filed to this amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. We do not have a fiscal note, Mr. Maitland. 
 Mr. MAITLAND. Well, Mr. Speaker, I would move this 
amendment is out of order. 

 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, have a 
fiscal note? 
 Mr. VITALI. A fiscal note has in fact been requested. I have 
that documentation in my file. It was requested yesterday. 
 Mr. MAITLAND. Then, Mr. Speaker, I will withdraw my 
objection. 
 On the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. MAITLAND. Mr. Speaker, I would request that you 
vote against this amendment. It is very problematic. It is 
opposed by the Hospital Association of Pennsylvania, 
specifically the line about whether the treatment in a particular 
facility is appropriate, because an admitting physician does not 
always know what the problem is, and therefore, once the minor 
has been properly diagnosed, there may be a need to transfer 
that patient. 
 So on that basis I would urge a negative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, for the 
second time. The gentleman waives off. 
 The gentleman from Delaware, Mr. Gannon. 
 Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to ask for a “no” vote on this Vitali 
amendment. 
 This amendment, as the prior speaker said, is very, very 
troubling, and if you just do a cursory analysis of the wording of 
the amendment, you can clearly see how problematic it is. 
 First of all, it says that the minor has to have a diagnosed 
mental disorder. Mr. Speaker, this minor can be exhibiting very 
aberrant behavior, erratic behavior, unusual behavior, because 
of a mental illness that has not been diagnosed, and he is being 
brought to the treatment facility to get a diagnosis. So how in 
the world can the doctor treat a person, determine what the 
illness is and what is appropriate, when he cannot even have the 
individual before him to examine him to make a determination 
of a diagnosis? So the very first line defeats the whole purpose 
of the bill. 
 Secondly, that the disorder is treatable. Well, we know that 
within the last several years, very recently, that a number of 
mental illnesses which were considered untreatable are 
currently treatable. The advances that are being made in this 
area of medicine have been extraordinary. So this language in 
the bill is totally superfluous. It is extraneous, and it is 
somewhat meaningless. Before a physician can determine what 
treatment or a psychologist or a psychiatrist can determine the 
necessary treatment, they have got to make a diagnosis. 
 Secondly, that the disorder can be treated in a particular 
facility where the treatment is scheduled to take place. This 
goes back to the diagnosis and the prognosis, Mr. Speaker. 
Certainly, the psychologist or the psychiatrist that is examining 
the patient, that has reports of the behavior, that can make an 
analysis, make a diagnosis, can then, in their medical judgment, 
make an appropriate referral to a facility, either the one where 
the physician is located and the patient is located or to another 
facility. That is a medical judgment, and I do not think it is 
appropriate for the General Assembly to be putting its own 
judgments into the treatment of a patient who could be in a 
crisis situation and more likely than not is. 
 Secondly, that the inpatient treatment setting represents the 
least restrictive alternative. Once again, that is a medical 
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judgment that has to be made. If that patient would cause harm 
to himself or to others, then there has got to be a judgment made 
as to what restrictions that patient is going to have to be placed 
under or what restrictions are going to have to be imposed. 
Once again, I believe that that is a medical judgment to be made 
by the treating psychologist and psychiatrist and physicians and 
health-care providers at the facility. 
 Just for those reasons alone, Mr. Speaker, this is a bad 
amendment and it deserves a “no” vote, and I ask for a  
“no” vote. 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman, Mr. Vitali, wish to be 
recognized? The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. Preski, please come to the rostrum. 
 Mr. VITALI. Mr. Speaker, because it is my amendment,  
I am seeking the courtesy of being recognized last. I do not 
know if Mr. Maitland or anyone else intends to speak. If they 
do, I want to defer until they do. 
 The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman, Mr. Maitland, please 
come to the rostrum. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker’s podium.) 
 

BILL PASSED OVER 
 
 The SPEAKER. The bill and the amendment will be over for 
today.  

STATEMENT BY DEMOCRATIC LEADER 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. DeWeese, under unanimous consent. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I just wanted to thank Representative Maitland. There was a 
momentary parliamentary glitch. Some of my members wanted 
the chance to caucus on the Vitali amendment. The gentleman 
very graciously acquiesced to us dealing with this piece of 
legislative business on the Monday we return. I wanted to say 
thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. Argall, wish to be recognized? The 
gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. ARGALL. If I might just ask for the purpose of our 
process, Representative Vitali, if you can provide us with a copy 
of the information, because I checked with my staff and we 
have no record of receiving a request for a fiscal note, so be sure 
that we have the necessary information. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. I have those letters with me, and I would be 
happy to give them to you before we leave. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 911,  
PN 3549, entitled: 
 

An Act authorizing the incurring of indebtedness of $50,000,000 
for the clearance of streams, improvement of watercourse flow 
patterns, and abatement of flooding potential in this Commonwealth; 
defining the powers and duties of certain offices, agencies and political  
 

subdivisions; providing for the allotment of proceeds under this act, 
including Commonwealth grants; prescribing standards; establishing 
the Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund; creating the Watercourse 
Flow Improvement Sinking Fund; and making an appropriation.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A1728: 
 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 1 through 19; page 2, lines 1 through 
12, by striking out all of said lines on said pages and inserting 
Amending Title 27 (Environmental Resources) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, authorizing the incurring of indebtedness 
of $50,000,000 for the clearance of streams, improvement of 
watercourse flow patterns, and abatement of flooding potential in 
this Commonwealth; defining the powers and duties of certain 
offices, agencies and political subdivisions; providing for the 
allotment of proceeds under this act, including Commonwealth 
grants; prescribing standards; establishing the Watercourse Flow 
Improvement Fund; creating the Watercourse Flow Improvement 
Sinking Fund; providing for municipal regulation of the deposit, 
disposal or land application of water dredge material; requiring a 
public referendum under certain circumstances; and making an 
appropriation. 

 Amend Bill, page 2, lines 15 through 30; pages 3 through 14, 
lines 1 through 30; page 15, lines 1 through 14, by striking out all of 
said lines on said pages and inserting 
 Section 1. Title 27 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes is 
amended by adding chapters to read: 

CHAPTER 33 
WATERCOURSE FLOW IMPROVEMENT 

Sec. 
3301.  Short title of chapter. 
3302.  Declaration of policy. 
3303.  Definitions. 
3304.  Referendum to authorize incurring indebtedness. 
3305.  Authority to borrow. 
3306.  Bonds, issue, maturity, interest, etc. 
3307.  Sale of bonds. 
3308.  Refunding bonds. 
3309.  Registration of bonds. 
3310.  Disposition and use of proceeds. 
3311.  Watercourse Flow Improvement Sinking Fund. 
3312.  Expenses of preparation, issue and sale of bonds. 
3313.  Temporary financing authorization. 
3314.  Quorum. 
3315.  Information to General Assembly. 
3316.  Allotment of moneys. 
3317.  Estimated useful life and term of debt. 
3318.  Funding. 
§ 3301.  Short title of chapter. 
 This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the Watercourse 
Flow Improvement Act. 
§ 3302.  Declaration of policy. 
 The General Assembly finds and declares as follows: 
  (1)  Fundamental to the health and welfare of the people 

of this Commonwealth are the land and water resources of this 
Commonwealth. 

  (2)  Many miles of waterways in this Commonwealth 
have diminished flow capabilities because of infiltration of silt 
and debris. This diminished capacity can cause damage to homes 
and property due to flooding. 

  (3)  The need to make watercourse flow improvements 
and stream clearance are urgent matters requiring action by the 
Commonwealth, not only for conservation purposes, but for the 
protection of the health and welfare of the citizens of this 
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Commonwealth, especially those living in or adjacent to affected 
areas. 

  (4)  The Department of Environmental Protection shall 
be responsible for any and all activities necessary to conduct the 
business of watercourse flow improvements and stream clearance 
projects funded under this chapter. 

§ 3303.  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: 
 “Administrative expenses.”  An expenditure of funds to 
accomplish the purposes of this chapter, including, but not limited to, 
an expenditure of Commonwealth agencies for studies, planning, 
development, appraisal, investigation, engineering, legal and 
construction costs. 
 “Department.”  The Department of Environmental Protection of 
the Commonwealth. 
 “Issuing officials.”  The Governor, the Auditor General and the 
State Treasurer acting in concert to effect borrowing in accordance 
with and for the purposes of this chapter. 
 “Land.”  Real property, including improvements thereof or 
thereon, rights-of-way, water, riparian and other rights, easements, 
privileges and any other physical property or rights or interests of any 
kind or description relating to or connected with real property. 
 “Political subdivision.”  A county, city, borough, town or 
township. The term also includes an official agency created by a 
county, city, borough, town or township under the laws of this 
Commonwealth, provided that any of the actions of the official agency 
taken under the authority of this chapter is first approved by the 
participating local governing bodies in the official agency. 
 “Secretary.”  The Secretary of Environmental Protection of the 
Commonwealth. 
 “Studies.”  The collection, analysis and presentation of 
information, alternatives and recommendations in order that the 
Commonwealth or political subdivisions may singly or jointly 
determine a course of action to meet the purposes of this chapter. 
§ 3304.  Referendum to authorize incurring indebtedness. 
 (a)  Submission of question to electors.–The question of 
incurring indebtedness of $50,000,000 for the Watercourse Flow 
Improvement Fund to be used for the abatement and elimination of 
flooding potential from the streams of this Commonwealth, 
watercourse flow improvements and stream clearances shall be 
submitted to the electors at the next primary, municipal or general 
election following the effective date of this chapter. 
 (b)  Certification to county boards of elections.–The Secretary of 
the Commonwealth shall immediately certify the question under 
subsection (a) to the county boards of elections. 
 (c)  Form of question.–The question shall be in substantially the 
following form: 
  Do you favor the incurring of indebtedness by the 

Commonwealth of $50,000,000 to be used for the 
abatement and elimination of flooding potential from the 
streams of this Commonwealth, watercourse flow 
improvements and stream clearance? 

 (d)  Conduct of election.–The election shall be conducted in 
accordance with the act of June 3, 1937 (P.L.1333, No.320), known as 
the Pennsylvania Election Code, except that the time limits for 
advertisement of notice of the election may be waived as to the 
question. 
§ 3305.  Authority to borrow. 
 In the event that the question of incurring indebtedness, as 
described in section 3304 (relating to referendum to authorize incurring 
indebtedness), is approved by a majority of those voting on the 
question in accordance with section 7(a)(3) of Article VIII of the 
Constitution of Pennsylvania, the issuing officials are hereby 
authorized and directed to borrow, on the credit of the Commonwealth, 
such sum or sums of money not exceeding in the aggregate the sum of  
 

