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SESSION OF 2008 192D OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 29 

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

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 
PRAYER 

 The SPEAKER. The prayer will be offered by Father  
John Detisch, guest of Representative Harkins and 
Representative Fabrizio. 
 
 VERY REV. JOHN J. DETISCH, Guest Chaplain of the 
House of Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am the pastor of Patrick Harkins and his family. In fact, his 
twin sons are my best altar servers.  
 I am the pastor of Flo Fabrizio – at least twice a year, unless 
there is a trifecta on Easter. 
 My friends, Pope Benedict XVI made a historic visit to  
the United States a few weeks ago, and on that Thursday, the 
Holy Father met with representatives of several different 
religions and he said great words of challenge to them, which 
speaks much to us who work for the people of our 
Commonwealth in our service and our ministry. 
 Pope Benedict said, "Dear friends, in our attempt to discover 
points of commonality, perhaps we have" already "shied away 
from the responsibility to discuss our differences with calmness 
and clarity. While always uniting our hearts and minds in the 
call for peace, we must also listen attentively to the voice of 
truth. In this way, our dialogue will not stop at identifying a 
common set of values, but go on to probe their ultimate 
foundation. We have no reason to fear, for the truth unveils for 
us the essential relationship between the world and God. We are 
able to perceive that peace is a 'heavenly gift' that calls us to 
conform human history to the divine order. Herein lies the 'truth 
of peace'." 
 My friends, let us now pray that we may allow the power  
of God to be our greatest source of influence and service to His 
people: 
 Father, You guide and govern everything with order and 
hope and love. Look upon all the members of our Pennsylvania 
legislature and fill them with the spirit of Your wisdom. May 
they always act in accordance with Your will and their decisions 
be for the peace and the well-being of us all. May they look to 
Your Holy Spirit for courage, guidance, and strength, and may 
they help to influence all of us to be the people that You call us 
to be – people of hope. 

 We ask this in Your most holy name. Amen. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, approval of the Journal 
of Monday, May 5, 2008, will be postponed until printed.  
The Chair hears no objection. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. Turning to requests for leaves of  
absence, the Chair recognizes the majority whip, who  
requests that Representative MYERS of Philadelphia and 
Representative CRUZ of Philadelphia be placed on leave. The 
Chair sees no objection. 
 The Chair recognizes the minority whip, who requests that 
Representative BENNINGHOFF from Centre County be placed 
on leave. The Chair sees no objection. That leave will also 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–199 
 
Adolph Galloway Markosek Ross 
Argall Geist Marshall Rubley 
Baker George Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Beyer Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boback Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
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Buxton Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harper Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harris Mustio 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 Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Costa James Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel True 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kessler Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger King Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Waters 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Watson 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wheatley 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp White 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Williams 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Everett Maher Reed Yewcic 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley Youngblood 
Fairchild Major Roae Yudichak 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
Frankel Mann Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mantz Rohrer    Speaker 
Gabig    
 
 ADDITIONS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Cruz Myers Perry 
 
 LEAVES ADDED–4 
 
DeWeese Rohrer Siptroth Wansacz 
 
 LEAVES CANCELED–2 
 
DeWeese Siptroth 
 
 
 The SPEAKER. A quorum being present, the House will 
proceed to conduct business. 

CALENDAR 
 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mrs. BROOKS called up HR 551, PN 3062, entitled: 
 

A Resolution congratulating graduates of the Pennsylvania 
Empowered Expert Residents (PEER) Project and recognizing 
Wednesday, May 7, 2008, as "Pennsylvania Empowered Expert 
Residents (PEER) Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Brooks on the resolution. Members will please take their seats. 
 Representative Brooks is in order and may proceed. 
 Mrs. BROOKS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 HR 551 congratulates and honors graduates of PEER Project 
by recognizing Wednesday, May 7, as "Pennsylvania 
Empowered Expert Residents Day" in Pennsylvania. 
 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 
 
 Mrs. BROOKS. Joining me today to participate in this 
special day are PEER members Raymond and Patricia Brugler, 
Harry Wood, Adele Lehoskey, all from Greenville in  
Mercer County; Wayne Shonka of Jackson Center, volunteer 
ombudsman; Larry Shonka, staff ombudsman with the  
Mercer County Area Agency on Aging; Laurie Sisak, Office of 
State LTC (Long-Term Care) Ombudsman, division chief with 
the Department of Aging; and Wilmarie Gonzalez, director, 
Bureau for Advocacy, Protection, and Education for the 
Department of Aging. 
 
 The concept of PEER is simple: residents serving as 
advocates for themselves and for their peers, a kindhearted, 
welcoming volunteer helping a new resident transition into their 
new home more comfortably. 
 The volunteers we honor today and congratulate provide 
another resource where seniors can turn for additional help. The 
work they do on a daily basis helps enhance the quality of life 
of their peers, even if it is just an extra helping hand or a simple 
ear to listen. 
 PEER gives residents a voice. It affirms their abilities and 
gives them the opportunity to stay productive and involved. The 
PEER network not only impacts the communities in which they 
live but also issues statewide facing seniors. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that so many of my 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle have chosen to cosponsor 
this legislation, as it really demonstrates to all Pennsylvania's 
aging population that we take their quality of life and quality of 
care very seriously. 
 Pennsylvania was the first State nationwide to creatively 
include a resident dimension within its ombudsman program in 
the Department of Aging. It supports individuals living in  
long-term-care facilities and educates residents and staff on 
residents' rights. 
 In the program's 6 years, the project has approximately  
375 graduates living in 40 long-term-care settings across  
19 counties, including St. Paul Homes in Greenville, 
Pennsylvania, located in Mercer County. Through this project, 
resident advocates have volunteered their time and expertise to 
advocate issues that resonate among their peers. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to congratulate and thank the 
PEER volunteers who give of their time and of themselves to 
enrich and empower lives all over this great State. I ask my 
colleagues for their unanimous support of HR 551. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
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 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Galloway Markosek Ross 
Argall Geist Marshall Rubley 
Baker George Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Beyer Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boback Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Buxton Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harper Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harris Mustio 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 Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Costa James Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel True 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kessler Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger King Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Waters 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Watson 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wheatley 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp White 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Williams 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Everett Maher Reed Yewcic 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley Youngblood 
Fairchild Major Roae Yudichak 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
Frankel Mann Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mantz Rohrer    Speaker 
Gabig    
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Cruz Myers Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

STATEMENT BY MR. CAPPELLI 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Cappelli, under the provision of unanimous consent. 
 

 Mr. CAPPELLI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, Representative Conklin and I have virtually 
identical resolutions concerning the Letter Carrier Food Drive 
Day, which will be recognized statewide this weekend. 
 Representative Conklin's resolution is 735, mine is 728. I am 
requesting the Speaker's permission for a corrective reprint to 
allow members who cosponsored Representative Conklin's 
resolution to become cosponsors of my resolution, 728, and 
those members who do not wish to be a cosponsor of 728 can 
notify your office by 2 p.m. today. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize  
some special guests in the rear of the chamber, the guests  
of the Speaker: teachers Chris Herman, Hal Greenblatt, and 
Allison Dougherty, along with some of their students, sitting in 
the rear of the chamber. They are from the Academy In 
Manayunk, and they are also the guests of Representative 
Manderino. Would you please stand and be recognized. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to second consideration of HB 2297, 
PN 3347, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, No.92), 
known as the Keystone Opportunity Zone, Keystone Opportunity 
Expansion Zone and Keystone Opportunity Improvement Zone Act, 
providing for extension for unoccupied parcels, for additional subzones 
authorized and for substitution of parcels; and further providing for 
sales and use tax and for corporate net income tax. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 Mr. SCHRODER offered the following amendment No. 
A06133: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 1, line 23, by striking out  
"for unoccupied parcels" 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 2, lines 5 through 9, by striking 
out all of lines 5 through 8, "(c)" in line 9 and inserting 
   (b) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 2, line 16, by striking out 
"(d)" and inserting 
   (c) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 3, line 1, by striking out "(e)" 
and inserting 
   (d) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 3, line 3, by striking out "(c)" 
and inserting 
   (b) 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. This amendment will be over temporarily. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
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 Mr. PHILLIPS offered the following amendment No. 
A06182: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.4), page 3, line 16, by inserting a period 
after "county" 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.4), page 3, lines 17 through 26, by striking 
out all of said lines and inserting 
 (b)  Requirements.–Subzones designated under this subsection may 
not, in the aggregate, exceed 350 acres in each county. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Phillips on the amendment. 
 Mr. PHILLIPS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Although I would like to see these amendments go into 
effect, I made an agreement with the administration that  
I withdraw all these amendments, the four amendments, which  
I have on this particular bill. 
 Thank you very much. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration? 
 
 Mr. PERZEL offered the following amendment No. 
A06180: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by inserting after "providing" 
   for qualified businesses, 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
 Section 1.1.  Section 307 of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217) and December 23, 2003 (P.L.360, No.51), is 
amended to read: 
Section 307.  Qualified businesses. 
 (a)  Qualifications.–In order to qualify each year for a tax 
exemption, deduction, abatement or credit under this act, a business 
shall do all of the following: 

  (1)  [own] Own or lease real property in a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone from which the 
business actively conducts a trade, profession or business. [The 
qualified] 
  (2)  Be current in its contractually defined payment 
obligations with any of its contractors or subcontractors. The 
requirement of this paragraph may be satisfied if the business 
meets the requirements of the act of February 17, 1994 (P.L.73, 
No.7), known as the Contractor and Subcontractor Payment Act. 

 (a.1)  Certification.–If a business satisfies the requirements of 
subsection (a) for that year, the business shall receive certification from 
the department that the business is [located and is in the active conduct 
of a trade, profession or business, within the subzone, improvement 
subzone or expansion subzone. The] a qualified business for that year. 
Each year a business shall obtain [annual] renewal of the certification 
from the department to continue to qualify for the exemptions, 
deductions, abatements or credits under this [section] act. 
 (b)  Relocation.–Any business that relocates from outside a 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone into a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone shall not receive any of 
the exemptions, deductions, abatements or credits set forth in this act 
unless that business does one of the following: 

  (1)  increases full-time employment by at least 20% in the 
first full year of operation within the subzone, improvement 
subzone or expansion subzone;  

  (2)  makes a capital investment in the property located within 
the subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone at least 
equivalent to 10% of the gross revenues of that business in the 
immediately preceding calendar or fiscal year; or 
  (3)  enters into a lease agreement for property located within 
the subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone: 
   (i)  for a term at least equivalent to the duration of the 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone; and 

   (ii)  with aggregate payment under the lease 
agreement at least equivalent to 5% of the gross revenues of 
that business in the immediately preceding calendar or fiscal 
year. 

The department, in consultation with the Department of Revenue, may 
waive or modify the requirements of this subsection, as appropriate. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "immediately." and 
inserting 

as follows: 
  (1)  The amendment of section 307 of the act shall take effect 
in 60 days. 
  (2)  The remainder of this act shall take effect immediately. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Perzel 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. PERZEL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, simply stated, this amendment says that in 
order to qualify for the benefit of being located in a KOZ 
(keystone opportunity zone) or a subzone, improvement 
subzone, or expansion subzone, you must pay your bills. You 
must be current with your contractors and your subcontractors. 
 It is only fair that if you are going to receive a tax exemption, 
deduction, abatement, or a credit under the act, that you pay 
your bills and pay your bills on time. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–199 
 
Adolph Galloway Markosek Ross 
Argall Geist Marshall Rubley 
Baker George Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Beyer Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boback Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Buxton Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harper Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harris Mustio 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 Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
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Costa James Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel True 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kessler Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger King Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Waters 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Watson 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley Wheatley 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp White 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Williams 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Everett Maher Reed Yewcic 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley Youngblood 
Fairchild Major Roae Yudichak 
Fleck Manderino Rock  
Frankel Mann Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mantz Rohrer    Speaker 
Gabig    
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–4 
 
Benninghoff Cruz Myers Perry 
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF 
AMENDMENT A06133 CONTINUED 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The clerk read the following amendment No. A06133: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 1, line 23, by striking out  
"for unoccupied parcels" 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 2, lines 5 through 9, by striking 
out all of lines 5 through 8, "(c)" in line 9 and inserting 
   (b) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 2, line 16, by striking out "(d)" 
and inserting 
   (c) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 3, line 1, by striking out "(e)" 
and inserting 
   (d) 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 3, line 3, by striking out "(c)" 
and inserting 
   (b) 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Schroder on the amendment. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in anticipation of the Daley amendment being 
run and hopefully being adopted, I will be withdrawing this 
amendment and all other amendments. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Miss PARKER offered the following amendment No. 
A06190: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by striking out "and" where it appears 
the third time and inserting a comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 16, by removing the period after "tax" 
and inserting 
   and for local sales and use tax. 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 4.  Section 705 of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217), is amended to read: 
Section 705.  Local sales and use tax. 
 (a)  General rule.–The political subdivision shall exempt sales at 
retail of services or tangible personal property, except motor vehicles, 
to a qualified business or a construction contractor pursuant to a 
construction contract with a qualified business, for the exclusive use, 
consumption and utilization of the tangible personal property or service 
by the qualified business or the construction contractor at [its] the 
qualified business's facility located within a subzone, improvement 
subzone or expansion subzone from a city or county tax on purchase 
price authorized under Article XXXI-B of the act of July 28, 1953 
(P.L.723, No.230), known as the Second Class County Code, as 
amended, and the act of June 5, 1991 (P.L.9, No.6), known as the 
Pennsylvania Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority Act for  
Cities of the First Class, as amended. No exemption may be granted for 
sales occurring prior to designation of the real property as part of a 
subzone or expansion subzone. 
 (b)  [Construction contracts.–For any construction contract 
performed in a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone, 
the exemption provided in subsection (a) shall only apply to the sale at 
retail or use of building machinery and equipment to a qualified 
business, or to a construction contractor pursuant to a construction 
contract with a qualified business, for the exclusive use, consumption 
and utilization by the qualified business at its facility in a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone. For the purposes of the 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone exemption, 
building machinery and equipment shall include distribution equipment 
purchased for the exclusive use, consumption and utilization in a 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone facility.] 
(Reserved). 
 (c)  Definition.–Sales at retail of tangible personal property  
and services shall be defined in accordance with Article II of the  
Tax Reform Code of 1971. 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and 
inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
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AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Parker 
on the amendment. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment has been withdrawn. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the lady. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A06192: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
Section 301.6.  Extreme urban blight. 
 (a)  General rule.–Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, 
keystone opportunity zones may be established after the effective date 
of this section only in areas of suffering from extreme urban blight. 
 (b)  Definition.–For purposes of this section, "extreme urban blight" 
shall mean a state of deterioration or decay so severe as to cause the 
property in question to be essentially worthless or commercially 
undesirable if not for the special benefits granted under the provisions 
of this act. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. This amendment will be over temporarily. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. KENNEY offered the following amendment No. 
A06248: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by striking out "and" where it appears 
the third time and inserting a comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 16, by removing the period after "tax" 
and inserting 
   and for local earned income and net profits taxes. 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 3.1.  Section 703 of the act is amended by adding a 
subsection to read: 
Section 703.  Local earned income and net profits taxes; business  
   privilege taxes. 
 * * * 
 (g)  Determination of exemption.–For the purposes of determining 
an exemption under this section, a tax on or measured by any of the 
following shall be attributed to business activity conducted within a 
subzone, improvement zone or expansion zone by applying the 
apportionment factors under section 515(d): 
  (1)  Business gross receipts. 
  (2)  Gross or net income. 
  (3)  Gross or net profits. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Kenney on the amendment. 
 Mr. KENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment would put into place the purposes for 
determining an exemption under this section for the business 
gross receipts tax, the gross or net income, or the gross or  
net profits tax. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
The Chair recognizes Representative Parker on the amendment. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This is an agreed-to amendment, and it will also be included 
as language in another amendment that we will hear about much 
later. But I ask my colleagues for an affirmative vote. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 (Members proceeded to vote.) 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, 
who requests that Representative SIPTROTH be placed on 
leave. The Chair sees no objection. Leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Murt Staback 
Carroll Harris Mustio Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nailor Steil 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Tangretti 
Cox James Pashinski Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer True 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Vereb 
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DeLuca Kessler Petri Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Phillips Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Siptroth 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 

CONSIDERATION OF 
AMENDMENT A06192 CONTINUED 

 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 The clerk read the following amendment No. A06192: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
Section 301.6.  Extreme urban blight. 
 (a)  General rule.–Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, 
keystone opportunity zones may be established after the effective date 
of this section only in areas of suffering from extreme urban blight. 
 (b)  Definition.–For purposes of this section, "extreme urban blight" 
shall mean a state of deterioration or decay so severe as to cause the 
property in question to be essentially worthless or commercially 
undesirable if not for the special benefits granted under the provisions 
of this act. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Argall 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, a few years ago I interviewed about  
31 members of this General Assembly for an academic research 
project on the keystone opportunity zones. I traveled to visit 
some of your districts. You showed me projects that had been 
very successful because of the Keystone Opportunity Zone 
Program. You showed me some projects that were, let us say, 
middle of the road, mediocre, and you showed me some projects 
that were not successful at all. 

