
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 
 
 

LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL 
 

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2007 
 

SESSION OF 2007 191ST OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 90 

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

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 REV. JULIANN V. WHIPPLE, Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Let us pray: 
 Gracious God, I come before You this morning anything but 
confident. I long to do Your will and be effective in the ministry 
that You have called me to, but sometimes I just feel ill-
equipped. I pray that as I utter my incompetent words You 
would transform them into words that would inspire every man 
and every woman within hearing of my voice, for I am sure 
there are times in their lives that they too feel less than perfect. 
We all try so hard to impress one another that we often lose 
sight of what our true purpose is. Forgive us, O God, when we 
talk too much and think too little. 
 Inspire us to new heights of imagination, spontaneous 
moments of great kindness, and insightful moments of true 
brilliance. May our limited knowledge be imbued by Your great 
wisdom as we allow Your Spirit to move in our lives. Help us to 
be courageous enough to move out of Your way and allow You 
to work within us the amazing things that only You can do. May 
we be reminded that prayer does not equip us for greater works 
– prayer is the greater work. 
 Teach us how to be authentic as Your servants. Sometimes 
we wonder if it is even possible in our world. Remind all of us 
that "we are not asleep, senile, or defeated. A different world 
cannot be built by indifferent people. Let us never give up hope 
of the possibility of change." May the love of God, which is 
broader than the measure of man’s mind, be with us all this day. 
Amen. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, approval of the Journal 
of Tuesday, October 16, 2007, will be postponed until printed. 
The Chair hears no objection. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair turns to requests for leaves of 
absence. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, who requests 
that Representative MUNDY from Luzerne County, 
Representative DeLUCA from Allegheny County, 
Representative McILVAINE SMITH from Chester County be 
placed on leave for today. The Chair sees no objection. These 
leaves will be granted. 
 The Chair turns to the minority whip, who requests that 
Representative HARHART from Northampton County and 
Representative QUINN from Bucks County be placed on leave 
for the day. The Chair sees no objection. These leaves will be 
granted. 
 
 Members will report to the floor. 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is about to take the master roll. 
Members will proceed to vote. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 PRESENT–197 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Rubley 
Argall Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Barrar Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bastian George McCall Santoni 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Saylor 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Scavello 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Schroder 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Seip 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Shapiro 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shimkus 
Bishop Goodman Millard Siptroth 
Blackwell Grell Miller Smith, K. 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, M. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, S. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Solobay 
Brooks Harhai Murt Sonney 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Staback 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Stairs 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Steil 
Carroll Helm Nickol Stern 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Sturla 
Civera Hess Oliver Surra 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Swanger 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Tangretti 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Taylor, J. 
Costa James Payton Taylor, R. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Thomas 
Creighton Kauffman Perry True 
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Cruz Keller, M. Perzel Turzai 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Vereb 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vitali 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vulakovich 
Dally Killion Phillips Wagner 
Denlinger King Pickett Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann Ross  
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Quinn 
Harhart Mundy   
 
 LEAVES ADDED–6 
 
Adolph Evans, D. Preston Watson 
Daley Mann 
 
 LEAVES CANCELED–4 
 
Mann Mundy Quinn Watson 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. A quorum being present, the House will 
proceed to conduct business. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

HOUSE BILL 
CONCURRED IN BY SENATE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, returned HB 1166, 
PN 1640, with information that the Senate has passed the same 
without amendment. 

BILL SIGNED BY SPEAKER 

 Bill numbered and entitled as follows having been prepared 
for presentation to the Governor, and the same being correct, the 
title was publicly read as follows: 
 
 HB 1166, PN 1640 
 
 

An Act designating a portion of State Route 2024, 
known as Dreshertown Road, in Montgomery County, as the 
Sergeant James R. Miller Memorial Highway. 
 
 
 Whereupon, the Speaker, in the presence of the House, 
signed the same. 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(MICHAEL P. McGEEHAN) PRESIDING 

 
GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Please welcome to the hall of 
the House Leonard Altieri. He is a guest of Representative 
Bryan Lentz. Leonard is a senior at Marple Newtown High 
School where he serves as class president. In his spare time he 
volunteers at Representative Lentz's district office in Delaware 
County. Mr. Altieri, please rise and be recognized by the House. 
 Serving as a guest page today of Representative Payne is 
Brady Hummel. He is a seventh grader at Hershey Middle 
School. Brady is exploring opportunities for a future in politics. 
Brady, will you stand. 

THE HARRISBURG INTERNSHIP SEMESTER 
INTERNS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House welcomes a group 
sitting in the back. Since 1989 the Pennsylvania State System of 
Higher Education has sponsored The Harrisburg Internship 
Semester program for high achievers from its 14 universities. A 
high percentage of the participating interns have gone on to 
higher positions within State government. 
 This fall we have 15 students placed among different 
governmental agencies. The students are seated in the rear of 
the House. I ask them to stand as their names are called in 
alphabetical order. Please hold your applause until after I have 
introduced all of the interns. They are: 
 Nora Alden, a student from Indiana University of 
Pennsylvania. She is assigned to the Governor’s Office of the 
Budget, and she is a constituent of Representative Frank 
Dermody. 
 Carolyn Bradshaw, who attends Cheyney University 
of Pennsylvania, works in the policy department of the 
Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare. She is a 
constituent of Representative Eugene DePasquale. 
 Christian Geirrson, who is from East Stroudsburg University, 
who is assigned to the Governor’s Office of Policy. He is a 
constituent of Representative Dave Argall. 
 Leann Hewett also attends East Stroudsburg University and 
works with the Pennsylvania Association of Resources for 
Autism and Intellectual Disabilities. She is a constituent of 
Representative John Siptroth. 
 And Jennifer Horn is a student from Bloomsburg University 
of Pennsylvania. She is interning with the Preservation 
Pennsylvania, and she is a constituent of Representative 
Thomas Creighton. 
 Stephanie Kelly is from Shippensburg University 
of Pennsylvania. She is assigned to the Board of Probation and 
Parole, and she is a constituent of Representative David Steil. 
 Brandi Lynn Kennedy, who attends California University of 
Pennsylvania, is working in Speaker O'Brien's office. She is a 
constituent of Representative Pete Daley. 
 Brad Kramer is a student from West Chester University 
of Pennsylvania. He is interning with the office of Senator Jay 
Costa, and he is a constituent of Representative Bob Godshall. 
 Chimobi Nwaokomah is a student at Edinboro University 
of Pennsylvania and works for the office of Senator Vincent 
Hughes. He lives in Representative John Evans's district. 
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 And Nicole Radziewicz is from Kutztown University 
of Pennsylvania. She interns with the Governor’s Chief 
Counsel’s Office. She is a constituent of Representative Dave 
Argall. 
 Lyudmyla Soncheck, who attends Lock Haven University 
of Pennsylvania, is assigned to the Center for Rural 
Pennsylvania. She lives in Representative Mike Hanna’s 
district. 
 Erich Spessard is a student at Clarion University 
of Pennsylvania. He is interning with the Attorney General Tom 
Corbett and is a constituent of Representative Will Gabig. 
 And Nickalaus Years, from Slippery Rock University 
of Pennsylvania, is working for the Legislative Office for 
Research Liaison. He is a constituent of Representative Vincent 
Biancucci. 
 And Joe Habecker, a student from Millersville University 
of Pennsylvania, could not be here with us today as he was 
previously committed to a meeting for his sponsoring agency, 
the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources. He is 
a constituent of Representative Ron Buxton. 
 And with them is Dr. Wade Seibert, who could also not be 
with us today, who is the professor and resident faculty director 
of The Harrisburg Internship Semester program. 
 Let us now give them all a warm welcome to the House of 
Representatives. Welcome. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The House would like to 
welcome the parents of Representative Garth Everett, who are 
here with us today, David and Maxine Everett, and 
Representative Everett's aunt and uncle visiting from 
New Hampshire, Tim and Greta Perry. Would the guests please 
stand. 
 The House would also welcome Codey Morganti. She is 
a ninth grade student at Governor Mifflin High School, and she 
lives in Mohnton. Welcome to the House, Codey. And she is the 
guest of Representative Sam Rohrer. Welcome to the House. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

 
HB 652, PN 2663 (Amended) By Rep. MELIO 
 
 
An Act providing for the exclusion of veterans' disability benefits 

as eligible income. 
 
 

VETERANS AFFAIRS AND EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS. 
 
 

HB 1033, PN 2664 (Amended) By Rep. MELIO 
 
 
An Act designating September 11 of each year as "Pennsylvania 

Emergency Responders' Day." 
 
 

VETERANS AFFAIRS AND EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS. 

HB 1144, PN 1393 By Rep. MELIO 
 
An Act establishing a tax credit for qualifying costs of automatic 

fire sprinkler systems. 
 

VETERANS AFFAIRS AND EMERGENCY 
PREPAREDNESS. 
 

HB 1693, PN 2665 (Amended) By Rep. STURLA 
 

An Act amending the act of July 9, 1987 (P.L.220, No.39), known 
as the Social Workers, Marriage and Family Therapists and 
Professional Counselors Act, further defining "practice of social work"; 
defining "social worker"; providing for endorsement of out-of-State 
licenses; and further proscribing unlawful practice. 

 
PROFESSIONAL LICENSURE. 

 
SB 915, PN 1436 By Rep. MELIO 
 
An Act amending Title 51 (Military Affairs) of the Pennsylvania 

Consolidated Statutes, providing for the establishment of a grant 
program for designated accredited veterans' service organizations, for 
defraying the costs for wages, benefits, training and equipment and for 
improving outreach and delivery of services to Pennsylvania's veterans. 

 
VETERANS AFFAIRS AND EMERGENCY 

PREPAREDNESS. 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. WHEATLEY called up HR 411, PN 2504, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating October 18, 2007, as "Lights On 
Afterschool! Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Rubley 
Argall Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Barrar Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bastian George McCall Santoni 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Saylor 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Scavello 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Schroder 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Seip 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Shapiro 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shimkus 
Bishop Goodman Millard Siptroth 
Blackwell Grell Miller Smith, K. 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, M. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, S. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Solobay 
Brooks Harhai Murt Sonney 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Staback 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Stairs 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Steil 
Carroll Helm Nickol Stern 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Sturla 
Civera Hess Oliver Surra 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Swanger 
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Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Tangretti 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Taylor, J. 
Costa James Payton Taylor, R. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Thomas 
Creighton Kauffman Perry True 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel Turzai 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Vereb 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vitali 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vulakovich 
Dally Killion Phillips Wagner 
Denlinger King Pickett Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann Ross  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Quinn 
Harhart Mundy   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. MILLER called up HR 415, PN 2515, entitled: 
 

A Resolution declaring October 21 through 27, 2007, as "Juvenile 
Detention Centers Week," throughout Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Rubley 
Argall Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Barrar Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bastian George McCall Santoni 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Saylor 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Scavello 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Schroder 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Seip 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Shapiro 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shimkus 
Bishop Goodman Millard Siptroth 
Blackwell Grell Miller Smith, K. 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, M. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, S. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Solobay 
Brooks Harhai Murt Sonney 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Staback 

Caltagirone Harper Myers Stairs 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Steil 
Carroll Helm Nickol Stern 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Sturla 
Civera Hess Oliver Surra 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Swanger 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Tangretti 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Taylor, J. 
Costa James Payton Taylor, R. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Thomas 
Creighton Kauffman Perry True 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel Turzai 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Vereb 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vitali 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vulakovich 
Dally Killion Phillips Wagner 
Denlinger King Pickett Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann Ross  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Quinn 
Harhart Mundy   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. GODSHALL called up HR 441, PN 2605, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating October 21, 2007, as "Biomedical 
Research Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Rubley 
Argall Gabig Markosek Sabatina 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Barrar Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bastian George McCall Santoni 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Saylor 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Scavello 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Schroder 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Seip 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Shapiro 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shimkus 
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Bishop Goodman Millard Siptroth 
Blackwell Grell Miller Smith, K. 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, M. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, S. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Solobay 
Brooks Harhai Murt Sonney 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Staback 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Stairs 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Steil 
Carroll Helm Nickol Stern 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Sturla 
Civera Hess Oliver Surra 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Swanger 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Tangretti 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Taylor, J. 
Costa James Payton Taylor, R. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Thomas 
Creighton Kauffman Perry True 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel Turzai 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Vereb 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vitali 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vulakovich 
Dally Killion Phillips Wagner 
Denlinger King Pickett Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann Ross  
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Quinn 
Harhart Mundy   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. CLYMER called up HR 450, PN 2640, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating the month of October 2007 as 
"Underage Drinking Awareness Month" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
minority whip, who requests a leave for today for 
Representative WATSON. Without objection, the leave is 
granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 450 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Ross 
Argall Gabig Markosek Rubley 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sabatina 
Barrar Geist Marsico Sainato 
Bastian George McCall Samuelson 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Millard Shimkus 
Blackwell Grell Miller Siptroth 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, K. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, M. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Smith, S. 
Brooks Harhai Murt Solobay 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Sonney 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Staback 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Stairs 
Carroll Helm Nickol Steil 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Civera Hess Oliver Sturla 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Surra 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Swanger 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Tangretti 
Costa James Payton Taylor, J. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Perry Thomas 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel True 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vereb 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Dally Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Denlinger King Pickett Wagner 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Walko 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Wansacz 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann   
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–7 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Watson 
Harhart Mundy Quinn  
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR A 
 

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. YUDICHAK called up HR 453, PN 2659, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating the week of October 21 through 
27, 2007, as "Respiratory Care Week" in Pennsylvania and 
commending respiratory therapists for their outstanding contributions 
to health care. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Ross 
Argall Gabig Markosek Rubley 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sabatina 
Barrar Geist Marsico Sainato 
Bastian George McCall Samuelson 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Millard Shimkus 
Blackwell Grell Miller Siptroth 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, K. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, M. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Smith, S. 
Brooks Harhai Murt Solobay 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Sonney 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Staback 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Stairs 
Carroll Helm Nickol Steil 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Civera Hess Oliver Sturla 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Surra 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Swanger 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Tangretti 
Costa James Payton Taylor, J. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Perry Thomas 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel True 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vereb 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Dally Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Denlinger King Pickett Wagner 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Walko 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Wansacz 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann   
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 

 EXCUSED–7 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Watson 
Harhart Mundy Quinn  
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. CURRY called up HR 457, PN 2662, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing the 50th anniversary of the 
East Cheltenham Free Library located in Cheltenham, Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Ross 
Argall Gabig Markosek Rubley 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sabatina 
Barrar Geist Marsico Sainato 
Bastian George McCall Samuelson 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Millard Shimkus 
Blackwell Grell Miller Siptroth 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, K. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, M. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Smith, S. 
Brooks Harhai Murt Solobay 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Sonney 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Staback 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Stairs 
Carroll Helm Nickol Steil 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Civera Hess Oliver Sturla 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Surra 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Swanger 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Tangretti 
Costa James Payton Taylor, J. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Perry Thomas 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel True 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vereb 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Dally Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Denlinger King Pickett Wagner 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Walko 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Wansacz 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Rapp White 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Reed Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reichley Youngblood 
Everett Maher Roae Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Rock  
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Fairchild Major Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Rohrer    Speaker 
Frankel Mann   
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–7 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Watson 
Harhart Mundy Quinn  
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
presence on the floor of Representative Quinn and directs that 
her name be added to the master roll. 
 