$50,000,000 as may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
chapter. 
§ 3306.  Bonds, issue, maturity, interest, etc. 
 (a)  Issuance.–As evidence of the indebtedness authorized in this 
chapter, general obligation bonds of the Commonwealth shall be issued 
from time to time for such total amounts, in such forms, in such 
denominations and subject to such terms and conditions of issue, 
redemption and maturity, rate or rates of interest and time of payment 
of interest as the issuing officials shall direct, except that the latest 
stated maturity date shall not exceed 30 years from the date of the bond 
first issued for each such series. 
 (b)  Signatures and seal.–All bonds issued under the authority of 
this chapter shall bear facsimile signatures of the issuing officials, and 
a facsimile of the Great Seal of the Commonwealth, and shall be 
countersigned by two duly authorized officers of the duly authorized 
loan and transfer agents of the Commonwealth. 
 (c)  Full faith and credit.–All bonds issued in accordance with the 
provisions of this chapter shall be direct obligations of the 
Commonwealth, and the full faith and credit of the Commonwealth are 
hereby pledged for the payment of the interest thereon as the same shall 
become due and for the payment of the principal thereof at maturity. 
All bonds issued under the provisions of this chapter shall be exempt 
from taxation for State and local purposes. The principal of and interest 
on such bonds shall be payable in lawful money of the United States of 
America. 
 (d)  Form.–Bonds issued under this chapter may be issued as 
coupon bonds or registered as to both principal and interest as the 
issuing officials may determine. If interest coupons are attached, they 
shall contain the facsimile signature of the State Treasurer. 
 (e)  Amount.–The issuing officials shall provide for the 
amortization of the bonds issued under this chapter in substantial and 
regular amounts over the term of the debt. 
 (f)  Preparation.–The issuing officials shall proceed to have the 
necessary bonds prepared and printed. The bonds, as soon as they are 
prepared and printed, shall be deposited with the duly authorized loan 
and transfer agent of the Commonwealth, there to remain until sold in 
accordance with the provisions of this chapter. 
§ 3307.  Sale of bonds. 
 (a)  Offering for sale.–When bonds are issued under this chapter, 
they shall be offered for sale and shall be sold by the issuing officials to 
the highest and best bidder or bidders after due public advertisement, 
on such terms and conditions and upon such open competitive bidding 
as the issuing officials shall direct. The manner and character of 
advertisement and the times of advertising shall be prescribed by the 
issuing officials. 
 (b)  Private sale.–Any portion of any bond issue offered under 
subsection (a) and not sold or subscribed for may be disposed of by 
private sale by the issuing officials, in such manner and at such prices 
as the Governor shall direct. 
 (c)  Series.–When bonds are issued from time to time, the bonds 
of each issue shall constitute a separate series to be designated by the 
issuing officials or may be combined for sale as one series with other 
general obligation bonds of the Commonwealth. 
§ 3308.  Refunding bonds. 
 The issuing officials are hereby authorized to provide by 
resolution for the issuance of refunding bonds for the purpose of 
refunding any bonds issued under the provisions of this chapter and 
then outstanding, either by voluntary exchange with the holders of such 
outstanding bonds with accrued interest and any premium payable 
thereon, at maturity or at any call date. The issuance of refunding 
bonds, the maturities and other details thereof, the rights of the holders 
thereof and the duties of the issuing officials in respect to refunding 
bonds shall be governed by the foregoing provisions of this chapter, 
insofar as they may be applicable. Refunding bonds may be issued by 
the issuing officials to refund bonds originally issued or to refund 
bonds previously issued for refunding purposes. 
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§ 3309.  Registration of bonds. 
 The Auditor General shall prepare the necessary registry book to 
be kept in the office of the duly authorized loan and transfer agent of 
the Commonwealth for the registration of any bonds, at the request of 
owners thereof, according to the terms and conditions of issue directed 
by the issuing officials. All bonds which are issued under this chapter 
without interest coupons attached shall be registered in the registry 
books kept by the duly authorized loan and transfer agent of the 
Commonwealth. 
§ 3310.  Disposition and use of proceeds. 
 (a)  Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund.–There is hereby 
established in the State Treasury a special fund to be known as the 
Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund. The proceeds realized from the 
sale of bonds under this chapter shall be paid into the fund and are 
hereby specifically dedicated to the purpose of the referendum 
authorized under section 3304 (relating to referendum to authorize 
incurring indebtedness) for the department’s stream improvement grant 
program. The moneys shall be paid periodically by the State Treasurer 
to the department at such times and in such amounts as may be 
necessary to satisfy the purpose of this chapter. 
 (b)  Investment and earnings.–Pending their application to the 
purposes authorized, moneys held or deposited in the Watercourse 
Flow Improvement Fund by the State Treasurer may be invested or 
reinvested as are other funds in the custody of the State Treasurer in the 
manner provided by law. All earnings received from the investment or 
deposit of such funds shall be paid into the State Treasury to the credit 
of the Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund. 
§ 3311.  Watercourse Flow Improvement Sinking Fund. 
 (a)  Establishment.–All bonds issued under the authority of this 
chapter shall be redeemed at maturity, and all interest due from time to 
time on such bonds shall be paid from the Watercourse Flow 
Improvement Sinking Fund which is hereby established. For the 
specific purpose of redeeming these bonds at maturity and paying all 
interest thereon in accordance with the information received from the 
Governor, the General Assembly shall appropriate moneys for the 
payment of interest on these bonds and the principal thereof at 
maturity. 
 (b)  Investment.–All moneys paid into the Watercourse Flow 
Improvement Sinking Fund and all of such moneys not necessary to 
pay accruing interest shall be invested by the Board of Finance and 
Revenue in such securities as are provided by law for the investment of 
the sinking funds of the Commonwealth. 
§ 3312.  Expenses of preparation, issue and sale of bonds. 
 There is hereby appropriated to the State Treasurer, from the 
proceeds of the bonds issued, as much of the moneys as may be 
necessary for all costs and expenses in connection with the issue of and 
sale and registration of bonds in connection with this chapter. 
§ 3313.  Temporary financing authorization. 
 (a)  Temporary borrowing.–Pending the issuance of bonds of the 
Commonwealth, the issuing officials are authorized, on the credit of the 
Commonwealth, to make temporary borrowings of such moneys as 
may from time to time be necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
chapter and are authorized in the name and on behalf of the 
Commonwealth to enter into loan or credit agreements with any banks 
or trust companies or other lending institutions or persons in the  
United States having power to enter into the same. 
 (b)  Form.–All temporary borrowings made under the authority 
of this section shall be evidenced by notes of the Commonwealth, 
which shall be issued from time to time for such amounts, not 
exceeding in the aggregate the sum of $50,000,000, in such form and in 
such denominations, and subject to such terms and conditions of issue, 
prepayment or redemption and maturity, rate of interest and time of 
payment of interest as the issuing officials shall direct. All notes issued 
under the authority of this section shall bear the facsimile signatures of 
the issuing officials and a facsimile of the Great Seal of the 
Commonwealth and shall be countersigned by two duly authorized 
officers of a duly authorized loan and transfer agent of the 
Commonwealth. 

 (c)  Funding and retirement.–All notes under this section shall be 
funded and retired by the issuance and sale of bonds of the 
Commonwealth to the extent that payment of these notes has not 
otherwise been made or provided for. 
 (d)  Proceeds.–The proceeds of all temporary borrowings under 
this section shall be paid into the Watercourse Flow Improvement 
Fund. 
§ 3314.  Quorum. 
 Whenever in this chapter any action is to be taken or any 
decision is to be made by the issuing officials and the three officers are 
not able to agree unanimously, the action or decision of the Governor 
and either the Auditor General or the State Treasurer shall be binding 
and final. 
§ 3315.  Information to General Assembly. 
 The Governor shall include in every budget submitted to the 
General Assembly full information relating to the issuance of bonds 
under the provisions of this chapter and the status of the sinking funds 
of the Commonwealth for the payment of the interest on those bonds 
and the principal thereof at maturity. 
§ 3316.  Allotment of moneys. 
 (a)  Projects.–Of the moneys received by the Commonwealth 
from the issuance and sale of bonds and notes pursuant to this chapter, 
when appropriated by the General Assembly from the Watercourse 
Flow Improvement Fund, the sum of $50,000,000 shall be allotted to 
the Department of Environmental Protection for implementation of the 
department’s stream improvement grant program to provide for the 
abatement and elimination of flooding potential of watersheds and 
waterways, the restoration or improvement of watercourse flow 
patterns, stream clearance and administration expenses attendant 
thereto. 
 (b)  Municipal match.–No municipal match is necessary for 
stream improvement grants funded under this chapter. A municipality 
or authority receiving a grant from the Commonwealth under this 
chapter may receive a waiver to spend up to 5% of the grant for the 
acquisition of property, a right-of-way or property removal or 
demolition necessary for the completion of a project or loan for these 
activities upon the approval of the department. 
 (c)  Joint departmental projects.–The department may cooperate 
and expend funds on water projects jointly with other entities where the 
objectives of such projects can be better achieved, where economies 
may be obtained by cooperation and joint action or, in other instances, 
where joint action is determined to be in the public interest. 
§ 3317.  Estimated useful life and term of debt. 
 (a)  Estimated useful life.–The General Assembly states that the 
estimated useful life of the public improvement projects itemized in 
this act is 30 years. 
 (b)  Term of debt.–The maximum term of the debt authorized to 
be incurred under this act is 30 years. 
§ 3318.  Funding. 
 In addition to the moneys appropriated from time to time by the 
General Assembly for its work, the department may make application 
for and expend such Federal grants as may be available and may also 
receive and expend contributions from other public, quasi-public or 
private sources as may become available. 

CHAPTER 35 
WATER DREDGE 

Sec. 
3501.  Short title of chapter. 
3502.  Definitions. 
3503.  Water dredge material ordinances. 
3504.  Municipal veto. 
3505.  Procedure. 
3506.  Existing permits. 
§ 3501.  Short title of chapter. 
 This chapter shall be known and may be cited as the  
Water Dredge Material Municipal Regulation Act. 
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§ 3502.  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: 
 “Affected municipality.”  A municipality in which water dredge 
material is intended to be deposited, disposed of or applied to land or 
that would be directly affected by the deposition, disposal of or 
application to land of water dredge material in the municipality. 
 “Composition.”  A mixture or combination of materials 
containing water dredge material. 
 “Department.”  The Department of Environmental Protection of 
the Commonwealth. 
 “Deposit, disposal or land application site.”  The physical 
location where water dredge material is intended to be deposited, 
disposed or applied in an affected municipality. 
 “Permit.”  A document issued by the Department of 
Environmental Protection that grants a person, party, corporation or 
governmental entity the authorization to deposit, dispose or apply water 
dredge material or any composition containing water dredge material in 
a municipality. 
 “Permit application.”  A request or petition to the Department of 
Environmental Protection seeking authorization by a person, party, 
corporation or governmental entity to deposit, dispose or apply water 
dredge material or any composition containing water dredge material in 
a municipality. 
 “Water dredge material.”  Material dredged or excavated from 
freshwater, brackish or marine waters for the direct or indirect purpose 
of establishing or increasing water depth or increasing the surface or 
cross-sectional area of a waterway or material dredged or excavated 
from freshwater, brackish or marine waters for the purpose of 
removing material pursuant to Federal or State hazardous waste 
cleanup procedures and that includes sediment, soil, mud, shells, gravel 
or other aggregate. The term does not include waste removed or 
dredged from an impoundment that has received solid waste as that 
term is defined under the act of July 7, 1980 (P.L.380, No.97), known 
as the Solid Waste Management Act. 
§ 3503.  Water dredge material ordinances. 
 (a)  General rule.–Subject to the provisions of subsection (b), a 
municipality may adopt and enforce ordinances regulating the deposit, 
disposal or land application of water dredge material. 
 (b)  Relationship to other law.–A municipal ordinance regulating 
the deposit, disposal or land application of water dredge material must 
be at least as stringent as the requirements of the act of July 7, 1980 
(P.L.380, No.97), known as the Solid Waste Management Act, and the 
regulations promulgated under that act. 
§ 3504.  Municipal veto. 
 In addition to the requirements of the act of July 7, 1980 
(P.L.380, No.97), known as the Solid Waste Management Act, a 
municipality may veto, provided that the provisions of section 3505 
(relating to procedure) are satisfied, a permit application approved by 
the department for the deposit, disposal or land application of water 
dredge material consisting of more than 10,000 cubic yards, where the 
place of origin of the water dredge material is beyond the 25-mile 
radius from the physical center of the deposit, disposal or land 
application site. 
§ 3505.  Procedure. 
 (a)  Referendum.–The county commissioners shall place a 
referendum question on the next general election ballot, with more than 
60 days’ prior notice, for any affected municipality. The referendum 
question shall ask the electorate if the permit application for the 
deposition, disposal or land application of water dredge material should 
be approved. 
 (b)  Public hearing.– 
  (1)  At least 30 days prior to the election, the governing 

body of an affected municipality must cooperate in sponsoring at 
least one public hearing on a weekday between the hours of  
6 p.m. and 11 p.m. eastern standard time on the issue of the  
 

 pending permit application for the deposition, disposal and land 
application of water dredge material. 

  (2)  The governing body of the affected municipality 
shall notify the governing body of all adjacent municipalities 
with notice of the public hearing and shall publish notice of the 
meeting in a newspaper of general circulation within the affected 
municipality. 

  (3)  The governing body of the affected municipality 
shall afford nonresidents the same opportunity to participate in 
the public hearing as residents of the affected municipality. 

  (4)  The department shall present testimony at the 
hearing and justify its approval of the permit application. 

 (c)  Effect of referendum.– 
  (1)  If the majority of the electorate voting on the 

referendum required by subsection (b) vote to approve the permit 
application, the permit shall be deemed approved and water 
dredge material may be deposited, disposed of or applied to land 
within the boundaries of the affected municipality in accordance 
with the permit. 

  (2)  If the majority of the electorate voting on the 
referendum required by subsection (b) vote to disapprove the 
permit, the deposit, disposal or land application of water dredge 
material shall not be disposed of or applied to land within the 
boundaries of the affected municipality. 