 What we learned in those visits across the State was that the 
blight portion of the KOZ's law had been very liberally 
interpreted across the State by economic development 
professionals and local government officials so that in some 
areas, the intent of the law as envisioned by Governor Ridge, by 
Representative Gladeck, the prime sponsor of the bill, and many 
of us had been ignored in order to maximize, I think, the results 
of the KOZs. 
 The Philadelphia media has attacked the bill, the original 
law, again and again and again, because, as they quoted it, the 
"middle of Center City's gleaming corporate corridor" should 
not be used for a potential KOZ. One of our colleagues here had 
termed it the "misuse of the program," and I think perhaps my 
best quote in my entire 500-page report called it the 
"extravagant reach of political legerdemain." Can any of you 
not guess which of our 203 colleagues gave me that quote in 
looking at how a program that was designed to aid blighted sites 
somehow morphed into, well, prime real estate is okay, too? 
 So, Mr. Speaker, the intent of my amendment is to take this 
bill back to its original intent and encourage that this program 
only be used on blighted sites rather than be used on greenfield 
sites all across the State. I would suggest, respectfully, a  
"yes" vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is the belief of our administration that this 
amendment creates an unfair limitation only to urban centers.  
I think when this KOZ legislation was introduced in 1998 under 
the leadership of then-Governor Ridge, it was for the purpose of 
finding a way to spur development and revitalize urban, along 
with rural, centers. The extensions are not promoted just for 
urban areas, Mr. Speaker. We want to make sure that all 
underutilized regions, including rural and urban areas, both 
benefit from this program. 
 So I would ask my colleagues to vote "no" on the Argall 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? On 
the question, those in favor will vote "aye"—  Representative 
Argall. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If any of you would ever like to visit the district that I am 
proud to represent, you would find that my largest community 
has barely 7,000 people. I do not think you will find a site in my 
district that you would term "urban." 
 Unfortunately, I could show you a lot of blighted sites.  
I could show you sites that were devastated by 100 years of 
unregulated coal mines. I could show you brownfield sites that 
have been contaminated by a host of industrial uses. I would tell 
you that those are the kinds of sites in both rural, suburban,  
and urban communities which should be utilized by the  
KOZ Program, not greenfields. 
 So I would completely reject the notion that my amendment, 
in any way, would send development solely to urban sites. That 
would be the last thing that I would be interested in doing. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
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 YEAS–157 
 
Adolph Frankel Mann Rohrer 
Argall Freeman Mantz Ross 
Baker Gabig Markosek Rubley 
Barrar Galloway Marshall Sainato 
Bastian Geist Marsico Samuelson 
Bear Gerber McCall Santoni 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Saylor 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Scavello 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Schroder 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Seip 
Blackwell Goodman Metcalfe Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Micozzie Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Sonney 
Caltagirone Harkins Murt Stairs 
Cappelli Harper Mustio Steil 
Carroll Harris Nailor Stern 
Civera Helm Nickol Sturla 
Clymer Hennessey O'Neill Surra 
Cohen Hershey Pallone Swanger 
Conklin Hess Pashinski Tangretti 
Costa Hickernell Peifer Taylor, J. 
Cox Hornaman Perzel Taylor, R. 
Creighton Kauffman Petrarca True 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Petri Turzai 
Daley Kenney Petrone Vereb 
Dally Kessler Pickett Vitali 
DeLuca Killion Preston Wagner 
Denlinger King Pyle Walko 
DePasquale Kortz Quigley Wansacz 
Dermody Kotik Quinn Watson 
DeWeese Leach Ramaley Wheatley 
DiGirolamo Lentz Rapp Williams 
Eachus Levdansky Raymond Yudichak 
Evans, J. Longietti Readshaw  
Everett Mackereth Reed O'Brien, D., 
Fabrizio Maher Reichley    Speaker 
Fleck Major Rock  
 
 
 NAYS–41 
 
Bishop Hutchinson Mundy Solobay 
Casorio James O'Brien, M. Staback 
Causer Josephs Oliver Stevenson 
Curry Keller, W. Parker Thomas 
Donatucci Kirkland Payne Vulakovich 
Ellis Kula Payton Waters 
Evans, D. Mahoney Phillips White 
Fairchild Manderino Roae Wojnaroski 
George McGeehan Roebuck Yewcic 
Gergely Millard Sabatina Youngblood 
Grell    
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Siptroth 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, to the 
left of the Speaker, Kathleen Baas, R.N. (registered nurse),  
from Riverside, Northampton County, who is the guest of  
Merle Phillips. 

FORMER MEMBER WELCOMED 

 The SPEAKER. Also accompanying her is a former member. 
Mary Ann Dailey, welcome back to the floor of the House. 
Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A06193: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "officials," " 
   further providing for legislative findings; 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 19 through 22, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
 Section 1.  Section 102 of the act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, 
No.92), known as the Keystone Opportunity Zone, Keystone 
Opportunity Expansion Zone and Keystone Opportunity Improvement 
Zone Act, amended December 20, 2000 (P.L.841, No.119), is amended 
to read: 

Section 102.  Legislative findings. 
  (1)  There exist in this Commonwealth areas of economic 
distress characterized by high unemployment, low investment of 
new capital, inadequate dwelling conditions, blighted conditions, 
underutilized, obsolete or abandoned industrial, commercial and 
residential structures and deteriorating tax bases. 
  (2)  These areas require coordinated efforts by private and 
public entities to restore prosperity and enable the areas to make 
significant contributions to the economic and social life of this 
Commonwealth. 
  (3)  Long-term economic viability of these areas requires the 
cooperative involvement of residents, businesses, State and local 
elected officials and community organizations and requires 
additional personnel for rural areas lacking good economic 
development prospects. It is in the best interest of the 
Commonwealth to assist and encourage the creation of keystone 
opportunity zones and keystone opportunity expansion zones and to 
provide temporary relief from certain taxes within the zones to 
accomplish the purposes of this act. 

 Section 1.1.  The act is amended by adding sections to read: 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Argall 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Mr. Speaker, we have a replacement 
amendment. We will not be running this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 



2008 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 957 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A06207: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 14, by striking out "and" and inserting a 
comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting 

parcels, for monitoring data and for periodic 
audit; and further providing for authorization 
criteria, for sales and use tax, for 

 Amend Title, page 1, line 16, by removing the period after "tax" 
and inserting 
   and for reporting. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
Section 301.6.  Monitoring data. 
 In addition to any other requirements of this act, the department 
shall keep track of all of the following: 

  (1)  Verifiable job creation and job retention data, including  
net overall employment figures. 
  (2)  Information on the types of jobs created and average 
hourly wages. 
  (3)  Number of years in the program. 
  (4)  Annual, unduplicated public and private capital 
investment amounts. 
  (5)  Status of program participant, including whether the 
participant is a new business start-up, relocation from within 
Pennsylvania, move-in from out-of-State or expansion of existing 
business. 
  (6)  Business type and description, including SIC code. 
  (7)  Program cost at both the State and local levels, including 
an estimate of county, local and school taxes foregone. 
  (8)  Types and amounts of other economic development 
assistance received from the department. 
  (9)  Documentation of progress concerning the applicant's 
compliance, or failure to comply, with payment of local taxes and 
with code requirements. 
  (10)  Documentation that proper participants identified as 
relocations meet the increased full-time employment, increased 
capital investment or lease agreement requirements of this act. 

Section 301.7.  Periodic audit. 
 The keystone opportunity zone program shall undergo an 
independent audit every two years. The first audit shall be concluded 
within one year of the effective date of this section. 
 Section 2.  Section 304(a) of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217), is amended to read: 

Section 304.  Criteria for authorization of keystone opportunity  
   zone. 

 (a)  Specific criteria.–In order to qualify for authorization under this 
act, the proposed keystone opportunity zone or proposed keystone 
opportunity expansion zone shall meet at least [two] six of the 
following criteria: 

  (1)  At least 20% of the population is below the poverty 
level. 
  (2)  The unemployment rate is 1.25 times the Statewide 
average. 
  (3)  At least 20% of all real property within a five-mile 
radius of the proposed keystone opportunity zone, proposed 
keystone opportunity expansion zone, proposed subzone or 
proposed expansion subzone in a nonurban area is deteriorated or 
underutilized. 
  (4)  At least 20% of all real property within a one-mile radius 
of the proposed keystone opportunity zone, proposed keystone 
opportunity expansion zone, proposed subzone or proposed 
expansion subzone in an urban area is deteriorated or underutilized. 

  (5)  At least 20% of all occupied housing within a two-mile 
radius of the proposed keystone opportunity zone, proposed 
keystone opportunity expansion zone, proposed subzone or 
proposed expansion subzone in a nonurban area is deteriorated. 
  (6)  At least 20% of all occupied housing within a one-mile 
radius of the proposed keystone opportunity zone, proposed 
keystone opportunity expansion zone, proposed subzone or 
proposed expansion subzone in an urban area is deteriorated. 
  (7)  In an urban area, the median family income is 80% or 
less of the urban median family income for that metropolitan 
statistical area. 
  (8)  In an area other than an urban area, the median family 
income is 80% or less of the Statewide nonurban median family 
income. 
  (9)  The population loss exceeds 10% in an area that includes 
the proposed keystone opportunity zone or proposed keystone 
opportunity expansion zone and its surrounding area but is not 
larger than the county or counties in which the proposed keystone 
opportunity zone or proposed keystone opportunity expansion zone 
is located, based on census data for the period between 1980 and 
1990 or census estimates since 1990 establishing a pattern of 
population loss. 
  (10)  The political subdivision in which the proposed 
keystone opportunity zone or proposed keystone opportunity 
expansion zone is located has experienced a sudden and/or severe 
job loss. 
  (11)  At least 33% of the real property in a proposed 
keystone opportunity zone or proposed keystone opportunity 
expansion zone in a nonurban area would otherwise remain 
underdeveloped or nonperforming due to physical characteristics of 
the real property. 
  (12)  The area has substantial real property with adequate 
infrastructure and energy to support new or expanded development. 

 * * * 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 5, line 5, by striking out "2" and inserting 
   3 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 6, line 3, by striking out "3" and inserting 
   4 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 5.  Section 1102 of the act, amended December 20, 2000 
(P.L.841, No.119), is amended to read: 
Section 1102.  Reporting. 
 The department shall report to the General Assembly on the 
economic effects of this act in each keystone opportunity zone or 
keystone opportunity expansion zone every [four years] year. 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   6 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   7 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Argall 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in the interviews that I had mentioned 
previously, one of the most interesting sections to me was that 
when I would sit down with the local elected official or the 
Representative or the Senator or the economic development 
professional, I would show them the DCED (Department of 
Community and Economic Development) statistics on the 
success of the KOZ Program. 
 Right now, as of, I guess, the latest information, we have 
48,000 jobs that have been retained in the KOZs, 64,000 jobs 
have been created, $17.6 billion in capital investment, and the 
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reaction varied so greatly from one of our members who said, 
"Oh, this is wonderful," to another one of our members who 
waved the sheet in front of me and said, "You don't believe this 
stuff, do you?" 
 And so the problem and the reason for this great variety of 
opinion is a question about the accuracy of the data. When this 
House, in April of 2007, passed Representative Eachus's 
resolution to request that the Legislative Budget and Finance 
Committee review the KOZ Program, the same goal was in 
mind – to verify the data. 
 Now, if you ask anyone at the Legislative Budget and 
Finance Committee today, more than a year later, they will tell 
you that that same problem which I encountered in completing 
my dissertation has been found by their researchers. Since 
DCED does not ask certain questions, no one can really give 
you honest, accurate answers. 
 This amendment would require the DCED to collect 
additional data, including, for the first time, wage data in the 
KOZs as well as keep ongoing track of the cost of this program 
to the school districts, the local governments, and other agencies 
of local government. There would also be a requirement for the 
very first time for an independent audit every 2 years. Also,  
we think an annual report to this General Assembly, rather than 
a 4-year report, would be much more helpful. 
 Finally, in response to complaints that we have heard  
across the State that almost any location can qualify as a KOZ, 
this amendment would require any new zone to meet 6 of  
the original 12 criteria in the original act, rather than 2. 
Mr. Speaker, economic development programs all across the 
country have been criticized for the fact that many of them have 
been launched with great fanfare. When this program was 
launched, there were articles in some of the economic 
development journals which touted it as the best economic 
development program in the country. The problem is, with 
governments, we are very, very prone to launching these 
programs and then no one ever really goes back to check the 
data, to see if indeed it is working as we had hoped in 1998, or 
if indeed, perhaps, it has taken a sidetrack which is not nearly as 
productive as we had hoped. 
 And so I would suggest to all of you that if we really want to 
understand the true value and the costs of the KOZ, as we said 
we unanimously supported Representative Eachus's resolution 
to do just that, we need to do a better job at collecting the data, 
and we need to verify it with an independent audit. That is the 
goal of this amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I would ask for a "yea" vote on the Argall amendment. 
Mr. Speaker, the increasing in the recording requirements for 
the programs that are designated in KOZs are very important. 
We are focusing on economic development. We believe that 
accountability is necessary, and I would ask for an affirmative 
vote on the Argall amendment. Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 
 
 

 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Murt Staback 
Carroll Harris Mustio Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nailor Steil 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Tangretti 
Cox James Pashinski Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer True 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Vereb 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Phillips Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Siptroth 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, as the 
guests of Representative Tom Caltagirone, Jennifer Velez, 
Pennsylvania's 2008 Outstanding Adult Student award recipient, 
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sponsored by the Department of Education's Bureau of  
Adult Basic and Literacy Education. Jennifer's 9-year-old 
daughter, Yahaira Haddock, and Victoria Lichty, coordinator of 
the Move Up Program, are also here. They are in the back of the 
House. Would you please stand and be recognized. 
 Joining us today, as a guest page and job shadower  
of Representative Dave Hickernell, is Adrienne Zercher. 
Adrienne attends Columbia High School. Please join me in 
welcoming her here today. 

SERRA CATHOLIC HIGH SCHOOL 
BOYS BASKETBALL TEAM PRESENTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Gergely for the purpose of an introduction. 
 Mr. GERGELY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 To the hall of the House, I have had a few opportunities to 
come to the podium to recognize some superior athletes from 
my district, and again, we are joined by the State Champions 
Single A Basketball Team, the Serra Catholic Eagles, from 
McKeesport, Pennsylvania. We want to congratulate them. 
 And to this team, they were State runners-up in football, 
State champions in basketball, runners-up in State hockey, and 
are ranked number one in both single A baseball and girls 
fastpitch softball. This is an incredible class of athletes at Serra. 
We are grateful and proud to have them here. Coach Rozanski 
and staff, and also joining me is Representative Kortz, who is 
going to also offer some accolades, and he was also an alumnus 
of Serra Catholic. 
 Mr. KORTZ. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great pleasure to stand 
here today with my colleague and as an alumnus of Serra High 
School to pay tribute to the Serra High School Basketball Team, 
their head coach Bob Rozanski, and their assistant coaches. 
 Mr. Speaker, ladies and gentlemen of the House, please join 
with Marc and me in congratulating the 2007-2008 WPIAL 
Class A and PIAA State Class A Boys Basketball Champions, 
the Serra Eagles. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize,  
as the guest of Representative Tom Murt, Representative  
Josh Shapiro, Representative Mike Gerber, and Representative 
Rick Taylor, Mike Paston, who is the president of Upper Dublin 
School Board. Would you please stand and be recognized. 
 Please welcome, as the guest pages of Representative Mario 
Scavello, Matthew Duffy and Kaegan Horvat. Matthew is a 
student at Notre Dame Middle School and Kaegan attends 
Stroudsburg Middle School. Also, please welcome Matthew's 
mother, Ann Duffy, who is seated in the gallery. Would you 
please stand and be recognized. 
 Please recognize, as the guest of Representative Cutler,  
Paul Vandenbosch, who is a resident of Representative Cutler's 
district and is acting as a guest page today on the House floor. 
Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

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

 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A06328: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "officials," " 
   further providing for legislative findings; 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by striking out "and" where it appears 
the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 16, by removing the period after "tax" 
and inserting 
   ; and providing for duties of the department. 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 19 through 22, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
 Section 1.  Section 102 of the act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, 
No.92), known as the Keystone Opportunity Zone, Keystone 
Opportunity Expansion Zone and Keystone Opportunity Improvement 
Zone Act, amended December 20, 2000 (P.L.841, No.119), is amended 
to read: 

Section 102.  Legislative findings. 
  (1)  There exist in this Commonwealth areas of economic 
distress characterized by high unemployment, low investment of 
new capital, inadequate dwelling conditions, blighted conditions, 
underutilized, obsolete or abandoned industrial, commercial and 
residential structures and deteriorating tax bases. 
  (2)  These areas require coordinated efforts by private and 
public entities to restore prosperity and enable the areas to make 
significant contributions to the economic and social life of this 
Commonwealth. 
  (3)  Long-term economic viability of these areas requires the 
cooperative involvement of residents, businesses, State and local 
elected officials and community organizations and requires 
additional personnel for rural areas lacking good economic 
development prospects. It is in the best interest of the 
Commonwealth to assist and encourage the creation of keystone 
opportunity zones and keystone opportunity expansion zones and to 
provide temporary relief from certain taxes within the zones to 
accomplish the purposes of this act. 

 Section 1.1.  The act is amended by adding sections to read: 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 4.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1101.1.  Duties of department. 
 The department shall provide, upon request, the appropriate staff to 
rural areas to implement keystone opportunity zones. 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Argall 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, one of my favorite interviews in my  
hundred-plus was with the gentleman from this House who 
represents Perry County. When I talked to him about KOZs in 
rural areas, he looked me in the eye and he said, why would we 
want to give up our tax base? We have no blight; we have the 
lowest unemployment rate in the State; we have no brownfields. 
And at that point, I was very jealous, and I understood 
completely why Perry County felt no need to engage in the 
Keystone Opportunity Zone Program. 
 However, there are other rural areas in the State that could 
use the form of tax incentives that are encountered by the KOZ 
Program. In speaking with Representative Pickett, with 
Representative Major, they pointed out to me that in their 
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district – very rural – they are competing every day against  
New York State's Empire Zone program, a very, very 
expensive, very, very intricate economic development program, 
and their counties in Pennsylvania had very few, if any, 
professional economic development staff. So it was truly a 
David versus Goliath attempt. 
 My amendment today would require that, if requested, 
DCED would provide staff to rural areas to implement new 
KOZs, if indeed any would be permitted in the future. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Murt Staback 
Carroll Harris Mustio Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nailor Steil 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Tangretti 
Cox James Pashinski Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer True 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Vereb 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Phillips Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 

 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Siptroth 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative  
Art Hershey for an introduction. 
 Mr. HERSHEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I am proud to have about six family members here today.  
I want to introduce them. Three of them are in the back: my 
daughter, Beverly Goodling; daughter-in-law, Marilyn Hershey; 
grandson Robert Hershey. Down in front, I have my wife Joyce, 
grandson Dan Goodling and grandson Kelby Hershey, who is 
on R&R from Iraq. Would they please stand, and give them a 
good House welcome. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, as the 
guests of Representative Mark Mustio, William and Mary Ann 
Rose from Moon Township, and as the guests of Representative 
Kathy Watson, Mary Smithson and William Kirwan of  
New Hope. Would you please stand and be recognized.  
I believe they are seated in the gallery.  The Chair would like to 
recognize Dylan Ossman, intern in the district office of 
Representative Gordon Denlinger and a student at Ephrata  
High School. Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BARRAR offered the following amendment No. 
A06364: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by inserting after "providing" 
   for qualified businesses, 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
 Section 1.1.  Section 307(a) of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217), is amended to read: 
Section 307.  Qualified businesses. 
 (a)  Qualifications.– 

  (1)  In order to qualify each year for a tax exemption, 
deduction, abatement or credit under this act, a business: 

   (i)  shall own or lease real property in a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone from which the 
business actively conducts a trade, profession or business[.]; 
and 
   (ii)  must not knowingly hire or retain any person  
who does not have the legal right or authorization under 
Federal law to work in the United States, as defined under 
section 274A of the Immigration and Nationality Act  
(66 Stat. 163, 8 U.S.C. § 1324a(h)(3)). 