 Members will take their seats. We are about to take up a 
condolence resolution. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. PERRY called up HR 436, PN 2590, entitled: 
 

A Resolution honoring the life and extending condolences for the 
supreme sacrifice of Master Sergeant Scott R. Ball of Carlisle, 
Pennsylvania, who was killed in the courageous service of our country 
on August 27, 2007, in Jalalabad, Afghanistan. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the resolution, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Representative Perry. 
 Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am going to tell you about the life of a great 
patriot and a fellow comrade-in-arms. Scott Ball was a proud 
central Pennsylvania boy and a graduate of West Perry Senior 
High School and the Cumberland Perry Vo-Tech School. After 
high school he served as a paratrooper in the Army during the 
Persian Gulf war, and when the war ended, he enlisted in the 
Pennsylvania Army National Guard. He enlisted in the State 
Police in September of 1999 and graduated 18 months later as 
a proud member of the 106th Cadet Class. 
 Scott was initially assigned to Troop K in Philadelphia and 
later served at stations in Media, York, and Chambersburg 
before joining the Carlisle station in 2002. Trooper Ball served 
as a State trooper for 8 years, including 3 years in the 
motorcycle unit. He also served as a field training officer, 
responsible for mentoring new troopers. 
 Scott lived on Valley Street in South Middleton Township, 
just outside of Carlisle, where he enjoyed his family, riding his 
motorcycle, and spending time with friends and neighbors. 
He volunteered at the South Mountain Dragway, representing 

the State Police, where he helped the first “Street to Strip” 
program in 2005, which would take kids out of street racing and 
put them on the track. Scott had a civilian pilot’s license and he 
dreamed of flying for the State Police. 
 Scott received an associate’s degree from Harrisburg Area 
Community College, and his military career saw him promoted 
to the rank of master sergeant. Since September 11 he was 
deployed to Germany, Iraq, and in February he went to 
Afghanistan. His most recent assignment had him serving as 
part of an embedded training team assisting the Afghan 
National Army. He was a member of Headquarters, 
Headquarters Company 103d Engineer Battalion. 
 On August 27, 2007, while in a six-vehicle convoy 
conducting a resupply mission in Kunar Province, Afghanistan, 
Scott was mortally wounded during a morning ambush. He was 
among his unit members, four of which were also mortally 
wounded, including an Army officer and two Afghan National 
Army soldiers. Scott was only 38 years old. 
 Among his other awards and decorations, Scott has been 
awarded the Purple Heart and the Combat Action Badge. Scott 
and Sgt. Jan M. Argonish, 26, of Scranton were the first two 
Pennsylvania guardsmen to die in Afghanistan, and Scott was 
one of two active-duty State troopers to be killed in military 
action since World War II. 
 Scott Rowan Ball exemplifies the best that every one of us 
aspires to be. He served his community as a distinguished 
officer of the law and a soldier. He was a model citizen and 
a devoted husband and father. Each and every one of us has lost 
something precious, as we whiled away our days here in the 
relative safety of our home communities. Scott Ball had an 
effervescent personality, and he was smiling every time you saw 
him. He never had a cross word to say about anyone, and 
everyone that met him loved him. 
 M. Sgt. Scott Ball offered his life for his country. He offered 
it because he realized and accepted a debt that had been paid for 
by so many others that came before him – the price of freedom 
paid for in suffering, tears, and blood. That debt made him a 
free man – free to dream great dreams; free to live and love 
without fear for his family’s safety; free in the greatest country 
this world has ever known. 
 But make no mistake, Mr. Speaker, although Scott offered 
his life, Scott Rowan Ball’s life was taken, taken by those who 
despise everything Scott loved and lived for. The State Police 
have lost a dedicated trooper. The United States Army and our 
Pennsylvania National Guard have lost an accomplished leader 
and soldier. Our community has lost an exemplary citizen. 
His family has lost a cherished son, a brother, a devoted 
husband, and a loving father. 
 Now, I do not know what Scott Ball thought of during his 
unimaginable final moments – the sound of bullets pinging off 
the hot metal around him, his fellow soldiers calling out and 
firing back in defense, the heat and the smell of the vehicle 
nearby ravaged by the enemy’s RPG (rocket-propelled 
grenade), the rocky and wind-driven landscape of a place so 
very far from home – I do not know. But I know Scott loved 
this country and everything it stands for, and I believe he was 
thinking about his mom, Margaret; the love of his life, Leslie; 
and his two beautiful babies, Tyler and Allie. 
 Master Sergeant Ball, there is nothing we can ever say or do 
to compensate you and your family for your sacrifices or 
assuage the profound emptiness of those who are left behind to 
remember your presence among us. We can only salute you and 
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say thank you as we live our lives to honor the things you 
believed in and held so dearly. 
 And so now I ask all my fellow colleagues to join me in 
honoring Scott Ball, a great American and a bona fide role 
model and hero, by adopting HR 436. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Ross 
Argall Gabig Markosek Rubley 
Baker Galloway Marshall Sabatina 
Barrar Geist Marsico Sainato 
Bastian George McCall Samuelson 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Santoni 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Saylor 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Scavello 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Schroder 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Seip 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Shapiro 
Bishop Goodman Millard Shimkus 
Blackwell Grell Miller Siptroth 
Boback Grucela Milne Smith, K. 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, M. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Smith, S. 
Brooks Harhai Murt Solobay 
Buxton Harkins Mustio Sonney 
Caltagirone Harper Myers Staback 
Cappelli Harris Nailor Stairs 
Carroll Helm Nickol Steil 
Casorio Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Causer Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Civera Hess Oliver Sturla 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Surra 
Cohen Hornaman Pashinski Swanger 
Conklin Hutchinson Payne Tangretti 
Costa James Payton Taylor, J. 
Cox Josephs Peifer Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Perry Thomas 
Cruz Keller, M. Perzel True 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Cutler Kenney Petri Vereb 
Daley Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Dally Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Denlinger King Pickett Wagner 
DePasquale Kirkland Preston Walko 
Dermody Kortz Pyle Wansacz 
DeWeese Kotik Quigley Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Quinn Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Ramaley White 
Eachus Lentz Rapp Williams 
Ellis Levdansky Raymond Wojnaroski 
Evans, D. Longietti Readshaw Yewcic 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reed Youngblood 
Everett Maher Reichley Yudichak 
Fabrizio Mahoney Roae  
Fairchild Major Rock O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Manderino Roebuck    Speaker 
Frankel Mann Rohrer  
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 

 EXCUSED–6 
 
DeLuca McI. Smith Pallone Watson 
Harhart Mundy   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 878, PN 2666 (Amended) By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, providing for procedure for 
conveyance of established projects. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1787, PN 2384 By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending the act of July 31, 1968 (P.L.805, No.247), 

known as the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, further 
providing for municipal curative amendments; and providing for 
procedure for municipal curative amendment subsequent to appellate 
court decision. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Are there any announcements 
from the Democratic and Republican Caucuses? 

DEMOCRATIC CAUCUS 
 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Representative Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have three announcements: First, there will be 
a caucus immediately upon the call of the recess; second, there 
will be a meeting of the House Appropriations Committee at 
1:15; third, we will be on the floor again at 1:30. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. There will be a meeting of the 
House Appropriations Committee at 1:15. 

REPUBLICAN CAUCUS 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentlelady, Representative Major. 
 Miss MAJOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wish to announce a Republican caucus immediately at the 
call of the recess; that is, Republicans will caucus immediately 
at the call of the recess. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the lady. 
 
 
 Are there any other announcements? 



2007 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 2377 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. This House stands in recess till 
1:30. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
presence of the gentlelady, Representative Mundy, on the floor 
and asks that her name be added to the master roll. 

BILL REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

SB 886, PN 1442 By Rep. D. EVANS 
 
An Act amending the act of February 19, 1980 (P.L.15, No.9), 

known as the Real Estate Licensing and Registration Act, further 
prohibiting certain acts. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. That bill will be placed on the 
supplemental calendar. 

BILLS REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

HB 1096, PN 2667 (Amended) By Rep. D. EVANS 
 
An Act amending the act of November 10, 1999 (P.L.491, No.45), 

known as the Pennsylvania Construction Code Act, defining "council"; 
establishing the Uniform Construction Code Review and Advisory 
Council; and further providing for revised or successor codes and for 
training of inspectors. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1548, PN 1952 By Rep. D. EVANS 
 
An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of 

the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for 
disposition of dependent child. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
HB 1563, PN 2668 (Amended) By Rep. D. EVANS 
 
An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further defining "police 
department" and "police officer" for purposes of municipal police 
training and education. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
SB 648, PN 1283 By Rep. D. EVANS 
 
An Act authorizing the Department of General Services, with the 

approval of the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs and the 
Governor, to grant and convey, at a price to be determined through a 
competitive bid process, certain lands, buildings and improvements 
situate in the Borough of Ligonier, Westmoreland County; authorizing 
and directing the Department of General Services, with the approval of 

the Governor and the Department of Military and Veterans Affairs, to 
grant and convey certain lands situate in the City of Connellsville, a 
third class city, Fayette County, to the City of Connellsville; and 
authorizing and directing the Department of General Services, with the 
approval of the Governor, to grant and convey to the Allentown 
Commercial Industrial Authority, or their assigns, certain lands situate 
in the City of Allentown and the City of Bethlehem, Lehigh County, 
Pennsylvania. 

 
APPROPRIATIONS. 

 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Those bills will be placed on 
the active calendar. 

CALENDAR CONTINUED 
 

RESOLUTION 

 Mr. DePASQUALE called up HR 447, PN 2610, entitled: 
 

A Resolution condemning the veto by the President of the United 
States of the Children's Health Insurance Program Reauthorization Act 
of 2007 and urging the Congress of the United States to override the 
veto. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 Mr. KENNEY offered the following amendment 
No. A03571: 
 
 Amend Resolution, page 2, by inserting between lines 17 and 18 
 RESOLVED, That the House of Representatives of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania commend Pennsylvania for 
establishing the first CHIP program in the country and for continuing 
to lead the nation in provision of affordable health coverage to 
uninsured children in this Commonwealth; and be it further 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. That amendment is over 
temporarily. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 Mr. REICHLEY offered the following amendment 
No. A03575: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 4, by removing the period after "veto" 
and inserting 
   and urging the Congress of the United States to 

require the completion of certain Title IV-E 
audits of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 

 Amend Resolution, page 2, by inserting between lines  24 and 25 
 RESOLVED, That the House of Representatives of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania also urge the Congress of the United 
States to require the Department of Health and Human Services to 
expedite completion of its audit of the Department of Public Welfare of 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as it relates to Title IV-E 
expenditure claims, particularly phases three, four and five and to 
publish the audit findings and any Federal disallowances and potential 
Federal penalties as soon as possible; and be it further 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman, Mr. 
Reichley, wish to be recognized? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment would request – I will give you the exact 
language – the Congress-urged "...completion of certain Title 
IV-E audits of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania"; to include 
"…phases three, four and five and to publish the audit 
findings…as soon as possible…." 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the amendment, the Chair recognizes the gentlelady from 
Philadelphia, Ms. Manderino. 
 Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I just had a conversation with the prime 
sponsor, and I apologize to Representative Reichley because 
I literally was going to have a conversation with him when 
I heard you call this amendment up. 
 But regretfully, I am going to ask all members to vote against 
this amendment. This amendment does not have to do with the 
SCHIP (State Children's Health Insurance Program) health-care 
program, which is what we are trying to address with the 
DePasquale resolution. Instead, this amendment asks the 
Federal government to expedite completion of the Office of 
Inspector General's Title IV-E audit and publish audit findings 
and any disallowances and penalties. 
 What the prime sponsor of the resolution did not realize and 
what I just learned through the Appropriations Committee and 
through the department is that the Commonwealth is currently 
in discussions with the Federal government on its Title IV-E 
claims and that adoption of this amendment in the 
administration's view would adversely affect the negotiations 
that are going on and potentially cost our Commonwealth 
millions of dollars which our budget cannot absorb if we do 
that, and we will create real problems for the budget. 
 So the recommendation is that we let the negotiations 
between the Department of Public Welfare and the Federal 
Office run their course and if at some future date any kind of 
resolution is needed, it should be a separate, freestanding 
resolution and should not be mixed in with our SCHIP program. 
 So I urge a "no" vote on this amendment at this time. Thank 
you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman from Northampton, Representative 
Dally. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the maker of the amendment, 
please. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman agrees to be 
interrogated. The gentleman may proceed. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In listening to the previous speaker on this amendment, 
Mr. Speaker, could you provide some information as to what 
exactly your amendment does and the purpose for it? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I hope that members took note that on June 29 
of this year while we were in Harrisburg, the Harrisburg Patriot-
News published an article which indicated that "Pennsylvania 
might have to return more than $800 million in federal money 

because it lacks documents, some dating to a decade ago, to 
prove the money was used appropriately for foster children." 
 We in this House have often said that we want to make sure 
we have rooted out welfare fraud and that people who are not 
entitled to be receiving public assistance are somehow not 
cashing in at public expense. And this article revealed that the 
State Department of Public Welfare is undergoing an audit from 
this Federal Office of Inspector General for Title IV-E funding 
programs for children's foster-care placement. 
 Now, I would think the gentlelady from Philadelphia would 
appreciate having this audit conducted because, frankly, 
it reflected back to an administration that was run at that time by 
Governor Ridge and Governor Schweiker. But I should also 
point out for all the members, to be candid, that it also covers 
a time period when the majority of the fraudulent claims 
submitted to the Federal government—  Mr. Speaker, may 
I have order, please? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman requests order 
in the House. We are dealing with an important resolution. 
He has a right to be heard. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. —that the portion of this, or the major 
portion of it, deals with fraudulent claims for foster-care 
payments that came out of Philadelphia and Allegheny County 
during the time when then Mayor Rendell and then Secretary 
Richman oversaw the social service programs in Philadelphia. 
 Now, this is a matter of great concern I think to all members 
of the House because as we have seen in some of our 
surrounding sister States, New Jersey has a $3.6 billion 
projected budget deficit for next year, New York has a projected 
$3.6 billion budget deficit for next year, Maryland has 
a $1.7 billion budget deficit projected for next year, and we 
need to know exactly what the status of Pennsylvania's 
budgetary situation is going to be. 
 As a result, I think the earlier we know about just what the 
Federal government is going to claim as payments that are owed 
back to them because of fraudulent claims submitted primarily 
out of Philadelphia, the sooner this should be done. And a sum 
of $800 million was cited by Secretary Masch, and that is a 
substantial sum of money. 
 Now, this does deal with just the same matter that the 
gentlelady has referred to within the resolution itself because 
this is urging Congress to take up actions which are under the 
purview of the Department of Health and Human Services, just 
as my amendment would. So I think these are absolutely 
germane to each other. They deal with the same matter, and 
I am sure the gentlelady knows this, that just 10 minutes ago, 
the prime sponsor of the resolution came over to me and said he 
supported my amendment. 
 So I think that it is incumbent upon all members, both 
Democrat and Republican, to convey to their constituents, to 
the people of Pennsylvania, and to the U.S. Congress that we 
will not tolerate welfare fraud in Pennsylvania and that if 
Pennsylvania owes money back to the Federal government 
because of sums which were illegally obtained, then it is high 
time we are notified of this and that the Federal government 
move as quickly as possible forward with this. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 For what purpose does Representative Dally rise? 
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 Mr. DALLY. I just want to comment that I appreciate the 
maker of the amendment's response to the interrogation and just 
urge support for the amendment. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 Anyone else seeking recognition on the Reichley 
amendment? 
 On the amendment, the Chair recognizes the gentleman, 
Representative DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to be clear on this. I did speak to Mr. Reichley and 
I did offer him my support for this amendment, and I did and 
I will vote "yes" on this amendment. However, I do think it is 
important that Representative Manderino, she had additional 
information of which I was not aware, and that is important 
information for this body to consider as they vote on this 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment, the Chair 
recognizes the gentlelady from Philadelphia, Ms. Manderino. 
 Ms. MANDERINO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 And I appreciate the, perhaps, personal and comfortable 
position that the prime sponsor was in because I had just gotten 
word from Appropriations Committee about the fiscal impact of 
this. But the reality of it is, is that the maker of the amendment 
acknowledged exactly where we are. We are in sensitive 
negotiations on an $800 million issue. This is not a Philadelphia 
issue, as it was tried to make sound. This is not an Allegheny 
County issue. This is a Pennsylvania State budget issue. It could 
have been an issue in last year's budget. It could be one in this 
year's budget. It could be one in the next year's budget. But the 
reality of it is, is we should not be taking official action, in my 
opinion, to insert ourselves in the middle of negotiations 
between two departments. We ought to let those negotiations 
run their course and deal with the issue when it is appropriate. 
 If the maker of this particular amendment feels that 
a resolution to Congress on that particular issue of the Title IV-
E funds is appropriate, I think the appropriate vehicle is your 
own resolution. But to put a second subject matter into, and I 
did not make a germaneness argument, but to muddy the waters 
on a very clear message to Congress that Pennsylvania supports 
the SCHIP program and that Pennsylvania wants to have the 
veto 
of the SCHIP program overridden so that the children of 
Pennsylvania can receive quality health care, that is the singular 
message I am asking us to send, and I am urging a "no" vote on 
this amendment today. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentlelady. 
 
 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Returning to leaves of absence, 
the Chair recognizes the majority whip, who requests that the 
gentleman from Washington County, Representative DALEY, 
be placed on leave for the remainder of the day. Without 
objection, the gentleman is placed on leave. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Philadelphia, Representative Kenney, on the 
Reichley amendment. 
 Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, will the maker of the 
amendment stand for a brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman agrees that he 
will. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. KENNEY. Mr. Speaker, the previous speaker spoke 
about the children of Pennsylvania, and we all care about the 
children of Pennsylvania. Could you explain to the membership, 
who may not know, the impact in your amendment as to Title 
IV-E and the impact to children that your amendment 
is addressing? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Absolutely, Mr. Speaker. 
 I cannot echo enough that there is a shared sentiment on both 
sides of the aisle, from the gentlelady from Philadelphia up into 
the corners of Erie County, that children are the primary focus 
of many of the members in this chamber. And this amendment 
to the resolution is completely in concert with the emphasis of 
this resolution, that we are looking at ensuring that foster 
children, the most victimized of all the young people that we 
have in every one of our communities, are the ones who are 
receiving the appropriate care and not somehow that the Federal 
government decertifies Pennsylvania from being able to 
continue with that program, and if certainly there have been 
fraudulent claims submitted that would potentially reduce the 
ability for Pennsylvania to care for those foster children, that is 
something this General Assembly needs to know. 
 This is not targeted at Philadelphia. This is not targeted 
at Allegheny County. It is to obtain information regarding 
Title IV-E, which is a statewide program funded by the 
Federal government, to ensure that every county is obtaining the 
true services that it has contracted for, for foster children. But if 
we are concerned about children, that means all children and not 
just those who we are trying to ensure have adequate health-care 
coverage but also to ensure that those who are foster children 
also are not somehow being doubly victimized, initially from 
their circumstance, but then from having providers who submit 
fraudulent claims for payment when they are not in fact 
providing care to those foster children. 
 So I think that my amendment, if you take a look at the 
language, it does not do anything other than urging the 
Congress to require the Department of Health and Human 
Services to expedite completion of this audit which has been 
dragging on since 2000. So we need to get final clarity on just 
what happened within the foster-care program throughout 
Pennsylvania to ensure that we are only providing payments to 
those providers for foster-care services who are truly engaged in 
foster-care services. We need to make sure that we are not 
penalizing those children. This is truly about all the kids, not 
just a selective few, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the Reichley amendment, 
the Chair recognizes the gentleman, Representative Kenney. 
 Mr. KENNEY. That ends my interrogation, Mr. Speaker. 
If I could make a comment on this amendment. 
 As Mr. Reichley said, this amendment ensures that we in this 
chamber are looking out for all children throughout 
Pennsylvania, and I would ask the body to support his 
amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the Reichley amendment, seeing no one else seeking 
recognition, the Chair recognizes the prime sponsor, 
Representative Reichley. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As I said in my initial remarks, this extent of this audit, 
which is ongoing right now from the Office of Inspector 
General, deals with a time period under which Governors Ridge 
and Schweiker were the chief executives of the 
Commonwealth's State government, so if anybody thinks this is 
somehow something which is bashing one side, it is not that 
way at all. But we need to understand completely what was 
going on within those foster-care plans. This is a situation 
which if in fact we owe $800 million back to the Federal 
government, we need to know that in preparation for our 
budgetary considerations in the coming year. 
 And I would ask the members to recognize that this is a 
statewide situation affecting children in every county. It is not 
just a matter of children of the county of the first class or of the 
second class. So if you are serious, when you go and talk to 
your constituents in Westmoreland County, in Schuylkill 
County, in Berks County, that you are going to crack down on 
welfare fraud, that you are going to make sure that only the 
people who are entitled to receive public assistance are doing 
so, this should be an amendment that you can vote for. This 
does not go after just one area in the State or one party in some 
kind of an affiliation. This is a situation in which every 
taxpayer's interests are protected by requesting the Federal 
government to expedite this audit so we know completely what 
the claims are going to be lodged against Pennsylvania. 
 I would urge the members to look past partisan affiliation 
here and recognize that whether you are in the rural areas, the 
suburban or the urban areas, this is a matter of complete general 
interest for every member of the General Assembly and urge the 
members to vote "yes" on this amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Returning to leaves of absence, 
the Chair recognizes the majority whip, who requests that the 
lady from Lehigh, Representative MANN, be placed on leave 
for the remainder of the day. Seeing no objection, leave is 
granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–122 
 