§ 3506.  Existing permits. 
 Any permit issued by the department between November 1, 
2003, and the effective date of this chapter that authorizes the deposit, 
disposal or land application of water dredge material is hereby declared 
null and void. 
 Section 2.  The sum of $50,000,000, or as much thereof as is able 
to be borrowed by temporary financing or by bonds, is hereby 
appropriated to the Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund for the 
purposes set forth in 27 Pa.C.S. Ch. 33. 
 Section 3.  The General Assembly may make appropriations 
from time to time to the Watercourse Flow Improvement Fund, to the 
Department of Environmental Protection, or to both, to carry out the 
purposes of 27 Pa.C.S. Ch. 33, which appropriations shall be 
continuing appropriations and shall not lapse. 
 Section 4.  This act shall take effect immediately.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Argall. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, Representative McCall and I have spoken to 
many of you individually on this issue over the last few months, 
and so I am going to keep my comments on the floor today on 
this important subject very limited. 
 This amendment is designed to address a very controversial 
issue which is now pending in my district in Schuylkill County 
as well as in Representative McCall’s district in Carbon County. 
Massive amounts of dredge materials from the bottom of  
New York and other harbors – you can call it dredge; you can 
call it sludge; you can call it muck; call it what you will – it has 
been targeted for a site very near the neighborhood where  
I grew up. Even worse, if DEP (Department of Environmental 
Protection) approves this controversial permit, trucks and trains 
will carry these questionable substances to this large, abandoned 
strip mine for 10 or 20 or 30 years, and so we are talking about 
a very large site for a very large time. 
 Our amendment would do the following things: It would 
give local residents the right to comment, to question, the 
dredge application. It would give municipalities the authority to 
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regulate and enforce their regulations regarding the disposal of 
such materials within their boundaries. Some scientists will tell 
you that these materials are safe, and other scientists will tell 
you that there is considerable danger in the materials, and so 
this will allow the local government to become involved with 
these materials within their jurisdiction. And finally, and 
perhaps most importantly, it would give local residents the 
opportunity, through a referendum, to have the final say 
regarding the future of any such permit. 
 A majority of you, during our individual visits, have told me, 
have told Representative McCall, that you are willing to help us 
protect our constituents in this way. Today I respectfully request 
your “yes” vote. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Adolph. 
 Mr. ADOLPH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, as the Republican chair of the House 
Environmental Resources and Energy Committee, I found it 
necessary for me to rise on this amendment to explain to the 
members of the House exactly what has gone on with this 
amendment in our committee and try to put a perspective on 
this, which they may not have heard before. 
 But before I do that, I would first like to explain to the 
members that Representative Argall and Representative McCall, 
I have an awful lot of respect for, and you know, if I was in 
their position, I would probably be doing the same thing as they 
are doing. Okay? This mine owner – and I would not know the 
guy if he came walking in here now – is not exactly the nicest 
neighbor in the world, and that has been going on for decades, 
and there has been a problem in Tamaqua for decades. 
 We heard from the local people, and we held a public 
hearing on this issue on April 1. We heard from the chamber of 
commerce, and we heard from people from the Delaware River 
Port Authority. We have heard from the cogeneration people. 
We have heard from the Pennsylvania Farm Bureau. We have 
heard from the Teamsters. We have heard from the AFL-CIO, 
and we have heard from Dave and Keith’s residents and the 
group of people that are opposed to this, a very knowledgeable 
group. Their leader, this fellow by the name of Dante Picciano, 
a very knowledgeable, very charismatic character, and he spoke. 
 But I have got to stand up, because the amendment is a bad 
amendment, and I am going to go through that. 
 I congratulate Representative Argall on his achievements to 
get this amendment to the floor of the House. He certainly 
knows his job. He knows how to get cosponsors. You know, 
just on the face of the cosponsors, the bill should pass, and his 
knowledge of the legislative process is second to none. Their 
constituents should be very, very proud of both Representatives 
Argall and McCall for the job that they are doing. However, we 
put the Commonwealth in jeopardy by passing these types of 
amendments, and I would be remiss as the chairman of that 
committee not to address some of the problems in this 
amendment. 
 This amendment, in my opinion, replaces sound science with 
emotion and sound bites. In fact, DEP will require 10 times the 
standard monitoring and analysis of the river dredge material 
compared to other beneficially used materials. 
 Local veto, Mr. Speaker, over statewide rules and regulations 
eliminates the certainty business and industry needs for 
economic development and could ultimately lead to 
environmental anarchy in our State. Two thousand different 

ordinances. What business would like to relocate here in 
Pennsylvania if they would have to face local referendums on 
every environmental issue that DEP could put out a permit?  
 Please understand, we are not simply dumping this material 
in people’s backyards. This is a mine, an unused mine, that is 
very dangerous economically and environmentally. 
 We have acid mine drainage. They have been filling these 
abandoned mines to eliminate acid mine drainage from the sites 
that pollute our rivers and streams. 
 So we heard from a lot of testimony in the public hearings, 
and we have not heard scientifically that this dredge is bad.  
It mainly consists of water. 
 People die each year from falling into these landmines,  
and I think in the long run, this would help, this would help the 
borough of Tamaqua. 
 I listened to Dante’s speech, and a lot of the problems 
already exist there. They are having dumping with fly ash right 
now, and they do not like the trucks coming into the borough of 
Tamaqua. I can understand that. The trucks are not covered. 
They have a washing facility there, which was ridiculous, and 
all those problems should have been addressed. But I asked 
Dante personally, I mean, would he object to this if everything 
was fine with the dredge, and he said, I would still object to this. 
So there is nothing that we can do up here that is ever going to 
solve this problem back home. We are going to cause problems 
all over the State. 
 So you know, I have got some quotes here from the 
Pennsylvania Business Roundtable. I have some quotes here 
from the president of the Teamsters local, and I will submit 
these for the record. 
 But I am asking those members to consider the substance of 
this legislation, and this affects our farms, it affects our 
businesses, and I think it is going to affect a lot of local 
commissioners all over through this Commonwealth, too, 
because this does not just talk about Tamaqua; this talks about 
every borough, township, in the State of Pennsylvania. 
 I urge a negative vote on this amendment, and I appreciate 
your consideration. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 Mr. ADOLPH submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 These amendments would allow local governments to adopt 
ordinances that would permit the land application of river dredge 
materials and biosolids and would allow by local referendum the veto 
of a permit issued by DEP for land application of this material. 
 These amendments replace sound science (both US EPA – 
Environmental Protection Agency – and DEP support the proper use of 
dredge material and biosolids) with emotion and sound bites. 
 In fact, DEP will require 10 times the standard monitoring and 
analysis of the river dredge material compared to other beneficially 
used materials. 
 Local veto over statewide rules and regulations eliminates the 
certainty business and industry needs for economic development and 
could ultimately create environmental anarchy. 
 Please understand we are not simply dumping this material in 
people’s backyards. The river dredge material is being used to fill in 
abandoned mines. 
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 By filling in these abandoned mines, we are eliminating acid mine 
drainage from these sites that pollute our rivers and streams. 
 Each year Pennsylvanians die from falling into abandoned mine 
sites. Filling in these sites with proven environmentally safe materials 
not only helps our environment; it protects our citizens as well. 
 Biosolids are being used to provide low-cost fertilizers for farmers 
to help them compete in tough economic times. 
 Groups from the AFL-CIO, to the Teamsters, to the PA Chamber of 
Business and Industry have demonstrated their opposition to the  
Argall amendment. 
 Why? Because we can beneficially use this material and at the same 
time help Pennsylvania’s economy. It is not only an environmental 
issue; it is a jobs issue as well. 
 Adoption of these amendments could lead to similar actions on  
fly ash, on landfills, on a host of environmental and economic issues. 
 The Delaware River dredge project, for example, will be a huge 
economic boost to the regional and State’s economy. Without 
appropriate disposal sites for this dredge, this improvement will not 
occur. 
 But what have others said? 
 Mike McCarthy of the Pennsylvania Business Roundtable notes: 
 “A stable and functioning government is the key to investment 
decisions. 
 “Providing local control such as that envisioned in House Bill 2275 
undercuts the stability and will make Pennsylvania businesses 
vulnerable to other potential local intervention. In these days of change 
and concern for jobs, enactment of the proposal will affect the business 
climate beyond the specifics of the legislation.” 
 Tom McMonigle, chairman of the PA Waste Industries Association, 
notes: 
 “Any kind of local veto undermines the authority of the 
Pennsylvania DEP to set and enforce uniform statewide standards and 
procedures.” 
 DEP Secretary Katie McGinty noted: 
 “In five years of monitoring and after more than 100,000 analyses 
of river dredge material used in the Bark Camp Demonstration Project, 
there were no significant organic or metal contaminants detected other 
than those present in the general area. The results are conclusive and 
positive – When used appropriately, this material is an extraordinarily 
valuable and effective tool in mine reclamation and in the remediation 
of acidic drainage from abandoned mine pits that pollute more than 
2,000 miles of streams throughout the Commonwealth.” 
 Frank Gillen, president of the Teamsters Joint Council No. 53, 
wrote: 
 “Mr. Chairman, as you know, I am not an environmental engineer 
or scientist. I have spent my life getting products from one point to 
another and supporting and protecting the tens of thousands of other 
men and women who do the same. If the myriad of experts who we as 
taxpayers pay to study and work in this field believe that dredge 
material is safe for beneficial reuse, then you and I and the people of 
the Commonwealth should defer to their collective expertise. As such,  
I would strongly urge you to vote no on this bill in the best interests of 
the Commonwealth.” 
 I urge a negative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
York, Mr. Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I, too, rise to speak against this amendment. 
 I feel that Representative Argall has worked hard to try and 
resolve this issue and has done a good job in trying to do so, and 
I know Secretary McGinty has been up to Representative 
Argall’s district and trying to explain to people how this issue is 
not environmentally unsafe at all. 
 I just want to recall some of the comments made when 
Secretary McGinty was asked by the Governor to be the new 

DEP Secretary, and a lot of criticism came on her as being too 
environmentally interested, not being balanced. Well, she 
looked at this whole situation and said it is environmentally 
correct to allow this to happen. She is actually approving a 
process that will clean up an environmental problem already 
existing. 
 So that is what we need to do. We need to do those kinds of 
things. This is a safe issue to be done. I appreciate what 
Chairman Argall and it hurts me to oppose his local issues like 
this, but we cannot allow bad public policy for this legislature to 
get involved in these kinds of issues all the time. If it is, it will 
financially cripple this State in many different ways. 
 This is an issue that belongs to the State government, it 
belongs to DEP, and we should be abiding by what their 
decisions are in this. And I can appreciate the political pressures 
and the other issues of traffic and everything else that is going 
to take place in Representative Argall’s district, and I can 
understand his concerns, as I would have in my district, as 
Chairman Adolph talked about earlier, but this is truly bad 
public policy for the legislature to go in and allow this to 
happen. 
 Truthfully, Secretary McGinty has looked out for the best 
interests of the people of this Commonwealth, and she is 
looking out for the best environmental interests of this 
Commonwealth as well, and I ask for a “no” vote on 
Representative Argall’s amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Chester,  
Mr. Hershey. 
 Mr. HERSHEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to urge a “no” vote on this amendment. 
 I serve on the Chesapeake Bay Commission, and we have  
the same problem on the Susquehanna River with four dams. 
Three of the dams were clogged with silt over the years running 
off the land. We have one dam that has about 10 to 15 years’ 
capacity, and we know what is in there, and we need places to 
put that river dredge. If we do not dredge behind these dams, we 
will have another Agnes flood and we will have a lot of that in 
the Chesapeake Bay, which we do not want. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I concur with the statements of the 
chairman of the Environmental Committee, which I chaired for 
two terms. I now chair the Ag Committee. I urge a “no” vote on 
this amendment. It is just simply not the thing to do, to tie the 
hands of the State regulators and the governing body, who has 
laws and regulations for all this. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I urge a “no” vote. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Mr. Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to concur with the chairman of the  
House Environmental Resources Committee, and as a member 
of the Environmental Resources Committee, Mr. Speaker, I am 
opposed to the Argall amendment. 
 I thank Representative Argall for taking a step forward to try 
and allow for greater input, but, Mr. Speaker, I think it has been 
made very clear that if this amendment becomes a part of the 
bill, then it will result in economic loss to local municipalities; it 
will result in unnecessary regulations; it will result in problems 
of implementation at the local level. The referendum itself 
would be extremely costly throughout municipalities. 
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 So, Mr. Speaker, I rise to urge my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle to vote “no” on the Argall amendment, and I ask that 
the Representatives from southeastern Pennsylvania pay very 
close attention, because this will definitely create problems for 
southeastern Pennsylvania, not just Philadelphia County but 
Montgomery, Bucks, Chester, and Delaware Counties. 
 This is one time the lawmakers from southeastern 
Pennsylvania must stand together and stand with the rest of our 
colleagues in voting “no” on the Argall amendment. 
 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 in support of the Argall amendment.  
I think it is a very important amendment. And it is really about, 
when is enough enough? You know, I appreciate the problem 
that all of you people have and all of you that represent the  
port of Philadelphia, but if this stuff is no problem, why do you 
not take care of the problem yourself and dump it in your 
backyard? 
 I represent Summit Hill Borough in Carbon County, which is 
right next door to the Springdale pit. I do not have city water.  
I have a well that services my home, and I have a septic system, 
and I am not so much concerned about the septic system as I am 
about the drinking water that is less than 4 miles away from this 
unlined pit that is going to take a cocktail of materials. It is not 
just going to be river dredge – but that is what we are honing in 
on – but a cocktail of materials that can affect the drinking 
water of the people of this great valley. 
 Do you know what the economic damage is to me,  
Mr. Speaker? It is pretty significant, because you know what my 
home will be worth if my drinking water is no longer potable? 
The economic damage to me will be significant, and not just me 
but most of the people who are serviced by this aquifer. 
 But let me explain to you what David and I have been 
through in our legislative districts. 
 The people in our area have spoken very loud and clear to us. 
Not only the people—  And the opposition to this has been 
unequivocal. Let me explain. We have been to numerous public 
hearings, and every one of those public hearings, the people in 
that auditorium resoundingly – and I cannot say 100 percent, 
but I will say 99.99 percent –opposed the application of this 
material in the Springdale pit. Not only the people but the 
elected officials as well, from the borough of Tamaqua to the 
borough of Summit Hill to the borough of Coaldale – all of the 
surrounding boroughs and townships and municipalities all have 
gone on record saying they are opposed to this material. The 
county commissioners have passed resolutions saying to the 
department, we do not want this material dumped in our 
backyard. The talk at the grocery stores, the talk at the 
hairdressers, from newspaper editorials to radio talk shows and 
to our local television station, they have all editorialized 
vehemently, vehemently, opposing the application of this 
material in the Springdale pit. 
 When do the people get a chance to say no? When does our 
voice ever get heard? When does the common man have an 
opportunity to say to DEP, no? Give us the opportunity; give us 
this amendment that says, okay, Philadelphia, we are not going 
to say to you that you cannot dispose of this material. The 
amendment says, if you are going to dispose of this material 
more than 25 miles from where you take it from the river or the 