  (2)  The qualified business shall receive certification from 
the department that the business is located and is in the active 
conduct of a trade, profession or business, within the subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone and meets the 
requirements of paragraph (1)(ii). The business shall obtain annual 
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renewal of the certification from the department to continue to 
qualify under this section. 

 * * *  
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Barrar 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to withdraw 
amendments 6364, 6365, and 6410. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Mr. BARRAR. I have two others; may I offer them now or is 
that later? 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman intend to offer 6411? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Yes, I do. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BARRAR offered the following amendment No. 
A06411: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by striking out "and" where it appears 
the third time and inserting a comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 16, by removing the period after "tax" 
and inserting 
   and for recapture. 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 4.  Section 902 of the act is amended by adding a 
subsection to read: 
Section 902.  Recapture. 
 * * * 
 (c)  Documentation.–Qualified businesses shall provide 
documentation, at the request of the department, that all employees of 
the qualified business and employees of any contractor or 
subcontractor providing services to the qualified business at its facility 
located within a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone 
are authorized under Federal law to work in the United States, as 
defined under section 274A of the Immigration and Nationality Act  
(66 Stat. 163, 8 U.S.C. § 1324a). A qualified business that fails to 
provide documentation required by this subsection shall refund the full 
value of any exemption, deduction, abatement or credit received to the 
State and the political subdivision which granted the exemption, 
deduction, abatement or credit. 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Barrar 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, this amendment deals with 
undocumented workers in a KOZ. Basically, what this 
amendment would do is to remove and take away any KOZ 
benefits from a company that either subcontracts or contracts 
with another company that were to hire undocumented workers. 
The workers would need to be verified. They would basically 

submit a report, at the request of the DCED, that all their 
workers were documented workers, basically, and I would ask 
for support. I would ask for an affirmative vote on this because 
in Pennsylvania we may be facing some tough economic times, 
and I think it is important that we put our citizens to work here 
and we deal with this problem of undocumented workers here in 
Pennsylvania. 
 I would ask for a positive vote on this. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Vitali 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you.  
 Would the maker of the amendment stand for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Barrar, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative Vitali is 
in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. I am just wondering, have any business groups 
come out in support or opposition to this amendment? 
 Mr. BARRAR. No; I have not heard from any. Actually, my 
original amendment had some flaws in it as far as dealing with 
providing services. We withdrew that amendment. That was the 
first amendment I withdrew. I think this amendment is written 
much better, so I have not received any calls from any groups 
supporting or opposing this amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. Now, what about the previous amendment? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I was in touch with the SEIU (Service 
Employees International Union). They had asked me to 
withdraw that amendment, which I did. 
 Mr. VITALI. Was it because of the concept or the text or 
both? 
 Mr. BARRAR. It was too expensive – because the 
amendment has been withdrawn, I really do not want to get  
into a long debate of it – it was too expensive, basically, to 
administer, so it had some flaws in it that we felt important to 
withdraw. 
 Mr. VITALI. Because I think my concern here – and again,  
I am not overly familiar with this – but I assume that you are 
trying to get at illegal immigrants and having them have jobs 
and so forth and discouraging—  That is the ultimate goal of 
this; am I correct or just sort of making incorrect assumptions? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Well, you are right. I mean, we are giving tax 
benefits to companies, and if these companies are going to 
employ or subcontract with companies that hire illegal 
immigrants as employees, why should they receive – it makes 
no sense to give them a tax benefit when we all know the tax 
burden that is placed on taxpayers in Pennsylvania for the cost 
of illegal immigration, and on top of that, the cost that they take 
away of jobs that they take away from Pennsylvanians. 
 Mr. VITALI. Well, that is what I am trying to get at, 
because, again, I am just vaguely aware of this situation, but  
I do know that sometimes these jobs are filled by people 
because those employers simply cannot find anyone else to do 
them.  
 Mr. BARRAR. But that is absolutely not— 
 Mr. VITALI. So I am just sort of concerned with the 
situation where you are trying to deal with the situation where 
businesspeople are not calling for the amendment, and that is 
what I am trying to get at here. So I guess maybe you could 
respond to that. 
 Mr. BARRAR. The businesspeople have not been calling for 
the amendment because they are the beneficiaries of this cheap 
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labor force that has been provided to them, but the taxpayers are 
screaming for this amendment. They want something done 
about illegal immigration. 
 The only way to deal with illegal immigration is to take 
away the economic incentives to both business and the people 
who are working here illegally, not paying taxes into the system 
and costing the taxpayers dollars in health care, costing the 
taxpayers dollars in education, costing taxpayers dollars in 
increased crime. That is what this amendment tries to address. 
 Mr. VITALI. Do you have any quantification of any of these 
increased tax dollars, or is this all theory? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I think that is a very naive question to ask.  
I think the evidence is well documented throughout the 
Commonwealth and the country – the cost of illegal 
immigration, what it is costing us. If you have not heard from 
your constituents on this, I would be quite surprised. Our polls 
show 88 percent of the people in Pennsylvania want strict 
enforcement of the immigration laws. They want something 
done about this issue. They want something done about the 
added cost of health care because of the cost of illegal 
immigration. 
 Mr. VITALI. So you do not have any documentation that the 
passage of this amendment will result in savings as far as 
health-care costs or crime or education or anything like that? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I do not have anything right in front of me 
that I can put my finger on this second. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay; that concludes my interrogation.  
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Seip. 
 Mr. SEIP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I would like to speak on the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order. 
 Mr. SEIP. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support this amendment.  
I would urge my colleagues to do the same. Before I was 
elected in 2003, we had a significant problem in a keystone 
opportunity zone in Schuylkill County. If the purpose of 
keystone opportunity zones is to spur local economic activity,  
I think that that is hindered when citizens do not get jobs and 
that economic development gets sidetracked. 
 So again, I reiterate my support for the amendment, and  
I encourage my colleagues to give an affirmative vote. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DeLuca. 
 Mr. DeLUCA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the Barrar amendment. I think 
it is about time that we address this issue. Too many times we 
have employers who are taking advantage of these individuals 
who come over here illegally or undocumented, take away jobs 
from our workers here, not only in Pennsylvania, but in the 
United States, and I get tired of hearing these businesspeople 
telling me that they cannot find workers. They cannot find 
workers for the slave wages they want to pay them, and I hope 
we never find workers who are willing to work at some of the 
salaries we are paying overseas. It is time that we go after these 
employers, and I commend Representative Barrar for this 
amendment, and I ask this House to support this amendment. 
Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–196 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Roebuck 
Argall Galloway Markosek Rohrer 
Baker Geist Marshall Ross 
Barrar George Marsico Rubley 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sabatina 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Sainato 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Samuelson 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Santoni 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Saylor 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Scavello 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Schroder 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Seip 
Boback Grucela Millard Shapiro 
Boyd Haluska Miller Shimkus 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Tangretti 
Cox James Pashinski Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Payton True 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Turzai 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel Vereb 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Vitali 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vulakovich 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Wagner 
DePasquale King Phillips Walko 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wansacz 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Waters 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Watson 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Wheatley 
Eachus Leach Quinn White 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley Williams 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Wojnaroski 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Yewcic 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Youngblood 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Yudichak 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley  
Fleck Major Roae O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Manderino Rock    Speaker 
Freeman Mann   
 
 
 NAYS–2 
 
Sturla Thomas   
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Siptroth 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
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GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize  
Maria Kaminski-Shipton and Lisa Brochetti of the IUP (Indiana 
University of Pennsylvania) New Choices/New Options 
program. They are the guests of Representative Pyle. Would 
you please stand and be recognized. They are in the balcony. 
Welcome to the floor of the House. 

PAM DUFFY INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize 
Representative Galloway for an introduction. 
 Mr. GALLOWAY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to introduce to the Pennsylvania House of 
Representatives, Pam Duffy, who interned in our district office 
for the past year. Pam is a recent graduate of Temple 
University, with a master's degree in social work. She was a 
tremendous help to us by managing constituent cases and 
planning and participating in district outreach activities. 
 She assisted various community organizations, including  
Big Brothers and Big Sisters of Bucks County, and she 
implemented the Oral History Project with the Bristol Borough 
Community Partnership. Pam is a member of the  
National Social Work Honor Society. She is the recipient of the 
Megan and Emily Peck Memorial Award and a member of the 
Golden Key National Honor Society. 
 She was a great asset to our office, and I would like to  
thank her for all of her hard work. Pam, I wish you continued 
success in the future. Ladies and gentlemen, please help me  
in welcoming Pam Duffy and my chief of staff,  
Jacquelyn Fitzmaurice, to the Pennsylvania House of 
Representatives. Thank you very much. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BARRAR offered the following amendment No. 
A06413: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by inserting after "providing" 

for criteria for authorization of Keystone 
Opportunity Zone, 

 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
 Section 2.  Section 304 of the act is amended by adding a 
subsection to read: 
Section 304.  Criteria for authorization of keystone opportunity zone. 
 * * * 
 (e)  Enforcement of Federal and State law.–An area shall not be 
authorized as a keystone opportunity zone or a keystone opportunity 
expansion zone or approved for any extension or substitution of a 
subzone or expansion subzone, if the governing body of the political 
subdivision in which the subzone or expansion subzone is located or 
proposed has adopted any ordinance or resolution or taken other 
official action whereby the political subdivision refuses to enforce or 
comply with the Immigration and Nationality Act (66 Stat. 163,  
8 U.S.C. § 1101 et seq.). 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 5, line 5, by striking out "2" and inserting 
   3 
 

 Amend Sec. 3, page 6, line 3, by striking out "3" and inserting 
   4 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Barrar 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 This amendment here deals with – basically it would prohibit 
the expansion or creation of a KOZ in a city or municipality that 
has declared itself a sanctuary city by failing to provide, 
basically by failing or refusing to enforce or comply with the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. 
 I would ask for an affirmative vote on this. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Thomas, on the amendment. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in reference to this amendment, my name is 
Cautious, and my name is Cautious, Mr. Speaker, because 
Pennsylvania, along with a number of other States, is moving 
into a very reactionary mode. The Federal government has 
failed to provide leadership, but the last time I checked, 
immigration still rests with the Federal government. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, we are being asked to respond to issues 
without any evidence or documentation of impact on or benefit 
from. I have heard undocumented immigrants; I have heard 
documented immigrants; I have heard illegal aliens; I have 
heard all kinds of things, Mr. Speaker, which have moved the 
House Intergovernmental Affairs Committee to put together an 
immigration task force, because when we start responding to 
this issue, we want to make sure that we have real facts fitting 
real circumstances and that we do not have Pennsylvania all 
over the place, but have some real continuity to how our laws 
will be enforced and how our laws will be respected. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I rise with the name Cautious, and I ask my 
colleagues to also carry the name Cautious, and do not react to 
what looks good on paper without having some sound facts or 
real circumstances. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cohen, on the amendment. 
 Mr. COHEN. Will the gentleman from Delaware consent to 
interrogation, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Barrar, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative Cohen 
is in order and may begin. 
 Mr. COHEN. Under Federal law, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to know what the duties of municipalities are to enforce 
immigration statutes. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, could you clarify that question 
again; ask it one more time with a little more clarity to it. 
 Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that your 
amendment says that any municipality which refuses to comply 
with its duties under the immigration and naturalization laws of 
our country shall not be allowed to have KOZ zones. 
 Mr. BARRAR. What this amendment does is says if the city 
and municipality have taken official action, which I think that is 
the key here, if they have taken official action to order their 
police department not to report immigration status of a 
convicted felon – that type of thing is what we are trying to get 
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to – if cities have taken official action to claim themselves as 
sanctuary cities – and it is only in a KOZ area that we are 
talking about. 
 Now, remember, in a KOZ area, the State and the 
municipality are not getting their share of tax revenue, but the 
people they are employing, the people they are giving a 
sanctuary to are costing the taxpayers money. Is it fair? The 
question is, is it fair to let a city that costs the taxpayers money, 
or is going to put an increased burden on the taxpayer, go out 
there and say to industries, come here, we will not tax you, but 
the people that live here will also get a tax benefit, an increased 
tax burden on the taxpayer. 
 Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I would appreciate it if the 
gentleman would answer my question; the purpose of asking 
questions is to get answers. What are the duties of cities or other 
local governments to enforce the Immigration and Nationality 
Act? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, what we are talking about here 
are tax incentives to local businesses. We are not talking about 
enforcement of immigration laws; we are talking about tax 
incentives to local businesses. So I think you are asking me, 
what are the duties of immigration, to enforce immigration 
laws? We have the power to enforce licensure acts, but we are 
not asking the cities to get into the immigration enforcement 
business. We are asking them not to consider themselves, not to 
declare themselves a sanctuary city and give haven to people 
who are breaking our laws. 
 Mr. COHEN. What is the legal effect of declaring a 
sanctuary city? Is that rhetoric? Is there substance there? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Well, I think we have seen it, and several of 
our cities have declared themselves sanctuary cities and they 
ask their police departments not to ask the immigration status of 
people when they are dealing with immigrants. They refuse to, 
basically, report to the Immigration Department any illegals that 
may be living within their city or even committing crimes in 
their city. 
 Mr. COHEN. Has any Pennsylvania city declared itself a 
sanctuary city? 
 Mr. BARRAR. As far as I know, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 
have. 
 Mr. COHEN. So what this bill does is says that there can be 
no KOZ zones in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh? 
 Mr. BARRAR. There would be no additional KOZs in the 
city of Philadelphia and Pittsburgh unless – it is real easy – 
unless they just comply with the law. 
 Mr. COHEN. And what does the law say, Mr. Speaker, that 
they should comply with? 
 Mr. BARRAR. The laws are very complex. There are laws 
that say if they arrest someone who is here illegally, they must 
report them to the Immigration Department. I do not think that 
is a real complicated law. We are just asking the city of 
Philadelphia and other cities that declare themselves sanctuary 
cities to comply with the law. 
 Mr. COHEN. And the laws specifically require cities to act 
in this manner? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I am sorry; repeat the question one more 
time, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. COHEN. Does Federal law specifically require actions 
of city police forces? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I am not sure if they specifically require 
actions. I would think if they—  My knowledge of the law 
would assume that they are required when they arrest someone 

on a felony charge or a misdemeanor charge, then if they are 
here illegally to report that to the Federal government. 
 Mr. COHEN. You are not sure? 
 Mr. BARRAR. This does not deal with that. What this says 
is that a city cannot give tax benefits to local businesses to 
incentivize them to come and locate in the city of Philadelphia, 
and at the same time say, we are not going to enforce the laws 
of the Federal government and the State government on 
immigration. There is an unfairness there. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you. Mr. Speaker, I have no further 
comments. I have no further questions for the gentleman. It 
seems to me, though, that the— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has concluded his 
interrogation. He may proceed. 
 Mr. COHEN. It seems to me, though, there is a considerable 
degree of uncertainty by the maker of the motion for this 
amendment as to what the effects of the amendment are going 
to be. Some of the language that he gave would indicate this is a 
very broad-based amendment; some of the language would 
indicate this hardly affects anything. I am uncertain as to what 
the effects of this amendment are. I intend to vote against it.  
I think this amendment is highly risky business, and there 
should be a much better job of drafting than to promote a very 
vague and uncertain language. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Ross. 
 Mr. ROSS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 While I sympathize with the intent of this particular 
amendment, I have some problems with it, particularly in terms 
of the overly broad language that is included and based on the 
explanation that has been offered by the prime sponsor. I cast 
my mind back to hearing former Philadelphia Police Chief  
John Timoney talking specifically about the issue of questioning 
people who were potential witnesses or victims of crime about 
their immigration status and creating in Philadelphia, as had 
previously been done in New York City, a policy that 
immigration status was inquired about from suspects or those 
who were being charged with crimes, but not for those who 
were potential witnesses or victims of crime. 
 He explicitly put this policy forward with an eye toward 
fighting crime. The fear was that if immigration status was 
going to be questioned, witnesses would not come forward and 
crime victims would not come forward, which would allow 
criminals free rein and the ability to be much more successful in 
perpetrating whatever crimes they had been involved in. 
 So there was a public safety issue here. Now there is a 
positive responsibility on the part of the Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement agencies to find those who are illegally 
here in the United States. There is a positive duty on a police 
department to report those who they know are here illegally, but 
there is not currently a responsibility extended to local police 
forces to do immigration research on behalf of the Federal 
government. That is not their current duty, and if we task our 
local police forces with that responsibility, we are going to have 
to get much, much bigger police forces, and it will take them 
away from the other jobs that they are attempting to legitimately 
do, which is to keep our citizens safe from criminals. 
 So I would respectfully urge a "no" vote on this amendment. 
I think it is getting us off the target here a little bit and will 
create a certain amount of mischief. If it would be more 
narrowly focused on the specific kinds of official actions,  
I might well be able to support it, but as it is currently drafted, it 
is overly broad and I think will cause problems. Thank you. 
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 The SPEAKER. Representative Sturla. 
 Mr. STURLA. Mr. Speaker, will the maker of the 
amendment rise for brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Barrar indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Sturla is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. STURLA. Mr. Speaker, I am kind of confused here, 
because if a police officer in my city, which has a KOZ, pulls 
you over for speeding and asks you whether you are an illegal 
immigrant, and you say, no, no, sir, not me, is he supposed to 
take you at your word for that? If not, how are you going to 
prove that you are not an illegal immigrant, short of producing a 
birth certificate? 
 Mr. BARRAR. My amendment only applies to official action 
by the government body. If the city or municipality takes a 
stand and they tell their police officers never, regardless of 
circumstances, to ask the immigration status, okay, they do it by 
official action, by resolution or ordinance, that is when this 
would take effect. 
 Mr. STURLA. So if they just do it informally, if the mayor 
walks down to the police chief and says, tell all your guys not to 
ask immigration status – that is okay? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, I originally – and I have the 
information here now – I originally said that Pittsburgh and 
Philadelphia were considered sanctuary cities. Actually, 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh have not taken any official action 
either through resolution or ordinance that would put them into 
the sanctuary city category, according to my amendment. So  
I probably misspoke on that, and I wanted to straighten that out. 
 Mr. STURLA. Okay, but my question is, if the mayor walks 
down to the police department and says to the police chief, tell 
all your guys not to ask the immigration status, but they do not 
officially vote on it. That is okay? 
 Mr. BARRAR. No; I think you and I would both sit here and 
say that is irresponsible and probably reckless on his part, but it 
would not classify them and deny them KOZ action. 
 Mr. STURLA. Okay, so it really has nothing to do about 
whether or not the law gets enforced or not, it has to do with 
whether there is official proclamation made? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Right; whether the mayor, city council, 
passed a resolution or an ordinance, which is an official action 
by the government, then they would come under this 
amendment. 
 Mr. STURLA. Okay. But if they do pass that official action, 
then they would not qualify for any of the KOZ funds. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Right; they would not be allowed to have 
additional or expand the KOZ areas in their city. 
 Mr. STURLA. Even if your previous amendment were 
passed into law that said anybody who was in that KOZ could 
not employ anyone who was an illegal immigrant? 
 Mr. BARRAR. I think one deals with official government 
action, the other one deals with action by the company, so  
I think they are two separate amendments. I do not see where 
they cross lines. 
 Mr. STURLA. Well, if your previous amendment goes into 
law, there could be no one who is an illegal immigrant 
employed in a KOZ, and that is where the tax funds are going. 
But you are saying that the entire city would not be able to pass 
a resolution that says they are not going to enforce it, even 
though it would be enforced in the KOZ because of your 
previous amendment. 