Adolph Gabig McIlhattan Roae 
Argall Geist Mensch Rock 
Baker Gillespie Metcalfe Rohrer 
Barrar Gingrich Micozzie Ross 
Bastian Godshall Millard Rubley 

Bear Grell Miller Sabatina 
Benninghoff Hanna Milne Sainato 
Beyer Harper Moul Samuelson 
Boback Harris Moyer Saylor 
Boyd Helm Murt Scavello 
Brennan Hennessey Mustio Schroder 
Brooks Hershey Nailor Siptroth 
Buxton Hess Nickol Smith, M. 
Caltagirone Hickernell O'Neill Smith, S. 
Cappelli Hornaman Payne Sonney 
Causer Hutchinson Peifer Stairs 
Civera Kauffman Perry Steil 
Clymer Keller, M. Perzel Stern 
Conklin Kenney Petrarca Stevenson 
Cox Kessler Petri Swanger 
Creighton Killion Petrone Taylor, J. 
Cutler King Phillips True 
Dally Kortz Pickett Turzai 
Denlinger Kotik Pyle Vereb 
DePasquale Lentz Quigley Vulakovich 
DiGirolamo Mackereth Quinn Wojnaroski 
Ellis Maher Rapp Yewcic 
Evans, J. Major Raymond Yudichak 
Everett Mantz Readshaw  
Fairchild Marshall Reed O'Brien, D., 
Fleck Marsico Reichley    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–74 
 
Belfanti Galloway Manderino Shimkus 
Bennington George Markosek Smith, K. 
Biancucci Gerber McCall Solobay 
Bishop Gergely McGeehan Staback 
Blackwell Gibbons Melio Sturla 
Carroll Goodman Mundy Surra 
Casorio Grucela Myers Tangretti 
Cohen Haluska O'Brien, M. Taylor, R. 
Costa Harhai Oliver Thomas 
Cruz Harkins Parker Vitali 
Curry James Pashinski Wagner 
Dermody Josephs Payton Walko 
DeWeese Keller, W. Preston Wansacz 
Donatucci Kirkland Ramaley Waters 
Eachus Kula Roebuck Wheatley 
Evans, D. Leach Santoni White 
Fabrizio Levdansky Seip Williams 
Frankel Longietti Shapiro Youngblood 
Freeman Mahoney   
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–7 
 
Daley Harhart McI. Smith Watson 
DeLuca Mann Pallone  
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Turning to introduction 
of guests, it is an honor and pleasure to welcome to the hall 
of the House on behalf of Representative Harper, 
Representative Gerber, and Representative Godshall two 
outstanding groups of students, as the guests of the delegation 
from Montgomery County, the Wissahickon High School 
Robotics Team, Team 341, and the Lansdale Catholic High 
School Robotics Team, Team 272. Each year these teams work 



2007 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 2381 

together with teachers, professional engineers, and other 
mentors to assemble a robot that they enter in one or more 
regional competitions across the country. And each year they 
come away from those competitions with multiple awards, but 
more importantly, they learn the value of a good science and 
technology education. They go beyond textbooks and tests and 
apply what they have learned in a fun and exciting manner and 
highly educational way. These students are seated in the gallery. 
Will they please rise and receive the welcome of the House. 
 I would also like to recognize the Cybersonics Technology 
Team from Palisades High School, who are seated also in the 
gallery. They are guests of Representative Clymer and 
Representative Marguerite Quinn. The Cybersonics Team this 
year alone has won eight awards including prestigious national 
recognitions as the winners of the 2007 FIRST (For Inspiration 
and Recognition of Science and Technology) Championship 
Autodesk Inventor Award and FIRST Championship Event Hall 
of Fame. Congratulations to all those team members, and please 
stand to be recognized. 
 Now, continuing with the introductions on the House floor: 
State Representative Chris Pearson from Burlington, Vermont, 
serves as a member of the Vermont House of Representatives 
and will be testifying before the Intergovernmental Affairs 
Committee tomorrow. And there is Lawrence Sokol from 
Mountain View, California. Mr. Sokol represents an 
organization called National Popular Vote. Mr. Sokol and 
Representative Pearson, welcome to the House. Would you 
please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 

AMENDMENT A03571 WITHDRAWN 
 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Representative Kenney, from Philadelphia on an 
amendment. 
 The Chair recognizes the gentleman, Representative Kenney. 
 Mr. KENNEY. I am withdrawing that amendment, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. Returning to leaves of absence, 
the Chair recognizes the majority whip, who requests that the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Representative PRESTON, be 
placed on leave for the remainder of the day. Seeing no 
objection, the gentleman is placed on leave. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

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

 Mr. DePASQUALE offered the following amendment 
No. A03585: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 1, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting 
   Expressing support for the 
 Amend First Resolve Clause, page 2, lines 19 and 20, by striking 
out "condemn the veto by the President of the United States of" and 
inserting 
   express support for 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Representative DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment tries to make the resolution much more in 
a positive light in the direction that I believe the U.S. Congress 
should go as opposed to using what might be more divisive 
language. So this is trying to reflect a more positive approach of 
changing policy. 
 So that is the reason for the amendment, and I ask the 
members to support this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the DePasquale 
amendment, the Chair recognizes the gentleman, Representative 
Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was wondering if the maker of the amendment would stand 
for a brief interrogation. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman indicates that he 
will. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your taking out the language. I just 
want to ask you a couple questions then about the way— 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Sure. 
 Mr. BOYD. The way this would read is, "Expressing support 
for the Children's Health Insurance Program Reauthorization 
Act of 2007…." Do I have that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is correct. That would be the first 
sentence. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. And, Mr. Speaker, what is the Health 
Insurance Reauthorization Act of 2007? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is the proposal that was passed by 
the United States House and Senate and the President vetoed. 
 Mr. BOYD. Is it an act at this point, or does the fact that the 
President vetoed it make it a nonact at this point? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The title of the proposal is that. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes, that is the title. So it is not an act 
in the legal sense, but as you know, when we title legislation, 
we give it a title, and that is the name of it. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. So your intent in this is still to encourage 
the override of the veto? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is correct. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just out of curiosity's sake, this act, if it is authorized, is there 
a cost to this act for the Federal government? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Are we on the resolution or the 
amendment? 
 Mr. BOYD. Well, the amendment, which it applies— 
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 Mr. DePASQUALE. I will answer it either way. I just want 
to make sure I now understand it. 
 Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I guess it would be on the 
amended act. I am not sure what the appropriate procedure 
would be. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I will just go ahead and answer it. 
 The proposal from the Federal government that was passed 
by the House and Senate and vetoed by the President would be 
for $35 billion. 
 Mr. BOYD. 35? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Billion. 
 Mr. BOYD. $35 billion. And if I could, Mr. Speaker, where 
do those dollars come from? Is there a designated fund, or is it 
general tax revenue? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The cigarette tax, levied at the Federal 
level. 
 Mr. BOYD. Was there a tax increase included in this act? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. In the proposal, that is right. 
 Mr. BOYD. In the proposal. Okay. Very good, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, that ends my interrogation. If I could just— 
I will speak on the bill after it is amended. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the DePasquale amendment, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, Representative Schroder. 
 On the DePasquale amendment, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, I apologize. I am actually 
seeking recognition once this amendment is concluded with on 
second consideration. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the DePasquale amendment, is there anyone seeking 
recognition? 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–194 
 
Adolph Freeman Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Gabig Markosek Ross 
Baker Galloway Marshall Rubley 
Barrar Geist Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian George McCall Sainato 
Bear Gerber McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gergely McIlhattan Santoni 
Benninghoff Gibbons Melio Saylor 
Bennington Gillespie Mensch Scavello 
Beyer Gingrich Metcalfe Schroder 
Biancucci Godshall Micozzie Seip 
Bishop Goodman Millard Shapiro 
Blackwell Grell Miller Shimkus 
Boback Grucela Milne Siptroth 
Boyd Haluska Moul Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Moyer Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Mundy Smith, S. 
Buxton Harkins Murt Solobay 
Caltagirone Harper Mustio Sonney 
Cappelli Harris Myers Staback 
Carroll Helm Nailor Stairs 

Casorio Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Causer Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Civera Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Clymer Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Cohen Hornaman Parker Surra 
Conklin Hutchinson Pashinski Tangretti 
Costa James Payne Taylor, J. 
Cox Josephs Payton Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Peifer Thomas 
Cruz Keller, M. Perry True 
Curry Keller, W. Perzel Turzai 
Cutler Kenney Petrarca Vereb 
Dally Kessler Petri Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Phillips Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Pyle Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kotik Quigley Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quinn Wheatley 
Eachus Leach Ramaley White 
Ellis Lentz Rapp Williams 
Evans, D. Levdansky Raymond Wojnaroski 
Evans, J. Longietti Readshaw Yewcic 
Everett Mackereth Reed Youngblood 
Fabrizio Maher Reichley Yudichak 
Fairchild Mahoney Roae  
Fleck Major Rock O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Manderino Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Swanger    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Daley Harhart McI. Smith Preston 
DeLuca Mann Pallone Watson 
 
 
 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 adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On that question, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Representative Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like just to briefly speak on this 
resolution. In conversation earlier in an interrogation, we did 
make note that there is actually in this piece of legislation at the 
Federal level that we are going to be encouraging Congress to 
override the President's veto of, there is a tax increase in this 
piece of legislation. It also has a price tag of $35 billion. 
I believe, if my memory serves me correctly, the President was 
offering a program that would have provided for the 
reauthorization of SCHIP to the tune of $5 billion over a 5-year 
period of time as opposed to $35 billion. 
 I might add, Mr. Speaker, that historically I have been 
admonished by some of my great friends across the aisle when 
we have talked about the Federal government to be reminded of 
the Federal budget deficit, and what we are really doing here is 
we are encouraging Congress to expand the Federal spending by 
the tune of $35 billion, and while I know that we all want to 
deal with this health insurance issue and we have been working 
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closely in our caucus with trying to come up with creative 
solutions to that, I am not so sure that what we want to be doing 
is ballooning the Federal budget deficit by an additional $35 
billion and in fact increasing taxes. 
 Also, Governor Rendell recently has just proposed a 10-cent 
tax increase on cigarettes to deal with his program for Cover All 
Pennsylvanians. That would be an additive on top of the current 
tax that is being proposed at the Federal level. I am just not sure 
that we are going down the right route by increasing spending 
in taxes like this on this program, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I would just encourage my colleagues to think twice 
about—  I encourage the Congress to override the President's 
veto. I believe that there is some better compromise language 
that could be reached on this important issue and would like to 
see Congress come up with a more fiscally prudent plan. 
 And one other thing I just might add, Mr. Speaker, is 
the Federal tax dollars are really our tax dollars. It is truly a 
left-pocket-right-pocket issue, and when we are encouraging 
greater spending at the Federal level, we are encouraging the 
Congress and the President to take money out of 
Pennsylvanians' pockets in the terms of the left pocket as 
opposed to the right pocket, what we do in this State. 
 My encouragement is just that I do not know that we need 
to be increasing spending and raising taxes. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 On the question, the Chair recognizes the gentleman, 
Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am a bit amazed and somewhat disturbed that 
apparently our committee system is misusing its time taking up 
what are essentially political and politically charged resolutions 
such as this as opposed to looking at many of the bills that have 
been introduced that actually would do something about health 
care and improving health care, whether it be for children 
or adults and families in our Commonwealth. 
 Mr. Speaker, I do commend the maker of the resolution for 
a change in the language, which takes it from a negative 
connotation to a more supporting type of language. 
 However, Mr. Speaker, although it is not popular to defend 
the President these days for any reason, I believe that the 
President was right and correct in vetoing this piece of 
legislation, and I believe that for three different reasons. First, 
this expansion would cover kids who are already privately 
insured, resulting in crowd-out in the private insurance market, 
thus veering from the original purpose of SCHIP, which is the 
coverage of low-income children. It also weakens citizenship 
verification standards at a time when our country is trying to 
come to grasp with the illegal alien problem. And also the 
exorbitant costs of the program – the prime sponsor mentioned 
$35 billion; I have seen figures of $35 billion to $50 billion. The 
exorbitant costs will be paid for with yet another tax on tobacco. 
 Mr. Speaker, although the proponents deny that this is not an 
attempt to foster and expand government-run and government-
controlled health care, the vetoed bill, as I said before, strays far 
from the original purpose of SCHIP. Under this bill, the 
nonpartisan, the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office, the 
CBO, estimates that anywhere from half to 60 percent of new 
enrollees in this program would be children who currently 
have private health insurance. Mr. Speaker, that represents 
a 50-percent crowd-out effect. So those covered under private 

plans will pay more in taxes to fund this expansion, this 
unwarranted expansion of SCHIP, and then also pay more for 
their own health insurance as the pool of privately insured 
individuals continues to shrink in this country. Mr. Speaker, 
I think it is bad public policy all around. 
 Mr. Speaker, just as the national government and many 
States are trying to solve and grapple with the problem of illegal 
immigration, this vetoed bill has several very harmful elements 
to it. The bill weakens citizenship verification standards for 
Medicaid recipients. It removes State documentation 
requirements for citizenship when applying for Medicaid. 
It allows for something called an Express Lane process where 
individuals can actually use self-attestation to assert that they 
are legally in the country, and they can be enrolled in SCHIP 
without any additional citizenship verification. So all you have 
to do is say, I am here legally, and you get enrolled. 
 Mr. Speaker, as mentioned before, the vetoed bill will raise 
spending anywhere from the $35 to $50 billion range, and it will 
do so by an additional tax on cigarettes. Now, taxing tobacco is 
very popular, and most people do not smoke; most people could 
of course care less. But, Mr. Speaker, we will probably take 
action to further reduce smoking in Pennsylvania sometime later 
this year as we take up the issue of banning smoking in public 
places, and of course, raising the tax on tobacco cuts down on 
cigarette sales as well. At some point in time we are going to 
reach a point of diminished returns with tobacco taxation if the 
trend keeps going, and what that means then is that our General 
Fund, whether it is here in the Commonwealth or at the Federal 
government, will have to pick up the costs of these expanded 
programs that are being financed primarily by tobacco taxes 
right now, and that means that in the future we are heading 
headlong for major tax increases to fund these programs. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the President's veto forces 
a more thoughtful and meaningful debate once all of the 
emotionally charged and hype and drama like this resolution 
actually represents is disposed of. 
 Mr. Speaker, as I said before, we have many ideas before us. 
The Governor has laid out an entire health-care agenda, some of 
which I agree with, some of which I have some differences 
with, but I would submit that any of those proposals would be 
a better use of our time, a better use of the committee structure, 
and a better use of our time here on the floor to actually try to 
improve health care, whether it be for kids, adults, families, 
everyone, our seniors here in Pennsylvania, than this resolution, 
which will have absolutely no impact and will not insure 
a single child, a single adult, or a single family in Pennsylvania 
by virtue of its passage. 
 Thank you. 

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Aside from the peculiarity of the Pennsylvania General 
Assembly taking on responsibility for Federal decisions as if the 
Democratic control of this chamber has exhausted subjects 
specific to Pennsylvania, I appreciate this is a difficult subject, 
because on the one hand there is awfully good – a lot of good to 
come from making sure that children who otherwise would not 
have health care have health care. But many of us are 
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uncomfortable with the notion of taxing Pennsylvanians to 
expand a welfare program to families in the income bracket of 
$80,000 or more. 
 Now, when Congress voted on this, of course debate was cut 
off, there was no public elocution. The debate in this chamber 
on the subject is longer than the debate in Washington that was 
permitted by the Democrats, yet that chamber, the members of 
the Congress, did not have the opportunity to support parts of 
this that they liked while not supporting other parts. They did 
not have the opportunity to divide the question that was before 
them. 