spot or origin where you take this dredge material, if it is 
beyond that border, then you have to have a public hearing, and 
then the local people have a right to say whether or not you can 
dispose of that material. 
 When do we get a chance to say no? When does the public 
ever get a chance to say no to this stuff? They should be 
allowed to debate this process, and we do not give them that 
ability to debate this process. The people of the coal regions 
have taken it under the chin for the last 200 years – from the 
1800s when they started mining coal out of this ground up until 
the 1950s and right up to the year 2000, where robber barons 
came in and just ripped apart the land and left that scarred 
property for Dave and I to work on economic development 
initiatives to try to bring CEOs (chief executive officers) back to 
a land that looks like a moonscape; that we cannot get 
redevelopment, we cannot get developed, because it looks so 
horrible. And now to add insult to injury, the department is 
going to say, well, heck on the coal regions; we have all these 
mine pits; we are not going to fill it up with indigenous 
material; we are going to add insult to injury with the problems 
you already have in that area, and we are going to allow you to 
dump this garbage in those mine pits. 
 Well, I think it is time you have to give us the ability to  
say to the people that want to dump this material, that the  
Argall amendment, the language says in that amendment, we 
are not going to say, no, you cannot do it; we are not going to 
say, no, you cannot bring that to the Springdale pit, but we are 
going to say, you are going to give us a little veto power in that 
we are going to force the Department of Environmental 
Protection and we are going to force the people that are going to 
dredge that material out of the river, we are going to make you 
come to a public hearing; we are going to say, yes, you have to 
hold a public hearing within 60 days before you issue that 
permit, that there has to be a voter referendum, and 30 days 
before the vote is taken, that local municipality has to hold a 
public hearing, and the people who want to dump that material 
and the department that issues that permit have to come in and 
make the case to the voters. 
 Now, what is wrong with that? Why cannot we have that 
kind of a say? I mean, every time a permit is issued, it does not 
matter what anybody says. It does not matter if we are going to 
say that we are the ones who have to put up with the increased 
truck traffic and the increased noise pollution and the increased 
water pollution. Well, let me tell you something. That is our 
common property, and we have the right to clean air, and you 
know this as well as I do. We have all said it a hundred times 
when we go to these public hearings. We have the right to  
clean air and clean water. But when the size of this pit is 700 or 
800 feet deep and, I do not know, a mile wide, it is going to take 
trucks 24/7, probably 40 to 50 trucks an hour, 24 hours a day; 
probably, what, 7,000 trucks a week, coming through the 
borough of Tamaqua. 
 How would you like to live with that, and how would you 
like not to have the ability, after you go through all of the 
problems that you are going to have with air, transportation, 
noise, dirt, dust, all those other things, to say you do not have a 
say in that process, John Q. Public; you are going to take what 
we say is the best for you – PCBs (polychlorinated biphenyls), 
dioxin, pesticides, arsenic. You name it, it is going to be 
dumped in that pit – and let me remind you again – that unlined 
pit; that unlined pit. You are going to dump all those materials 
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in there, and you know what, John Q. Public? You have 
absolutely nothing to say in the process. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think that is wrong, and I think that the Argall 
amendment cures that wrong, and it makes the justification for 
the people who want to dump this material, let them come to 
me; let them come to my backyard; let them come to the people 
who are going to have to live with this day in and day out; let 
those people come to those individuals and make their case. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would ask that we approve the Argall 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentlelady from Chester,  
Mrs. Rubley. 
 Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 We have heard from many groups, numerous groups, who 
have demonstrated their opposition to the Argall amendment. 
The reason being is because we can beneficially use this 
material and at the same time help Pennsylvania’s economy. It 
is not only an environmental issue; it is also a jobs issue as well. 
 We have already heard reference made to the Delaware River 
dredge program. This project is extremely important to the 
Philadelphia region and to the State as a whole, and without 
appropriate disposal sites for this dredge material, 
improvements will not occur and the Philadelphia region will be 
seriously hurt. 
 I would just like to share with you a quote from DEP 
Secretary Katie McGinty, and she said, quote, “In five years of 
monitoring and after more than 100,000 analyses” – that is 
100,000 analyses – “of river dredge material used in the  
Bark Camp Demonstration Project, there were no significant 
organic or metal contaminants detected other than those present 
in the general area. The results are conclusive and positive – 
When used appropriately, this material is an extraordinarily 
valuable and effective tool in mine reclamation and in the 
remediation of acidic drainage from abandoned mine pits that 
pollute more than 2,000 miles of streams throughout…” 
Pennsylvania, unquote. This quote is from our Secretary of 
DEP, Katie McGinty. 
 So therefore, I urge a negative vote on this amendment, and 
thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentlelady. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. Keller. 
 Mr. KELLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 There are not many of us here who represent ports and have 
ports in their district. I am lucky enough to have the port of 
Philadelphia in my district, and I think it is very important, 
because for the economy, ports are very, very important, and for 
future economic development, ports are very, very important. 
The natural depth of the Delaware River is 17 feet. Now, if we 
do not have the ability to dredge and get rid of dredge material, 
there will be no economic development in the future, and the 
local economy and the region’s economy and, I believe, the 
Commonwealth will suffer because of that. 
 In my district it is Fort Mifflin dredge disposal area. I believe 
I share it with Representative Raymond and Representative 
Donatucci. We do take this in our backyard, and it has been 
taken in our backyard for 200 years, since the Army Corps of 
Engineers has been around and disposing the dredge material. 
 We also have a plan in the future to expand the port of 
Philadelphia. In order to do that, we have to have a  

channel-deepening project. In that channel-deepening project, 
we hope to take between 8 million – we hope to take; we want 
to take – between 8 million and 10 million cubic yards and 
place it at piers 122, 124, and at the Philadelphia Naval Yard. 
That will help us to expand the port of Philadelphia, and  
I believe this material is going to go in our backyard. It is safe 
material. Everybody has said it. It is material that really 
originates up in the mountains and finds its way down into the 
rivers. We need places to dispose it. 
 And I believe that if we work together with Representative 
Argall and Representative McCall and work together with the 
people in the region, they will see, especially the dredge 
material from the Delaware River is safe, and I will do 
everything I can to work with the two Representatives and 
hopefully with the administration. I believe that the port of 
Philadelphia is that important and the dams are important and 
the port of Pittsburgh is important and the port of Erie is 
important enough that we should take a long, hard look at this 
and make sure we get rid of this. 

MOTION TO TABLE 

 Mr. KELLER. So at this time I would like to make a motion 
to table this amendment until we get more time to work on it, 
and I promise to help to go to the administration and work with 
everyone to get this done. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 The gentleman, Mr. Keller, has moved to table the 
amendment, amendment A1728. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that motion, it is not debatable, except 
by the floor leaders. 
 Mr. Argall. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Mr. Speaker, this House has a long tradition 
of assisting members in trying to address important issues in 
their legislative districts. Those of you who have been here for 
any amount of time have seen us address issues like this time 
and time again. 
 I would ask for a negative vote on the motion to table so that 
we can move this amendment forward and over to the Senate. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I request that we be at ease for 1 minute. 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Philadelphia,  
Mr. RIEGER, requests a leave of absence. Without objection, 
the leave of absence is granted.  

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. We have several guests of Representative 
Saylor. It is the Winterstown Elementary School. They are in 
the balcony. Would those guests please rise. We think they have 
gone, but welcome. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HB 911 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman,  
Mr. DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 This Democratic Caucus has two stalwart Irishmen 
advocating on different sides of this issue, and I would ask that 
our caucus vote their conscience. 
 Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–73 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Markosek Solobay 
Bard Fabrizio McGeehan Stairs 
Belardi Grucela Melio Stetler 
Biancucci Gruitza Micozzie Tangretti 
Bishop Hanna Myers Taylor, J. 
Butkovitz Harhai Oliver Thomas 
Buxton Harper Pallone Travaglio 
Caltagirone Horsey Petrarca Veon 
Casorio Hutchinson Petrone Vitali 
Cawley James Pistella Walko 
Cohen Josephs Preston Washington 
Costa Keller Readshaw Waters 
Curry Kirkland Roberts Williams 
Daley Kotik Roebuck Wojnaroski 
DeLuca LaGrotta Rooney Youngblood 
Dermody Lescovitz Sainato 
DeWeese Levdansky Santoni 
Diven Manderino Scrimenti Perzel, 
Donatucci Mann Shaner     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–121 
 
Allen Fairchild Leach Rubley 
Argall Feese Leh Samuelson 
Armstrong Fichter Lewis Sather 
Baker Fleagle Lynch Saylor 
Baldwin Flick Mackereth Scavello 
Barrar Forcier Maher Schroder 
Bastian Frankel Maitland Semmel 
Bebko-Jones Freeman Marsico Smith, B. 
Belfanti Gabig McCall Smith, S. H. 
Benninghoff Gannon McGill Staback 
Birmelin Geist McIlhattan Steil 
Blaum George McIlhinney Stern 
Boyd Gergely McNaughton Stevenson, R. 
Browne Gillespie Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Bunt Gingrich Millard Sturla 
Cappelli Godshall Miller, R. Surra 
Causer Good Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Clymer Goodman Mundy Tigue 
Coleman Habay Mustio True 
Cornell, S. E. Haluska Nailor Turzai 
Corrigan Harhart Nickol Vance 
Coy Harris O’Neill Wansacz 
Crahalla Hasay Payne Watson 
Creighton Hennessey Petri Weber 
Dailey Herman Phillips Wheatley 
Dally Hershey Pickett Wilt 
Denlinger Hess Reed Wright 
DiGirolamo Hickernell Reichley Yewcic 
Eachus Killion Rohrer Yudichak 
Egolf Laughlin Ross Zug 
Evans, J. 
 
 

 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–9 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Rieger 
Cruz Major Raymond Ruffing 
Kenney 
 
 
 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 following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–63 
 
Allen Eachus Herman Rooney 
Argall Fairchild Hess Sather 
Bebko-Jones Fleagle Laughlin Scavello 
Belardi Flick Leach Scrimenti 
Belfanti Forcier Lewis Smith, B. 
Benninghoff Freeman Maher Staback 
Birmelin Gabig Maitland Steil 
Blaum Geist McCall Stern 
Cappelli George McGill Surra 
Causer Gillespie McIlhattan Tigue 
Cawley Goodman Mundy Travaglio 
Clymer Habay Nailor Vance 
Coleman Hanna Nickol Wansacz 
Cornell, S. E. Harhart Phillips Yudichak 
Coy Harris Preston Zug 
DiGirolamo Hasay Reichley 
 
 NAYS–130 
 
Adolph Evans, J. Mann Schroder 
Armstrong Fabrizio Markosek Semmel 
Baker Feese Marsico Shaner 
Baldwin Fichter McGeehan Smith, S. H. 
Bard Frankel McIlhinney Solobay 
Barrar Gannon McNaughton Stairs 
Bastian Gergely Melio Stetler 
Biancucci Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, R. 
Bishop Godshall Micozzie Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Good Millard Sturla 
Browne Grucela Miller, R. Tangretti 
Bunt Gruitza Miller, S. Taylor, E. Z. 
Butkovitz Haluska Mustio Taylor, J. 
Buxton Harhai Myers Thomas 
Caltagirone Harper O’Neill True 
Casorio Hennessey Pallone Turzai 
Cohen Hershey Payne Veon 
Corrigan Hickernell Petrarca Vitali 
Costa Horsey Petri Walko 
Crahalla Hutchinson Petrone Washington 
Creighton James Pickett Waters 
Curry Josephs Pistella Watson 
Dailey Keller Readshaw Weber 
Daley Killion Reed Wheatley 
Dally Kirkland Roberts Williams 
DeLuca Kotik Roebuck Wilt 
Denlinger LaGrotta Rohrer Wojnaroski 
Dermody Leh Ross Wright 
DeWeese Lescovitz Rubley Yewcic 
Diven Levdansky Sainato Youngblood 
Donatucci Lynch Samuelson 
Egolf Mackereth Santoni Perzel, 
Evans, D. Manderino Saylor     Speaker 
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 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Oliver 
 
 EXCUSED–9 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Rieger 
Cruz Major Raymond Ruffing 
Kenney 
 
 
 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? 
 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: 
 
 YEAS–193 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Levdansky Sather 
Allen Evans, J. Lewis Saylor 
Argall Fabrizio Lynch Scavello 
Armstrong Fairchild Mackereth Schroder 
Baker Feese Maher Scrimenti 
Baldwin Fichter Maitland Semmel 
Bard Fleagle Manderino Shaner 
Barrar Flick Mann Smith, B. 
Bastian Forcier Markosek Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Frankel Marsico Solobay 
Belardi Freeman McCall Staback 
Belfanti Gabig McGeehan Stairs 
Benninghoff Gannon McGill Steil 
Biancucci Geist McIlhattan Stern 
Birmelin George McIlhinney Stetler 
Bishop Gergely McNaughton Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Gillespie Melio Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Gingrich Metcalfe Sturla 
Browne Godshall Micozzie Surra 
Bunt Good Millard Tangretti 
Butkovitz Goodman Miller, R. Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Grucela Miller, S. Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Mundy Thomas 
Cappelli Habay Mustio Tigue 
Casorio Haluska Myers Travaglio 
Causer Hanna Nailor True 
Cawley Harhai Nickol Turzai 
Clymer Harhart O’Neill Vance 
Cohen Harper Pallone Veon 
Coleman Harris Payne Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hasay Petrarca Walko 
Corrigan Hennessey Petri Wansacz 
Costa Herman Petrone Washington 
Coy Hershey Phillips Waters 
Crahalla Hess Pickett Watson 
Creighton Hickernell Pistella Weber 
Curry Horsey Preston Wheatley 
Dailey Hutchinson Readshaw Williams 
Daley James Reed Wilt 
Dally Josephs Reichley Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Keller Roberts Wright 
Denlinger Killion Roebuck Yewcic 

Dermody Kirkland Rohrer Youngblood 
DeWeese Kotik Rooney Yudichak 
DiGirolamo LaGrotta Ross Zug 
Diven Laughlin Rubley 
Donatucci Leach Sainato 
Eachus Leh Samuelson Perzel, 
Egolf Lescovitz Santoni     Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Oliver 
 
 EXCUSED–9 
 
Civera Lederer O’Brien Rieger 
Cruz Major Raymond Ruffing 
Kenney 
 
 
 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. 