 Mr. BARRAR. The former one deals with the employment 
of illegals working within a KOZ, which I think you and I were 
here when this KOZ legislation came about, our goal was to put 
Pennsylvanians to work. It was to put American citizens to 
work. Here we are basically giving business an advantage in 
allowing them to employ an employee at a much lesser wage 
than we would want Pennsylvanians to be paid. 
 But the other one deals with the government, with the people 
living there basically in their day-to-day activity. If they know 
that they have a large illegal immigration population, they need 
to deal with it, not turn their back to it, and then not say to the 
State that we want tax benefits. We want the State to pay the 
cost of illegal immigration on top of we are going to declare 
ourselves a sanctuary city. There is an unfairness to the rest of 
the taxpayers in Pennsylvania to have to shoulder the burden. 
 Mr. STURLA. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise to support the Barrar amendment. 
Mr. Speaker, the arguments that we have heard are nonsensical, 
hypocritical, contradicting arguments being made by lawmakers 
to say that we should not require or have some teeth in the law 
to go after elected officials who vote publicly to ignore the law. 
 This is not a debate, as some have tried to make it early on, 
about the validity in passing other measures that we actually 
have introduced this session that would actually go further and 
actually require our law enforcement officers to identify 
someone's legal status here in our nation, in our State. This has 
nothing do with that. This has everything to do with those 
elected officials in areas of our Commonwealth that, in your 
face, as elected officials, are saying, we are not going to abide 
by the laws of the State and nation. 
 Mr. Speaker, there should be no debate on this issue. We 
have been elected as lawmakers. If we are not going to put some 
teeth in the law to go after other elected officials who have 
subordinate positions to the State when they, in fact, have 
passed public resolutions stating they are going to ignore the 
law, then what are we here for? The arguments that have been 
proffered are hypocritical and contradictory to the positions that 
we are all elected to, and this should be voted on unanimously, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Nickol. 
 Mr. NICKOL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to express some concern over the language of the 
amendment. I do not necessarily disagree with, I do not believe, 
what I understand to be the gentleman's intent in offering it, but 
if you look at the law, the underlying law, the definition of 
"political subdivision" includes school districts, and school 
districts in my area – which have a fair number of immigrants 
due to the fruit belt – the school districts there have to comply 
with Federal court decisions which prohibit them from 
enforcing the Immigration and Nationality Act. They are not 
allowed to ask the immigration status of the students attending 
that school district. 
 Therefore, I gather that if there are any similar situations 
where there were keystone opportunity zones – because school 
districts could not ask this information, could not comply or 
enforce that law – that those political subdivisions could not 
hold or host an extension of a keystone opportunity zone.  
I express this concern hoping that if the amendment does 
resurface that the sponsor might maybe further, more finely 
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craft it so it does not hit on some, I think, of the unintentional 
consequences, including school districts. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Thomas. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, would the author of the amendment stand for 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Barrar indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Thomas is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, first, let me thank you for standing up and 
recognizing that you made a very bad mistake in labeling 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh as sanctuaries. Now, my question 
is, are there any counties, municipalities, political subdivisions 
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that have refused to 
comply with the Immigration and Nationality Act? 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, there are about 122 cities 
nationally that have taken action to declare themselves 
sanctuary cities. Philadelphia has taken—  I know the former 
mayor took action, but not what we consider official action as 
far as a resolution or ordinance telling their city employees, 
their police department, not to comply with Federal law. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, my question again is—  
I thought I was pretty familiar with the actions of the previous 
mayor of Philadelphia County. I do not know of the Office of 
the Mayor ever publicly or privately declaring that office a 
sanctuary, nor am I aware of any city council resolution to that 
effect. My question again is, can you direct me to where in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania a lawmaking body or a 
governmental entity has taken official steps to refuse 
compliance with the Immigration and Nationality Act. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, I am not aware of any city, 
municipality in the State of Pennsylvania that has taken this 
action, but this is also a preventative measure – we have seen 
other cities around the country do this – and what we are trying 
to do is make sure that the cities and municipalities in our 
Commonwealth that take the tax benefits of KOZs understand 
that if they are going to take the step and become a KOZ city, 
that they cannot consider themselves a sanctuary city or take 
legal action to give sanctuary to people of illegal status. 
 Mr. THOMAS. So, Mr. Speaker, is it your feeling that this 
body should be advancing public policy to address something 
that we have no basis upon which we need to address in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania? 
 Mr. BARRAR. It is my opinion that we should encourage 
our cities and municipalities to comply with every Federal and 
State law that is out there. 
 Mr. THOMAS. And, Mr. Speaker, I respect that, and I doubt 
very seriously whether there is a mayor, township manager, 
borough supervisor, school board president, or any political 
subdivision in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania that would 
officially refuse to comply with Federal law. I have too much 
faith in the people who run municipalities and boroughs. I am 
finished with my questioning. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, my name is Caution. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has finished his 
interrogation. He is in order and may proceed with his 
comments. 
 Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 My name is Cautious. I think we need to move very 
cautiously in adopting amendments and/or other policy 

positions without sufficient facts to support that position. I am 
glad that the record – and I was surprised that somebody from 
Pittsburgh did not stand up and clear the record, where the city 
of Pittsburgh nor the city of Philadelphia has officially declared 
themselves sanctuary havens. That is a very dangerous term, 
serious term to be put on a municipality without some facts to 
substantiate that.  
 So to that end, again, my name is Cautious. I ask you to not 
react to these immigration-related proposals without having 
facts to substantiate the proposal, because if we do something, if 
we make a mistake in either mislabeling our municipalities or 
imposing on them things that will have an economic and/or 
other negative impact, then we will have to take responsibility 
for it. I do not think anybody in this chamber wants to take 
responsibility or assume responsibility for doing anything 
negative or doing anything that will have a negative impact on 
the municipality, borough, township, or governmental 
subdivision, political subdivision that they might represent. 
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, 
who requests that Representative DeWEESE be placed on 
leave. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

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

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Parker 
on the amendment. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Amendment A6413 is not an agreed-to amendment. I think 
with some of the very valid concerns and issues that members 
from both sides of the aisle have raised during debate on this 
amendment, I would ask my colleagues to vote "no." Although  
I understand the maker's intent, members on both sides of the 
aisle raised some very, very valid concerns, so I would ask for a 
"no" vote on amendment 6413. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Barrar. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Mr. Speaker, all this legislation does is ask 
our cities that if they are going to apply for tax benefits, they 
have to comply with Federal law. It does nothing more than 
that. I think some of the other speakers have tried to cloud the 
issue. Before we grant sanctuary city status, I think cities need 
to think about the impact that it puts on the taxpayers statewide. 
 The KOZ is a great thing – we have all supported it – but  
I think for cities that basically are so quick to call themselves a 
sanctuary city and ask for tax benefits from the taxpayers is 
wrong, and my amendment tries to clear that up. It is a 
preventative measure at this point, and we are hoping that we 
can just get our municipalities to comply with State and Federal 
laws as they are written. I would ask for an affirmative vote. 
Thank you. 
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 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–147 
 
Adolph Geist Major Reichley 
Argall George Mann Roae 
Baker Gergely Mantz Rock 
Barrar Gibbons Markosek Rohrer 
Bastian Gillespie Marshall Rubley 
Bear Gingrich Marsico Sainato 
Belfanti Godshall McCall Samuelson 
Bennington Goodman McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Grell Mensch Scavello 
Biancucci Grucela Metcalfe Schroder 
Boback Haluska Micozzie Seip 
Boyd Hanna Millard Shapiro 
Brennan Harhai Miller Siptroth 
Brooks Harhart Milne Smith, M. 
Cappelli Harper Moyer Smith, S. 
Casorio Harris Mundy Solobay 
Causer Helm Murt Sonney 
Civera Hennessey Mustio Staback 
Clymer Hershey Nailor Stairs 
Conklin Hess O'Neill Stern 
Cox Hickernell Pallone Stevenson 
Creighton Hornaman Payne Surra 
Cutler Hutchinson Peifer Swanger 
Dally Kauffman Perzel Taylor, J. 
DeLuca Keller, M.K. Petrarca True 
Denlinger Kenney Petri Turzai 
DePasquale Kessler Petrone Vereb 
DiGirolamo Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Eachus Kortz Pickett Wagner 
Ellis Kotik Pyle Wansacz 
Evans, J. Kula Quigley Watson 
Everett Lentz Quinn Wheatley 
Fairchild Levdansky Ramaley White 
Fleck Longietti Rapp Wojnaroski 
Freeman Mackereth Raymond Yewcic 
Gabig Maher Readshaw Yudichak 
Galloway Mahoney Reed  
 
 NAYS–51 
 
Bishop Gerber Nickol Steil 
Blackwell Harkins O'Brien, M. Sturla 
Buxton James Oliver Tangretti 
Caltagirone Josephs Parker Taylor, R. 
Carroll Keller, W. Pashinski Thomas 
Cohen King Payton Vitali 
Costa Kirkland Preston Walko 
Curry Leach Roebuck Waters 
Daley Manderino Ross Williams 
Dermody McGeehan Sabatina Youngblood 
Donatucci McI. Smith Santoni  
Evans, D. Melio Shimkus O'Brien, D., 
Fabrizio Moul Smith, K.    Speaker 
Frankel    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff DeWeese Myers Perry 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes, as the guest of 
Representative Jerry Nailor, Ben Sheely, who is a guest page 
from Mechanicsburg High School. He is seated in the front of 
the Speaker's rostrum. Would you please stand to be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. FREEMAN offered the following amendment No. 
A06201: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "officials," " 
   further providing for keystone opportunity zones; 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 19 through 22, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
 Section 1.  Section 301 of the act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, 
No.92), known as the Keystone Opportunity Zone, Keystone 
Opportunity Expansion Zone and Keystone Opportunity Improvement 
Zone Act, is amended by adding a subsection to read: 
Section 301.  Keystone opportunity zones. 
 * * * 
 (e.1)  Additional authorization to extend duration of keystone 
opportunity zone or subzone.–In addition to any other authority under 
this section to extend the duration of a keystone opportunity zone or 
subzone and notwithstanding any other provision of this act, a 
designation as a subzone of a keystone opportunity zone may be 
extended for an additional five-year period as set forth in this 
subsection. A qualified political subdivision having an approved 
subzone within its jurisdiction and seeking to extend the subzone 
designation shall apply to the department for the extension. The 
department may grant the request to extend provided all the department 
determines that extenuating circumstances as identified and published 
as subzone designation is warranted. Upon approval of a request for 
extension of duration of a subzone, all qualified political subdivisions 
within the subzone shall adopt the proper binding ordinances, 
resolutions or other governing documents extending the necessary 
exemptions, abatements and credits. The exemptions, deductions, 
abatements or credits shall be binding upon the qualified political 
subdivisions as provided in subsection (d). The department shall 
provide written notice, irrespective of whether a request for an 
extension is approved or denied, to each qualified subdivision, resident 
and qualified business affected. 
 * * * 
 Section 2.  The act is amended by adding sections to read: 
 Amend Sec. 2, page 5, line 5, by striking out "2" and inserting 
   3 
 Amend Sec. 3, page 6, line 3, by striking out "3" and inserting 
   4 
 Amend Sec. 4, page 7, line 10, by striking out "4" and inserting 
   5 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 7, line 12, by striking out "5" and inserting 
   6 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Freeman on the amendment. 
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 Mr. FREEMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am going to withdraw that amendment, as well as another 
amendment which had been introduced. So I am withdrawing 
both my amendments. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. REICHLEY offered the following amendment No. 
A06466: 
 
 Amend Sec. 1 (Sec. 301.3), page 3, by inserting between lines 13 
and 14 
 (f)  Affordable housing development real property tax 
reimbursement.– 

  (1)  There shall hereby be established in the General Fund a 
restricted receipts account into which 10% of the revenues 
collected from the tax imposed under section 1102-C of the  
Tax Reform Code of 1971, but no more than $75,000,000 shall be 
transferred for allocation to affordable housing development real 
property tax reimbursement as provided in this subsection. 
  (2)  The department shall establish a program for 
reimbursement of political subdivision real property tax lost due to 
the location of an affordable housing development in an approved 
extension under this section. 
  (3)  The department shall use the restricted receipts account 
established in paragraph (1) to fund the reimbursement of lost 
political subdivision real property tax revenue. If necessary, the 
reimbursement shall be allocated on a pro rata basis. 
  (4)  For purpose of this subsection, "affordable housing 
development" shall mean a housing development which provides 
housing to families and persons of low income and moderate 
income. The income limits for families and persons of low income 
and moderate income to acquire affordable housing shall be those 
established by rules and regulations of the Pennsylvania Housing 
Finance Agency. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Reichley on the amendment. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have certainly heard in recent weeks and 
months about the crisis in the housing market, not only in 
Pennsylvania but throughout the country. Amendment A06466 
seeks to address the problem surrounding the lack of affordable 
housing by taking a dedicated portion of the State's share of the 
realty transfer tax and using that as a revenue stream for a  
$75 million bonding program to be supervised by the 
Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency. 
 I should emphasize, this would not, would not increase the 
realty transfer tax, it would merely be used as a dedicated 
portion of that tax to provide as the revenue stream for the 
bonds. This is very similar to a program which the Housing 
Finance Agency is currently operating but would put a specific 
emphasis on locating affordable housing in the blighted areas 
which are identified primarily for keystone opportunity zones. 
This would help to make more walkable communities, would 
bring people back into urban areas, address the blighted issue, 
and also facilitate the construction of housing for those who are 

least able to afford it in a very expensive market where credit is 
not readily available. 
 I would urge a unanimous support of the amendment.  
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–180 
 
Adolph Galloway Mann Rubley 
Argall Geist Mantz Sabatina 
Baker George Markosek Sainato 
Barrar Gerber Marshall Samuelson 
Bastian Gergely Marsico Santoni 
Bear Gibbons McCall Saylor 
Belfanti Gillespie McGeehan Scavello 
Bennington Gingrich McI. Smith Schroder 
Beyer Godshall McIlhattan Seip 
Biancucci Goodman Melio Shapiro 
Bishop Grell Mensch Shimkus 
Blackwell Grucela Micozzie Siptroth 
Boback Haluska Millard Smith, K. 
Boyd Hanna Miller Smith, M. 
Brennan Harhai Milne Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moul Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Moyer Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Mundy Staback 
Carroll Harris Murt Stairs 
Casorio Helm Mustio Steil 
Causer Hennessey Nailor Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Surra 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Swanger 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Tangretti 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Taylor, J. 
Costa James Parker Taylor, R. 
Curry Josephs Pashinski Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Payne True 
Daley Keller, W. Payton Vereb 
Dally Kenney Peifer Vulakovich 
DeLuca Kessler Perzel Wagner 
DePasquale Killion Petrarca Walko 
Dermody King Petri Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kirkland Petrone Waters 
Donatucci Kortz Phillips Watson 
Eachus Kotik Pickett Wheatley 
Ellis Kula Pyle White 
Evans, D. Leach Quigley Williams 
Evans, J. Lentz Quinn Wojnaroski 
Everett Levdansky Ramaley Yewcic 
Fabrizio Longietti Raymond Youngblood 
Fairchild Mackereth Readshaw Yudichak 
Fleck Maher Reichley  
Frankel Mahoney Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Major Ross    Speaker 
Gabig Manderino   
 