REQUEST TO DIVIDE RESOLUTION 

 Mr. MAHER. Now, thanks to the ruling established 
yesterday, I do have the opportunity to divide this question, and, 
Mr. Speaker, I am dividing the question between lines 24 and 
25, including the Reichley amendment language inserted 
between 24 and 25 with lines 25 et seq. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is indicating that he wishes 
to divide the resolution. Is that correct? 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, I have divided the resolution 
between lines 24 and 25, including with the division the 
Reichley language with lines 25 et seq. where it was inserted. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is asking if it is proper 
to divide the resolution as he indicated? 
 Mr. MAHER. No, sir. I did not ask that question. I exercised 
the unilateral authority of a member established yesterday in 
this chamber to divide the question. 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend for one 
second. 
 The Chair makes the determination as to whether a question 
is divisible, and the Chair will provide some amplification to the 
confusion that occurred yesterday and will do so at this time. 
 There was a question yesterday and it did provide some 
confusion in the House because the question was raised in the 
form of a motion. The question is, a member should stand and 
ask if an amendment is divisible and then the Chair follows by 
making that determination. That determination was made 
yesterday, and it was announced that the amendment was 
divided, and then the parts of the divided amendment are put 
before the House for a vote. We have done that on I do not 
know how many occasions in this current legislative session 
where we voted on amendment, whatever the number was, 
A and the same number part B. 
 The ruling, members also were inquiring about whether 
yesterday's discussion created a precedent for this House, and 
the members may wish to check the Journals and review three 
separate rulings from this Chair that establish appropriate 
precedent for this House. On May 10, 1983, a ruling by Speaker 
Irvis in response to a parliamentary inquiry, he advised 
Representative Stephen Freind from Delaware County that "The 
Chair has ruled that the amendment offered by the gentleman, 
Mr. O'Donnell, is divisible, and it is hereby divided. The 
division, for those following this debate, occurs about the 
middle of the page of the amendment after the words 'of such 
inhabitants.' Consequently, the amendment to be offered before 
the House begins 'Amend Title, page 1, line 18, by removing the 
period after 'licenses'…' and ends with the words '…and 
inserting of such inhabitants.' That is all that is currently before 
the House." 

 In order for an amendment or a question to be divisible, there 
has to be a line number and a page number at the beginning and 
at the end so Legislative Reference Bureau can appropriately 
consider the changes made by this House in establishing a new 
printer's number. 
 The second precedent members may also wish to review 
is June 11, 1991, a ruling by Speaker O'Donnell, where, 
in response to a parliamentary inquiry, he advised 
Representative Evans that "The gentleman has moved to divide 
the amendment A1029 offered by Mr. Fairchild after line 3 and 
before line 4, between the word 'eighteen' and the words 
'Amend Sec. 5.' 
 "The gentleman is in order. The Chair rules the amendment 
divided, and the matter now before the House will be 1029, the 
first part beginning with the…word 'Amend' and ending with 
the word 'eighteen.' " 
 The third precedent is by my good friend, Speaker Matthew 
Ryan, on June 12, 1996. The House Journal shows that Speaker 
Ryan followed the same practice when he ruled in response to 
a request by Representative Lloyd to divide an amendment 
offered by Representative Pitts that "the amendment is divisible 
and is now divided." 
 As Speaker Irvis advised Representative Afflerbach on June 
25, 1985, who asked whether there was a method by which the 
House can debate whether or not an amendment should be 
divided, "The Chair would advise the gentleman that the 
Chair makes the decision as to whether or not an amendment is 
divisible." 
 In fact, the Journals are full of examples where this 
procedure has been followed by the Speakers in the current as 
well as in recent sessions. Prior rulings are clear that when 
a request is made to divide an amendment, whether stated as 
a request to divide, motion to divide, as was done yesterday, or 
intention to divide, it is initially the Chair's responsibility to 
determine whether the division can be made and to make the 
division. Thereafter, the members vote on the parts of the 
divided amendments. 
 Copies of these rulings will be provided to any member who 
wishes to review those. 
 There is also precedent in the year 2002, and again it is our 
beloved Representative Matthew Ryan, Speaker of the House, 
who ruled that in answer to the question as to whether 
a resolution can be divided, Speaker Ryan said no. This is an 
entire resolution. This is not an amendment. The provisions for 
divisions deal with amendments. 
 Further, in 1983 Speaker Irvis – and this involved a request 
from Representative Geist – and his response was, "A bill may 
never be divided…. Bills are not divisible." And that holds for 
resolutions as well. 
 Mr. MAHER. Have you completed? 
 The SPEAKER. That is the ruling of the Chair. 
 Mr. MAHER. So your ruling is what, Mr. Speaker? I heard 
a lot of reading. I did not hear a ruling. 
 The SPEAKER. That resolutions and bills are not divisible. 
They are divisible— 
 Mr. MAHER. I see. 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend. 
 Resolutions and bills are divisible by amendment. Only 
amendments are divisible because they state a line and page 
number at the beginning and at the end, and Reference Bureau 
needs that instruction in order to correlate the information and 
create a new printer's number. 
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 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, I did provide a page and line 
number. 
 The SPEAKER. But the issue is that resolutions are not 
divisible in the House, and this is a resolution. 
 Mr. MAHER. And you are basing that on one instance? 
 The SPEAKER. No. On numerous precedent— 
 Mr. MAHER. No. I did not hear the other precedents. I am 
looking at Mason's Manual, and Mason's Manual provides that 
all— 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair stands corrected. 
 Mr. MAHER. —questions may be divided. 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. MAHER. No, sir, I am not yielding. I have the floor, 
Mr. Speaker. I yielded to you for quite a period. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will rule the gentleman out of 
order. The Speaker controls the flow and debate on the floor of 
the House. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, I appeal that decision of the 
Chair. 
 The rules are quite clear that— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order. 
 Mr. MAHER. —once a member has the floor, he should— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is out of order. 
 The Chair will say that there is one precedent, that of 
Speaker Ryan, that is on point on the question the gentleman is 
raising before the House, and it deals with a resolution, and that 
is the ruling of the Chair, and it follows Representative Matthew 
Ryan. 
 

RULING OF CHAIR APPEALED 

 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, I am appealing the decision of 
the Chair. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entitled to appeal the 
ruling of the Chair. 
 The gentleman will state what ruling specifically he is 
appealing. 
 Mr. MAHER. The ruling that you made, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. And the ruling that you understand is? 
 Mr. MAHER. I divided HR 447— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman stands corrected— 
 Mr. MAHER. —and you have said that that would be out of 
order. I am appealing that decision, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not have the authority 
to divide a resolution. The gentleman will state what ruling of 
the Chair he is appealing. 
 Mr. MAHER. That ruling, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. And that is? 
 Mr. MAHER. Your ruling that I do not have authority to 
divide a resolution is the ruling that I am appealing. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Maher, 
has appealed the decision of the Chair, the decision that the 
Chair has the authority to determine that a resolution cannot 
be divided. 
 So that the members of the House are clear, the gentleman 
is appealing the ruling of the Chair as to whether a resolution 
is divisible. Is that correct? 
 Mr. MAHER. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
 

 On the question, 
 Shall the decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On the appeal. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, may I speak on the question? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 You may remember a very long time ago or maybe even 24 
hours ago I sought to limit the use of division except for to treat 
it as a motion and a debatable motion. At that time the Chair's 
ruling, somewhat different than is reflected in the recollection 
that has been aired moments ago, the Chair's ruling was that by 
simply having a member saying they wish to divide the 
question, that the division had accomplished. There was no 
motion even yesterday to divide. We had a member stand up 
and say that they wanted to divide and it was done. Now, today 
we are hearing, well, yes, that is so except for apparently if 
somebody on this side of the aisle wants to do it. 
 I thought it was a terrible ruling yesterday, but I think we 
need to be consistent at least for a stretch of 24 hours. And 
I will read to you from our rules, and I will spare reading you 
about eight pages in Mason's Manual, which supports my 
position, in the respect for people's time, but I will read to you 
from our rules, rule 63, "Division of a Question": "Any member 
may call for a division of a question by the House.…" There are 
no restrictions on these rules adopted by this chamber this year 
in this era of reform and transparency. It says, "…a question…." 
 If you look at our rules, they will also talk about the different 
kinds of questions that come before this chamber. Now, I would 
have guessed if we had intended that this would say a member 
may call for division of any question except resolutions, except 
this, except that, that we would have had those exceptions 
delineated. Instead, we have a very broad authority granted to 
the members of this body to call for a division. It could not be 
more black and white, and if you have got any pride at all in 
standing up to behave under these rules, I would ask that you 
respect the rules that were adopted by this House that any 
question is subject to this request provided that the resulting 
parts can each stand on their own. 
 Thank you. And bear with me; I am sorry. And of course, 
again, I will spare reading you all of Mason's Manual, but it 
talks about the parliamentary authority being interpreted 
with respect to Mason's Manual. And I am very troubled by the 
appearance that division sought by someone who is a Democrat 
is acceptable and a division sought by someone who is 
a Republican we will jump through somersaults to stop. Well, 
I agree. It should not be a party-line thing, and I am counting on 
you to demonstrate that to the people of Pennsylvania that you 
are going to respect the rules that you have adopted. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I support the ruling of the Chair. The ruling 
of the Chair is consistent with decades, decades of prior 
precedent. Every single prior Speaker, every single prior 
Speaker has ruled the same way that Speaker O'Brien has 
ruled and the Speaker pro tem ruled yesterday. This is not 
a Democratic matter. This is not a Republican matter. This is 
a matter of the established customs and usages of the House. 
 Let me read rule 78, "Parliamentary Authority": "Mason's 
Manual supplemented by Jefferson's Manual of Legislative 
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Procedure shall be the parliamentary authority of the House, if 
applicable and not inconsistent with the Constitution of 
Pennsylvania, the laws of Pennsylvania applicable to the 
General Assembly, the Rules of the House, the established 
precedents of the House and the established customs and usages 
of the House." The established precedents of the House, many, 
many precedents, and the established customs and usages of the 
House, many, many times have been consistent in the ruling of 
Speaker O'Brien and the ruling of the Speaker pro tem 
yesterday. 
 There is a big difference in a resolution and an amendment. 
A resolution we allow debate. We allow amendments to 
resolutions. We do not allow amendments to amendments. That 
is why we can divide amendments; that is why we cannot divide 
resolutions. It is a ruling that makes sense. It has been a ruling 
that has gone on for all four decades I have served in the House 
of Representatives. It is the established customs and usages of 
the House. It is the established precedents of the House. 
We ought not to be changing the rules in a manner designed to 
produce chaos. Not upholding the ruling of the Speaker of the 
House will make it extremely difficult to have any resolution 
before the House, and if that precedent that Mr. Maher 
is attempting to set applies to bills, it will grind this process to 
a halt. 
 The ruling of Speaker O'Brien makes sense. It is strongly 
in the interest of the institution that we follow the established 
precedents of the House and the established customs and usages 
of the House and we support the ruling of the Speaker. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Gabig. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I think we have put ourselves in a corner as a House, and 
I am not sure it is a good place to be. I think it had to do with 
the ruling from the Chair yesterday, and I know, Mr. Speaker, 
it was a Speaker substituting for you. I am not sure what the 
correct term is that was there, pro tem, that was called upon to 
make that ruling, but it was not a ruling that was a shoot from 
the hip. There was some concern about it brought up, but it 
was expressly made, and I think we are going to have to do 
something about it. I do not know. 
 But in terms of the Speaker's ruling, we have adopted rules 
for this year, and it is always good to cite precedent sometimes 
when you cannot figure out what the rules say and you look 
back to try to explain express language that is in the rules and 
you need some help doing it. So you look back at precedent, but 
when the express language of the rule is clear, you do not look 
back to some precedent from prior rules to change the rules that 
we adopted, to interpret them differently than the express rules 
say. 
 And so having said that – and I think we all agree with that; 
I do not know – I will just go back to rule 63 cited by the 
gentleman, Mr. Maher, from Allegheny County, where he said 
that a question, "Any member may call for a division of 
a question by the House…" – not an amendment by the House; 
a question by the House – which certainly would include bills, 
amendments, and resolutions. But even further, when you look 
at the second paragraph of that fairly short rule – it is really the 
second sentence – it expressly delineates an exception to that 
rule, enumerates one exception: "A motion to strike out and 
insert is indivisible…," not divisible. So if we wanted to say⎯  
So it says a question other than, other than a motion to strike out 

and insert; that is the only thing that is not divisible as expressed 
by our rules and adopted by this House. It does not say a motion 
to strike out and insert is indivisible and a bill is indivisible or, 
in this case, a resolution is indivisible or an amendment to 
a resolution. We had an amendment earlier. It says a question is 
divisible. The only exception delineated – and it delineates an 
express exception – is "A motion to strike out and insert…." 
 It is clear; it is express; it is common sense. I think we got 
ourselves in a jam yesterday with that ruling, but I do not think 
you get yourself out of a place you put yourself in. I think we 
need to come up as a body, and maybe I would appeal to my 
leadership in this case. I think we need to move away from this 
appealing of the Chair on this issue and need to figure a way out 
of this morass that we got ourselves into rather than having 
us vote on something that is pretty clear to many of us that 
would just further complicate matters. 
 So with that, I will yield the floor, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, clearly the conflicting rulings or at least the 
appearance of a conflict has cast us into a quandary of sorts, and 
it is important, I think, for us from a perspective of the 
functioning of this legislature to work hard to be consistent 
in how we go about the process of legislating. 
 I am not sure that I was able to digest all of the information 
that the Chair presented, and given the fact, Mr. Speaker, that 
this is a resolution that has modest binding effect, although 
the one amendment probably has some active action attached 
to it, the core of the resolution, Mr. Speaker, is really more of 
a symbolic statement of opinion, which each of us as 
individuals can certainly direct to the general public or to the 
congressional members of this Commonwealth, and each of us 
are free to do that, and maybe we all should from time to time. 
But the sum and substance, the core of this resolution, 
Mr. Speaker, is not something that changes the world tomorrow 
if it is passed or does not change the world tomorrow if it is not 
passed. 

MOTION TO TABLE 

 Mr. S. SMITH. Given the quandary we are in, Mr. Speaker, 
I think it would be in the best order of the House to recede from 
this action, and I would move to table HR 447 along with any 
connected amendments, amendments that may or may not have 
been a part of the debate today. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the presence of 
Representative Watson on the floor. Her name will be added to 
the master roll. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

MOTION RULED OUT OF ORDER 
 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is whether 
the question, that being the resolution, can be tabled by motion 
of the minority leader, Representative Smith. 
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 The question by Representative Smith is a motion to table. 
The motion to table is not in order. The motion to table would 
have to be a motion to table the appeal, and then a subsequent 
motion to table the resolution would be in order. They would 
have to be separate motions. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Just so I am clear, the Chair is indicating that 
the motion to table does not take precedence in that sequence 
of priority motions, that it does not take precedence over 
a motion to appeal? 
 The SPEAKER. The appeal process not recited in that 
hierarchy of motions, so the Chair has to then refer to Mason's 
Manual, and the Chair did. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Could I just have a moment of the sidebar 
here, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The House will stand at ease. 
 
 
 (Conference held.) 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. 
 The Chair recognizes the minority leader, Representative 
Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I appreciate the indulgence of the Chair to allow us to confer 
and try to understand exactly what all the rulings are and what 
the rules actually say. 
 Mr. Speaker, if the ruling of the Chair is that the motion to 
lay on the table is out of order, I believe, Mr. Speaker, that that 
is incorrect. I believe that when I look at the privileged motions, 
that it is the third most privileged motion, and that when you 
also look at rule 59, which speaks specifically to the subject of 
laying on the table, it does speak to the debatability of the 
motion to appeal as it relates to tabling that motion. However, 
I do not see, Mr. Speaker, that it rules that I cannot make 
a motion to table the resolution and that anything supersedes 
that. I believe that a motion to table, when I look at rule 55, 
"Privileged Motions," there is a motion to adjourn, the motion 
for a call of the House, and then a motion to lay on the table. 
 Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, if your ruling is correct, then you 
would be suggesting that if I were to make a motion to adjourn 
or recess at this moment, that that would not be in order until 
I first motioned to table the appeal of the Chair, and I believe 
that that is inconsistent, Mr. Speaker. A privileged motion is 
such, privileged, and takes precedence over all other motions 
that might be before us. A motion to amend is listed in the 
privileged motions. A motion to commit or recommit, a motion 
to postpone, they are all listed there, Mr. Speaker, and this takes 
precedence. It has privilege, only to be trumped, if you will, by 
a motion for a call of the House or a motion to adjourn or 
recess. 

RULING OF CHAIR APPEALED 

 Mr. S. SMITH. And because of that, my interpretation, 
Mr. Speaker, I would challenge the ruling of the Chair that my 
motion to table is out of order. 
 

APPEAL RULED OUT OF ORDER 
 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman's motion to appeal the 
second ruling of the Chair is not in order according to Mason's 
Manual, section 230, No. 5.: "…there can be no appeal from 
a second decision while the other appeal is pending…." 
 In clarification for the gentleman, the Chair would like to 
state the original ruling; that is, the gentleman made a motion to 
table the resolution. The resolution is not the issue before the 
House. The issue before the House is the appeal of the ruling of 
the Chair. So the Chair's ruling was there would have to be 
a motion to table the appeal of the ruling of the Chair and 
a subsequent motion to table the issue. Since the issue is the 
resolution, that is not currently before the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. S. SMITH. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Are you ruling that in the course of any 
debate over what the proper procedure is and what the rules 
prescribe for our practices here, that an appeal of the Chair on 
a ruling that was just made is somehow nonappealable because 
of an action that might be before the House? 
 The SPEAKER. No. The ruling of the Chair, according to 
Mason's Manual, is that you cannot put a second appeal to the 
ruling of the Chair while the original appeal is pending before 
the House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, a further parliamentary inquiry. 
 I believe that that is the sum and substance of what I am 
actually appealing, though, Mr. Speaker. I moved to table as the 
third privileged motion, and it is my belief, Mr. Speaker, that 
that motion, as a privileged motion, is in order. The Chair, 
I believe, Mr. Speaker, ruled that that was not in order, at which 
point in time, Mr. Speaker, I appealed that. I think, Mr. Speaker, 
if we look at this— 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend. The Chair 
can add some clarification. 
 The members will please take their seats. The noise level is 
entirely too loud. The Sergeants at Arms will clear the aisles. 
 For the information of the gentleman, he is correct in his 
interpretation of rule 55 as it applies to the question, and the 
question being the resolution. However, the resolution is not 
before the House. It has been replaced by the motion to appeal 
the ruling of the Chair. Therefore, the issue before the House is 
the appeal to the ruling of the Chair. That has to be disposed of, 
and then the issue of the resolution is properly before the House. 
Then the gentleman's hierarchy, as he reads rule 55, is correct. 
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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, a further parliamentary inquiry, 
I guess, to keep it proper. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. What I believe is inconsistent with that 
interpretation is that if you were to stick to that, then I would 
not be able to make a call of the House, the second most 
privileged motion, and I would not be able to adjourn, make 
a motion to adjourn or recess, the number one privileged 
motion, and I disagree with the point of view that the Chair has 
taken. At some point if there is a disagreement with the position 
that the Chair has taken, a ruling of the Chair, I fail to see where 
that is not appealable even though there may have been another 
appeal pending. We still have to back down the rules. We work 
our way up, we work our way back down, motions to appeal the 
ruling of the Chair. I think that it is in order. 
 The SPEAKER. The motion to adjourn is always in order. 
It is covered by another section, not rule 55. It is covered under 
rule 56. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. And so is rule 59, which speaks to 
specifically—  Well, those next several rules – 56, 57, 58, 59, 
60. I suppose it goes on to the remainder of those privileged 
motions. Each of those are defined subsequent to rule 55. 
So they are all just further defined by the subsequent rules. The 
rule 55 is very specific that "When a question is under debate 
or before the House, no motion shall be received but the 
following, which shall take precedence in the order named." 
So while there was a motion to appeal the ruling of the Chair, 
a motion to table the resolution still should take precedence. 
 And I believe to put us back into the proper perspective of 
this discussion of the rules, Mr. Speaker, you are now 
subsequently saying that I cannot appeal that ruling of the Chair 
because of the prior motion to appeal, and I disagree with that 
as well. 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman would like to approach the 
rostrum, the Chair will confer with the gentleman. 
 