PROFESSIONAL LICENSURE 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Delaware, Mr. Gannon, for the purpose of an announcement. 
 Mr. GANNON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, immediately upon the declaration of the recess, 
the House Professional Licensure Committee will meet in the 
rear of the hall of the House. 
 The SPEAKER. Immediately upon the declaration of the 
recess, the Professional Licensure Committee will meet in the 
rear of the hall of the House. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. There will be a 10-minute break for  
the members to get lunch. We will be back on the floor at  
10 after 2. 
 The House is in recess until 2:10. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(PATRICIA H. VANCE) PRESIDING 

 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair returns to leaves of 
absence, and the minority whip requests that the gentleman 
from Lawrence County, Mr. LaGROTTA, be placed on leave 
for the remainder of the day. The Chair hears no objection. 
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HOUSE BILL 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 2649 By Representative FEESE  
 

An Act designating a portion of State Route 405 from Clinton 
Township to Montgomery Borough, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania, 
as the Dr. Charles F. Taylor Memorial Highway; and designating  
a bridge over the West Branch of the Susquehanna River on  
State Route 405 between Muncy Creek Township and Clinton 
Township, Lycoming County, Pennsylvania, as the The Last Raft 
Memorial Bridge.  
 

Referred to Committee on TRANSPORTATION, May 26, 
2004. 

 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 1442, PN 3938 (Amended)   By Rep. LEH 
 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, further providing for the imposition 
of sales and use tax on certain services.  
 

FINANCE. 
 
 

HB 2308, PN 3941 (Amended)   By Rep. BIRMELIN 
 

An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for information 
relating to prospective child-care personnel.  
 

CHILDREN AND YOUTH. 
 
 

HB 2408, PN 3937 (Amended)   By Rep. ALLEN 
 

An Act amending the act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), 
known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act, further defining 
“agricultural building”; and further providing for exemptions.  
 

LABOR RELATIONS. 
 
 

SB 200, PN 1644 (Amended)   By Rep. STAIRS 
 

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

EDUCATION. 
 
 

SB 1047, PN 1455   By Rep. CLYMER 
 

An Act authorizing the sale and transfer of ownership of Project 70 
land located in Wharton Township, Fayette County, Pennsylvania.  
 

STATE GOVERNMENT. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of SB 296,  
PN 311, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for court orders 
relating to adoption records.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. McNAUGHTON offered the following amendment No. 
A1695: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by inserting after “Statutes,” 
   further providing for marriage definitions and for 

same-sex marriage; providing for spousal 
equivalent relationships; and 

 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 6 and 7, by striking out all of said lines 
and inserting 
 Section 1.  Section 1102 of Title 23 of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes is amended by adding definitions to read: 
§ 1102.  Definitions. 
 The following words and phrases when used in this part shall 
have the meanings given to them in this section unless the context 
clearly indicates otherwise: 
 “Commonwealth party.”  The Commonwealth government and 
any of its agencies. 
 * * * 
 “Employee organization.”  An organization, agency or employee 
representation committee or plan in which membership includes 
employees of a Commonwealth party and which exists for the purpose, 
in whole or in part, of dealing with the Commonwealth party 
concerning grievances, disputes, wages, rates of pay, hours of 
employment or conditions of work. 
 * * * 
 “Spousal equivalent relationship.”  A relationship between  
two individuals of the same sex or different sexes which the individuals 
may believe is similar to marriage, regardless of what the relationship 
is called. The term includes a domestic partnership, life partnership, 
civil union, domestic union, reciprocal beneficiary relationship and 
cohabitation relationship. 
 Section 2.  Sections 1704 and 2905(a) of Title 23 are amended to 
read: 
§ 1704.  Marriage between persons of the same sex[.] and spousal 

equivalent relationships. 
 (a)  Validity.–It is hereby declared to be the strong and 
longstanding public policy of this Commonwealth that marriage shall 
be between one man and one woman. A marriage between persons of 
the same sex which was entered into in another state or foreign 
jurisdiction, even if valid where entered into, shall be void in this 
Commonwealth. 
 (b)  Preemption.–The Commonwealth has preempted the field of 
regulating marital status and the marital relationship. 
 (c)  Prohibition.– 
  (1)  Notwithstanding any other provision of law to the 

contrary and in accordance with subsections (a) and (b), it is 
unlawful and against the public policy of the Commonwealth for 
a Commonwealth party to provide by contract with an employee 
organization, employee, independent contractor or agent, or by 
any other means, any of the following, to an individual, based 
upon the individual’s spousal equivalent relationship with an 
employee, independent contractor or agent of a Commonwealth 
party: 
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   (i)  Life insurance for the individual. 
   (ii)  Health insurance for the individual. 
   (iii)  Medical leave for the employee, 

independent contractor or agent for medical problems of 
the individual. 

   (iv)  Pension survivorship for the individual. 
  (2)  This subsection shall not be construed to do any of 

the following: 
   (i)  Restrict benefits between a parent and a child. 
   (ii)  Apply to wages or to any other type of 

compensation or benefit provided under a contract other 
than those prohibited by this subsection. 

 (d)  Limitation.–Nothing in subsection (c) shall be construed to 
affect the validity of private agreements that are otherwise valid under 
the laws of this Commonwealth. 
 Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 8 and 9 
 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.  This act shall be deemed an exercise of the police 
power of the Commonwealth for the protection of the public welfare, 
prosperity, health and peace of the people of this Commonwealth. 
 Section 5.  The prohibitions contained in 23 Pa.C.S. § 1704 (c) 
shall apply to any contract entered into or approved on or after the 
effective date of this section and shall not apply to any valid contract 
entered into or approved prior to the effective date of this section. If 
any contract entered into or approved prior to the effective date of this 
section is subsequently deemed to be invalid, this section shall apply to 
any renegotiated contract. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 9, by striking out “2” and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Delaware County, Mr. Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. I mainly just want to alert the members that we 
are about to vote on something controversial, just kind of as a 
wakeup call, and also might want to ask the gentleman just to 
get us started with a brief explanation. 

POINT OF ORDER  

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. For what purpose does the 
gentleman, Mr. Nickol, rise? 
 Mr. NICKOL. Point of order, Madam Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state his 
point of order. 
 Mr. NICKOL. This amendment impacts on public employee 
retirement, since it includes a restriction on pension 
survivorship benefits on page 2, line 17. 
 The rules for pension survivorship for Commonwealth 
parties can be found in the State Employees’ Retirement Code. 
The appellate courts of our State, in a series of rulings, had 
determined that State retirement benefits, including—  I will 
suspend. 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. We will go over this 
amendment temporarily. 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 
 Mr. BIRMELIN offered the following amendment No. 
A1828: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 2, by inserting after “Statutes,” 
further providing for marriage definitions, for common-law marriage, 
for applications for marriage licenses and for same-sex marriage; 
providing for spousal equivalent relationships; and 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 6 and 7, by striking out all of said lines 
and inserting 
 Section 1.  Section 1102 of Title 23 of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes is amended by adding a definition to read: 
§ 1102.  Definitions. 
 The following words and phrases when used in this part shall 
have the meanings given to them in this section unless the context 
clearly indicates otherwise: 
 * * * 
 “Spousal equivalent relationship.”  A relationship between  
two individuals of the same sex or different sexes which the individuals 
may believe is similar to marriage, regardless of what the relationship 
is called. The term includes a domestic partnership, life partnership, 
civil union, domestic union, reciprocal beneficiary relationship and 
cohabitation relationship. 
 Section 2.  Sections 1103, 1302(a), 1704 and 2905(a) of Title 23 
are amended to read: 
§ 1103.  Common-law marriage. 
 [This part shall not be construed to change the existing law with 
regard to common-law marriage.] No common-law marriage, 
contracted after January 1, 2005, shall be valid. Nothing in this part 
shall be deemed or taken to render any common-law marriage, 
otherwise lawful and contracted on or before January 1, 2005, invalid. 
§ 1302.  Application for license. 
 (a)  General rule.–No marriage license shall be issued except 
upon written and verified application made by both of the parties 
intending to marry. No marriage license shall be issued to  
two individuals of the same sex. 
 * * * 
§ 1704.  Marriage between persons of the same sex[.] and spousal 

equivalent relationships. 
 (a)  Validity.–It is hereby declared to be the strong and 
longstanding public policy of this Commonwealth that [marriage]: 
  (1)  Marriage is the foundation of the family unit. 
  (2)  Marriage shall be between one man and one woman. 
  (3)  Marriage, as described in paragraphs (1) and (2), is 

to be protected and maintained. 
  (4)  A spousal equivalent relationship shall not be 

recognized in this Commonwealth. 
  (5)  A marriage between [persons] individuals of the 

same sex or a spousal equivalent relationship which was entered 
into in another state or foreign jurisdiction, even if valid where 
entered into, shall be void in this Commonwealth. 

 (b)  Preemption.–The Commonwealth has preempted the field of 
regulating marital status and the marital relationship. 
 Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 8 and 9 
 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.  This act shall be deemed an exercise of the police 
power of the Commonwealth for the protection of the public welfare, 
prosperity, health and peace of the people of this Commonwealth. 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 9, by striking out “2” and inserting 
   5 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair will be at ease for a 
moment until the sponsor of this amendment comes to the floor. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair returns to leaves of 
absence. The majority whip requests that the gentleman from 
Erie County, Mr. EVANS, be placed on leave for the remainder 
of the day. The Chair hears no objection. 

CONSIDERATION OF SB 296 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Mr. Birmelin, on the amendment. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, we stand here today to address an issue that 
strikes to the very core of what our society is and should be. 
 Madam Speaker, is the microphone working? Oh, okay. 
Thank you. I was informed by some members that it was not.  
I am not sure they really wanted it to be on, but I appreciate 
that. 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, we stand here today to address an issue that 
I believe strikes to the very core of what our society is and 
should be. This is not a trivial and unimportant issue that should 
be given a back seat to budgets, property taxes, or tort reform, 
as some would suggest. State government is not only about 
dollars and cents, fine-tuning formulas, or academic debates 
about the fine points of law. It is also about who we are as a 
people, what our values are, what we believe to be in the best 
interests of our society, what is valuable and positive, and what 
should be avoided. Today’s debate is all of these considerations 
and more. 
 Unless you have been in hibernation this winter, you are 
acutely aware that there is a great societal debate taking place in 
this country. At the center of this debate is the question of 
whether we should place the official imprimatur of government 
on the unions of same-sex couples by granting said couples 
licenses to marry. 
 Throughout all of history, including the 300-plus years of 
this Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, marriage has been defined 
as the union of a man and a woman.  
 This has not only been the position of every major religion in 
the world but also in the vast majority of civil governments. It is 
only in recent years that this definition of marriage has been 
challenged by a small minority who, through their vocal 
advocacy, have attempted to turn hundreds of years of common 
understanding on its head. 
 It is my position and the intent of the legislation currently 
before you, amendment 1828, to do four things that address this 
issue. 
 First, this legislation will strengthen the existing definition of 
marriage and make it clear that marriage in Pennsylvania will 
only be between a man and a woman and that marriage between 
same-sex couples is expressly prohibited. 
 It also clearly states, secondly, that Pennsylvania will not 
recognize spousal equivalent relationships or other similar  
 