 NAYS–18 
 
Brooks Kauffman Reed Stevenson 
Cox Metcalfe Roae Sturla 
Creighton Nickol Rock Turzai 
Denlinger Preston Rohrer Vitali 
Hutchinson Rapp   
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff DeWeese Myers Perry 
Cruz    
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 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. ARGALL offered the following amendment No. 
A06476: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 12, by inserting after "officials," " 
   further providing for the definition of "business"; 
 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 19 through 22, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
 Section 1.  The definition of "business" in section 103 of the act of 
October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, No.92), known as the Keystone Opportunity 
Zone, Keystone Opportunity Expansion Zone and Keystone 
Opportunity Improvement Zone Act, amended December 20, 2000 
(P.L.841, No.119), is amended to read: 
Section 103.  Definitions. 
 The following words and phrases when used in this act shall have 
the meanings given to them in this section unless the context clearly 
indicates otherwise: 
 "Business."  An association, partnership, corporation, sole 
proprietorship, limited liability company or employer other than a 
provider of professional services, including, but not limited to, legal or 
accounting services. 
 * * * 
 Section 1.1.  The act is amended by adding sections to read: 
 Amend Bill, page 7, by inserting between lines 9 and 10 
 Section 3.1.  The amendment of the definition of "business" in 
section 103 of the act shall apply prospectively, beginning on the 
effective date of this section, and shall neither be construed to nullify a 
tax benefit obtained prior to the effective date of this section nor result 
in any change to the tax status of a business that qualified for special 
tax benefits prior to the amendment of the definition of "business" in 
section 103. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Argall 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, the members of this House who have been with 
us longer than 8 years may recall that when the KOZ Program 
was first suggested by Representative Gladeck and Governor 
Ridge, it was a very, very noncontroversial program. It was 
approved by this House by a unanimous vote. It was approved 
by the other body by a unanimous vote. It was then signed into 
law, and it remained a very noncontroversial program until  
a controversy arose in the city of Philadelphia on the use of 
prime real estate for tax-free purposes, contrary to the original 
intent of many, if not all, of the sponsors. 
 One of the other surprises that popped up in the program 
was, once again, in the city of Philadelphia when the 
Philadelphia media began writing story after story after story 
with the fact that law partners in a KOZ in one building 
suddenly were discovered to be completely tax-free. The 
lawyers in the firm who were not partners were not tax-free; the 
people who took out the trash were not tax-free; the secretaries 
were not tax-free; the clerks were not tax-free, but according to 
an interpretation of the law, the partners were, and when I asked 

that question of the original sponsors of the act, they said, no, 
that is not what we meant. So, Mr. Speaker, my amendment 
would simply close that loophole so that in the future the people 
at the top of the pyramid in a KOZ, according to their job title, 
will not be given an unintended tax benefit, which is not shared 
with anyone else in that building in that firm. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Galloway Markosek Ross 
Argall Geist Marshall Rubley 
Baker George Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Beyer Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boback Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Buxton Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harper Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harris Mustio 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 Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Costa James Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, W. Perzel True 
Daley Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kessler Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Killion Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger King Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Wansacz 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Waters 
Eachus Leach Quinn Watson 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley Wheatley 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp White 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Williams 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Wojnaroski 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Yewcic 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Youngblood 
Fleck Major Roae Yudichak 
Frankel Manderino Rock  
Freeman Mann Roebuck O'Brien, D., 
Gabig Mantz Rohrer    Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
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 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff DeWeese Myers Perry 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, from the 
Taipei Economic and Cultural Office in New York, 
Ambassador Kenneth Liao, who is the director-general; and also 
Charles Chou, who is the consular officer. They are standing to 
the left of the Speaker. Would you please join me in welcoming 
them to the floor of the House. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. REICHLEY offered the following amendment No. 
A06509: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 14, by striking out "and" and inserting a 
comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 15, by inserting after "parcels" 
   and for cap and trade 
 Amend Sec. 1, page 5, by inserting between lines 4 and 5 
Section 310.  Cap and trade. 
 The department shall provide a method by which a county which 
has acreage in a subzone or a keystone opportunity improvement zone 
that remains unused may transfer the designation of the amount of 
acreage as a subzone or a keystone opportunity improvement zone to 
another county to utilize in an area within the county in which there is 
deteriorated property for the purposes of designating the deteriorated 
property as a subzone or a keystone opportunity zone. The department 
shall allow for the purchase of the acreage as a transfer under this 
section. A transfer under this section shall first be approved by all 
affected political subdivisions within each county, including each 
county. Any transfer under this section shall be subject to approval by 
the department. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Reichley on the amendment. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment, A06509, seeks to address the situation 
which is somewhat related to our interest in extending KOZ 
status as it is right now. This amendment would authorize the 
Department of Community and Economic Development to 
provide a method whereby unused KOZ acreage in a county 
which is not able to take advantage of its preferential status 
could, in fact, sell that same amount of acreage to a county 
which has more or less expended all available KOZ acreage 
within a municipality. There would be the requirement that the 
municipalities in both jurisdictions would agree to such a 

transfer, and the department shall allow for the purchase of the 
acreage as a transfer, under this section. 
 We certainly have seen some situations where municipalities 
have been the beneficiary of economic development but need 
more land to attract further businesses to a certain blighted area. 
This would allow that by taking advantage of land which has a 
KOZ status but is currently unutilized, and I would ask the 
members for their unanimous support. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I wholeheartedly support the Reichley amendment. I think it 
is a matter of sound public policy. It simply increases the 
threshold and allows for our Keystone Opportunity Zone 
Program to be much more competitive, so I join Representative 
Reichley in asking for an affirmative vote. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will the gentleman stand for brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reichley indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Vitali is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. I am trying to understand this conceptually 
because, again, this is not my area, but we have designated these 
blighted areas where we want to attract development and the 
purpose is to get development in that area, but it seems like you 
are creating a system where a county can sell a piece – sell so 
that it is not developing in that blighted area but is getting 
money from another county, and that other county would have 
the right to offer this tax break in a blighted area of its own.  
Is that how it is working here? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I must confess, I am not an 
expert in this situation either, but I think as Representative 
Parker said, what we are trying to do is to enhance the ability 
for those communities which have been active participants in 
KOZ development but are more or less running out of space 
within a KOZ zone to take advantage of KOZ-designated land 
in another jurisdiction and essentially transfer that amount of 
acreage. That is why we call it a cap and trade; you are not, at a 
State level, increasing the amount of KOZ acreage, but there are 
certain counties, particularly in the western part of the State, 
which have KOZ land which has been designated, but it has not 
been developed. Therefore, the holder of that land in that 
municipality can say, look, we have got KOZ land but nobody 
coming to utilize it for the tax abatement purposes, but we can 
still get a profit out of it. We can still gain something from this 
land rather than just letting it sit and be undeveloped and 
unutilized. So let us allow for the transfer of this by way of sale 
to a private landowner, but it would go into another jurisdiction 
to enhance the KOZ acreage in that particular area. Now, again, 
in the language of the amendment all— 
 Mr. VITALI. Let me just stop you there, because this second 
area, it seems to me in that second area either the property fits 
the definition and criteria of a KOZ, or it does not. If it does, 
why do they need any transfer of rights from the first area, and 
if it does not, why would we allow that tax break in this second 
area? Do you understand the question? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. I think I understand the question, 
Mr. Speaker. I guess really it just relies upon a plain reading of 
the language of the amendment, which says that the area which 
is unused, the acreage unused "in a subzone or a keystone 
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opportunity improvement zone that remains unused may 
transfer the designation of the amount of acreage as a subzone 
or a keystone opportunity improvement zone to another county 
to utilize in an area within the county in which there is 
deteriorated property…." So what we are trying to do is, let us 
say a company is coming in, they have an operation which they 
want to establish, but they need more land than is currently 
available within a keystone opportunity zone in Delaware 
County. The potential owner, the purchaser of the land, could 
go out to Greene County where there is unused KOZ acreage 
and say, let me purchase this designated acreage and bring it 
over to Delaware County to be able to take advantage of this. 
 Now, again, importantly, the amendment says that all the 
municipalities, both in the selling jurisdiction and in the 
receiving jurisdiction, would have to agree to the transfer. This 
would not be a situation where a private landowner could come 
into Delaware County and say, I just bought this KOZ acreage 
from Greene County, and I am going to put it right here in the 
middle of Media and I am going to now have this declared as a 
KOZ site. It would not work that way. You have to still have  
the local government agreeing to this, both in the selling 
jurisdiction and the receiving jurisdiction. 
 Mr. VITALI. Yes, but I still come back to the point – in this 
second area, you describe this deteriorating area in this second 
area that would buy this right. If it is a deteriorated area, why 
would it not be designated as suitable for KOZ already, and why 
would it need to buy if in that second area it already meets that 
definition or criteria for a KOZ? That is what I am kind of not 
getting here. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Well, there are some counties in which 
almost all of the available KOZ acreage, Mr. Speaker, is, in fact, 
being developed, but we do not want to have that serve as an 
impediment to further business development and enhancement 
within that area. We are really trying to create a win-win 
situation, where areas which are actively growing and having 
economic development can continue that progress, but in areas 
of our State in which the land is essentially lying fallow – even 
though it may have been designated within a KOZ – they can 
get something out of this, too. They can get some degree of 
profit and not just have the land being, in a sense, wasted with 
this KOZ designation. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay. Thank you. 
 I think I am going to get all I am ever going to get out of this, 
so I will conclude my interrogation at this point and maybe just 
speak a little bit on the amendment. 
 I am probably missing some key fact here, but having said 
that, it just seems like the purpose of this KOZ zone is to offer a 
tax break for the development in a given area, and I am not sure 
why it is not, for a community to gain some windfall by selling 
a piece of that. Based on what I know about this, I am not sure 
why we would engage in some sort of trading program if  
the purpose is to develop these designated areas. Maybe 
someone else can comment who knows more about it than me. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cohen. 
 Mr. COHEN. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am concerned about this amendment because 
all acres are not of equal value in Pennsylvania, and 
Philadelphia is the smallest geographical county in the State. 
Delaware County, I believe, is the second smallest county. 
Many of the counties in the State are many times the size of 
Philadelphia or Delaware County, and we have not, in 

Philadelphia, paid particular attention to what happens in 
enterprise zones around the State, but it would not at all surprise 
me if some enterprise zones around the State were not 
considerably larger than the city of Philadelphia. An acre in 
Philadelphia is extremely valuable in terms of market value. 
Some of the acreages in rural Pennsylvania are not particularly 
valuable in terms of market value. All acres, of course, are very 
valuable to the people who live there in terms of concern about 
what goes in them, but in market value terms, the acres are not 
of equal value. 
 Under current law, there is control by the State of what land 
is covered by the keystone zones. That control will, at the very 
least, be severely attenuated by the passage of this amendment. 
 I think we are, frankly, comparing apples and oranges when 
we talk about land in spacious rural areas of the State not being 
utilized and say, well, let us apply those tax breaks to land in 
more densely populated areas of the State. 
 I think there ought to be much clearer local and State  
control over the keystone opportunity zones, and I think this 
amendment is a severe erosion of State and local control over 
keystone opportunity zones, and I am voting "no." 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Josephs. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 May I briefly interrogate the maker of the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reichley indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Josephs is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, as you know, I am the chair and Mr. Baker is 
Republican chair of the committee that routinely and very often 
deals with land conveyances having to do with State land, either 
conveying it away or conveying it towards us – usually away. 
 I am concerned about the role of our committee; it does 
allow the people to have a voice when State land, at least, is 
involved, and I am wondering if there is anything in your 
amendment which would interfere with our role in conveying 
land from the State to another entity or in the other direction? 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gentlelady's 
concern in her role as the chairperson of the State Government 
Committee. Honestly, under a plain reading of the language of 
the amendment, we do not even approach the issue of the 
transfer of State-owned land. To the best of my knowledge and 
understanding, land which is in a KOZ-designated area is not 
owned by the State. It has been offered a preferential status 
based upon considerations not only by the State but by the  
local governments as well. 
 The intent of this amendment – going back to the comments 
from the gentleman from Philadelphia – is not to somehow 
subvert the ability of the State or the local governments to have 
control over properties within their jurisdiction. There is no 
mandatory utilization of the land as I am suggesting; it is an 
option. And let us just throw out, for example, let us say there is 
some land in center-city Philadelphia, maybe near the train yard 
at 30th Street Station, that a large, multinational company from 
another State is saying, we would like to move into 
Philadelphia, but we want some tax-preferential treatment on 
some land. The owner of that site, if it is not KOZ-designated, 
could go out to, as I said, Greene County, and if there is KOZ 
land there that is not being utilized, it is not being developed, 
that person could purchase the acreage from the Greene County 
KOZ, come into Philadelphia, with the agreement of the city 
council and the mayor of Philadelphia and the school district, 
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and say, we want this now to be a KOZ-designated area to 
perpetuate economic development, but nothing involving  
State-owned land, buildings, resources, riparian rights – nothing 
of that type is contemplated within this. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I could make one comment. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is in order and may proceed. 
 Ms. JOSEPHS. It seems to me we are setting up a situation 
where we could do again what happened with the Comcast 
towers with this amendment. It would be a land trade instead of 
something else. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 For the record, I just wanted to note to members on both 
sides of the aisle that the administration is in wholehearted 
support of amendment 6509. 
 In addition to that, I want to share a very personal experience 
that Representative Shapiro and I just discussed. The district 
that I represent in Philadelphia is connected along Cheltenham 
Avenue, and on one side of the street, it is Philadelphia County, 
and on the other side of the street, it is Montgomery County in 
Cheltenham Township. Right now, Mr. Speaker, we have an 
intergovernmental cooperative planning agreement, and if that 
portion of Cheltenham Township in Montgomery County had 
some land that it was unable to develop and the Philadelphia 
side of the commercial corridor had land and more businesses 
who wanted to come in to develop, I would like to be able to 
swap and/or purchase that land from Montgomery County. 
 While I understand the concerns that were expressed by 
members on my side of the aisle, I ask you to take into 
consideration the personal experience that I have had in my 
district, in the 200th Legislative District. In addition to that,  
I would ask for an affirmative vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reichley. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I deeply appreciate the comments of the gentlelady from 
Philadelphia, the prime sponsor of the legislation. I think she 
has really seen the benefits of this amendment. I would hope 
that she can prevail upon other members in her caucus not to 
pursue amendments which would gut and replace this, along 
with other amendments which have been approved here today, 
with any subsequent legislation. 
 This, I think, is a win-win. As I said, you get to utilize KOZ 
land which is not achieving its designated purpose of spawning 
economic development and allows a municipality, a growing 
area, to attract further business growth along these same lines. 
 So I do not have any veiled purpose behind this. I think with 
the cap and trade, it is an ideal situation to take advantage of the 
designated acreage already and to move this forward. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, let me just note that a previous amendment that 
we dealt with, which was 6501, is the actual amendment that 
has been fully embraced by the administration. On 6509, the 
administration has officially said that its position is neutral.  
I want to note that 6509 was discussed in prior communication 
with all members of the four caucuses along with the 
administration. 

 So I just wanted to, for the record, Mr. Speaker, correct that 
it is 6501 that the administration wholeheartedly supports and 
on 6509, the administration has taken a neutral position. 
 Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–189 
 
Adolph Galloway Marshall Sabatina 
Argall Geist Marsico Sainato 
Baker Gerber McCall Samuelson 
Barrar Gergely McGeehan Santoni 
Bastian Gibbons McIlhattan Saylor 
Bear Gillespie Melio Scavello 
Belfanti Gingrich Mensch Schroder 
Bennington Godshall Metcalfe Seip 
Beyer Goodman Micozzie Shapiro 
Biancucci Grell Millard Shimkus 
Bishop Grucela Miller Siptroth 
Blackwell Haluska Milne Smith, K. 
Boback Hanna Moul Smith, M. 
Boyd Harhai Moyer Smith, S. 
Brennan Harhart Murt Solobay 
Brooks Harkins Mustio Sonney 
Buxton Harper Nailor Staback 
Caltagirone Harris Nickol Stairs 
Cappelli Helm O'Brien, M. Steil 
Casorio Hennessey O'Neill Stern 
Causer Hershey Oliver Stevenson 
Civera Hess Pallone Sturla 
Clymer Hickernell Parker Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pashinski Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Payne Tangretti 
Cox James Payton Taylor, J. 
Creighton Kauffman Peifer Taylor, R. 
Curry Keller, M.K. Perzel Thomas 
Cutler Keller, W. Petrarca True 
Daley Kenney Petri Turzai 
Dally Kessler Petrone Vereb 
DeLuca Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
Denlinger King Pickett Wagner 
DePasquale Kirkland Pyle Walko 
Dermody Kortz Quigley Wansacz 
DiGirolamo Kotik Quinn Waters 
Donatucci Kula Ramaley Watson 
Eachus Leach Rapp Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Raymond White 
Evans, D. Longietti Readshaw Williams 
Evans, J. Mackereth Reed Wojnaroski 
Everett Maher Reichley Yewcic 
Fabrizio Mahoney Roae Youngblood 
Fairchild Major Rock Yudichak 
Fleck Manderino Roebuck  
Frankel Mann Rohrer O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mantz Ross    Speaker 
Gabig Markosek Rubley  
 
 NAYS–9 
 
Carroll Josephs McI. Smith Preston 
Cohen Levdansky Mundy Vitali 
George    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff DeWeese Myers Perry 
Cruz    
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 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize that 
Representative Kessler has a group of history honor students 
from the Daniel Boone High School visiting today. They are 
seated up in the gallery with their host, Mr. Tom Kirchner, from 
the Daniel Boone Optimist Club, who sponsors their trip to 
Harrisburg. Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BOYD offered the following amendment No. A06520: 
 
 Amend Sec. 4 (Sec. 1301.1), page 1, line 17 (A06508), by removing 
the period after "Act" and inserting 
, except that the acts shall apply to work funded by a person or business 
only if each of the political subdivisions in which the work is being 
performed has adopted an ordinance or resolution requiring that work 
funded by a person or business shall be subject to the Separations Act 
and the Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Boyd, on the amendment. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is my intention to withdraw this amendment 
and all the other amendments that I have offered to this 
legislation except for A06531, A06532, A06533, and A06534. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. DALEY offered the following amendment No. A06858: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, lines 1 through 16, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting 
Amending the act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, No.92), entitled, as 

amended, "An act providing for the creation of keystone 
opportunity zones and keystone opportunity expansion zones to 
foster economic opportunities in this Commonwealth, to facilitate 
economic development, stimulate industrial, commercial and 
residential improvements and prevent physical and infrastructure 
deterioration of geographic areas within this Commonwealth; 
authorizing expenditures; providing tax exemptions, tax deductions, 
tax abatements and tax credits; creating additional obligations of 
the Commonwealth and local governmental units; and prescribing 
powers and duties of certain State and local departments, agencies 
and officials," providing for extension for unoccupied parcels, for 
additional subzones authorized and for substitution of parcels; and 
further providing for sales and use tax, for corporate net income 

tax, for local earned income, net profits and business privilege taxes 
and for local sales and use tax. 

 Amend Bill, page 1, lines 9 through 24; pages 2 through 6, lines 1 
through 30; page 7, lines 1 through 12, by striking out all of said lines 
on said pages and inserting 
 Section 1.  The act of October 6, 1998 (P.L.705, No.92), known as 
the Keystone Opportunity Zone, Keystone Opportunity Expansion 
Zone and Keystone Opportunity Improvement Zone Act, is amended 
by adding sections to read: 
Section 301.3.  Extension for unoccupied parcels. 
 (a)  Requests.–Notwithstanding any other provisions of this act, the 
department may, as provided in this section, grant requests for the 
extension of all deductions, abatements or credits for any subzones or 
keystone opportunity improvement zones previously certified under 
this act. 
 (b)  Requirements.–Extensions of deductions, abatements or credits 
under this section shall apply only to properties which are unoccupied 
and which qualify as deteriorated on a basis other than being 
underutilized. 
 (c)  Applications.–Applications under this section shall be made to 
the department no later than May 31, 2009. Applications must include 
all ordinances, resolutions or other required action of all affected 
political subdivisions approving the extension of deductions, 
abatements or credits set forth under this act. The department shall 
certify the extensions by June 30, 2009. 
 (d)  Expiration.–For subzones or keystone opportunity improvement 
zones that expire December 31, 2008, an application may be submitted 
to the department to temporarily delay the expiration of the deductions, 
abatements and credits under the existing subzone until June 30, 2009. 
The application shall include all ordinances, resolutions or other 
required action of all affected political subdivisions approving the 
requested delay in the expiration of the subzone or keystone 
opportunity improvement zone and shall be submitted to the 
department by November 30, 2008. The department shall certify the 
delay in the expiration by December 31, 2008. Subzones or keystone 
opportunity improvement zones whose expiration is delayed under this 
subsection may apply for an extension under subsection (c) and an 
extension granted under this section shall be deemed to have begun 
January 1, 2009. 
 (e)  Duration of extension.–The department may approve an 
application for extension of the deductions, abatements and credits 
under subsection (c) for: 

  (1)  seven years, provided that the deductions, abatements 
and credits, for the extended period shall commence only upon 
occupancy and terminate seven years from the termination date of 
the existing subzone or keystone opportunity improvement zone; or 
  (2)  ten years, provided that the deductions, abatements and 
credits, for the extended period, shall commence only upon 
occupancy and terminate ten years from the date of occupancy if 
the property is occupied within seven years following the 
termination date of the existing subzone or keystone opportunity 
improvement zone. 