 (Conference held at Speaker's podium.) 
 
 

APPEAL AND MOTION WITHDRAWN 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, while I remain, I understand 
some of the position of the Chair and I believe the Chair 
understands the position that I have, and since we are somewhat 
at a point of conflict there that it is not easily resolved, I am 
going to withdraw whatever appeal of the Chair I may have had 
as well as withdraw my motion to table. So therefore, it is 
withdrawn, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the presence of 
Representative Mann on the floor. Her name will be added to 
the master roll. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The issue before the House is the appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair. 
 The Chair recognizes, on that issue, Representative Freeman. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the ruling of the Chair. 
 If I could please have some order, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. 
 Conferences in the rear of the House will break up. The 
Sergeants at Arms will clear the rear of the House, the side 
aisles, and the center aisles. This is an important issue that 
affects the process of this House. Members are entitled to be 
heard. Members will take their seats. Members will please take 
their seats. 
 The gentleman, Representative Freeman, is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, again I would like to reiterate that I support the 
ruling of the Chair. I think the Speaker's position is absolutely 
correct. 
 Before I give my reasons for that, I would like to note that 
the gentleman from Allegheny County in his reference to rule 
63 seemed to imply that somehow the language in that rule was 
the result of our good efforts here in this House to change our 
rules and reform our rules. It is important to note for the record 
that the language in rule 63 is in fact the exact same language 
we have had in rule 63 in previous sessions. So there is nothing 
in there that was the result of the efforts of the Reform 
Commission. 
 And I would caution members who claim the mantle of 
reform from constantly rising on this floor to disparage the work 
of that Reform Commission. We have done good work on 
behalf of the people of this Commonwealth in terms of 
reforming our House rules and suggesting other reforms to 
improve State government, and it is truly a disservice to the 
cause of reform to constantly, constantly cite provisions of the 
rules that have been— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. FREEMAN. —instituted in good faith— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. FREEMAN. —for the purpose of trying to make this 
House a better place. So I would just admonish the gentleman in 
that regard. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, a point of parliamentary 
inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. I believe the member should be speaking 
on the motion to appeal as opposed to giving a speech and 
admonishing members of this legislature for their honest 
opinion upon how some commission functioned in this House. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair is monitoring this debate very 
carefully. The gentleman is responding to the question raised 
under rule 63, and the Chair will monitor the gentleman's 
remarks appropriately. 
 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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 I just raised that to note that rule 63 is in fact the same rule 
that we have operated under in previous sessions prior to the 
reforms that have made this House more open, more accessible, 
more accountable, and more deliberative. 
 Let me note that the reason I feel the Chair's ruling is correct 
is if one takes a good look at rule 63, it states, "Any member 
may call for a division of a question by the House, if it 
comprehends propositions so distinct and separate that one 
being taken away, the other will stand as a complete proposition 
for the decision of the House." As the Chair rightly ruled, we 
have established by long precedent that we can do that with the 
divisibility of amendments. They can stand by themselves 
because through the ruling of the Chair, they can be assigned 
a different amendment number. 
 It is the procedure of this House, which is followed for both 
bills and resolutions, that they must be assigned a bill number or 
a resolution number that carries with it a printer's number. 
They are then required to be introduced to the bill clerk to get 
that number assigned. They are then assigned to a committee. 
You cannot divide a resolution and leave the remaining lying 
out there in the atmosphere without a resolution number 
assigned to it. To do so would mean chaos in terms of the 
procedures of this body. It is not in the interest of Democrats or 
Republicans to invoke such chaos. You cannot separate the 
body of a resolution or of a bill, because it will not have a bill 
number or a resolution number for the remaining portion. 
That is why the ruling of the Chair was correct, and I urge the 
members to sustain the ruling of the Chair. Otherwise, we bring 
into question our very ability as a legislative body to function. 
It would mean chaos, it would destroy the procedures of this 
House, and it would make a mockery of the legislative process. 
 I urge the members to sustain the Chair. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I will be very prompt, and I will abide by your 
decision, but I am going to have to reflect in that I think of all 
the members in my 33 years, I think I have introduced more 
amendments than possibly most, and, sir, I have offered these 
many amendments, hundreds of amendments, and even asked to 
divide other amendments of my own and by my colleagues. 
Now, Mr. Speaker, when the Democrats took over the 
majority last fall, I know there was some guffaw, where some of 
my good friends on the other side said we want to be like 
Bud George and we are going to amend all those bills that the 
Democrats put in. 
 Mr. Speaker, while I may do things that may be somewhat 
annoying and if I act in the manner that you do not believe 
represents all we should and what represents this House 
of Representatives in the best possible manner, I apologize. 
But, Mr. Speaker, even I, who left my education behind to join 
the U.S. Navy in World War II, want you to know that even 
I know you cannot divide a bill or a resolution. To be able to 
divide something, each part has to be able to stand on its own to 
become law. So in a bill you cannot have one part of a bill with 
an effective date and another part without. In a resolution you 
cannot have all the "WHEREAS" sections in one part of the bill 
and "be it…RESOLVED" in another. That truly is what the 
Speaker is saying, whether the Speaker is a Republican like 
Matt Ryan or a Democrat like Bob O'Donnell. That has been the 
consistent ruling. 
 Mr. Speaker, I notice how the maker of the motion stated 
that this resolution was on second consideration. I did not know 

before that a resolution gets a second consideration, and if 
a person who is appealing this cannot figure out the difference 
between a bill and a resolution, I do not think we should rely on 
that individual's judgment for following the rules. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, wholeheartedly I support your ruling. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have a great deal of respect for my colleague 
who is on the Reform Commission, Representative Freeman, 
and his wealth of knowledge about the procedure and the 
tradition of the House. However, I am afraid I do have to take 
issue, you know, with his interpretation here. I believe that 
when we put the Reichley amendment into this resolution, that 
it did in fact allow this resolution, perhaps even required it, to 
become divisible at the demand of or a request of a member. 
 I would point out that Mason's Manual, which we all agree is 
our procedural, you know, guide that supplements our rules, 
under section 310 it clearly talks about a resolution being 
susceptible to separation into two or more parts. Section 311 
goes on to state that when "…a question contains two or more 
separate and distinct propositions, it is the right of any member 
to demand that the question be divided into" two "separate 
propositions," and it goes on to discuss various times when 
questions, which according to this would include a resolution, 
can be so divided. 
 So I realize it has not been the practice of the House certainly 
to divide resolutions, and while it has not been our standard 
procedure, and I acknowledge that there apparently have been 
other rulings in the past that have, by Speakers, that have gone 
the other way, it seems to me that this might be the time to 
reevaluate whether those rulings were in fact consistent with the 
House rules and with Mason's Manual as we understand it. 
 So for that reason – and I do so somewhat reluctantly, I must 
admit, because I do not take lightly voting against the decision 
of the Chair – but I will be voting in favor of this motion to 
appeal the Chair's ruling. Thank you. 

MOTION FOR PREVIOUS QUESTION 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Payne. 
 Mr. PAYNE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to move the previous question on 
the motion for the appeal. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman moves the previous 
question, which is the appeal of the ruling of the Chair. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 The SPEAKER. Those members— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, just a parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. I know it is not necessary, but would it be 
possible for the gentleman to, for 30 seconds, amplify his reason 
for moving the previous question? I am under the impression 
there is only one more speaker. I am just curious, he does not 
have to, but it would be, I think, helpful to the members of the 
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Assembly as to why it is necessary now to call for this very, 
very unusual parliamentary procedure. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has made his motion. 
The Chair is required to follow the procedure to move the 
previous question. 
 Those members who second the motion will stand and 
remain standing until their names are recorded. Twenty seconds 
are required for the motion: Harper, Vereb, Murt, Mensch, 
Payne, Beyer, Gabig, Maher, Roae, Mustio, Cox, Marsico, 
Gingrich, Moyer – those members whose names are called, 
would they please sit down after their names are recorded – 
Swanger, Godshall, Quigley, Kauffman, Perry. The motion for 
the previous question has been made and properly seconded. 
 For the information of the members, an "aye" vote is a vote 
to end debate and take an immediate vote on the question. 
Those in favor of the motion will vote "aye"; those opposed, 
"nay." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–99 
 
Adolph Fleck McIlhattan Raymond 
Argall Gabig Mensch Reed 
Baker Geist Metcalfe Reichley 
Barrar Gillespie Micozzie Roae 
Bastian Gingrich Millard Rock 
Bear Godshall Miller Rohrer 
Benninghoff Grell Milne Ross 
Beyer Harper Moul Rubley 
Boback Harris Moyer Saylor 
Boyd Helm Murt Scavello 
Brooks Hennessey Mustio Schroder 
Cappelli Hershey Nailor Smith, S. 
Causer Hess Nickol Sonney 
Civera Hickernell O'Neill Stairs 
Clymer Hutchinson Payne Steil 
Cox Kauffman Peifer Stern 
Creighton Keller, M. Perry Stevenson 
Cutler Kenney Perzel Swanger 
Dally Killion Petri Taylor, J. 
Denlinger Mackereth Phillips True 
DiGirolamo Maher Pickett Turzai 
Ellis Major Pyle Vereb 
Evans, J. Mantz Quigley Vulakovich 
Everett Marshall Quinn Watson 
Fairchild Marsico Rapp  
 
 NAYS–98 
 
Belfanti George Manderino Siptroth 
Bennington Gerber Mann Smith, K. 
Biancucci Gergely Markosek Smith, M. 
Bishop Gibbons McCall Solobay 
Blackwell Goodman McGeehan Staback 
Brennan Grucela Melio Sturla 
Buxton Haluska Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Hanna Myers Tangretti 
Carroll Harhai O'Brien, M. Taylor, R. 
Casorio Harkins Oliver Thomas 
Cohen Hornaman Parker Vitali 
Conklin James Pashinski Wagner 
Costa Josephs Payton Walko 
Cruz Keller, W. Petrarca Wansacz 
Curry Kessler Petrone Waters 
DePasquale King Ramaley Wheatley 
Dermody Kirkland Readshaw White 

DeWeese Kortz Roebuck Williams 
Donatucci Kotik Sabatina Wojnaroski 
Eachus Kula Sainato Yewcic 
Evans, D. Leach Samuelson Youngblood 
Fabrizio Lentz Santoni Yudichak 
Frankel Levdansky Seip  
Freeman Longietti Shapiro O'Brien, D., 
Galloway Mahoney Shimkus    Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Daley Harhart Pallone Preston 
DeLuca McI. Smith   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The question before the House, shall the 
ruling of the Chair be sustained? Those in favor of sustaining 
the ruling of the Chair will vote "aye"; those voting not to 
sustain the ruling of the Chair will vote "nay." 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–108 
 
Baker Gerber Markosek Shimkus 
Belfanti Gergely Marshall Siptroth 
Bennington Gibbons McCall Smith, K. 
Biancucci Goodman McGeehan Smith, M. 
Bishop Grucela Melio Solobay 
Blackwell Haluska Micozzie Staback 
Brennan Hanna Miller Steil 
Buxton Harhai Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Harkins Myers Surra 
Carroll Harris Nickol Tangretti 
Casorio Hornaman O'Brien, M. Taylor, R. 
Cohen James Oliver Thomas 
Conklin Josephs Parker Vitali 
Costa Keller, W. Pashinski Wagner 
Cruz Kessler Payton Walko 
Curry King Petrarca Wansacz 
DePasquale Kirkland Petrone Waters 
Dermody Kortz Ramaley Wheatley 
DeWeese Kotik Readshaw White 
DiGirolamo Kula Roebuck Williams 
Donatucci Leach Ross Wojnaroski 
Eachus Lentz Sabatina Yewcic 
Evans, D. Levdansky Sainato Youngblood 
Fabrizio Longietti Samuelson Yudichak 
Frankel Mackereth Santoni  
Freeman Mahoney Seip O'Brien, D., 
Galloway Manderino Shapiro    Speaker 
George Mann   
 
 NAYS–89 
 
Adolph Fleck McIlhattan Raymond 
Argall Gabig Mensch Reed 



2007 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 2391 
Barrar Geist Metcalfe Reichley 
Bastian Gillespie Millard Roae 
Bear Gingrich Milne Rock 
Benninghoff Godshall Moul Rohrer 
Beyer Grell Moyer Rubley 
Boback Harper Murt Saylor 
Boyd Helm Mustio Scavello 
Brooks Hennessey Nailor Schroder 
Cappelli Hershey O'Neill Smith, S. 
Causer Hess Payne Sonney 
Civera Hickernell Peifer Stairs 
Clymer Hutchinson Perry Stern 
Cox Kauffman Perzel Stevenson 
Creighton Keller, M. Petri Swanger 
Cutler Kenney Phillips Taylor, J. 
Dally Killion Pickett True 
Denlinger Maher Pyle Turzai 
Ellis Major Quigley Vereb 
Evans, J. Mantz Quinn Vulakovich 
Everett Marsico Rapp Watson 
Fairchild    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Daley Harhart Pallone Preston 
DeLuca McI. Smith   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the decision of the Chair 
stood as the judgment of the House. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The ruling of the Chair stands. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 

MOTION TO TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The question before the House is HR 447 
as amended. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. On the clear subject before the House, 
HR 447, Mr. Speaker, I would move to table the resolution. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman moves to table HR 447. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On the motion to table, every member is 
entitled to speak. 
 Representative DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I oppose the motion to table for the reason that the United 
States Congress is going to be attempting to override the veto 
tomorrow, and I believe that it is important for this House to be 
on record either way, pro or con, as to whether we believe the 
U.S. House should seek to override that veto. So I view the 
motion to table as actually a vote on how you would vote on 
that final resolution. 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any other members? 
Representative Harper. 

 Ms. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A point of parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will state her point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Ms. HARPER. Do we have any bills affecting the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania on the voting schedule for 
today? 
 The SPEAKER. That is not a point of parliamentary inquiry. 
 Ms. HARPER. It is not? 
 The SPEAKER. No. The Chair— 
 Ms. HARPER. How can I get the answer to that question, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair would have to ask the leader. 
 Ms. HARPER. Then may I speak on the motion? 
 The SPEAKER. And the gentlelady can refer to the calendar. 
 Ms. HARPER. May I speak on the motion, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is in order and may speak on the 
motion. 
 Ms. HARPER. Thank you very much. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is 20 minutes of 4. We have spent 2 hours on 
a resolution telling Congress how to do its job while we have 
important business on the calendar that we should be working 
on. Let us table this silly political resolution and get about the 
business of the people of Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. The gentlelady that just exited the area near 
her microphone should be alert to the commonsense analysis 
that her party has extinguished almost all of the minutes during 
the last 2 hours. We would have been on to other business if it 
had not been for the dilly-dallying of the Republican Party. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Kauffman. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I take issue with the 
gentleman from Greene, and I want to applaud the lady's 
remarks from Montgomery. 
 Quite frankly, as a member of the Health and Human 
Services Committee, we wasted time yesterday on this 
resolution. There was a bill before the committee yesterday that 
was on the calendar and was supposed to be voted yesterday 
that would impact people in this Commonwealth. It would have 
provided a moratorium on the closing of our State hospitals for 
those with mental issues in this Commonwealth, but we instead 
decided to deal with an issue that has nothing to do with this 
legislature. So, you know, the argument is very hollow coming 
from the gentleman from Greene, and it is about time we get on 
with the business at hand rather than messing around with the 
Federal Congress. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind my colleagues on the 
other side that not too long ago in this House, and I believe 
many of them voted for it, we expanded the CHIP program 
(Children's Health Insurance Program) in Pennsylvania, and 
I believe they will probably put it in their campaign brochures 
saying how they fought for children in the State of Pennsylvania 
to get them health-care coverage. But now that the President has 
decided that he is going to eliminate Federal funding for that 
expansion, they have suddenly decided this has nothing to do 
with our business here in Pennsylvania. I do not get it, because 
if the fact that those funds get cut off does not affect their vote 
for the CHIP program earlier this year, then they are missing the 
point somewhere. This affects tens of thousands of children in 
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the State of Pennsylvania, and I would certainly hope that if 
they do not think that it does, they have every opportunity to 
vote "no" on this resolution. They can vote "no" on this 
resolution and say that it had absolutely nothing to do with 
children in Pennsylvania and try and justify that to their 
constituents. My sense is that they really want to duck the issue 
here and try and avoid this and not get children in Pennsylvania 
covered with health insurance. 
 I would encourage members not to table this, to vote 
"yes" on this—  Right; to actually vote "no" on tabling it and to 
vote "yes" on it after we get it to the floor, because a vote 
to table is a vote to say you really do not care about the 
CHIP program in Pennsylvania, you really do not support the 
CHIP program in Pennsylvania, and you will not stand up for 
the CHIP program in Pennsylvania. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Samuelson. The gentleman 
waives off. 
 Representative Clymer. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I want to correct the gentleman when he said 
that the— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is entitled to be heard. The 
Chair is having difficulty hearing you from the microphone. 
I do not know if you can reposition that. 
 Representative Clymer. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Yes. I want to correct the gentleman when he 
said that the President wants to cut off the funds. That is not 
correct, and if he read the President's veto message that was sent 
along with a correction to the bill itself, he would have seen that 
President Bush supports the program and wanted to add an 
additional $5 billion to it over a 5-year period. His concern – 
that is the President – was the $35 billion that wanted to be 
added by the Democrats, and raising the limits, the income 
limits of those who would qualify, was of grave concern to him. 
But it is important that we realize that the President – that is 
President Bush – did not want to and at this moment is not 
in favor of eliminating the CHIP program or eliminating the 
funds. Let us make that very clear for the record. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Metcalfe. The gentleman 
waives off. 
 Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I might ask the gentleman who sponsored this resolution to 
respond to some inquiries? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order to interrogate the 
gentleman if he will stand for interrogation, as long as the 
gentleman's questions relate to the motion to table. 
 Mr. MAHER. Indeed they do, Mr. Speaker. I have great 
respect for our rules. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates that he did not 
make the motion to table; therefore, he is not inclined to stand 
for interrogation. 
 Mr. MAHER. Has the gentleman accomplished all of that by 
telepathy or can the gentleman speak for himself? 
 The SPEAKER. No, the Chair looks to the members for 
their indication whether they will stand for interrogation. 
The gentleman declined. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would invite, is there any member on that side of the aisle, 
is there a single member who has actually read the Federal 
legislation that this resolution addresses? And if there is a single 