arrangements, however worded, even if those relationships are 
recognized in other jurisdictions. 
 Thirdly, additionally, common-law marriages are prohibited 
after January 1, 2005. This language reflects a decision made by 
the Commonwealth Court in a case decided on September 17, 
2003, which in effect decreed that common-law marriages 
should no longer be recognized from that date on. For a variety 
of reasons, I believe that court made the right decision, and my 
amendment, if adopted into law, would incorporate it into 
statute. 
 Fourth and lastly, the Commonwealth is given the 
preeminence in the regulation of marriage. This would make it 
clear that no political subdivision in Pennsylvania could 
determine for itself what constitutes a legal marriage. 
 I believe this language is necessary for our current statutory 
definition of marriage to stand up against the kinds of 
challenges that we see today in Massachusetts, San Francisco, 
New York, and potentially even here in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. We should not leave to doubt or imagination the 
specific intent and purpose of what the legislature means by the 
word “marriage.” 
 And in conclusion, it is my hope that we will debate these 
issues today, as legislative bodies are supposed to, in the spirit 
of advocacy for our position and respect for those with whom 
we disagree, understanding that we best serve our citizens when 
we honestly present our opinions, however passionately, 
without personally attacking those who hold to different 
positions. 
 With that, Madam Speaker, I would ask for the members to 
vote in the affirmative for amendment 1828. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman from York-Adams, 
Mr. Nickol, on the amendment. 
 Mr. NICKOL. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Same-sex marriage is already illegal in Pennsylvania, and 
our law already denies recognition to same-sex marriages 
performed in other States or other foreign jurisdictions. This is 
not at issue. 
 What is at issue or at least should be at issue here today is 
language in this amendment that could have grave consequences 
for any couple living together in a relationship and not legally 
married. Yes, the focus of many supporters of this amendment 
will be same-sex couples, and yes, the couple dozen same-sex 
couples in a midstate district like my own would be affected by 
it, but there is much, much, much more at stake here. 
 If you have not yet, I urge you to read the amendment. 
Riding on the hysteria over same-sex marriage in 
Massachusetts, proponents are selling you an amendment that is 
going to have a much more dramatic effect on thousands of 
opposite-sex couples living in each of our districts. Whether 
they be young couples living together before marriage, trying to 
save a little money and perhaps buy a home, or an elderly 
couple who chooses to live together but not remarry because 
one of them will lose health-care benefits derived from a 
deceased spouse, we will be kicking sand in all their faces. 
 I am not sure there is anyone in this room here today that 
would bash marriage or dispute in any way that marriage is the 
foundation of the family unit or disagree that we should take 
special care to protect and maintain the institution of marriage.  
I voted for the law defining marriage in Pennsylvania as a union 
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between a man and a woman, and I feel that marriage defined in 
this way has served society well for thousands of years.  
 Where we disagree is over the need to somehow prop up the 
institution of marriage by tearing down all other types of 
relationships, by denying any recognition for what this proposal 
calls spousal equivalent relationships between people living in 
this State and anyone traveling through it from another 
jurisdiction, and we are also preempting the field of regulation 
of marital status and marital relationship, whatever the heck that 
is supposed to mean. 
 Look at the definition of “spousal equivalent relationships” 
in the amendment. It covers much more than same-sex marriage 
in Massachusetts or civil unions in Vermont. Voting for this 
amendment would deny recognition to – and I am taking these 
terms directly from the amendment – domestic partnerships. 
Opposite-sex couples age 62 or older who choose to live 
together but not remarry can register as domestic partnerships in 
California and New Jersey. Senior citizens from Maryland can 
form what is called life partnerships, a term that alarms me 
because there are so many seniors from Maryland moving into 
my area to avoid taxation on retirement income. 
 It also denies recognition to what is called reciprocal 
beneficiary relationships. This is a term used in several other 
States to provide special rights to marriage-like relationships 
between related individuals living together, unable to marry, but 
needing some of the same protections usually associated with 
marriage – for example, two elderly sisters or a widowed 
mother and her unmarried son. 
 A growing number of States like these are granting special 
rights like these to unmarried couples. 
 Not only would we be voting to deny rights otherwise 
granted to someone in their home State should they move into 
our State, but we would be denying them rights they otherwise 
would enjoy even if they are here on business, visiting their 
children, or even just driving through on the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike, if they are unfortunate enough to have an accident or 
health crisis – rights such as hospital visitation, health-care 
decisionmaking, control of disposition of remains, consent to 
postmortems, durable power of attorney, and even health 
insurance coverage for the domestic partner of a named insured. 
Why would we even want to take these types of rights from 
anyone all in the name of defending marriage? 
 More troubling is this amendment’s possible implication for 
all these types of rights, and possibly many more, for your 
constituents and mine, living and voting right here in 
Pennsylvania. We will be proclaiming their spousal equivalent 
relationship as essentially contrary to public policy, and their 
relationship – let me quote from the amendment – “...shall not 
be recognized in this Commonwealth.” 
 Now, what exactly does this horribly broad language mean? 
 Are we saying that private companies can no longer 
recognize these marriage-like relationships and continue to 
provide health insurance, life insurance, and pension benefits 
for domestic partners? If so, a lot of our constituents could be 
losing benefits as a result of our vote, since many of the largest 
companies listed on the Fortune 500, with offices in your 
districts and mine, provide benefits to domestic partners – same 
sex, opposite sex, or both. 
 Are we saying that Pennsylvania will not recognize the 
numerous types of contracts entered into by unmarried couples 
to organize their personal and business affairs – contracts that 

extend to them some of the benefits and protections those of us 
who are married may take for granted?  
 There is no exemption for preexisting contracts. Will we not 
be violating the “impairment of contract” language in the 
Constitution of Pennsylvania, in addition to a similar provision 
in the Constitution of the United States? 
 Are we saying that unmarried couples with children can no 
longer make arrangements for the nonbiological parent to have 
legal authority to make medical and education-related decisions 
for their minor children? 
 None of this is spelled out clearly in this amendment. 
 Let me summarize, since I am sure by now you have gotten 
my point. 
 Forgive us, for we know not what we do here today. We are 
on a mission, the conclusion of which will not be known for 
many years. This amendment, if entered into law, will 
predictably lead to protracted and expensive litigation in Federal 
and State courthouses throughout this Commonwealth, and the 
rights of many Pennsylvanians could be compromised in the 
process. 
 There has been no groundwork laid in preparing the 
amendment, no public input, no hearings, no real exploration of 
the myriad of complex issues we encounter. 
 I urge my colleagues to reject this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman from Montgomery 
County, Mr. Leach, on the amendment. 
 Mr. LEACH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, may I briefly interrogate the maker of the 
amendment? 
 Madam Speaker; I am sorry. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman agrees. You 
may proceed. 
 Mr. LEACH. Force of habit. 
 Madam Speaker, I am wondering. I am trying to understand 
the language of the amendment in terms of its scope, and the 
amendment, as I read it, says that these unions, these spousal 
equivalent unions, shall not be recognized, quote, “…in this 
Commonwealth.” It does not say by this Commonwealth and 
other political municipalities or political subdivisions. It said, 
“…in this Commonwealth.” It sounds like a geographical 
definition, meaning to me, and this is what I am asking, is it the 
intention of the maker of the amendment to say that in any 
context, whether it is done by private entities or political 
entities, that these unions are not to be recognized? Does this 
include private entities? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. I think the best way to illustrate that is to 
tell you that if somebody from another State had a civil union of 
some sort – and I think the State of Vermont currently does 
have that – that that would not be recognized for legal purposes 
in Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. LEACH. Suppose a labor union and a company in 
Pennsylvania volitionally agreed to a benefit package that 
includes same-sex partner benefits. Under this law, if a 
beneficiary sued his company saying he was not getting the 
benefits that they agreed to, would a court be allowed to enforce 
that same-sex-union or other spousal-equivalent-relationship 
agreement between private parties? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. No; this does not affect those private 
agreements. 
 



952 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE MAY 26 

 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 I mean, I am saying this in part because I know sometimes 
the courts look to legislative history, and I am glad that you said 
that, because I want to get that out in the legislative history, but 
I think the language is a little confusing on that. 
 Just so I understand, so it does not include private contracts 
at all. They are still free to give benefits under this law, under 
your amendment, to same-sex partners if they choose to. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Now, suppose there were, under your law, in other States, let 
us say Massachusetts recognized same-sex unions, and a couple, 
a gay couple, came up with an agreement that was derivative of 
the fact that they were married in Massachusetts, like a 
prenuptial agreement or an agreement as to the disposition of 
children in the event of the death of one of the partners. Would 
those agreements be enforceable in the courts of Pennsylvania 
under your amendment? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. That type of agreement could not be 
enforced in Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. We would not be required to simply mirror 
the actions of another State if we disagreed with what they were 
doing. 
 Mr. LEACH. Well, just again, not to be too picky in the 
language, but you are not saying that we would not be required 
to. We would not be permitted to, as I understand it. A judge 
would not be permitted to give effect to marriage derivative 
agreements from other States. Is that correct? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. We are not sure what that question was. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Would you maybe rephrase it. I am not 
sure exactly— 
 Mr. LEACH. All right. Let me try again. 
 If there is a prenuptial agreement from another State, when a 
gay couple is married, they get a prenuptial agreement. 
Currently a married couple with a prenuptial agreement could 
have that agreement enforced in Pennsylvania. Are you saying 
that a court could not recognize that agreement in 
Pennsylvania? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. You are correct. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Is there any—  Have you developed any—  I assume 
therefore that there would not be, if there was a dissolution of 
property, a split-up of some sort, we would not employ 
equitable distribution because that is based on marriage. Are 
you aware of any parallel system that would be employed to 
deal with whether it is custody or property of married gay 
couples who live in Pennsylvania who are splitting up? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Counsel tells me that you do not need to be 
married to have custody. That is not an issue with custody 
issues, and there are other States as well that do not recognize, 
for instance, the Vermont civil union statute. Connecticut 
apparently is one of those and others that have refused to 
recognize what Vermont has allowed. They would not allow 
that in Connecticut. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Finally, have you looked at all—  Finally, in terms of a 
question, have you looked at how this interacts with the full 
faith and credit clause of the Federal Constitution, and what are 
your views of that? 

 Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes, I have, and I think when the Federal 
government gave the States the right to have these defensive 
marriage acts, that was taken into consideration, and full faith 
and credit is not an absolute, by the way, and in this particular 
case we believe we are on solid constitutional ground. 
 Mr. LEACH. Madam Speaker, I have concluded my 
interrogation. I would just like to speak on the amendment 
itself. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. LEACH. Okay. 
 Madam Speaker, the amendments that have been proposed 
today – and I am speaking sort of globally for the amendments 
we have been discussing; I am just speaking now and I will not 
rise again on this – but it seems to be the case that we are saying 
that the sort of less we accord gay people what we consider to 
be fundamental rights, the better it is, because – and that is what 
I am trying to figure out – what is our goal here? Is our goal that 
if we treat gay people badly enough, they will go away or they 
will stop being gay? The fact is that we have to figure out what 
we ultimately want. Gay couples are going to exist in 
Pennsylvania. They always have; they always will. Do we want 
a group of people wandering around as second-class citizens 
without basic rights, with no way to ensure the financial 
security of their partners, without the opportunity to make 
hospital decisions, or even visit in hospitals, or take advantage 
of leave policies which allow people to care for each other, and 
if we do not want that, then who will care for these people if 
their partners cannot? 
 What do we want from this? And I think we have to ask 
ourselves, since we are debating this issue, you know, what do 
we expect of these people? Now, some people say, well, we 
expect of these people that they should change their sexuality, 
that they should not be gay; they should not act on it; they 
should not be that way. And I just ask rhetorically if there is 
anyone in this chamber who could, because of a law we passed 
or because of some religious edict by somebody, change our 
sexuality to say, oh, okay; the Pennsylvania legislature said  
I should not be straight, so I guess I will not be. And if people 
cannot see themselves making that decision, they have no right 
to expect it of other people. 
 To me, Madam Speaker, this is the last great civil rights 
struggle in our nation’s history. I am thoroughly convinced that 
20 years from now or less, of course gay people will be allowed 
to be married and we are all going to wonder what the fuss was, 
just like we do now with interracial marriages and women 
having the right to vote and all the other great civil rights 
struggles that we had, and I think we have to choose what side. 
How will history look at us as individuals who had a say in this 
20, 30 years from now? How will history look at how  
we handled this civil rights struggle? Will we be considered  
like Martin Luther King or will we be considered like  
Lester Maddox? Will we be the Reverend Abernathys or will 
we be the Governor Barnetts? Will we be the Julian Bonds and 
the John Lewises or will we be the Bull Connors? 
 The fact is that the civil rights movement in all its 
permutations is an inexorable force going forward, and I think 
the Pennsylvania legislature should not join the legislatures of 
shame in the past that have fought civil rights until their very 
last gasp. 
 Let me just say that we have changed the definition of 
marriage repeatedly throughout history. In the ancient times 
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marriage used to involve multiple partners. Up until 1967, up 
until 1967, marriage was defined in much of the United States 
as a White man and a White woman or a Black man and a  
Black woman. In 1967 there was a United States Supreme Court 
decision – I guess President Bush would call them activist 
judges – who changed that, who redefined marriage as any, at 
that time, heterosexual couple, and that was I think everyone, 
like I said before, is now like, what was all the fuss about? 
 Families come in many sizes, Madam Speaker, and  
I conclude with this: I am part of a family. I am married. I have 
two children. I am statistically, I guess, right in the norm, but 
there are gay couples – statistically, Madam Speaker – but there 
are gay couples with children; there are single people with 
children; there are gay couples without children; there are all 
kinds of families, and every one of them is a legitimate family, 
and what do we say to these people – that your family does not 
count? Your family is something that should be stigmatized and 
should be shunned? What do we say to the children who are 
being raised by gay couples – that your parents are somehow 
outlaws and your parents are somehow inappropriate and  
should not be together? This is a horrible message to send, 
Madam Speaker. And I hope that in this last great civil rights 
struggle, that we in this House of Representatives do the right 
thing, because we will be judged by it, as we should be. 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman from Cambria County, 
Mr. Yewcic, on the amendment. 
 Mr. YEWCIC. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 I support this amendment because I firmly believe that 
marriage is something that God ordained between a man and a 
woman. It is one of the oldest – it is the oldest institution in the 
world, supported by every major society or religion. 
 This country currently is engulfed in a cultural war, a 
religious war, a spiritual war, in which we could view or see 
what is happening in California. As of yesterday, there was a 
similar issue brought before the California Supreme Court. 
Vermont has civil unions, and as of last week, of course, as we 
know, Massachusetts has same-sex marriages. 
 There are those in our country who would want to redefine 
society, redefine our laws, and redefine what marriage and our 
families are all about. Marriage was not created by our laws, but 
rather our laws were created to uphold and support the 
institution of marriage and, by extension, the family. Do we not 
all agree that children need a normal and healthy family 
constituted by a mother and a father who love them, and do not 
parents and adults have an obligation to provide a stable family 
structure in which children can flourish and grow to be like their 
parents? Is that not how any culture sustains itself? 
 In the past 300 years this legislature has passed and written 
laws that welcome and encourage a strong family relationship 
between children and their mothers and their fathers. This is 
something worth fighting for to stop those who would try and 
force their views on the rest of us. 
 We recently heard, the prior speaker was talking about this  
is one of the last great civil rights issues in America. Well,  
civil rights was always based on national origin, ancestry, or 
color of a person’s skin. I reject the notion that civil rights 
should be extended to what someone does behind their bedroom 
door. That is not what this is all about. This is about promoting 