Section 301.4.  Additional subzones authorized. 
 (a)  Designation.–Notwithstanding any provision of this act, the 
department may designate additional subzones in any county. 
 (b)  Requirements.–Subzones designated under this subsection: 

  (1)  may not be less than ten acres in size, unless contiguous 
to an existing subzone, in which case no minimum acreage shall be 
required; 
  (2)  may not, in the aggregate, exceed 350 acres in each 
county; and 
  (3)  shall be comprised only of parcels which: 

   (i)  qualify as deteriorated only on a basis other than 
being underutilized and are unoccupied as of the effective 
date of this subsection; or 
   (ii)  are occupied by a business that: 
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  (A)  creates or retains at least 1,400 full-time 
jobs in this Commonwealth within three years of 
approval of the subzone; and 
  (B)  makes a capital investment of at least 
$750,000,000 in the subzone within three years of 
approval of the subzone. 

 (c)  Application and approval.–Application for a subzone under this 
section shall be made to the department in accordance with the 
provisions of section 302(a)(1), (2), (3), (5) and (6) no later than  
May 31, 2009, and shall be certified by the department on or before 
June 30, 2009. 
 (d)  Duration of subzones.–Subzones designated under this section 
shall be entitled to all tax exemptions, deductions, abatements and 
credits set forth in this act for a period not to exceed ten years, 
beginning January 1, 2009, and ending December 31, 2018. 
Section 301.5.  Substitution of parcels within a subzone. 
 (a)  Approval.–In the event of a decertification and removal of the 
designation of a deteriorated property as part of a subzone under 
section 309, the department may approve a substitution of other parcels 
within the zone or subzone containing no more than the aggregate 
acreage being decertified. 
 (b)  Application and approval.–Applications to substitute parcels 
under this section shall be made to the department no later than  
May 31, 2009. Applications under this section shall be made to the 
department in accordance with section 302(a)(1), (2), (3), (5) and (6). 
The department shall certify the substitutions by June 30, 2009. 
 (c)  Subzones set to expire on December 31, 2008.–For subzones 
that expire December 31, 2008, an application may be submitted to the 
department to temporarily delay the expiration of the deductions, 
abatements and credits under the existing subzone until June 30, 2009. 
The application shall include all ordinances, resolutions or other 
required action of all affected political subdivisions approving the 
requested delay in the expiration of the subzone and shall be submitted 
to the department by November 30, 2008. The department shall certify 
the delay in the expiration by December 31, 2008. Subzones whose 
expiration are delayed under this subsection may apply for a 
substitution of parcels under subsection (a). 
 (d)  Extension of substituted parcels.–Upon approval by the 
department of a substitution of parcels under this section, the 
department may approve an extension of the substituted parcels under 
section 301.3. 
 Section 2.  Section 511 of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217), is amended to read: 
Section 511.  Sales and use tax. 
 [(a)  Exemption.–]Sales at retail of services or tangible personal 
property, other than motor vehicles, to a qualified business or a 
construction contractor pursuant to a construction contract with a 
qualified business, for the exclusive use, consumption and utilization of 
the tangible personal property or service by the qualified business or 
the construction contractor at [its] the qualified business's facility 
located within a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone 
are exempt from the sales and use tax imposed under Article II of the 
Tax Reform Code of 1971. No person shall be allowed an exemption 
for sales conducted prior to designation of the real property as part of a 
subzone or expansion subzone. 
 [(b)  Construction contracts.–For any construction contract 
performed in a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone, 
the exemption provided in subsection (a) shall only apply to the sale at 
retail or use of building machinery and equipment to a qualified 
business, or to a construction contractor pursuant to a construction 
contract with a qualified business, for the exclusive use, consumption 
and utilization by the qualified business at its facility in a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone. For the purposes of the 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone exemption, 
building machinery and equipment shall include distribution equipment 
purchased for the exclusive use, consumption and utilization in a 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone facility.] 

 Section 3.  Section 515(d)(3) of the act, amended December 23, 
2003 (P.L.360, No.51), is amended to read: 
Section 515.  Corporate net income tax. 
 * * * 
 (d)  Income apportionment.–The taxable income of a corporation 
that is a qualified business shall be apportioned to the subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone by multiplying the 
Pennsylvania taxable income by a fraction, the numerator of which is 
the property factor plus the payroll factor [plus the sales factor] and the 
denominator of which is [three] two, in accordance with the following: 

  * * * 
  [(3)  The sales factor is a fraction, the numerator of which is 
the total sales of the taxpayer in the subzone, improvement subzone 
or expansion subzone during the tax period and the denominator of 
which is the total sales of the taxpayer in this Commonwealth 
during the tax period. 

   (i)  Sales of tangible personal property are in the 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone if the 
property is delivered or shipped to a purchaser that takes 
possession within the subzone, improvement subzone or 
expansion subzone regardless of the F.O.B. point or other 
conditions of the sale. 
   (ii)  Sales other than sales of tangible personal 
property are in the subzone, improvement subzone or 
expansion subzone if: 

  (A)  the income-producing activity is 
performed in the subzone, improvement subzone or 
expansion subzone; or 
  (B)  the income-producing activity is 
performed both within and without the subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone and a 
greater proportion of the income-producing activity is 
performed in the subzone, improvement subzone or 
expansion subzone than in any other location, based 
on costs of performance.] 

 * * * 
 Section 3.1.  Section 703 of the act is amended by adding a 
subsection to read: 
Section 703.  Local earned income and net profits taxes; business  
   privilege taxes. 

 * * * 
 (g)  Determination of exemption.–For the purposes of 
determining an exemption under this section, a tax on or measured 
by any of the following shall be attributed to business activity 
conducted within a subzone, improvement zone or expansion zone 
by applying the apportionment factors under section 515(d): 

  (1)  Business gross receipts. 
  (2)  Gross or net income. 
  (3)  Gross or net profits. 

 Section 4.  Section 705 of the act, amended December 9, 2002 
(P.L.1727, No.217), is amended to read: 
Section 705.  Local sales and use tax. 
 (a)  General rule.–The political subdivision shall exempt sales at 
retail of services or tangible personal property, except motor vehicles, 
to a qualified business or a construction contractor pursuant to a 
construction contract with a qualified business, for the exclusive use, 
consumption and utilization of the tangible personal property or service 
by the qualified business or the construction contractor at [its] the 
qualified business's facility located within a subzone, improvement 
subzone or expansion subzone from a city or county tax on purchase 
price authorized under Article XXXI-B of the act of July 28, 1953 
(P.L.723, No.230), known as the Second Class County Code, as 
amended, and the act of June 5, 1991 (P.L.9, No.6), known as the 
Pennsylvania Intergovernmental Cooperation Authority Act for  
Cities of the First Class, as amended. No exemption may be granted for 
sales occurring prior to designation of the real property as part of a 
subzone or expansion subzone. 
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 (b)  [Construction contracts.–For any construction contract 
performed in a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone, 
the exemption provided in subsection (a) shall only apply to the sale at 
retail or use of building machinery and equipment to a qualified 
business, or to a construction contractor pursuant to a construction 
contract with a qualified business, for the exclusive use, consumption 
and utilization by the qualified business at its facility in a subzone, 
improvement subzone or expansion subzone. For the purposes of the 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone exemption, 
building machinery and equipment shall include distribution equipment 
purchased for the exclusive use, consumption and utilization in a 
subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone facility.] 
(Reserved). 
 (c)  Definition.–Sales at retail of tangible personal property  
and services shall be defined in accordance with Article II of the  
Tax Reform Code of 1971. 
 Section 5.  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
 Section 6.  This act shall take effect immediately. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Daley 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. DALEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise and ask the support of the chamber to review and 
support my amendment. It permits extensions for unoccupied 
parcels within existing zones, but it requires all local 
governments – counties, townships, boroughs, cities, school 
districts – to agree with that extension. The extensions can be 
broken down into 7 years and/or 10 years, based upon the 
preference of the local municipalities, collectively. The 10-year 
extension allows more flexibility, and the clock starts running 
when the tenant actually occupies the property. On the 7-year 
extension, it starts running from the end of the current KOZ 
extension period to 7 more years. 
 This amendment allows additional subzones to be approved 
in each county, up to 350 acres per county – every county,  
350 acres – but must be a minimum of 10 acres each or adjacent 
to an established zone already. The sole exemption is the  
10-acre rule; it must be created to maintain at least 1400 jobs in 
Pennsylvania and invest at least an additional $750 million in 
that subzone within 3 years of approval. It allows for equal 
substitution of new acres for existing acreage in subzones, and it 
clarifies that the State sales tax in Philadelphia and Allegheny 
Counties is also abated within any of the zones, and I ask for an 
affirmative vote, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority whip, 
who requests that Representative WANSACZ be placed on 
leave. The Chair sees no objection. Leave will be granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Dermody on the amendment. 
 Mr. DERMODY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I urge all my colleagues to support the Daley 
amendment. 
 This amendment, if enacted, will pave the way for one of the 
most important economic development manufacturing projects 
in Pennsylvania in many years. It will involve the construction 
of a $1 billion steel mill in the Pittsburgh region by Allegheny 
Technologies, known as ATI. ATI has been planning on 
building a new steel mill for several years. They have been 
enticed and been recruited by other States to build that mill – 
our neighbors, West Virginia and Kentucky. However, their 
preferred choice for their home is Pennsylvania, where 
Allegheny Technologies today has 13 facilities and employs 
over 3500 Pennsylvanians. However, there were several 
Pennsylvania-specific hurdles that needed to be overcome for 
them to make the decision to locate in western Pennsylvania. 
 Importantly, one of ATI's largest and biggest competitors is 
ThyssenKrupp, a German corporation, who was enticed and  
has decided to locate and build and has broken ground for a  
$3 billion steel mill in Alabama, and Alabama offered them an 
incentive program worth over $400 million and significantly 
reduced electricity rates.  ThyssenKrupp's mill is expected to 
be online by 2010 and will compete directly with Allegheny 
Technologies for current and prospective customers. The timing 
of this bill could not be more important for Allegheny 
Technologies' decision to locate this mill in western 
Pennsylvania. They need to compete with this German company 
in an increasingly competitive worldwide business and a 
worldwide economy. This legislation will go a long way to 
enabling them to do that. 
 The designation of ATI's mill as a keystone opportunity zone 
is one of the last, but critical, stages in the process for them to 
make a decision to locate in western Pennsylvania. The final 
decision, obviously, is the board's approval, which is likely if 
this legislation becomes law. 
 It is supported by the United Steelworkers, where thousands 
of Pennsylvanians are employed. The local building trades will 
have hundreds of workers working for years. The Pittsburgh 
Chamber of Commerce and business leaders throughout western 
Pennsylvania and Pennsylvania support this amendment and 
this language, and I urge your support also. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Steil. 
 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A parliamentary inquiry. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state— 
 Mr. STEIL. Will the Speaker please advise the members 
which of the amendments previously adopted to HB 2297 
would now be out of order if the Daley amendment is passed? 
 The SPEAKER. The Daley amendment will substantially 
replace all the previously adopted amendments. 
 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 A second parliamentary inquiry: Does the Speaker intend to 
extend the privilege of rule 21(d) to those members whose 
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amendments have been adopted so that they can redraft their 
amendments to this bill? 
 The SPEAKER. They would not be replacement 
amendments. 

RULING OF CHAIR APPEALED 

 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I challenge the ruling of the Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. 
 
 The House will come to order. 
 The provisions, for the information of the members, the 
provisions of rule 21 provide that if an amendment is offered 
and it renders other amendments that are pending to the bill out 
of order by the adoption of an amendment, then replacement 
amendments are in order. 
 The Chair has not ruled that any of the amendments that 
have been offered were out of order. They have been offered; 
they have been voted upon. The General Assembly has the 
choice to adopt the Daley amendment, and the Speaker has 
stated that if the Daley amendment, procedurally, is adopted, it 
would have the effect of replacing, substantially, the other 
amendments that were adopted. 
 The gentleman, Representative Steil. 
 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for that explanation. 
 To counter that, I present two reasons why I believe the 
ruling is in error: First, rule 21(d) stipulates "In cases where an 
amendment alters…."— 
 The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend. 
 The gentleman will state the appeal to the ruling of the Chair. 
 Mr. STEIL. Yes. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative Steil, has 
appealed the decision of the Chair. The decision is that rule 21 
does not apply. 
 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I would like to 
explain why. 
 
 On the question, 
 Shall the decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 
 
 The SPEAKER. On the appeal, the Chair recognizes 
Representative Steil. 
 Mr. STEIL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I believe there are two reasons why the Speaker's ruling is in 
error: First, rule 21(d) says, "In cases where an amendment 
alters a bill so as to effectively rule out of order an amendment 
which was timely filed...." It does not say that those 
amendments need to be adopted or not adopted. It simply says 
that if an amendment is filed and is now effectively out of order 
because of another amendment, then those amendments have 
the right to be redrafted. 
 Secondly, in the Speaker's Reform Commission, when we 
addressed the issue of gut-and-replace amendments, it was very 
clear that the intent of the rule change and the language which 
we placed in rule 21(d) was to ensure that members, under any 
circumstance, had the right and the responsibility to redraft their 
amendments, and they could not be denied the opportunity to do 
that.  

 For those two reasons, Mr. Speaker, I challenge the ruling. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The appeal, Representative Steil, is 
debatable once by every member. 
 Representative Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to support the ruling of the Chair. 
 I was part of that commission, and I think what we were 
trying to guarantee is the right of every member to be heard. We 
were trying to make sure that you had the right to present your 
ideas to the General Assembly for a "yea" or a "nay" vote, and 
that is exactly what has happened here. One by one each of the 
members – minority party, majority party – presented their ideas 
and had a right to be heard. Now we face a simple choice; we 
can vote for what is the amendment before us, or we can vote 
for what has been voted on in the past, but everyone has had a 
right to be heard, and I think that is consistent with what we 
were trying to do with regard to the Reform Commission. 
 We were talking, in our debates with regard to the Reform 
Commission, of a situation where members drafted amendments 
but then were ruled out of order before they got a chance to 
argue them. 
 So I would respectfully disagree with the gentleman,  
Mr. Steil, and support the ruling of the Chair. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Argall. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to support Representative 
Steil's effort. 
 This decision, if it were to be allowed to move ahead 
unchallenged, would, as he has noted, have the result of gutting 
the work of this House. We have, today, passed several 
commonsense resolutions by overwhelming bipartisan margins. 
This decision by the Speaker, if it were to move ahead, would 
undo the work cited by Representative Seip, essentially that 
legal workers should mean legal workers. It should be allowed 
for the members of this House to really move the bill ahead, as 
they had earlier indicated, rather than simply take all of those 
good amendments, throw them in the trash heap, and contrary to 
the intent of the Speaker's own Reform Commission, not allow 
those members to redress the amendment a second time. 
 And so I would strongly advocate a vote in support of 
Representative Steil's effort and against the Speaker's ruling. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, Representative Reichley. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in support of Representative Steil's appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair. 
 Back in the spring of last year, I believe, we had quite a 
vigorous debate about what the exact effect would be of this 
rule, and we specifically questioned, I believe, the gentleman, 
Mr. Shapiro, and perhaps Representative Steil, about  
what was going to be the impact of constantly then filing 
redrafted amendments based upon what we all referred to as a 
gut-and-replace amendment. We were assured that members 
were not going to become the victims of gut-and-replace 
maneuvering, but that is exactly what, in fact, this amendment 
would do and what the Chair's ruling would condone. 
 It was only a few years ago when there was a certain 
candidate for a national office who said, I voted for something 
before I voted against it, and that is exactly what you would be 
doing if you sustain the ruling of the Chair and, in fact, go 
forward and approve the Daley amendment as it is drafted right 
now, because for the last 2 hours of more than, I think, about  
10 amendments that were passed by overwhelming margins, 
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which we have heard members from both sides of the aisle say 
are good ideas in terms of limiting the use of illegal immigrants 
or limiting the ability for subcontractors not to be paying taxes 
and working in a KOZ, for doing just the amendment we 
approved a few minutes ago that I offered to allow for the cap 
and trade of KOZ designation acreage within the State – all of 
that is rendered null and void by sustaining the ruling of the 
Chair in this particular situation. It renders the actions of this 
House as a fraud and a farce, if we continue to allow this to take 
place. 
 I think that this is a time for the members to engage in a 
bipartisan way to recognize that if we have gone through the 
actions of 2 hours and seemingly gave our support to a series of 
innovative changes, we have made a hypocrisy and a joke of 
ourselves if we then turn around and say, forget all that, 
whatever you folks were watching on PCN (Pennsylvania Cable 
Network), whatever debate you listened to, you might as well 
just push the erase button, because we are right back to where 
we started 2 hours ago – with none of these amendments going 
in. 
 So I would urge the members to vote in the manner as 
Representative Steil is requesting and allow the amendments 
that have been approved with this legislation, and in the future, 
to be sustained and not fall victim to the kind of skulduggery 
which was so often criticized by members on the other side, 
leaving a black mark on this House – it is a cancer, other people 
would be saying, to allow this kind of thing to take place, and  
I would ask the members to think carefully about this vote. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McCall. 
 Mr. McCALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would ask that we uphold the ruling of the 
Chair. 
 You talk about hypocrisy; all of the members in this House 
know why we changed the rules on gut and replace. The gut and 
replace was used in sessions prior to prevent any of us from 
offering amendments or having our say on any of the issues  
that came before the House. There were times that there were  
80 amendments posted to bills that a gut and replace was 
offered in the Rules Committee and nobody had a say. That is 
not what we are doing here today. We are giving everyone in 
this chamber a say, and you still have a say by virtue of voting 
"no" on the Daley amendment. 
 The members of this House had their say when the 
amendments were offered to this bill. We all voted "yes" or "no" 
on the issue as it affects our district and as it affects this issue. 
So we had our ability to say "yes" or "no" to the issues. We vote 
on amendments all the time in this House that have an adverse 
effect on other amendments that have been offered. This is not 
gut and replace. If you feel strongly that the Daley amendment 
is gutting and replacing, just simply vote "no" on the Daley 
amendment. You do not have to appeal the ruling of the Chair. 
Just ask for a "no" vote on Daley. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think the ruling of the Chair is accurate. We 
should uphold the Speaker's decision on this, and I would say to 
our members that we sustain the Speaker's motion on this 
appeal. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Daley. 
 Mr. DALEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Fraud and farce? This is absolutely the purest form of 
democracy, where everyone gets a chance to have one bite of  
 