member who has actually read the legislation that this resolution 
addresses, I have some questions to aid my understanding. 
Is there anyone? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will remind all the members, the 
content of the resolution is not before the House; it is the motion 
to table. 
 Mr. MAHER. Well, thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will 
accept that as the answer to my query. And I would observe, 
Mr. Speaker, there is a very good reason to table this 
amendment, which is that this amendment encourages Congress 
to act on a piece of legislation, a piece of legislation that 
apparently no one in this chamber has read. That seems to me to 
be a very poor way of going about business. And I know that 
not so very long ago someone on that side of the aisle suggested 
that legislators should vote first and read bills later, but if we are 
being asked to pretend that we are in the Congress and to take 
a vote on a matter that is before the Congress, I would expect 
that it would be incumbent on us to have that language and 
to read that language. 
 Therefore, I support the motion to table in the hope that 
perhaps someone will have actually read this bill that is 
endorsed by this resolution and be able to respond to members' 
inquiries about the substance. For instance, I have heard in news 
accounts that this bill would cause Pennsylvanians to pay taxes 
to provide health care to children in New York and families that 
make $85,000 a year. I have heard all sorts of things about this 
bill from news accounts, and I have heard things on this floor 
today that say this bill does this or this bill does that, but it is 
astonishing that if no Democrat members actually read this 
legislation that they are endorsing, that we should be asked to 
act on it. 
 I endorse the motion to table to allow the members of this 
chamber to actually gain the specific knowledge other than 
relying on news accounts and spinmeisters to actually read the 
Federal legislation that is addressed by this resolution. And 
I notice, Mr. Speaker, that the majority leader is excitedly 
seeking recognition, and if the gentleman is interested, I will 
yield with the ability to return and welcome his interjection. 
 Okay; I see that the gentleman has changed his mind on that. 
 But I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I certainly hope that those 
members who take their responsibilities seriously in this 
chamber would support the opportunity to actually read the 
legislation that is the subject of this resolution. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Josephs. The gentlelady 
waives off. 
 Representative Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of the motion to table. I think it is certainly 
interesting that the other side has put forth the only health-care 
bill to date, this resolution, to try to embarrass the President and 
address Congress as opposed to putting forth the Governor's 
plan to implement big government-run, new tax, government-
mandated health care. I would love to be having a debate on 
that given the real issues of affordable health care for 
Pennsylvanians, and we would love you to also give us the 
opportunity, once you put up the Governor's plan, to put our 
bills up on consumer-oriented health-care changes and lawsuit 
abuse reform. I think those would be serious subjects of debate. 
This is nothing more than frivolous. 
 Let us motion to table and ask the other side to get serious 
about putting real bills on the table with real debate. Thank you. 
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 The SPEAKER. Representative Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, no, I have not read the bill 
in its entirety, but we have studied the bill that is before 
Congress that the President has vetoed. 
 Mr. Speaker, the issue before us as we deal with whether or 
not we should table HR 447 is an issue that involves millions of 
children and families without health care. Many of those people 
who are without health care, Mr. Speaker, live in the great State 
of Pennsylvania, and, Mr. Speaker, it is not only prudent but it 
is imperative that we as a legislative body encourage Congress 
to not only override the President's veto but to reject it out of 
hand, and let us do what we must do in the interests of the 
residents of Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have taken a step in Pennsylvania to say 
that all kids will be covered. We have taken a step in 
Pennsylvania to say that families who are struggling, whether 
they be working or not working, should have access to health 
care. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. THOMAS. And, Mr. Speaker, the issue before Congress 
as we deal with this motion to table or not table— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, 
Representative Smith, rise? 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Just, Mr. Speaker, to try to keep us, to 
request the Chair to try to keep us on the motion to table and not 
the subjects of congressional action. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the resolution that is before this 
body— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The Chair has extended great latitude to all the members but 
will remind the members to try to stay focused on the motion to 
table as closely as possible. If you make a statement, please 
bring it around as quickly as possible to the motion before us. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I just want, for 
the record, that I have spent the last 2 1/2 hours watching this 
political jockeying, and I have been patient. Well, my patience 
has run out. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that we urge Congress to 
override the President's veto, and I am not trying to embarrass 
the President. If there is any embarrassment, he has embarrassed 
himself. 
 Mr. Speaker, the issue before us is to reject out of hand this 
motion to table HR 447. It is timely, it is necessary, and our 
19 members of the United States Congress need to hear from us 
on the issue of whether or not children should have access to 
health-care coverage. Reject the motion to table. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reichley. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 With all due respect to some of the statements made by the 
previous speakers on the other side of the aisle, whether you are 
going to vote "yes" or "no" on this, I think at least the general 
public deserves some honesty about the facts and figures we are 
talking about today. A failure to act upon this resolution will 
not, will not cause any child to go without health insurance 
tomorrow or the day after that or next week or next month. 
As both Appropriations Committee staffs know, there is right 
now $150 million of Pennsylvania State taxpayer money 
in reserves for the CHIP program in Pennsylvania. That 
is separate and apart from Federal funds. The CHIP program in 
Pennsylvania will not run out of money until May of 2008. 
Not November, not December, not January or February; well 

into our next budget deliberations is when that program will 
expend all the reserve funds. 
 When the gentleman from Lancaster said that the President 
sought to eliminate funding for SCHIP, that is factually not 
correct. The President offered $5 billion, billion with a "b" – not 
zero, $5 billion – and the difference apparently between the 
Congress and the President is on the level of funding for that 
and the distribution of funding. But at the very least, let us agree 
to use the honest facts and figures in this debate. This will not 
cause millions of children, as I just heard referred to, to go 
without health insurance. Pennsylvania has adequately set aside 
funding, and in fact, when Cover All Kids was passed last 
year, it was done with a 5-year Federal fund participation 
projection that the funding would continue at a rate, I believe, of 
55 percent of Federal funding coming from Washington, 
45 percent from the State. So this is not a situation where 
suddenly health insurance coverage dries up for every child out 
there. Pennsylvania took care of these resources. Let us not use 
a rhetorical bloody shirt to try to confuse the general public on 
what this is – a politically motivated resolution. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any other members that seek 
recognition for the first time? 
 The Chair recognizes Representative Sturla for the second 
time. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, contrary to several people's assertions, and 
I believe we could get the record read back if we needed to, 
I said that the President had eliminated the opportunity 
to expand the CHIP program, and as was pointed out, funds will 
run out before we do an Appropriations budget again this year 
for the expanded CHIP program in Pennsylvania unless there 
are additional Federal funds, and in fact, the Governor will 
probably suspend the expanded CHIP program in Pennsylvania 
unless those Federal funds are forthcoming. So in fact, there 
will be people that will be going without health insurance if 
Congress does not override the President's veto. 
 In terms of the issue of health care and the fact that we need 
to get on with it, we have already passed at least five expanded 
scope-of-practice bills in this House that were passed in the 
Senate and signed by the Governor. There was a hospital-
acquired-infections bill that passed, and there are various other 
programs that we have passed in the State dealing with health 
care, and we intend to do more. 
 But I want to get to this issue of, have you read the bill 
before Congress? Apparently everyone in the House read the 
bill that was before Congress to expand the CHIP program, 
because back on March 21 of this year, in a resolution that I had 
sponsored, it was a resolution urging the Congress of the United 
States to provide timely and meaningful reauthorization— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. STURLA. —of the State Children's Health Insurance 
Program in 2007. Now, every member, 198 to zero— 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does— 
 Mr. STURLA. —198 members— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, we are now reading a 
resolution that passed some time ago apparently. I do not see 
what that has to do with the motion to table that is before us. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. STURLA. It deals directly— 
 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. 
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 The Chair will remind the members the issue before the 
House is the motion to table. The Chair has extended 
considerable latitude. The Chair will remind the members that if 
they are making a point, please bring it around to the motion to 
table as quickly as possible. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, if I might? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Sturla. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. To amplify the comments of the Chair, the 
honorable gentleman from Lancaster is just responding to the 
honorable gentleman from Allegheny. The gentleman from 
Allegheny was opining that we should have all read the 
children's health insurance proposal from the Federal Congress. 
My honorable colleague from Lancaster is just saying that in the 
springtime, all of our Republican friends voted for that kind of 
reauthorization, and we are just assuming that they must have 
read it back then in the springtime. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 So I do not believe that members have to go back and reread 
this. It is the same committee that it came out of, the same 
process, the same type of resolution urging Congress to do 
something about this program. I would urge that we vote to not 
table this and that we move on with a "yes" vote for the final 
passage of the resolution. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reichley, for the second 
time. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Again, just to respond to the comments of the gentleman 
from Lancaster, I think he just said the Governor may cut the 
program for children's health insurance, which begs the 
credulity of every member in this chamber, the same Governor 
who championed Cover All Kids, who has been championing 
universal health care, is now going to take the political step 
of withdrawing the coverage for the children? Now, let us be 
serious about this. 
 And to put an even finer point on it, as dramatic in terms as 
we just heard from the gentleman, 2 days ago, October 15: 
"Rendell spokesman Chuck Ardo says that for a while at least, 
Pennsylvania's program won't be affected by the veto of a bill 
that would expand the federal program…." To quote: "We have 
been very good stewards of the program; we are in very good 
shape." "…Pennsylvania's efforts to insure children could be 
affected in a year or sometime thereafter." 
 So let us really put an end to this lie that somehow there is 
a need to vote on this resolution today. The facts are the facts. 
There is more than enough money to sustain the CHIP program 
well into our budget deliberations next year, and I challenge the 
gentleman on the other side that if the Governor is really serious 
about eliminating the funding for the Children's Health 
Insurance Program, let him say it today. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Thomas, for the second time. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, just so that the record is clear, 
this body last year, coupled with the Intergovernmental 
Affairs—  Well, last year this body voted to ask for a waiver 
from the United States Department of Health and Human 
Services so that we could move forward with an expanded 
CHIP program so that we could cover all kids. The House 
Intergovernmental Affairs Committee sent a letter supporting 

that request for a waiver. We met with our congressional 
delegates and indicated our support for a waiver. A waiver was 
granted in March. But, Mr. Speaker, the reality of it is, if the 
Federal government does not provide sufficient resources for us 
to not only continue with the program but sustain the program 
over the defined number of years as contained in the legislation, 
then we will have to make changes. That is the reality. 
 And on the issue of whether or not this table or not table is 
going to change anything, Pennsylvanians need to know that 
this House and this Senate stand up for covering all kids in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, not just today, not just 
tomorrow, but over a sustained period of time. They need to 
know where we are, and they need to know it now. 
 Vote not to table HR 447. 
 
 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

 
 
 The SPEAKER. Is there any member seeking recognition 
before the Chair recognizes the prime sponsor of the resolution? 
 Representative Gabig. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have, I guess, a parliamentary inquiry. 
 I heard, I think, the gentleman from York and the gentleman 
from Lancaster on the other side state that if you vote for tabling 
this resolution, that is a vote against CHIP, and I would like to 
know, is that proper argument on the motion to table? Is that 
proper argument on the motion to table? They are saying that 
a vote on this motion to table is a vote on the substantive 
measure. 
 The SPEAKER. The member was expressing his opinion. 
It is not for the Chair to make that determination. 
 Mr. GABIG. So that then if I wanted to respond or another 
member wanted to respond about their reasons for voting on the 
substantive measure, which we are saying our vote is going to 
be, would that be appropriate responsive argument to the two 
members over there saying, how I am going to vote right now is 
a vote on the underlying measure? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will remind the members, and the 
Chair is being consistent in its instruction, that the motion 
before the House is the motion to table. The Chair has extended 
latitude to the members but asks the members to bring any issue 
they have quickly around and relate it to that motion. That is the 
instruction of the Chair. 
 Mr. GABIG. I understood that, and I very much appreciated 
that as we went into the debate, but my question specifically had 
to do, how lenient was the Chair being? It seemed to me that 
that was over the line when those two gentlemen said that a vote 
on this motion to table was a vote on the substantive measure 
that we are dealing with, the resolution. I thought that was over 
the line, and I would like to make a motion to strike that from 
the record, those two comments that they made, because I think 
it was inappropriate argument, if I could make a motion to strike 
those comments. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will have the Parliamentarian 
review the record. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKER 

 The SPEAKER. On a very serious note, on this day in 1947, 
Representative John Myers was born. Would members of 
the House please join the Chair in wishing Representative 
John Myers a very happy birthday. 

STATEMENT BY MR. MYERS 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Myers. 
 Mr. MYERS. What do you say about a birthday? Thank God 
we have another one. 
 I am 60 years old today. I know one of my colleagues 
talked about he was 45; I was laughing. Those of us that are in 
the 60-year-age range, we have been there and done that. 
You young folks, we are going to stop and wait on you all to 
catch up with us. 
 I just want to thank each and every one of you for the love 
you are showing me today. I want to give the love back. In the 
middle of this heated battle, I do not know what to say except 
thank you and I hope we get to a vote very shortly, and I hope 
we get to a vote very shortly because I would like to kind of 
celebrate a little bit. 
 But having said that, let me share something with you all, 
that my birthday is on the 17th; the 18th, tomorrow, is my 
23d-year anniversary of marriage to my wife; and on Friday the 
19th is her birthday. So I want to remind you that it was fun 
when I was young, 17, 18, 19; I cannot handle all three of those 
days like that anymore, so I need to get out of here today. 
 Thank you very much. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY SPEAKER 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman referred to the younger 
members of the House. The Chair would also recognize that one 
of those younger members is celebrating his 38th birthday. 
Marc Gergely, happy birthday. 
 And so as not to discriminate our CORE employees, sitting 
at the front, we would like to wish Randee a happy birthday. 