family, about promoting marriage, and about promoting things 
in our society that are the foundation of who we are as a people. 
 Therefore, I do support this amendment and ask the House 
for their support. 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the lady from Philadelphia,  
Ms. Manderino, on the amendment. 
 Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 I rise in opposition to this amendment. 
 I know there are a lot of folks that want to speak and many 
that can speak more eloquently than I, so I will be brief, but I 
just want to first disagree in my perception of what civil rights 
are all about with the last speaker, because as was eloquently 
stated by Representative Leach and Representative Nickol,  
civil rights are the rights that we as a civil society give to each 
and every one of our citizens, and I do not know about you, but 
I do not think that there are any second-class citizens in 
Pennsylvania or in the United States, and I will stand up for 
each and every citizen of this country and this Commonwealth 
having the same protections and the same rights under our laws 
as I do. 
 On the amendment, one of my concerns is about a legal point 
that is being part of this amendment that does not have to do 
directly with the definition of same sex or heterosexual or 
homosexual sex or gay marriage or civil unions, but it is our 
notion of common-law marriage in Pennsylvania, a notion that 
we have had for hundreds of ears, and the gentleman who is the 
maker of the amendment is right that due to a recent court 
decision, the legislature needs to revisit this issue, but we  
should not revisit the issue of whether or not to abolish a  
200-plus-year-old doctrine in our Commonwealth in a context 
like this where it is not the basis of a very serious debate and 
dialogue. 
 There are people all over this Commonwealth whose rights 
to future income, for example, depend on the doctrine of 
common-law marriage. There are children and partners of 
common-law marriages who often will be able to get 
survivorship benefits when their loved one was killed, for 
example, on the job through workers’ comp through the 
extension of the notion of common-law marriage. It is a way 
often that through our workers’ comp laws, children are 
receiving survivorship benefits. This is not an area of law that 
we should abolish without serious debate of the merits of that 
and all of the consequences of that in our society. 
 So both for the good of the common wealth and our common 
law and for the good of our civil protections of all of our 
citizens, I ask for a “no” vote on this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the lady  
and recognizes the gentleman from Philadelphia County,  
Mr. Thomas, on the amendment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, may I interrogate the maker of the 
amendment? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman agrees. You 
may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, I have a couple questions. What do you 
mean when you stated in the amendment that this amendment is 
an exercise of the Commonwealth’s police powers to protect the 
health, safety, and welfare of its citizens? 
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 Mr. BIRMELIN. I do not believe I made that statement. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, it is in the amendment. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Oh, I am sorry. 
 Could you tell me what line in the amendment you are 
referring to? 
 Mr. THOMAS. Yes. It is in section 4 of the bill, which your 
amendment has embodied. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. This is a common phrase that is used in a 
number of statutes that we pass which explains the fact that the 
State has those powers. It is a term of art that we use in 
legislative language to indicate that the State has those 
particular powers in these areas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, I understand that we use certain terms 
of art, but I guess what my concern is and the question I am 
really asking is, in light of the fact that you have created a 
special class or identified a class that would be prohibited in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, my concern is, how does this 
fit that language of art that talks about exercise of the 
Commonwealth’s police powers? What public interest are we 
protecting by adopting your amendment? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. The institution of marriage. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Okay. 
 If we are protecting the institution of marriage, my next 
question is, has there been any indication of applications for 
domestic partnerships or for I think the term that you use is 
“spousal equivalent relationships”? Have there been any 
applications to our courts, to our county commissioners? Has 
someone said something to you as a lawmaker or any one of the 
203 lawmakers in this august body? Has anybody received a 
request to create or acknowledge a spousal equivalent 
relationship? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Madam Speaker, this phrase, “spousal 
equivalent relationship,” is a result of court cases throughout the 
United States, maybe some in Pennsylvania; I am not aware of 
any, but also applies to any situation that has had different 
terms, and if you will notice in the definition section, it tells you 
that in some States it may be a civil union, which is what  
I believe they call it in Vermont, but in other States and in 
California perhaps they are called domestic relationships,  
et cetera. 
 Whether or not this has been an action, a court action in 
Pennsylvania, I really do not have an answer for you on that, but 
I am telling you that the purpose of this amendment is to define 
what it would be in Pennsylvania if there was a court action by 
passing this legislation. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So, Madam Speaker, you acknowledge that 
you and I and no other member to the best of our knowledge is 
aware of this term or any application in Pennsylvania to 
acknowledge a spousal equivalent relationship. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes. There was one case. The city of 
Philadelphia granted same-sex benefits to domestic partners, 
and I am not sure what exactly the term of that was, but that was 
described in the Commonwealth Court as a spousal equivalent 
relationship. So that particular court case, which the 
Commonwealth Court decided and is now before the State 
Supreme Court even as we sit here today, does address that very 
definition. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But, Madam Speaker, if I recall correctly, 
that was a council, city council ordinance that was looking at 
the validity of the city of Philadelphia providing benefits to 
domestic partners who were municipal employees. I mean,  

I do not recall that being an application to the court of common 
pleas or to the register of wills who oversees marriage licenses 
in Philadelphia County. I do not recall that being an application 
where there was a request for an acknowledgment of a – and  
I have to keep referring to this term because I have never heard 
it until today – spousal equivalent relationship. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. You are right about the fact that it was 
dealing with the city of Philadelphia and the council giving, 
conferring benefits, but where the State was involved was, what 
they did was they tried to change the definition of marriage, the 
city council tried to change the definition of marriage to include 
domestic partnerships, which the Commonwealth Court has 
described as spousal equivalent relationships. So if it were 
strictly in Philadelphia in and of itself, that probably would not 
have been a problem, but the Devlin case challenged it on the 
basis that they were trying to redefine what marriage is, which 
is and has always been a function of the State and not of the city 
of Philadelphia. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Okay. 
 If I recall correctly from an earlier conversation, Philadelphia 
County is one of 67 counties, I believe, and as someone said last 
week, it only represents 12 percent of the overall population in 
Pennsylvania. So it is a very minute section of the 
Commonwealth that raised this question. 
 But are you aware of any request coming to members of this 
august body or members of the Senate requesting that we either 
define marriage in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or that 
we outlaw, prohibit, the so-called spousal equivalent 
relationships? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. I cannot speak for other members. I can 
speak for myself, and I have received numerous requests from 
different organizations – the American Family Association, the 
Pennsylvania Family Institute, Catholic Conference, several 
others. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Madam Speaker, your amendment makes 
another reference to the bill in the context of the reason for this 
amendment is that it has been the strong and longstanding 
public policy of this Commonwealth as to what a marriage is, 
which implies that this whole question of marriage and what it 
is is something that has been addressed and resolved by the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Is that correct? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. No, because what we are doing with this – 
by the way, that language is already in current law about the 
longstanding policy – and you will notice that the word 
“marriage” is bracketed so that we could give a further 
explanation of what we believe marriage to be. We passed in 
1996 the Defense of Marriage Act overwhelmingly in both the 
House and the Senate and the Governor signed it, but what we 
wanted to do with the five subsections that follow that particular 
phrase that you just quoted was to say specifically what we 
believe that marriage is and should be. So it is really not a major 
change. It is just an explanation or an expansion of current law 
to include those five points there, and as you read that 
amendment, you will see that that is not really a big change 
from what current law is. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, what I am trying to find out is, with all the 
other issues that we have in front of us—  I mean, we have a 
little over 30 days left to come up with an operating budget for 
’04-05. We have thousands of women without health care in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. We have babies who are 
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unable to get health care. We have people who are unemployed 
that need to work, and I guess what I am trying to find out is, 
what is the urgency? Why is there an urgency in addressing this 
issue today at this time? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Well, it may not be urgent for you, but  
I think it is for some other people, and I think the reason that it 
is urgent for many people is because they see exactly what is 
going on in some other portions of the country and they fear  
that it will happen in this State, and quite frankly, I do, too, and 
I think that one of the reasons we are doing what we are doing is 
we want to be on record as saying that we do not agree with 
what is going on in Massachusetts or in other States, and we 
believe, as we did in 1996, that marriage is important to be 
recognized as the union of a man and a woman, as it has 
historically always been, and that we want to make sure that that 
is the case. 
 Now, the question of a sense of urgency varies from member 
to member, and I would tell you that there were some people 
who were very urgent to see slot machines passed here several 
months ago. I was not too urgent about that. So it is really in the 
eyes of the beholder, and though you do not share my sense of 
urgency, I think there are many members who do. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Madam Speaker, how many other 
members signed on to your amendment? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Oh, no. I did not circulate it for 
cosponsorship, and I think a better question might be, how 
many people support it? And we will be able to tell you that 
when the vote goes up. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Well, Madam Speaker, my next question is, 
this bill, SB 296, was authored by Senator Thompson, I see it 
was Senator Earll, Senator Kitchen, Senator Schwartz, some 
very well respected members of the Pennsylvania Senate. Have 
you consulted with them about amending their bill to deal with 
this question of spousal – let me go back to my notes – spousal 
equivalent relationship? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. The answer is no. We probably consult 
them about as much as they consult us. 
 Mr. THOMAS. But I have always found us to be more out – 
I have found us to reach out to the Senate more so than the 
Senate reaches out to us. I know that our Speaker and many of 
our leadership are always consulting with the leadership of the 
Senate, because there is an interest in this body moving as a 
bipartisan body on some of these tough issues. So, yes,  
I understand they do not reach out to us, but I was just curious 
as to whether or not you talked to the prime sponsor or 
cosponsors of this bill, and to the best of my knowledge, there 
are only about seven or eight Senators who signed on to SB 296 
out of 50 members of the Senate. So I was just curious  
as to whether you talked to Senator Thompson, Senator Earll, 
Senator Kitchen, and Senator Schwartz. 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. The answer again is no, but I would also 
parenthetically say that the Senate did pass a bill 2 weeks ago 
that dealt with the abolition of common-law marriage, and when 
we drafted my amendment, we drafted it to include the language 
that they sent to us, trying to cooperate with them and providing 
what the sense of the Senate was on the issue of common-law 
marriage. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Is that bill now in the House? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes. 
 Mr. THOMAS. The Senate bill is now in the House? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. Yes. 