the apple. This is not gut and replace; this is reform and refresh. 
This should be called cleaning up and clarifying, but what this 
is, is democracy at its purest, where everyone has the 
opportunity to offer an amendment. It is called one bite of the 
apple. Everyone has a bite. That is what the Reform 
Commission was about; no one would be precluded. It is like 
the old saying, like Voltaire said, I may disagree with what you 
say, but I fight for your right to say it. Everyone gets one bite. 
 Now, if you do not like this amendment that is going to 
clarify and cleanse, vote against it, but I am asking that 
members of the chamber express democracy at its finest – let us 
vote for this amendment and let us support the ruling of the 
Chair, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Reform? Or skulduggery? This is 
skullduggery; this is not reform, and certainly if you have the 
votes, you can have your way in spite of what is right, but  
I would ponder that your steel-hardened majority amounts to 
100 total votes this afternoon. It requires 102 total votes for a 
bill to pass. 
 I think we would like to see progress, but I think the intent of 
the rule is clear. Gut and replace is supposed to be a thing of the 
past, and it is a nice, clever maneuver, but I thought there was 
an oath for reform. It is a matter of do you want to walk the 
walk, or talk the talk? It sounds like you want to talk, but you do 
not want to walk. So maybe we should have our votes walk 
today. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the decision of the House? Those voting to 
sustain— 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Briefly, Mr. Speaker, I listened to some of the comments 
made by previous speakers. I would simply suggest that if this 
body, if the majority were looking to truly be democratic and in 
the finest form of democracy, this amendment could easily have 
been offered first, at which time all these other amendments that 
would be driven out of the bill would be in order, and I think 
that is the point that the gentleman from Bucks who made the 
motion to appeal the ruling of the Chair was really trying to 
make. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge the members to vote to overrule 
the ruling of the Chair, and we will discuss the merits of this 
amendment and what it does, if that is the case, later. 
 Yes, Mr. Speaker; I am done. I just wanted to make the 
point, Mr. Speaker; that is all. This is not the ultimate of 
democracy. This is short-gutting it. Mr. Speaker, we should 
oppose the ruling of the Chair, and we will then debate further. 
 The SPEAKER. On the question, shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the decision of the House? Those voting to 
sustain the decision of the Chair will vote "aye"; those voting to 
overturn the decision 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: 
 
 



978 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE MAY 6 

 YEAS–101 
 
Belfanti George Mann Shimkus 
Bennington Gerber Markosek Siptroth 
Biancucci Gergely McCall Smith, K. 
Bishop Gibbons McGeehan Smith, M. 
Blackwell Goodman McI. Smith Solobay 
Brennan Grucela Melio Staback 
Buxton Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Hanna O'Brien, M. Surra 
Carroll Harhai Oliver Tangretti 
Casorio Harkins Pallone Taylor, R. 
Cohen Hornaman Parker Thomas 
Conklin James Pashinski Vitali 
Costa Josephs Payton Wagner 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Walko 
Daley Kessler Petrone Waters 
DeLuca King Preston Wheatley 
DePasquale Kirkland Ramaley White 
Dermody Kortz Readshaw Williams 
DeWeese Kotik Roebuck Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Kula Sabatina Yewcic 
Eachus Leach Sainato Youngblood 
Evans, D. Lentz Samuelson Yudichak 
Fabrizio Levdansky Santoni  
Frankel Longietti Schroder O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mahoney Seip    Speaker 
Galloway Manderino Shapiro  
 
 NAYS–97 
 
Adolph Gabig Marsico Rapp 
Argall Geist McIlhattan Raymond 
Baker Gillespie Mensch Reed 
Barrar Gingrich Metcalfe Reichley 
Bastian Godshall Micozzie Roae 
Bear Grell Millard Rock 
Beyer Harhart Miller Rohrer 
Boback Harper Milne Ross 
Boyd Harris Moul Rubley 
Brooks Helm Moyer Saylor 
Cappelli Hennessey Murt Scavello 
Causer Hershey Mustio Smith, S. 
Civera Hess Nailor Sonney 
Clymer Hickernell Nickol Stairs 
Cox Hutchinson O'Neill Steil 
Creighton Kauffman Payne Stern 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Stevenson 
Dally Kenney Perzel Swanger 
Denlinger Killion Petri Taylor, J. 
DiGirolamo Mackereth Phillips True 
Ellis Maher Pickett Turzai 
Evans, J. Major Pyle Vereb 
Everett Mantz Quigley Vulakovich 
Fairchild Marshall Quinn Watson 
Fleck    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 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 majority having voted in the 
affirmative, the decision of the Chair is sustained. 
 
 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair returns to the gentleman, 
Representative Daley.  
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Smith, on the amendment. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, given the previous comments 
and debate, I wanted to take a couple of minutes – now that we 
are on the actual amendment – to make it clear that while some 
might refer to this as the ultimate of democracy, I would 
suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this is more like a Kerryism. It is 
going to allow members to vote for something before they vote 
against something, is what this amendment really proposes to 
do. 
 Mr. Speaker, many members—  Almost all of these 
amendments – I am not going to enumerate them all – almost all 
of them passed overwhelmingly with very few negative votes, 
such things as guaranteeing that workers would be paid their 
benefits before those tax benefits are given to KOZs. This 
amendment will remove that from this bill. That KOZs would 
be used only for blighted areas; Mr. Speaker, with this 
amendment, you are now voting to remove that from the bill. 
You are voting against that good idea. 
 Mr. Speaker, this would also remove from this bill that 
DCED would monitor KOZs to make sure that they are living 
up to their promises. So when you vote for the Daley 
amendment, you are basically saying that that is not a good idea 
after all, that you do not want to make sure that the KOZs are 
doing what they are supposed to do. 
 In addition, it helps rural areas implement KOZs. Maybe you 
do not want KOZs to be developed in rural areas: You voted for 
it, and now you are going to vote against it. To ensure that tax 
breaks will not fund illegal immigrants: Most of the members of 
this body voted for that a few minutes ago, Mr. Speaker; now 
you are going to say that that is a bad idea. Mr. Speaker, it 
would stop lawyers from benefiting for themselves as opposed 
to average workers: A few minutes ago you thought it was a 
good idea; now you are saying it is a bad idea. You are going to 
remove that from this bill. Mr. Speaker, I am only going to 
mention one more: It would establish a fund for home 
ownership in blighted areas. It was just debated. The gentlelady 
stood on the floor and said what a wonderful idea it was, and 
now you are going to vote for the Daley amendment and 
remove that language from this bill. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is very clear to me that what we have before 
us is a bill that could have been much more bipartisan and filled 
with a lot of good ideas, but now, Mr. Speaker, this amendment, 
the Daley amendment, will remove all of those ideas, all of 
those issues that I just enumerated, and perhaps some others that 
were well conceived and agreed to by this body. I would urge 
the members to vote against this amendment, Mr. Speaker, for 
that very purpose. 
 In fact, Mr. Speaker, when you take a closer look at the 
Daley amendment, it looks like it is geared toward simply 
benefiting the two large metropolitan areas in Pennsylvania. So 
along with the concept that it would remove all of these good 
ideas that I just enumerated, you are now reverting this bill to 
only benefit a few areas of the State – two areas of the State, 
quite frankly – and will do very little for the rest of the 
Commonwealth. 
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 I would urge the members to vote against the Daley 
amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Argall. 
 Mr. ARGALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The "extravagant reach of political legerdemain." When a 
high-ranking member of this House from the other side of the 
aisle used that term when I was doing my research on the KOZs 
for Penn State, I did not write it down the first time, so he said it 
again and again and again until, finally, I quoted him correctly. 
And, of course, I had to look it up. It means "sleight of hand."  
It is an old French term. I think that is what we see today, 
Mr. Speaker. This is another extravagant reach of political 
legerdemain, and I hope to God I am pronouncing that correctly. 
 If we adopt this amendment, as the minority leader has 
noted, we continue to hear that this bill has been designed to 
help Philadelphia and perhaps one or two other of the major 
urban areas, and that same Democratic leader who gave me that 
great quote for my dissertation also gave me this pin off his 
lapel that night. It said, "Say No to KOZs in Center City." 
 This amendment, if approved, will wipe out the good 
bipartisan work just done by the members of this House on, 
really, fighting blight, and many of you over the years have told 
me, Republicans and Democrats, we need to do more than fight 
blight. This amendment has the unfortunate result of taking 
away that amendment which so many of you supported. 
 What is it that Mayor Barletta always says? That legal means 
legal. Representative Seip noted it, many of the members have 
noted it in their comments today, that that was a really good 
amendment by Representative Barrar, adopted by a vote of  
198 to nothing. But this amendment would have the unfortunate 
result of wiping out Representative Barrar's amendment. It 
would wipe out the other amendments designed to aid not 
downtown Philadelphia but rural parts of Pennsylvania as well. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I think it comes down—  Perhaps this is a 
complicated issue to some, but I think the bottom line is this: 
Do you want to bring some commonsense reforms to the KOZ 
program, or do you want to help downtown Philadelphia and 
maybe one or two other fortunate sites? I would certainly hope 
that we have a "no" vote in the majority for this amendment. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

REMARKS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD 

 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Mr. Speaker, I just have remarks I would 
like to submit for the record. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 Mr. SCHRODER submitted the following remarks for the 
Legislative Journal: 
 
 Mr. Speaker, thank you for this opportunity to add to the legislative 
history of this bill. Specifically, I would like to comment on the 
language added by Representative Daley, amendment A06858, 
amending section 301. This language makes clear that parcels of less 
than 10 acres can be amended to existing Keystone Opportunity Zones 
upon application. I wholeheartedly support this proposal on behalf of 
the citizens of our Commonwealth, and more specifically, for the 
constituents of my legislative district. 
 In downtown Downingtown, a KOZ has been established to help 
revitalize this central business core. Development has been proposed 

and is moving forward to bring retail, restaurant and residential 
development to Downingtown. In order to bring smart growth to my 
district, it is wise to append a roughly 4-acre piece of ground into the 
existing downtown Downingtown KOZ. This will allow for a more 
comprehensive development of the downtown area that looks toward 
the future of Downingtown. 
 All of this being said, I would like to comment on a few lines of this 
amendment. Indeed, it is my absolute intention to create legislative 
history on this point. It is my desire that this legislative history will 
make it clear to any department or court of our Commonwealth tasked 
with implementing or interpreting this section that the Downingtown 
parcel is exactly the type of parcel contemplated to be available to be 
added to an existing KOZ. Our English language is filled with terms 
that can be interpreted in many ways, but the term "contiguous" can be 
defined given its standard and generally accepted definition. Merriam's 
dictionary defines "contiguous" as "being in actual contact: touching 
along a boundary or at a point." 
 The additional parcel in Downingtown is connected to the existing 
KOZ by the Brandywine Creek. This waterway bisects the downtown 
business district of the Borough. Clearly and unambiguously, these 
parcels are contiguous, fit the requirements of section 301.4(b)(1) of 
the bill as amended by A06858 (Daley) and are intended by this 
General Assembly to be available to be joined into a single KOZ. 
 My opinion is the result of multiple meetings with staff, legal 
counsel, staff of the Department of Community and Economic 
Development (DCED) and multiple members. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, 
for this opportunity. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
Representative Daley. 
 Mr. DALEY. I refuse to go down in the gutter of talking 
about old history and the way things were run here for 6 years,  
8 years, when this side of the aisle was in the minority and that 
side of the aisle was in the majority. I refuse to do that. And the 
gentleman that is talking about his dissertation, he should have 
taken legislative drafting, because he would know that this 
affects every county in Pennsylvania – not just Philadelphia and 
Allegheny Counties – but 67 counties in Pennsylvania. 
 Mr. Speaker, I believe, like you believe, in democracy and 
the ability to get up on the floor and debate the issues. That is 
why we are here. That is why we were elected. That is why you 
stand up at this microphone and express your concerns for your 
district, and that is what you have to do. I think many of the 
amendments that were passed have a lot of merit, they have a 
lot of substance, and I am going to work to see in the future that 
we get some of these passed, but today is not that time. Today 
we are going to vote on this amendment. I ask for a "yes" vote, 
Mr. Speaker, because it is time that we get out of the rhetoric 
and get into making legislation that really benefits 
Pennsylvania's growth. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–101 
 
Belfanti George Mann Shimkus 
Bennington Gerber Markosek Siptroth 
Biancucci Gergely McCall Smith, K. 
Bishop Gibbons McGeehan Smith, M. 
Blackwell Goodman McI. Smith Solobay 
Brennan Grucela Melio Staback 
Buxton Haluska Mundy Sturla 
Caltagirone Hanna O'Brien, M. Surra 
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Carroll Harhai Oliver Tangretti 
Casorio Harkins Pallone Taylor, R. 
Cohen Hornaman Parker Thomas 
Conklin James Pashinski Vitali 
Costa Josephs Payton Wagner 
Curry Keller, W. Petrarca Walko 
Daley Kessler Petrone Waters 
DeLuca King Preston Wheatley 
DePasquale Kirkland Ramaley White 
Dermody Kortz Readshaw Williams 
DeWeese Kotik Roebuck Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Kula Sabatina Yewcic 
Eachus Leach Sainato Youngblood 
Evans, D. Lentz Samuelson Yudichak 
Fabrizio Levdansky Santoni  
Frankel Longietti Schroder O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mahoney Seip    Speaker 
Galloway Manderino Shapiro  
 
 NAYS–97 
 
Adolph Gabig Marsico Rapp 
Argall Geist McIlhattan Raymond 
Baker Gillespie Mensch Reed 
Barrar Gingrich Metcalfe Reichley 
Bastian Godshall Micozzie Roae 
Bear Grell Millard Rock 
Beyer Harhart Miller Rohrer 
Boback Harper Milne Ross 
Boyd Harris Moul Rubley 
Brooks Helm Moyer Saylor 
Cappelli Hennessey Murt Scavello 
Causer Hershey Mustio Smith, S. 
Civera Hess Nailor Sonney 
Clymer Hickernell Nickol Stairs 
Cox Hutchinson O'Neill Steil 
Creighton Kauffman Payne Stern 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Stevenson 
Dally Kenney Perzel Swanger 
Denlinger Killion Petri Taylor, J. 
DiGirolamo Mackereth Phillips True 
Ellis Maher Pickett Turzai 
Evans, J. Major Pyle Vereb 
Everett Mantz Quigley Vulakovich 
Fairchild Marshall Quinn Watson 
Fleck    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. McGEEHAN offered the following amendment No. 
A06860: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for work performed. 

 Amend Bill, page 5, lines 34 and 35 (A06858), by striking out all of 
said lines and inserting 
 Section 5.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1301.1.  Work performed. 
 When a political subdivision approves, authorizes or provides tax 
abatements, exemptions, deductions or credits to persons or businesses 
qualified under this act, all construction, reconstruction, demolition, 
alteration and repair work other than maintenance work performed on a 
property shall be done in accordance with the act of May 1, 1913 
(P.L.155, No.104), referred to as the Separations Act, and the act of 
August 15, 1961 (P.L.987, No.442), known as the Pennsylvania 
Prevailing Wage Act. For purposes of this act, maintenance work 
means repair of existing facilities when the size, type or extent of the 
facilities is not thereby changed or increased. 
 Section 6.  This act shall apply as follows: 

  (1)  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
  (2)  The addition of section 1301.1 of the act shall apply to 
all contracts entered into on or after the effective date of this act. 