STATEMENT BY MR. GERGELY 

 The SPEAKER. Are there any members seeking recognition 
on the motion to table? 
 For what purpose does Representative Gergely rise? 
 Mr. GERGELY. In light, Mr. Speaker, of the hour of the 
day, it may not be possible for me to get home to Pittsburgh 
tonight, so I want to say hi to A.J., Nicole, and Olivia, my three 
kids, and say Daddy is watching and hope I can spend tonight 
with them. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Is there any member seeking recognition 
on the motion to table? 
 Representative DeWeese? Roll it? 
 Representative Smith? 
 On the motion to table, those in favor of the motion will vote 
"aye"; those opposed, "nay." 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–98 
 
Adolph Gabig Mensch Raymond 
Argall Geist Metcalfe Reed 
Baker Gillespie Micozzie Reichley 
Barrar Gingrich Millard Roae 
Bastian Godshall Miller Rock 
Bear Grell Milne Rohrer 
Benninghoff Harper Moul Ross 
Beyer Harris Moyer Rubley 
Boback Helm Murt Saylor 
Boyd Hennessey Mustio Scavello 
Brooks Hershey Nailor Schroder 
Cappelli Hess Nickol Smith, S. 
Causer Hickernell O'Neill Sonney 
Civera Hutchinson Payne Stairs 
Clymer Kauffman Peifer Steil 
Cox Keller, M. Perry Stern 
Creighton Kenney Perzel Stevenson 
Cutler Killion Petri Swanger 
Dally Mackereth Phillips Taylor, J. 
Denlinger Maher Pickett True 
Ellis Major Pyle Turzai 
Evans, J. Mantz Quigley Vereb 
Everett Marshall Quinn Vulakovich 
Fairchild Marsico Rapp Watson 
Fleck McIlhattan   
 
 NAYS–99 
 
Belfanti George Manderino Siptroth 
Bennington Gerber Mann Smith, K. 
Biancucci Gergely Markosek Smith, M. 
Bishop Gibbons McCall Solobay 
Blackwell Goodman McGeehan Staback 
Brennan Grucela Melio Sturla 
Buxton Haluska Mundy Surra 
Caltagirone Hanna Myers Tangretti 
Carroll Harhai O'Brien, M. Taylor, R. 
Casorio Harkins Oliver Thomas 
Cohen Hornaman Parker Vitali 
Conklin James Pashinski Wagner 
Costa Josephs Payton Walko 
Cruz Keller, W. Petrarca Wansacz 
Curry Kessler Petrone Waters 
DePasquale King Ramaley Wheatley 
Dermody Kirkland Readshaw White 
DeWeese Kortz Roebuck Williams 
DiGirolamo Kotik Sabatina Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Kula Sainato Yewcic 
Eachus Leach Samuelson Youngblood 
Evans, D. Lentz Santoni Yudichak 
Fabrizio Levdansky Seip  
Frankel Longietti Shapiro O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mahoney Shimkus    Speaker 
Galloway    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Daley Harhart Pallone Preston 
DeLuca McI. Smith   
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the motion was not 
agreed to. 
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 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On that question, the Chair recognizes 
Representative Rohrer. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have already heard all kinds of discussion 
during the tabling motion, but to me, it still begs the question of 
this: This resolution is not necessarily – well, actually it is not 
on the merits of SCHIP or CHIP itself; this is on the President's 
decision to override or to veto the legislation. That is what the 
resolution says. Now, it says other things, but in my opinion, 
Mr. Speaker, the President had every right and made very clear, 
in my opinion, again, why the vetoing of that legislation was in 
order. 
 Now, for folks to stand here and say that because we have 
CHIP in Pennsylvania and because members of this House 
voted for CHIP and to say that any opposition to this or 
a refusal to urge the President or the Congress to override the 
President's veto is equivalent to a backing up, for instance, for 
anybody who voted for CHIP here is not true. Understand that 
the original intent here was for those who were poor, in poverty, 
and without coverage. That is not what SCHIP that the 
President vetoed is all about, and we have heard that how many 
times? 
 Eighty-two thousand dollars of household income and saying 
that they are poor and, therefore, should be covered by an 
expanded program at $30 to $50 billion is not in the interest of 
those who are really truly poor and without coverage. This is 
not about coverage for poor children. This is everything about 
the expansion of government-subsidized health care, which 
jeopardizes, in fact, the ability to pay for and cover those who 
are poor. 
 This is an economic issue that the President entered into, and 
it is, therefore, in the interest of the people of this House who 
have concerns for the cost to the taxpayer and whether or not 
coverage in fact can be continued into the future for those 
children who are poor. What the President did recognizes that if 
allowed to stand, SCHIP as passed by Congress will in fact be 
unable to be paid for and will jeopardize the cost or the care for 
those who are truly poor. 
 So on that basis, Mr. Speaker, I am saying that I am going to 
vote "no" on this resolution, because it is not in our interest to 
tell the President or the Congress to override what the President 
legitimately did. I do not know how many times and how many 
ways we can say it, but that is the basis for it, and I urge a "no" 
vote on this resolution. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The minority whip requests that 
Representative ADOLPH be placed on leave for the 
remainder of the day. The Chair sees no objection. The leave 
will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Gabig. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wonder if the maker of this resolution would stand for 
interrogation? 

 The SPEAKER. The gentleman indicates that he will. 
The gentleman is in order and may proceed with his 
interrogation. 
 Mr. GABIG. There was a rhetorical question asked earlier 
whether any of us had read the Federal legislation that the 
gentleman's resolution talks about, and no one stood up to say 
that they had actually read the Federal legislation. So would my 
assumption be correct that the maker of the resolution has not in 
fact read the Federal legislation of which his resolution is the 
subject? Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I have read the Congressional Research 
Service analysis of several parts of the bill, but I have not read 
the bill point to point. 
 Mr. GABIG. And I certainly do not condemn the maker of 
this resolution for that. I have not read the Federal legislation 
either, and so what I rely on here are some press reports and 
some letters that I have from Federal Congressmen that have 
voted on and studied this bill. But I am going to ask some 
questions factually and see if you agree with them or know 
about it. 
 Do you know whether or not there are any children that are 
currently eligible for the CHIP program that are not enrolled? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I cannot hear. 
 Mr. GABIG. Yes, I am sorry. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman, the maker of the resolution, know whether there are 
any children who are eligible for the CHIP program that are not 
currently enrolled in the program? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Are you talking about in Pennsylvania 
or nationally? 
 Mr. GABIG. This is national legislation, as I understand, 
Federal legislation, so I guess we would start federally. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Each State obviously has different rules 
and requirements. In Pennsylvania, you have about 130,000 
children that could be eligible for CHIP that are not. I do not 
have the statistics from every State, though, but I will tell you 
that under— 
 Mr. GABIG. Let me, before the gentleman continues, did 
you say there were 130,000 children in Pennsylvania? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. In Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. GABIG. That are currently eligible for the program? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. And are not enrolled. 
 Mr. GABIG. And not enrolled; 130,000 Pennsylvania 
children – children – that are currently eligible that are not 
enrolled. Would the gentleman, I have a figure here from 
a Federal Congressman that says 1.7— 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Representative Gabig, can you hold? 
I just want to get my earpiece. 
 Mr. GABIG. Surely. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Sorry about that; it would be easier to 
hear. 
 Mr. GABIG. There we go. 
 You just cited a figure of 130,000. Could you share for the 
House the source of that data? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is from the Department of Health. 
 Mr. GABIG. Your knowledge is based on information you 
have from the Department of Health. Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Statistics from the Department 
of Health. 
 Mr. GABIG. All right. Would the gentleman argue with 
the number that has been in the newspaper article as cited 
by a Federal Congressman in our State that there are 
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1.7 million eligible children who are not currently enrolled in 
a CHIP program nationally that are eligible for the program? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I would not argue with that. 
 Mr. GABIG. Okay. Is the gentleman aware that under the 
legislation that was vetoed by the President, that there was 
a provision that required that before any CHIP money went to 
anyone other than children – for example, adults, before any 
money went to adults rather than children – that 95 percent of 
eligible children had to be enrolled, that there was a condition 
under previous law, that that was removed under this 
legislation. Was the gentleman aware of that? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I am sorry. Could you repeat that 
again? 
 Mr. GABIG. Yes, I can. That the bill that the President 
vetoed removed an important measure which required that 
95 percent of eligible children be enrolled in CHIP before the 
program is expanded to wealthier higher-income families and to 
adults? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I would dispute the definition of 
"wealthy," which— 
 Mr. GABIG. Wealthier, I said. I am sorry; the gentleman 
might not have heard me. I said wealthier. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Well, I understood. I am aware that that 
provision was removed from the previous Federal CHIP bill to 
the bill that was just passed but vetoed. 
 Mr. GABIG. Is the gentleman aware that under the bill that 
was vetoed by the President, that 2 million, 2 million children 
that currently have, currently have insurance would move into 
the CHIP program? Was the gentleman aware of that? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I do not believe that is accurate. 
 Mr. GABIG. Does the gentleman then dispute the Federal 
Congressman that says, who is a Pennsylvania Congressman, 
that the expansion is that 2 million children will drop their 
private coverage and move to the CHIP program? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I will concede that there is political 
rhetoric on both sides of this issue, but I do dispute that. There 
are 69 United States Senators that supported this Federal 
legislation, 265 members of Congress, and I do not believe that 
issue. There are various issues as you move along of helping 
people that are already— 
 Mr. GABIG. All right. So you dispute the Federal 
Congressman that said there are going to be 2 million children 
that currently have health-care coverage, that they would move 
into CHIP when we have 1.7 million that are uninsured? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I will dispute that specifically 
in Pennsylvania— 
 Mr. GABIG. Can you tell me then, since you are familiar 
with all, Mr. Speaker, since the maker is familiar with these 
Department of Health statistics, what number there will be that 
will drop their private health insurance— 
 The SPEAKER. The members will suspend. 
 Mr. GABIG. —and move to CHIP. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Gabig, members will 
suspend. 
 The Chair will ask the members to ask a question and allow 
the other member to respond and vice versa. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. If somebody has private insurance in 
Pennsylvania, they would have to be dropped for 6 months 
before they could move on to the CHIP program, and as 
a parent of two young children, I would never put my kids in 
that type of risk. 

 Mr. GABIG. Thank you for that answer. My question was, 
though, Mr. Speaker, you are contesting the number that there 
will be 2 million children nationally who currently have health 
insurance, private health insurance, that would have, under 
the bill that was vetoed by the President, moved to the 
CHIP program. You dispute that number. The question I asked 
you, since you are familiar with these Department of Health 
statistics and have made this resolution and have taken up this 
time of the House for so long, tell me, sir, and tell this House, 
if you can, how many children that currently have health 
insurance will move from private health insurance on to 
this government-subsidized health insurance designed for 
low-income, poor families? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I believe in Pennsylvania, the answer 
is zero. 
 Mr. GABIG. This is Federal legislation, sir, and so, 
Mr. Speaker, I would ask if you could please answer. If you 
cannot answer, just tell us. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair will remind the members to ask 
a question and wait for a response. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. If all 49 other Governors and all 
49 other State legislatures are not going to have as good a bill 
as Pennsylvania, that is their problem. The answer in 
Pennsylvania is zero. And I also, as a parent of two young 
children, know that if the 6-month rule is in effect, no parent, 
no parent that already has health insurance for their child is 
going to put that child at risk, whether it be one, two, three, 
or more children at risk for 6 months, just so they can be on the 
CHIP program, and if you are at 200 percent of the poverty 
level or above, there are copays still even in the Pennsylvania 
program. So it is not as if you are going to take a 6 month and 
then get free health-care insurance. That is completely why 
I believe the answer in Pennsylvania is zero, and I also believe 
the answer nationally would be significantly limited, if not zero. 
 Mr. GABIG. If they remove, as the gentleman has conceded 
I believe in his previous answer, the provision that before 
money could be expended for adults and for wealthier families, 
if they remove that provision which protected low-income and 
poorer families in the bill that the President vetoed, are you 
aware, sir, that in other States, including Minnesota, 87 percent 
of the CHIP enrollees are adults, not children? Was the 
gentleman aware of that when he made his resolution, 
Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I am aware that each State has their 
own programs. I am also very aware of Pennsylvania's program. 
I am also aware that under the Federal bill that was passed in 
'97, when the Republicans controlled the Congress and 
President Clinton was in office, they created a waiver program 
of which the Federal government would be allowed to grant 
waivers to any State that sought it. For example, New York 
sought to seek the income limits up to $83,000. The Bush 
administration rejected that waiver. Other States, because they 
are allowed to experiment to try to get more people health-care 
coverage, have been granted exemptions. That is why each State 
has been given the ability under our system of government 
where States are considered the laboratories of democracy to 
experiment with different ways to try to make sure everyone 
gets health-care coverage. I actually think that experimentation 
is a positive. 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I appreciate that 
answer. That concludes my interrogation. 
 May I speak on the resolution? 
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 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. GABIG. I think the fact that the gentleman was 
attempting to filibuster on a very specific question rather than 
answering the question speaks volumes about the fact that he 
has not looked at the merits of the underlying Federal legislation 
or the merits of the President's veto of this specific legislation. 
The President is supportive of CHIP; the President is supportive 
of CHIP. CHIP passed by a Republican Congress. It has been 
supported by this General Assembly. We have been leaders in 
this area. It is designed for lower income, poorer children – 
children – to help them get coverage when they do not have 
coverage. 
 We heard that 130,000 children who are eligible under 
current law, from poorer, lower income families, are not 
involved with CHIP. The bill that was passed at the Federal 
level to try to embarrass the President as a political maneuver 
by Nancy Pelosi and the gang down in DC, not working across 
party lines to come up with a consensus as we have done in this 
General Assembly, but in order to create this political theater 
that we are currently engaged in, would expand this CHIP 
program to include more and more adults and not children. 
It would expand it to include wealthier families, not poorer 
families. I believe the median income in America for these 
families is less than $50,000 – $48,000; the median, middle 
income. Poorer families have $30,000, $20,000; lower income 
families. 
 Under this bill, we have heard $60,000, $80,000 families are 
going to be eligible for this CHIP program, this program, 
a welfare program designed to help poorer families. They are 
going to be taking that money away from Pennsylvania's poor 
families. There are 1.7 million children eligible for CHIP; poor, 
lower income. We are going to take 2 million people that have 
insurance, these upper income families, and displace those – 
they are not going to be eligible – rather than trying to reach out 
to them. 
 This was a bad piece of Federal legislation. This resolution is 
a bad piece of legislation here and should be defeated on its 
merits. It should be defeated. And I call on my Republican 
colleague to see this for what it is; all of my Republican 
colleagues, see this for what it is. It is an attempt to embarrass 
the Republican administration in the White House. That is all it 
is, and I ask you to vote "no," resoundingly, this measure down. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Metcalfe. 
 The Chair will ask for order on the floor. Conferences in the 
side aisles and in the rear will break up. Sergeants at Arms will 
ask the members to take their seats. The gentleman is in order. 
He is entitled to be heard. Members will take their seats. 
 Representative Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have a number of concerns with supporting 
this expansion of socialized medicine in the United States, but 
I would like to focus on just one point of concern in some brief 
remarks. 
 Mr. Speaker, I hold in my hand a copy of a memo that was 
generated by Congressman John E. Peterson. The date is 
Tuesday, October 16, 2007. "Capitol Perspectives: Playing 
Politics with Children's Health Care" is the title of the article 
by Congressman Peterson. 
 I would like to focus on a brief paragraph that the 
Congressman wrote related to an issue, Mr. Speaker, that is 
a great concern I know to the majority of members on both sides 
of the aisle, and that is the issue of illegal aliens and illegal 

aliens benefiting from taxpayer dollars in our country, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the Congressman, Congressman Peterson 
wrote: "The bill" – referencing the SCHIP bill that was vetoed 
by the President – "The bill even makes it easier for illegal 
immigrants to receive SCHIP benefits. In 2005, Congress 
passed citizenship verification requirements for those applying 
for Medicaid and SCHIP. The current SCHIP bill repeals that 
provision and allows applicants to verify citizenship by simply 
submitting a Social Security number. 
 "While this process may determine whether an applicant is 
using a fake social security number, it will not determine 
whether the applicant is a legal resident of the United States. 
A recent letter from the Social Security Administration 
commissioner articulated this important point." 
 Mr. Speaker, I think this is a very concerning problem with 
the legislation that the sponsor of this resolution would like us 
to support and like Congress to support. Mr. Speaker, 
Americans across party lines, Pennsylvanians across party lines, 
do not support having their tax dollars used for the benefit of 
those who are invading our nation illegally, Mr. Speaker. 
The illegal alien invasion will only be brought to an end if we 
cut off the economic resources that they are tapping into, 
including this type of health-care benefit, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan issue. This is an issue that 
we should be joining across the aisle on in supporting our 
Pennsylvania citizens, our Pennsylvania children, from not 
having resources that are meant for them to be drained by a poor 
piece of legislation that this resolution is moving to support that 
would actually make it easier for illegals to fraudulently tap into 
this benefit. 
 Mr. Speaker, once again, this is not a partisan issue. This is 
one that we should be able to join together across party lines. 
I know there are some in this chamber that will not support any 
effort to eradicate the illegal aliens from our soil and remove 
them from our soil. It is time to end the invasion, and by taking 
a stand here today and supporting this resolution, I believe 
a vote for this resolution is a vote to support illegal aliens and 
help them continue to be sustained within our economy. 
 Now, my colleagues on the other side of the aisle that are 
planning to support the illegal aliens by voting for this 
resolution that are smiling, you can smile now. It will catch up 
with you. Pennsylvanians are not going to stand for this kind of 
use of their time and money. That we are wasting hours on this 
resolution that ends up benefiting illegals is an outrage. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cruz. 
 Mr. CRUZ. Mr. Speaker, I was just wondering why we are 
talking about the phrase "illegal immigrants" when we are 
talking about a resolution on CHIP. 
 Now that Mr. Metcalfe has finished: 
 (Remarks made by Mr. Cruz in Spanish.) 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher, for the second time. 
 Mr. MAHER. Of course I would have preferred that 
someone in this chamber had actually read this legislation that is 
being supported, and I understand the gentleman from Lancaster 
County thinks that reauthorization of CHIP that was supported 
on a bipartisan basis by this chamber is the same as this Federal 
legislation, and it illustrates the point why it would be a good, 
worthy endeavor to actually read the Federal legislation that we 
are being asked to take a position on because they are not the 
same. They are entirely different. 
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 You know, a couple of years ago, June of '06, this chamber 
actually voted on CHIP in a way that was meaningful. 
It expanded the State program. Just about everybody on this 
side of the aisle voted to make CHIP eligibility more expansive 
to provide health care for the children whose families cannot 
afford it. Some of those who opposed expansion of CHIP when 
it mattered, when it mattered, when the effect of a vote actually 
changed the future of Pennsylvania, include the gentleman from 
Lancaster, include the majority leader, include some others who 
have spoken on this. 
 Now, when it mattered, when it actually came to affecting 
the lives of children in Pennsylvania, many on that side of the 
aisle said no. When now it is a resolution that apparently is not 
important enough for any member on that side of the aisle to 
read the Federal law they are endorsing, because it is really 
a political posturing exercise, they are all gung ho, gung ho to 
urge Congress to override a veto dealing with a program that 
when it came to the actual bill for children in Pennsylvania, you 
voted "no," not to help these children. 
 Thank goodness for the members on this side of the aisle and 
the broad-minded members on that side of the aisle, and there 
were many, who bucked your leadership to recognize that 
taking care of children mattered, but it was done in a substantive 
way, not this silly resolution about a bill that no one, including 
the sponsor of the resolution, has read. That is an embarrassing 
confession. I think it speaks very poorly on this legislature that 
half of the members are happy to vote on subjects when you 
have not read the bill you are supporting. It is embarrassing. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Relative to the thrust of the argumentation by my honorable 
friend from Allegheny County, it is fallacious in the extreme, 
and I will tell you why. In March of 2005 my honorable 
colleague sponsored a resolution urging the Federal government 
to continue operating the United States Army War College in 
Carlisle. He did not ask us if we had read the resolution. He did 
not ask us any questions about the background or how 
much United States tax dollars would be needed. So for him to 
talk about reading the proposal that we have been seeing 
ad infinitum, ad nauseam on CNN and even his own beloved 
Fox network week after week after week – this is a chance to 
send George W. Bush a message from the Pennsylvania General 
Assembly about children and their health care. That is what this 
resolution is about. All of this other is absolute parliamentary 
detritus, and I have never seen him embrace parliamentary 
detritus. My good friend would never do that. But God bless 
America, when his resolution was up back in March for the 
United States Army War College, we stepped to, we voted for 
it, and I will admit, I did not read it. 
 