 Mr. THOMAS. We are not ready to take that bill up? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. That is not my department,  
Madam Speaker. I do not control the calendar, and I am not 
sure— 
 Mr. THOMAS. You do not control the calendar? 
 Mr. BIRMELIN. No. I know that comes as a surprise to you, 
but I think that that is an issue for leadership, and quite frankly, 
if we have the opportunity to pass this today and incorporate it 
into SB 296, we will not need to consider the Senate bill 
because that identical language that the Senate passed is in this 
amendment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, I have concluded my interrogation, and  
I would like to speak on the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Madam Speaker, I am confident that the 
maker of the amendment is well intentioned. I believe that he is 
confident about what it is that he wants to do. My problem is, 
number one, this issue is not ripe for review; it is not ready for 
the attention of this legislative body. There have been no 
applications, to the best of my knowledge, for same-sex 
marriages in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, to the courts 
or to this august body. So, Madam Speaker, in the absence of 
applications, in the absence of some challenge to 
Pennsylvania’s so-called longstanding public policy on the 
question of marriage, then this question is not ripe for 
consideration. 
 Secondly, Madam Speaker, this amendment brings into play 
an issue that there is very little, if any, familiarity with this 
issue. Spousal equivalent relationship – it sounds like something 
outside of anything that we have been exposed to. And,  
Madam Speaker, in the amendment it makes reference to what 
is tantamount or what constitutes a spousal equivalent 
relationship, but it really says nothing. In fact, the language is 
void for vagueness. It is so vague until you cannot develop any 
real clarification as to what constitutes a spousal equivalent 
relationship. 
 And last but not least, Madam Speaker, we are—  This is 
May 26, 2004. We are a little more than 30 days from satisfying 
our statutory obligation to put a budget in place and to deal with 
some very critical issues facing the people of Pennsylvania. 
 Madam Speaker, this term started in January. There is 
people’s business that must be resolved, and we cannot afford to 
delay the people’s business any longer with issues that have not 
been brought to our attention or issues that do not require, 
require an immediate response from this body. I think an issue 
like this is an issue that should be subjected to public hearings, 
should be subjected to some conversations amongst members, 
members and their constituents, and really the people of 
Pennsylvania really should be answering this question, not 
legislators who think that we might need to answer this 
question. 
 And so, Madam Speaker, for those three reasons I rise in 
opposition to amendment 1828, and please keep in mind this 
issue is not before this body. This issue is not before this body. 
No one has received an application or a request to define or 
further define what marriage is in Pennsylvania or define or 
further define what is a spousal equivalent relationship. 
 Secondly, keep in mind this is not an intelligent exercise of 
the police powers of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. To 
adopt this amendment would inevitably adopt the basic public 
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policy principles of SB 296, which clearly states that it is an 
exercise of the Commonwealth’s police powers. There is no 
public health, safety, and welfare interest that is being 
threatened that requires us to respond by way of amendment 
1828. 
 And last but not least, let us get on with the people’s 
business.  

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 

 Mr. THOMAS. And, Madam Speaker, I could be wrong, but 
my conscience tells me that it is the right thing to do. I rise to 
declare this amendment unconstitutional. 
 And, Madam Speaker, I declare it unconstitutional because it 
creates a class, it creates a class different from any other class in 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and it denies access, it 
denies access to benefits and opportunities that are available to 
other members of this Commonwealth in violation of the 
Pennsylvania Constitution and the 14th Amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the gentleman raising the 
issue of constitutionality or making a statement? 
 Mr. THOMAS. I am raising it. I raised it when I started out. 
 I move to declare this amendment unconstitutional. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman raises the point 
of order of the amendment being unconstitutional. 
 The Speaker, under rule 4, is required to submit questions 
affecting the constitutionality of a bill to the House for decision, 
which the Chair now does. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House sustain the constitutionality of the 
amendment? 
 

CONSTITUTIONAL POINT OF ORDER 
WITHDRAWN TEMPORARILY 

 
 Mr. THOMAS. Madam Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized. 
 Mr. THOMAS. I would like to withdraw the question of 
constitutionality temporarily. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 

BILL AND AMENDMENT TABLED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Allegheny County, Mr. Readshaw, on the 
amendment. 
 Mr. READSHAW. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, I rise to make a motion concerning the 
issue at hand, which is SB 296 and all the amendments. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state your 
motion. 
 Mr. READSHAW. I move that SB 296 with all amendments 
be tabled until November 8, 2004. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman, Mr. Readshaw, 
moves that the amendment and all the other amendments be 
tabled until November 8 – is that correct? – 2004. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the motion to table, the 
Chair recognizes the minority whip, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, Bill DeWeese and I have talked this over, 
and we appreciate the gentleman offering this motion to table 
this amendment for many of the reasons that were articulated in 
this emotional, significant debate that we have already had on 
this issue. 
 Clearly there is an opportunity here for the legislature to take 
a much closer look at this issue and to give the proper time and 
attention. I think that a motion to table to the date certain so that 
there would be an opportunity to have a vote here on the House 
floor is the right approach; it is the fair approach; it is the 
reasonable approach on a very hot-button, emotional issue, and 
so we would strongly encourage a “yes” vote on the 
gentleman’s motion to table. 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the majority leader, from 
Punxsutawney, Mr. Smith, on the motion to table. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Madam Speaker. 
 Madam Speaker, I would oppose the motion to table. 
 You know, this is one of those issues and it is one of those 
pieces of legislation that is difficult for every member of the 
legislature to deal with. We all run up against these from time to 
time. It is an issue that was brought up to a head a little while 
ago, and because of reasons of timing, we put it off until this 
point. It is an issue that I think is important for this legislature to 
go on the record and be accountable for. Delaying it to any 
particular time certain or just an indefinite period of time I think 
is the wrong thing to do. We have got this issue boiled down 
significantly before us today, and I think it is important for us to 
finish this work today so that when we come back following 
Memorial Day, we can focus on the primary issues of budget 
and tax reform and such. 
 Thank you, Madam Speaker. 

THE SPEAKER (JOHN M. PERZEL) 
PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. Veon. 
 Mr. VEON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I appreciate what the majority leader has said 
here. However, I think that in addition to the emotional issues 
that have been raised here on the floor today and that we are all 
well aware of in this debate, there really have been some very 
significant, important legal issues dealing with the legal rights 
of the citizens of Pennsylvania, and whether you ultimately vote 
for the Birmelin amendment or his approach to the law in this 
State or you vote against it, it really would be fair to make sure 
that we have taken the proper time so that however you vote on 
that issue, we can stand here and look each other in the eye and 
say that we are very clear on what this means for the rights of 
average Pennsylvanians. 
 This time period and timeframe to a date certain, as 
articulated by the gentleman from Allegheny County,  
Mr. Readshaw, would still make sure and make certain that this 
issue would be debated and voted here on the floor of the 
House, and as the majority leader said, everybody would have 
an opportunity to stand up and be counted one way or the other. 
But on something this important where we have not had the 



2004 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 957 

opportunity to have hearings, we have not had the opportunity 
to have, really, legal, scholarly looks at what this means for the 
rights of Pennsylvanians, this kind of a motion to table makes 
sense. It is the right thing to do, and I would again strongly 
encourage that we table this bill, as per the gentleman’s motion, 
to a date certain on November 8. 
 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–96 
 
Bard Eachus Mann Scrimenti 
Bebko-Jones Evans, D. McCall Solobay 
Belardi Fabrizio McGeehan Staback 
Belfanti Frankel McGill Stairs 
Biancucci Freeman McIlhinney Steil 
Bishop George Melio Stetler 
Browne Gergely Miller, R. Sturla 
Butkovitz Good Mundy Surra 
Buxton Goodman Myers Taylor, E. Z. 
Caltagirone Gruitza Nailor Thomas 
Casorio Haluska Nickol Travaglio 
Cohen Harhai Oliver Vance 
Cornell, S. E. Horsey O’Neill Veon 
Corrigan James Petrone Vitali 
Costa Josephs Pistella Walko 
Coy Keller Preston Wansacz 
Crahalla Kirkland Readshaw Washington 
Curry Kotik Roberts Waters 
Daley Laughlin Roebuck Weber 
DeLuca Leach Rooney Wheatley 
Dermody Levdansky Ross Williams 
DeWeese Mackereth Rubley Wojnaroski 
Diven Maher Santoni Youngblood 
Donatucci Manderino Saylor Yudichak 
 
 NAYS–94 
 
Adolph Fairchild Killion Samuelson 
Allen Feese Leh Sather 
Argall Fichter Lescovitz Scavello 
Armstrong Fleagle Lewis Schroder 
Baker Forcier Lynch Semmel 
Baldwin Gabig Maitland Shaner 
Barrar Gannon Markosek Smith, B. 
Bastian Geist Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Benninghoff Gillespie McIlhattan Stern 
Birmelin Gingrich McNaughton Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Godshall Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Grucela Millard Tangretti 
Bunt Habay Miller, S. Taylor, J. 
Cappelli Hanna Mustio Tigue 
Causer Harhart Pallone True 
Cawley Harper Payne Turzai 
Clymer Harris Petrarca Watson 
Coleman Hasay Petri Wilt 
Creighton Hennessey Phillips Wright 
Dailey Herman Pickett Yewcic 
Dally Hershey Reed Zug 
Denlinger Hess Reichley 
DiGirolamo Hickernell Rohrer Perzel, 
Egolf Hutchinson Sainato     Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–1 
 
Flick 
 

 EXCUSED–12 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz LaGrotta Micozzie Rieger 
Evans, J. Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR C 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. S. SMITH called up HR 762, PN 3943, entitled: 
 

A Resolution declaring May 31, 2004, as “Memorial Day” in 
Pennsylvania.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–191 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Sather 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Saylor 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Scavello 
Armstrong Feese Maher Schroder 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scrimenti 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Semmel 
Bard Flick Mann Shaner 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Smith, B. 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Solobay 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Staback 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Stairs 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Steil 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Stern 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stetler 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Godshall Millard Sturla 
Browne Good Miller, R. Surra 
Bunt Goodman Miller, S. Tangretti 
Butkovitz Grucela Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Gruitza Mustio Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Habay Myers Thomas 
Cappelli Haluska Nailor Tigue 
Casorio Hanna Nickol Travaglio 
Causer Harhai Oliver True 
Cawley Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Clymer Harper Pallone Vance 
Cohen Harris Payne Veon 
Coleman Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petri Walko 
Corrigan Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Costa Hershey Phillips Washington 
Coy Hess Pickett Waters 
Crahalla Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Creighton Horsey Preston Weber 
Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey James Reed Williams 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wilt 
Dally Keller Roberts Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roebuck Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Rohrer Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rooney Youngblood 
DeWeese Laughlin Ross Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Leach Rubley Zug 
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Diven Leh Sainato 
Donatucci Lescovitz Samuelson Perzel, 
Eachus Levdansky Santoni     Speaker 
Egolf 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–12 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz LaGrotta Micozzie Rieger 
Evans, J. Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR D 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. COY called up HR 759, PN 3942, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring the courage, heroism and sacrifice of  
war dogs.  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Flick, rise? 
 Mr. FLICK. Mr. Speaker, my switch is really broken.  
Maybe we could have someone look at it. 
 The SPEAKER. Mr. Flick, the record would have reflected 
the fact that you are on the side of the dogs. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–191 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Lewis Sather 
Allen Fabrizio Lynch Saylor 
Argall Fairchild Mackereth Scavello 
Armstrong Feese Maher Schroder 
Baker Fichter Maitland Scrimenti 
Baldwin Fleagle Manderino Semmel 
Bard Flick Mann Shaner 
Barrar Forcier Markosek Smith, B. 
Bastian Frankel Marsico Smith, S. H. 
Bebko-Jones Freeman McCall Solobay 
Belardi Gabig McGeehan Staback 
Belfanti Gannon McGill Stairs 
Benninghoff Geist McIlhattan Steil 
Biancucci George McIlhinney Stern 
Birmelin Gergely McNaughton Stetler 
Bishop Gillespie Melio Stevenson, R. 
Blaum Gingrich Metcalfe Stevenson, T. 
Boyd Godshall Millard Sturla 
Browne Good Miller, R. Surra 

Bunt Goodman Miller, S. Tangretti 
Butkovitz Grucela Mundy Taylor, E. Z. 
Buxton Gruitza Mustio Taylor, J. 
Caltagirone Habay Myers Thomas 
Cappelli Haluska Nailor Tigue 
Casorio Hanna Nickol Travaglio 
Causer Harhai Oliver True 
Cawley Harhart O’Neill Turzai 
Clymer Harper Pallone Vance 
Cohen Harris Payne Veon 
Coleman Hasay Petrarca Vitali 
Cornell, S. E. Hennessey Petri Walko 
Corrigan Herman Petrone Wansacz 
Costa Hershey Phillips Washington 
Coy Hess Pickett Waters 
Crahalla Hickernell Pistella Watson 
Creighton Horsey Preston Weber 
Curry Hutchinson Readshaw Wheatley 
Dailey James Reed Williams 
Daley Josephs Reichley Wilt 
Dally Keller Roberts Wojnaroski 
DeLuca Killion Roebuck Wright 
Denlinger Kirkland Rohrer Yewcic 
Dermody Kotik Rooney Youngblood 
DeWeese Laughlin Ross Yudichak 
DiGirolamo Leach Rubley Zug 
Diven Leh Sainato 
Donatucci Lescovitz Samuelson Perzel, 
Eachus Levdansky Santoni     Speaker 
Egolf 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–12 
 
Civera Kenney Major Raymond 
Cruz LaGrotta Micozzie Rieger 
Evans, J. Lederer O’Brien Ruffing 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman,  
Mr. Readshaw, rise? 
 Mr. READSHAW. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to make a motion to adjourn to June 7. 
 The SPEAKER. Would the gentleman, Mr. Readshaw, 
please come to the rostrum. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker’s podium.) 
 

MOTION WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair has been advised that the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Mr. Readshaw, has withdrawn his 
motion. 
 
 Does the majority leader have any further business before the 
hall of the House? 
 Does the minority leader have any further business before 
the hall of the House? 
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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. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Crahalla from Montgomery County. 
 Mrs. CRAHALLA. Mr. Speaker, I move that this House do 
now adjourn until Monday, June 7, 2004, at 1 p.m., e.d.t., unless 
sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 3:57 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 
 