 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A point of personal privilege. As the gentleman was 
specifically addressing me, I would like if he could refer in that 
resolution, what piece of Federal legislation was referenced 
in that resolution? 
 Mr. DeWEESE. "Federal action"— 
 Mr. MAHER. Excuse me? 
 Mr. DeWEESE. —would be the word; "Federal action." 

 Mr. MAHER. So that resolution did not refer to any 
particular piece of legislation? There was nothing to be read. Is 
that correct? 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Absolutely not; absolutely not correct. 
There would have been volumes of data that would have had to 
have been produced to make certain that the United States tax 
dollars that were going to be sluicing into Carlisle for a very 
good cause, I might add, an institution that I visit with some 
regularity and I know we both respect, but we do not have time 
to read the encyclopedic data that comes at us in rivers, in 
Niagaras. But we all know what this SCHIP is about. It is health 
care for poor kids, and you are either for the President or against 
the President. It is not unusual in this chamber from time to time 
during a 24-month session, a half a dozen times, we admonish 
the Congress and we admonish the President. That is not 
unusual at all, my honorable colleague. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you for clarifying that the resolution 
you cited did not encourage congressional action on any 
particular piece of legislation, so there was no legislation to be 
read. Had there been, I certainly would have endeavored to have 
educated myself and would welcome again anyone on that side 
of the aisle who has actually read this Federal bill to stand up 
and explain it. I do not think there is one. Shocking. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Harper. 
 Ms. HARPER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to speak on the bill, if I might, for just a brief 
moment. 
 The SPEAKER. On the resolution, the gentlelady is in order 
and may proceed. 
 Ms. HARPER. On the resolution, I am sorry. 
 I am not going to speak in favor of the resolution because 
those of us who care about expanding the CHIP program voted 
for it on the floor of this House on a bill that actually expanded 
the Pennsylvania CHIP program on June 26, 2006. So all of us 
who cared about expanding CHIP and were here at that time, 
we did our duty. I am not going to speak against the resolution 
anymore because we have wasted enough time on it. But I have 
to ask my colleagues, why are we doing this? For what purpose 
do we send a message to George Bush? 
 I suggest that we do what I do: send him an e-mail, send 
him a letter, or call him on the phone. But wasting this 
body's time on resolutions that will get tossed into the circular 
file in Congress is a waste of Pennsylvania time, and it should 
not be tolerated. Do whatever you want on this. It does not 
matter at all. You can vote it up; you can vote it down; you can 
vote it sideways. It does not matter and we have spent hours 
debating it. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Where was the gentlelady, where was the 
gentlelady in the spring of 2001 when my honorable colleague 
from Butler County, from Cranberry Township, my good friend, 
United States Army veteran, that I am not allowed to mention 
his delightful name, where was she in that speech? Why did she 
not give that speech the day with so many other Republican 
colleagues that they voted memorializing the President of the 
United States and the Congress to fund and deploy a national 
missile defense system? 
 Now, you can imagine, you can imagine the data. It would 
have been this high times 10 to read all of that before we knew 
enough about whether we were going to be able to intercept 
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missiles coming in from Moldavia, but God bless America, we 
voted that day – not unanimously, I might add – about a missile 
defense system, memorializing the President. And I am going to 
speculate, except for those of you who are in the gentle first 
flush of youth, that the veteran Republican legislators stepped to 
and within minutes voted for Mr. Bush's proposal. 
 So you voted for it. Now we want to vote against it. We are 
for children's health care. If you are not, put her up. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the notion of the value of these resolutions that 
periodically get sent to Congress to voice an opinion of this 
legislature can be debated into the night. The fact is, none of 
them mean much, and the gentlelady from Montgomery's 
comments were absolutely correct and on target. 
 We have all been on all sides of whether or not we should 
voice an opinion from time to time, all of us that have been here 
for more than a year anyhow, and the fact is, Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution is not going to change an opinion, a direction, a point 
of view, of any member of the Pennsylvania congressional 
delegation to which may be a recipient of this sometime after 
they vote. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is a questionable use of this much time. 
But each of the members of this body are free to express 
themselves, and I know that that is important. I question the 
procedure and the time that we have spent here today sincerely, 
but in all reality, to compare this vote to a vote on a resolution 
to memorialize Congress to do something with a missile defense 
system is equally a waste of time. 
 We should just vote this and be done with it. We have 
wasted enough time. Congress is going to do what Congress is 
going to do. I do not like, I do not like when I am being told 
what to do by someone, so I am not sure how much I like to tell 
them that, but I have voted for these types of resolutions in the 
past; I have probably voted against them in the past. 
 The real question, Mr. Speaker, is, what is the motive here? 
This legislative body, if we talk about sending a message to 
Congress, this legislative body, with a significant majority of 
"yeses" and some "noes," sent a message not just to Congress 
but to the people of Pennsylvania when the CHIP program was 
put into place, when it was expanded. That is the message. 
In fact, the very program that the Federal government has built 
is on the model of this Commonwealth. How much more of 
a message can you send than by enacting an actual law in 
Pennsylvania? That is a message, Mr. Speaker. This is not 
a message, Mr. Speaker. It is a political statement. It is simply 
a political statement. It is something that someone hopes to use 
in a campaign against someone and say, ah, look, they voted 
against children. That is ridiculous, Mr. Speaker, to spend this 
much time to try to put some left-handed spin on something to 
say that anybody that votes against this is somehow voting 
against children. 
 I thought, Mr. Speaker, that we were going to try to 
depoliticize some elements of the practice in this House, and 
while I am the first to admit that it is a political job that we all 
have, everything we do has consequences, the extra effort and 
extraordinary amount of time that has been spent on this does 
call the serious question as to what the real purpose is. We all 
know it is not really to tell Congress. They know where we are. 
They know what Pennsylvania's law is. It is cited over and over 

at a national level. So they know where Pennsylvania as 
a collective body stands from this legislature. 
 This resolution, Mr. Speaker, is more about the politics of 
spin than it is about the policies of Pennsylvania, and I would 
just urge the members to proceed to vote. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, 
who requests that the gentleman from Philadelphia, 
Representative Dwight EVANS, be placed on leave for the 
remainder of the day. The Chair sees no objection. The leave 
will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HR 447 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Yes, Mr. Speaker, this is about politics, but while it is about 
politics, it is about making sure that the record is straight and 
making sure that the people that we represent are clear about 
where we are, who we are, and where we want to go. 
 Before us in HR 447 is H.R. 3162, which was the House 
version of expanded CHIP. The Senate version was S. 972, if 
I am not mistaken. Mr. Speaker, the House went further than the 
Senate wanted to go. A conference committee was formed and a 
compromise was reached. 
 Congresswoman Pelosi and other members of the House who 
supported 3162 and the DePasquale resolution is reflective of 
where the House wanted to go on expanded health care as 
embodied in H.R. 3162. 
But, Mr. Speaker, in the conference committee, there were 
Republicans and Democrats; there were liberals; there were 
conservatives; there were compassionate conservatives; there 
were hard-liners. Mr. Speaker, they dug in and came up with 
a compromise that we could live with. 
 No, I am not standing here telling our 19 congressional 
Representatives what to do. I would not do that. I respect their 
experience, their intelligence, and their commitment to the 
future of Pennsylvania. And as I read the DePasquale 
resolution, it does not tell those 19 members what to do. 
It encourages them to stand strong with the bipartisan 
compromise that the House and Senate reached. It encourages 
them to not let your work and your time just go out the window. 
It encourages them to think about the long hours that you put in 
to come up with a compromise that ultimately ended up on the 
President's desk, a compromise that does not give the House all 
that it wanted in 3162; it does not give the Senate all that they 
wanted in S. 972. It is a compromise, and all the DePasquale 
resolution does is encourages our 19 members, along with 
others, to stand strong with the time you put in, with the work 
you put in, and with the commitment that you put in to the 
people of Pennsylvania. 
 And so, Mr. Speaker, Pennsylvanians need to be clear about 
where we are. Where we are is, we believe that now is the time 
to stand strong in providing health care to not just poor children, 
but to people who are struggling all over Pennsylvania, because, 
Mr. Speaker, health-care costs are out of control. You can go to 
the hospital today expecting to spend $5,000 and end up 
spending $5 million in a week. So the fact that you make 
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$30,000, $40,000 does not really mean that you are not 
suffering when it comes to how costly health care is in America. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, we are a body of people who believe that 
now is the time to take that step to provide coverage for all kids 
and for all families who are struggling to make it possible. 
We believe that the future depends on it, because what we do 
for children today and for families today, but especially 
children, will determine what children do for this world 
tomorrow. 
 Now is the time to say to our colleagues, you did the right 
thing. Do not let the President run interference on you. If we can 
provide health care for babies in Iraq, we can provide health 
care for babies in America. Now is the time to say to 
Pennsylvanians and to our colleagues, stay strong. That is all 
HR 447 does. It encourages our colleagues to stand strong, 
because if you do not stand for something, then you will fall for 
anything. 
 Vote "yes" on HR 447. 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(MATTHEW E. BAKER) PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 Does the gentleman, Mr. Turzai, seek recognition? 
 Seeing no other members, the Chair turns to the gentleman, 
Mr. DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, I have appreciated the 
debate, and I will not go through my remarks and ask that we go 
immediately to a vote. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 The question recurs, will the House— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. I am sorry. Mr. Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. I just have one short comment on this. 
 Given the effort behind this, I just was hoping, Mr. Speaker, 
that when the e-mails and/or faxes are sent out, that they are not 
sent from the legislative accounts and legislative servers, and 
that when the vote on this shows up in the brochures, we will be 
sure to be vindicated about the purpose of this resolution. 

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution as amended? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–124 
 
Barrar Gergely McCall Seip 
Belfanti Gibbons McGeehan Shapiro 
Bennington Godshall Melio Shimkus 
Beyer Goodman Mensch Siptroth 
Biancucci Grell Micozzie Smith, K. 
Bishop Grucela Miller Smith, M. 
Blackwell Haluska Milne Solobay 
Boback Hanna Moul Staback 
Brennan Harhai Moyer Stairs 
Buxton Harkins Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Harper Murt Surra 

Carroll Hornaman Myers Tangretti 
Casorio James Nickol Taylor, J. 
Civera Josephs O'Brien, M. Taylor, R. 
Cohen Keller, W. Oliver Thomas 
Conklin Kenney Parker Vereb 
Costa Kessler Pashinski Vitali 
Cruz King Payton Wagner 
Curry Kirkland Perzel Walko 
Dally Kortz Petrarca Wansacz 
DePasquale Kotik Petrone Waters 
Dermody Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
DeWeese Leach Raymond White 
DiGirolamo Lentz Readshaw Williams 
Donatucci Levdansky Roebuck Wojnaroski 
Eachus Longietti Ross Yewcic 
Fabrizio Mackereth Rubley Youngblood 
Frankel Mahoney Sabatina Yudichak 
Freeman Manderino Sainato  
Galloway Mann Samuelson O'Brien, D., 
George Markosek Santoni    Speaker 
Gerber Marshall   
 
 NAYS–71 
 
Argall Fleck Marsico Reichley 
Baker Gabig McIlhattan Roae 
Bastian Geist Metcalfe Rock 
Bear Gillespie Millard Rohrer 
Benninghoff Gingrich Mustio Saylor 
Boyd Harris Nailor Scavello 
Brooks Helm O'Neill Schroder 
Cappelli Hennessey Payne Smith, S. 
Causer Hershey Peifer Sonney 
Clymer Hess Perry Steil 
Cox Hickernell Petri Stern 
Creighton Hutchinson Phillips Stevenson 
Cutler Kauffman Pickett Swanger 
Denlinger Keller, M. Pyle True 
Ellis Killion Quigley Turzai 
Evans, J. Maher Quinn Vulakovich 
Everett Major Rapp Watson 
Fairchild Mantz Reed  
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–8 
 
Adolph DeLuca Harhart Pallone 
Daley Evans, D. McI. Smith Preston 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution as 
amended was adopted. 

STATEMENT BY MAJORITY LEADER 

 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 As the floor leader is privileged to schedule the votes, 
I would like to announce that our highest priority this evening 
as a Democratic Caucus, and I am going to conjecture for the 
whole House, would be the State Government Committee 
meeting that is going to ensue immediately that will, I hope, 
discharge the proposal on open records for our consideration 
next week. That having been structured all during the past 
several weeks to culminate late this afternoon, our lengthy 
debate has interceded, so we are going to ask that no further 
votes take place and that the State Government Committee can 
meet for as long as it takes this evening and work on our final 
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open records document that will be emitted from committee and 
come to the floor. 
 The ethics legislation that we were going to deal with this 
evening will be dealt with first thing Monday, as soon as the 
gavel comes down. We will not have to go to caucus. We will 
be able to launch right into the restructuring of our Ethics 
Committee and the attendant debate that will be forthcoming 
relative to that piece of legislation. 
 So I would like to request that we have perfect attendance at 
our State Government Committee meeting. Representative 
Babette Josephs will be calling it from the microphone here 
within seconds, and there will be no further votes tonight, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Harris, did you wish to 
correct the record? 
 Mr. HARRIS. Yes; thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to correct the record on the vote to appeal the 
ruling of the Chair on HR 447. My switch malfunctioned. I was 
actually recorded in the affirmative. I would like to be recorded 
in the negative. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chairs thanks the gentleman. His 
remarks will be spread upon the record. 

STATE GOVERNMENT 
COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Josephs. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As my leader said, we are meeting immediately. 
State Government Committee meeting in room 60 East Wing. 
I hope that everybody on the committee can make it from both 
sides of the aisle; very important legislation, and I appreciate 
your participation. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. There is a State Government Committee 
meeting in room 60 East Wing immediately. 
 
 Further announcements? 

STATEMENT BY MR. THOMAS 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I did not ask that the comments 
be stricken from the record, but this is the third time now that 
I heard reference to immigrants as illegal aliens. Mr. Speaker, 
I do not know what an illegal alien is, unless they are from Mars 
or Venus or⎯ 
 So, Mr. Speaker, can we try, and I ask all of my colleagues, 
both sides, that on this issue of immigration, it is a Federal issue 
that we all agree, but on labeling, let us talk about documented 
versus undocumented immigrants. This reference, this use of the 
word "illegal aliens," I do not know what that means. I have not 
found it in any of our statutes. I have not found it in any of our 
Federal statutes. So can we just kind of restrain ourselves from 
the use of that language? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. There is no 
issue before the House. 

 Mr. THOMAS. Well, that is why I waited. I did not want to 
make it an issue, but I am just appealing to the good common 
sense of my colleagues. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. THOMAS. It is a reference that has no place. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

VOTE CORRECTION 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Rubley. 
 Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to correct my vote. On HR 447, the motion to 
appeal the decision of the Chair, I was voted in the negative and 
would like to be recorded in the positive. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the lady, and her remarks 
will be spread upon the record. 
 
 Are there any other announcements? 

STATEMENT BY MAJORITY LEADER 

 The SPEAKER. Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Just a reminder to the membership that 
when we have a motion to call the previous question, it is 
a chance by the maker of that motion and the people that 
support it to cut off debate. Politely, I want folks to think about 
it over the weekend. It is not a good precedent unless there is 
a dire emergency, and in my view, today was certainly not 
a dire emergency. 
 I am very happy that most of the senior members of the 
Republican Party did not embrace it. Many of the junior 
members did. And again, this is a happy and collegial group, 
and I wish it to remain so. But a calling of the previous question 
has only been done a handful of times in my 32 years in this 
building, and it would be worthy of everyone's pause and 
consideration to make sure that it does not happen on a regular 
occasion. It just contravenes the whole essence of our being 
a deliberative and debating body. 
 Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any other announcements? 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1877 be removed from the tabled calendar 
and placed on the active calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 1610, 
PN 2126, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of July 9, 1990 (P.L.340, No.78), known 
as the Public Safety Emergency Telephone Act, further defining 
"contribution rate"; and further providing for county plan and 
expenditures. 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 

BILL TABLED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1610 be removed from the active calendar 
and placed on the tabled bill calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1610 be removed from the tabled bill 
calendar and placed on the active calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILLS REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that the following bills be removed from the tabled 
bill calendar: 
 
  HB   523; 
  HB 1189; 
  HB 1684; 
  HB 1716; 
  HB 1761; 
  HB 1801; and 
  HB 1838. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILLS RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that the following bills be recommitted to the 
Committee on Appropriations: 
 
  HB   523; 
  HB 1189; 
  HB 1684; 
  HB 1716; 
  HB 1761; 
  HB 1801; and 
  HB 1838. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 
 

 The SPEAKER. It is the Chair's intention to reconvene 
special session at 5:07. 

RECESS 

 The SPEAKER. Regular session is now in recess till the call 
of the Chair. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 1129, PN 1380 By Rep. ROEBUCK 
 
An Act providing for sexual violence awareness education 

programs for new students matriculating to institutions of higher 
education or private licensed schools that receive public funding and 
for duties of the Department of Education. 

 
EDUCATION. 

 
HB 1643, PN 2669 (Amended) By Rep. ROEBUCK 
 
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 
residence and right to free school privileges. 

 
EDUCATION. 

 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any further announcements in 
regular session? 
 Any further business? 

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 
Bennington from Allegheny County, who moves this House do 
now adjourn until Thursday, October 18, 2007, at 11 a.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 5:09 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 
 
 