 Amend Sec. 6, page 5, line 36 (A06858), by striking out "6" and 
inserting 
   7 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
McGeehan on the amendment. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment would add the Prevailing 
Wage Act and Separations Act to the KOZ legislation. It would 
apply to any construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration, 
and repair work performed on KOZ properties. 
 The SPEAKER. Will the House agree to the amendment? 
Representative Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I was wondering if the maker would stand for 
brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McGeehan indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Boyd is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am relatively new to the body. How long has 
the KOZ legislation been in existence? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. My understanding is about a dozen years. 
 Mr. BOYD. And in that period of time, projects have not had 
prevailing wage a part of them. Is that a correct statement? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. That is correct. 
 Mr. BOYD. At the time when the KOZ legislation was 
passed, Mr. Speaker, was prevailing wage being used in the 
State on public works projects? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. They were; it is required under the law. 
 Mr. BOYD. So would the legislature, at that point in time, 
have had the ability to have prevailing wage provided on those 
projects, at that point in time? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Theoretically, they could have. 
 Mr. BOYD. Again, not being here when that was passed, do 
you recall any of the discussion as to why the legislation was 
drafted specifically the way it was, that it did not have 
prevailing wage apply or separations apply to KOZ projects? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I was here for that vote, but I do not recall the specific debate 
or whether the question of the Prevailing Wage Act, as it relates 
to the KOZs, was raised at that time. 
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 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, was there any movement at that time to put 
amendments in the legislation to have prevailing wage put into 
KOZ? Were there any discussions at that point in time? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, my membership on 
committees, it did not go through any of the committees that  
I was a member of. I was not aware of the committee work, but 
on the floor, I was not aware of an amendment being offered to 
that nature. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That ends my interrogation. If I could just speak briefly on 
the bill, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, what the maker of this amendment is 
attempting to do by his amendment is basically change the way 
the KOZ Program has functioned for, as he said, approximately 
a dozen years. 
 This has been a highly successful program. The legislation 
that is in front of us now is very important to reauthorize and 
continue keystone opportunity zones to revitalize blighted areas. 
And, Mr. Speaker, what the net effect of this amendment, 
should it go in, would actually do, is going to most likely 
increase the cost of doing these projects. The projects will now 
be required, in fact, really to almost limit its size. I think it is 
$25,000 – any project over $25,000 for prevailing wage, and 
$4,000 for separations. These acts will now apply to keystone 
opportunity zone projects. 
 Mr. Speaker, the whole essence of the KOZs is to encourage 
people to do these projects. There are tax incentives, but there is 
really not public funding. It is not like you are going to have a 
public works project where you are going to have revenue 
flowing directly from the Commonwealth. These are projects 
that the local municipalities agree to, to provide tax incentives 
for private developers to build projects in these blighted areas. 
 Mr. Speaker, while I understand the intention of the maker of 
this amendment, I believe that the net effect of this is actually 
going to discourage some of these projects from going forward. 
While prevailing wage is very popular in certain parts of the 
State, in other parts—  Where the maker is from, it is a very 
popular program. Where some of us are from, it is not, and it 
really could serve to discourage people. The whole idea of a tax 
incentive is to encourage them to develop in those areas. 
 Well, if we artificially inflate the cost of a project to locate in 
that area, you are really kind of putting a disincentive on top of 
an incentive, and my concern is that in these tough economic 
times that we are in right now, where money is tight, you do not 
have a lot of development going on as it is, building is down, 
we are really going to put a disincentive into keystone 
opportunity zones. While I understand why the maker wants to 
do this, I believe that the legislature was very wise 12 years ago 
in not including this provision in this legislation, and I believe it 
would be a mistake for us to insert it now as we move forward 
and reauthorize keystone opportunity zones. 
 So for that reason, Mr. Speaker, I would ask the members for 
a negative vote on the McGeehan amendment. And one other 
little incentive: If we vote this down, we do not have to go 
through any more amendments today. 
 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, as the 
guests of Representative George Kenney, the students from  
St. Christopher's grade school. I believe we have grades 
kindergarten through eighth grade. They are in the balcony. 
Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If the sponsor of the amendment could answer a couple of 
questions, I would appreciate it. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative McGeehan, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative Maher 
is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you. 
 As I understand your amendment, any project in a KOZ that 
would entail costs of $4,000 or more would be subject to the 
Separations Act. Is that correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. That is correct, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. MAHER. And if I understand what that entails, is it 
correct that that would mean that the owner of a structure, in 
order to take on a project, would need to separately bid the 
plumbing, the heating, the ventilation, and the electrical work as 
four separate bids? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. As is required under law now, any public 
works are subjected to this same standard. What we are simply 
doing is applying this standard to the KOZ zones. 
 Mr. MAHER. And the building owner then would be obliged 
to select the lowest bidder. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. That is an important point, and that is 
correct. 
 Mr. MAHER. If a building owner decided that based upon 
the bids he got back and checking references that he believed 
that one plumber provided higher caliber work than another 
plumber, the building owner would not be able to have the 
freedom to select the plumber with the better reputation but 
would have to go with the plumber with the lower price? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Under the Separations Act, you are 
required under law to go with the lowest bidder; correct. 
 Mr. MAHER. Do you know of any cases – the Separations 
Act has been around, I guess, since 1913 – do you know of any 
cases where the Separations Act has been required by the State 
to be applied by a homeowner before? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. To a homeowner, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MAHER. A homeowner. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. The Separations Act only applies to 
public works, as you correctly stated. It has been applied in the 
Commonwealth since 1913. I am not aware if it— 
 Mr. MAHER. Well, can you show me in your amendment 
where you restrict this requirement to public works? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I am sorry, Mr. Speaker; would you 
restate that? 
 Mr. MAHER. Can you help me understand, you just said that 
your amendment was restricted to requiring the Separations Act 
in public works, but it strikes me that your amendment says that 
all projects would be subject to it – all projects in a keystone 
opportunity zone. 
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 Mr. McGEEHAN. All projects other than maintenance 
within a KOZ zone would be required to participate in the 
Separations Act. So it would fall under the authority of the 
Separations Act. 
 Mr. MAHER. So if I owned a home that happens to be in the 
boundaries that are drawn by someone to be a keystone 
opportunity zone, projects to improve my home of more than 
$4,000 would be subject to the Separations Act and the 
prevailing wage law? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. If you would suspend for a moment, 
Mr. Speaker, we will find the answer to that. I am not sure, and 
I do not want to give an answer that would not be correct. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I apologize to you for the delay; we wanted to 
get a clarification. 
 There are a number of private residential developments and 
individual homes within KOZs, and yes, under this bill, they 
would be subjected to the Separations Act. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Are you aware of any time in the 95-year history of the 
Separations Act that it has been imposed on personal homes? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am not aware in the  
95-year history of the Separations Act, but if the private home is 
subjected to a public works project, they would be. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That concludes my interrogation, I believe. One moment, 
please. 
 Given the pause that was necessary for your conclusion, and 
I appreciate the analysis that was involved there, was it your 
intent to embrace private residences and compel the Separations 
Act and prevailing wage law to be imposed on homeowners? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. There are a number of large developments 
that are within KOZ zones along the length and breadth of our 
riverfronts. Whether it is the Delaware River or the rivers in 
Allegheny County, there are a number of large developments 
that would fall within the KOZ zones, and of course, they would 
be privately owned and they would be subjected to the 
Separations Act, under this bill. 
 Mr. MAHER. So you did intend— 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. So it is not that—  I am sorry. 
 Mr. MAHER. You did intend for this? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Yes. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you. That concludes my interrogation. 
Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker, this amendment is no small step. 
This amendment is telling Pennsylvania homeowners, you may 
not have the right to hire whom you would like to do work on 
your own home. If you are a homeowner who is thinking about 
adding a porch, expanding a kitchen, doing some work in your 
bathroom, and if it is going to cost more than $4,000 – which is 
not a very tall hill to climb, as such projects go – you will need 
to not go out and hire somebody who does these sorts of 
projects; you will be required by law to go out and get separate 
bids, separate bids for your plumbing, for your heating, for 
ventilation, and for electrical work – as a homeowner. 
 And worse yet, if you check references and you decide that 
some of these contractors are better than others, you will not be 
legally able to choose whom you believe to be the best. This 
amendment would compel you to have to buy from whoever 

offers you the lowest cost. What an imposition on the personal 
freedom of homeowners. You cannot decide who is going to do 
work on your home? This legislature is going to tell you, you 
have got to go out and break up a project into four pieces? 
 Well, let us turn that around. How many home contractors 
are going to return your phone call to do a project on your home 
when they find out that you are in a KOZ and they cannot come 
in and say, here, for your bathroom renovation it would be this, 
for your kitchen renovation it would be that, or for adding on 
this porch it would be so much, that they are not going to be 
able to work with your home and you as the homeowner the 
way they work with every other customer, but instead, they 
have to submit four separate fractional bids and work, interact, 
with three other contractors and somehow or another your 
project is supposed to come out right? The contractors are not 
going to have anything to do with you. 
 So in the name of improving areas that are supposed to be 
blighted and run down, this amendment would all but guarantee 
that homeowners will not be able to improve their homes 
without breaking the law. That seems backward to me. The 
purpose of these zones was supposed to stimulate economic 
activity, not create barriers to improving communities. 
 I cannot even imagine how anyone in this legislature thinks 
that it would be okay to create a law that would require certain 
homeowners – take away their freedom to choose who does 
work on their homes, take away your freedom to hire who is 
best for working on your own home. This is not public money; 
this is your individual money, your biggest investment in life, 
chances are, your own home. But with this amendment, you will 
not get to control the destiny of your own home, and that is, of 
course, assuming you will find a contractor who would be 
willing to deal with you. 
 Regardless of what the intent may have been on this 
amendment, the consequences to homeowners, the impairment 
of freedom of Pennsylvanians, is just unacceptable. I hope you 
would join me in opposing this amendment while being open to 
one, perhaps, that does not punish homeowners who happen to 
be in blighted areas, who want to make an investment in their 
community, and now this amendment would say, you cannot, 
you just cannot. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In response to the previous speaker from Allegheny County, 
I would like to dispel some of the comments that were made. 
 I was here during the KOZ legislation, and we knew, with 
the Governor and the makeup of the House and the Senate at the 
time, what was needed to be done to get that legislation through. 
 Now, the previous speaker talked about residential housing 
units and owners of little bungalows in the middle of a KOZ 
zone. Mr. Speaker, 99 percent of the construction in KOZ areas 
is either industrial or commercial. Of the 1 percent that is 
housing, typically those housing developments are built by a 
developer, not by a homeowner, and then the developer has the 
hook to try and sell that property to a homeowner by saying, 
well, we can make arrangements; since I am not paying 
property tax on this property, I am going to pass that savings on 
to you in the sale of the house, or what have you. 
 But let us not mix apples with oranges. Contractors that 
bid—  The Separations Act was one that was very important for 
a number of reasons, and I will try not to get off point, but since 
40-plus percent of this chamber have been here fewer than  
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6 years, they may not have heard this debate before. I have 
heard it many, many, many times and we have defeated it many, 
many, many times – defeated attempts to eliminate both 
prevailing wage and separation. 
 Contractors that bid individually are sure to be paid. If you 
are working for a general—  We have story after story, one  
very large story recently in Philadelphia where a number of 
subcontractors, so to speak, were forced out of business because 
they were not paid for a major job that they did for general 
contractors. The general contractor gets paid on a schedule. If 
there are four separate contractors under the Separations Act, all 
four contractors get paid on a schedule, so you can pay your 
employees every other week or every week or whatever that 
schedule and that contract contains. By combining the separate 
contracts into one large, single prime contract, many companies, 
as I said, are eliminated from consideration before the bid even 
takes place, because contractors have limits on the bonding 
capacity based upon their financial resources. So eliminating 
separations truly benefits only the largest contractors in the 
State at the cost of your local contractor. 
 It is not a union issue; it is not a union issue. There are prime 
contractors who are electrical, mechanical, plumbing, and 
heating that are nonunion contractors. The nonunion contractor 
community is split on the issue. Some of them chase jobs that 
are separations and prevailing wage. They fight for those jobs. 
They want to pay their employees above the median floor. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, former Governor Ridge was fed such a 
line of baloney by so many people for so many years that he 
required that surveys be conducted across this State to  
see if electricians in Philadelphia and electricians in Scranton 
and electricians in Monroe County and electricians in  
Mount Carmel, Pennsylvania, were all being paid the same, 
even though their standard-of-living index floated from area to 
area. And what those surveys showed – of those contractors that 
participated in those surveys – showed that there was some 
disparity, and the wage rates were lowered in certain counties to 
accommodate the entire precept that the standard of living and 
cost of living was a little higher here and a little lower there. 
That was followed by a second survey, a second survey, 
because a lot of nonunion contractors did not participate in the 
first survey and then they complained that the wage rates did 
not go down low enough, so they were given a second bite at 
the apple. What ended up happening is that many still refused  
to participate because they did not want the Department of 
Labor and Industry to know what their wage rates were. 
 I could go on and on about separations and prevailing wage, 
Mr. Speaker, but prevailing wage, just to touch on that a bit 
before we get into the other amendments that I am sure will 
follow, was enacted in 1961 simply to guarantee that 
Pennsylvania workers, Pennsylvania workers will have an equal 
opportunity to bid and win and employ local people. 
 It has nothing, again, at all to do with unions or nonunions. 
In fact, prevailing wage promotes quality work. You will  
find that a nonunion contractor who is a member of ABC 
(Associated Builders and Contractors), one of those contractors 
that chases prevailing wage jobs, he will put his best workers on 
that job, on the prevailing wage job. He will pick the cream of 
the crop of his workforce and put them on the prevailing wage 
jobs. 
 There are many contractors out there that have split shops. In 
other words, they have one wage rate for non-prevailing wage 
jobs and another wage rate for prevailing wage jobs. Again, 

they typically pick and choose the employees that are the best 
skilled to be on the prevailing wage projects to make sure the 
project gets done right, to make sure it gets done on time, to 
make sure it gets done under bid or at bid, and that is why it is 
not, as some would like you to believe, a union issue. This is a 
local contractor, local employee issue, both of them, and  
I would strongly urge my colleagues to support the McGeehan 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Schroder. 
 Mr. SCHRODER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, in response to the previous gentleman's 
comments, he made a statement where he suggested that with 
regards to residential areas of the KOZ, that they are all being 
built by developers anyway, and therefore, the residents will not 
have prevailing wage requirements really imposed on them or 
burdening them with those extra expenses. 
 Mr. Speaker, I know for a fact that this certainly is not true in 
every area. Mr. Speaker, the KOZ that I represent has a section 
of residential housing. It is in a lower-income neighborhood of 
the borough. The housing stock has some serious issues with it. 
The housing stock needs upgraded; it needs to be brought up to 
code, and generally, some of it could be considered blighted. 
So, Mr. Speaker, make no mistake about it, just as 
Representative Maher has suggested, by passing this 
amendment, we will be imposing additional expenses on those 
homeowners. 
 And by the way, Mr. Speaker, just so you understand the full 
way this program is implemented, at least in this KOZ, that 
residential housing owners only get the benefit of the tax break 
if they certify and prove to the local government, the borough, 
that they invested a certain amount of the break that they 
received into improvements in their home. So, Mr. Speaker, it is 
a good program to bring up the quality of some of these homes, 
yet we are going to be adding significant burdens to the costs of 
these residents who are struggling to maintain their homes and 
improve their homes. 
 Mr. Speaker, for other reasons, this is a very bad amendment. 
It certainly dilutes the benefits of being in a KOZ because of the 
higher labor costs that will come into being, and generally, it 
just takes the concept of the KOZ in the wrong direction. The 
concept of the KOZ was to release entrepreneurs and release the 
private sector from the burdens of government, from the 
taxation of government, from the expenses of government, and 
now, Mr. Speaker, here we are, trying to pile them back on 
through, really, what I believe is an ill-advised amendment. 
 So I would ask for a "no" vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Rubley. 
 Mrs. RUBLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was not planning to speak on this issue today, but I do 
recommend to the members to oppose this amendment to 
expand the Separations Act. This is an archaic law, as we have 
heard, dating back to 1913. It is not in effect in most of the 
States. 
 Under the Ridge administration, waivers through the 
Department of Education were granted to the Separations Act to 
certain school districts. In Chester County, two districts were 
granted such waivers. These districts have complex construction 
projects, and the administrator from these districts testified at 
public hearings to the effect that having such waivers enabled 
their projects to come in on time and on or under budget, and 
their savings were over a million dollars for each of the school 
districts. 
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 This is hard evidence that we have to show that the 
Separations Act is costing our school districts and our residents 
money. They also said that contractors – contrary to what you 
have already heard this afternoon – contractors bid on these 
projects who would not bid on public projects because of the 
Separations Act, so it brought in new contractors. 
 I urge you to oppose this amendment, and let us not expand 
it under any circumstances. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was wondering if the maker would stand for just one more 
question, please? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McGeehan indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Boyd is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Following up on the line of questioning that the gentleman 
from Allegheny County was pursuing, if I understand KOZs 
correctly, a person, an individual, enjoys the tax benefits for a 
10-year period of time. If your amendment is adopted, applying 
both prevailing wage and separations to KOZs, and let us say 
that in an area there is a larger development done, and then 5 or 
7 years later an individual homeowner decides they want to 
make some renovations to their own home – they are still in the 
KOZ; maybe they are going to upgrade a bathroom or 
something like that, something that is not uncommon at all for 
residences – would, under that circumstance, a project over 
$4,000 require the Separations Act to apply to that renovation, 
to a project that has already been built? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I want to make it plain, Mr. Speaker, that this would only 
affect developments that are—  Would only affect those 
developments—  Pardon me, apply to contracts entered into on 
or after the effective date of this legislation. So my 
understanding, it would only apply to those entities that come 
online after the effective date of this legislation. 
 A number of points have been brought out from my 
colleague, Chairman Belfanti, and one of the obvious ones is 
obviously that the folks within the KOZs, both businesses and 
private residential owners within these KOZs, are seeing the 
benefits of tax abatements and the incentives that neighbors 
across the street are not, and it begs the question, well, if they 
are being given a benefit that is not applied unilaterally to every 
individual homeowner in Pennsylvania, we also have to expect, 
as taxpayers, that they are subjected to a different standard, and 
that different standard is the Prevailing Wage Act and the 
Separations Act. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 So if I—  I am not sure that I heard clearly. You referenced 
maybe some large residential projects, I believe, in the city of 
Philadelphia along the waterfront, some fairly substantial – I am 
going to use the term loosely – condo-type organizations. So 
they would receive the benefit, and the general – or not the 
general contractor but the builder, the developer, would have 
separations and prevailing wage apply to them. But 5 or 6 years 
later, after this act, I am a homeowner – I own one of those 
condos – and I want to go in and I want to upgrade my 
bathroom and it is going to cost well over $4,000. At that point 
in time, am I required to meet, as the homeowner, am I required 
to meet the tenets of separations and prevailing wage? 

 Mr. McGEEHAN. Well, after enjoying 5 or 6 years of tax 
abatements and other incentives, they would be subjected to the 
Separations Act, under this legislation. 
 Mr. BOYD. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, one final comment on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BOYD. I appreciate the maker's open and honest 
answers to those questions. I believe, again, as I said before,  
I understand where the maker is going with this proposed  
legislation. I believe that there are some unintended 
consequences to it – and by no means do I make any fault to 
anybody. Often when we are drafting legislation, things can 
come out through the debate process, and that is what this is all 
about. 
 I believe that there are some problems with this legislation 
the way it is drafted, and I certainly encourage a "no" vote on 
the amendment. As I say that, I want to refer back in my  
final comments to something that the chairman of the  
Labor Committee made, a comment that he made, and he said, 
this is not a union/nonunion issue, and this clearly is not a 
union/nonunion vote. This is about changing how we apply 
keystone opportunity zones and how that money is distributed. 
 I would encourage members to see this as a policy vote, not a 
union vote. Now, there are a lot of members in here who have 
support from unions, a lot of members who do not. This is not 
about whether or not the union supports you or does not support 
you. This is about whether or not we want to apply prevailing 
wage and we want to apply the Separations Act to privately 
funded projects, and I am not so sure that that is the 
methodology that we want to attract and we want to start to 
take. 
 So with that said, Mr. Speaker, I urge the members to vote 
"no" on the McGeehan amendment. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Eachus. 
 Mr. EACHUS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, let us be clear about what the McGeehan 
amendment is applying: KOZ zones give tax breaks to 
businesses who domicile in Pennsylvania for 10 years, tax 
credits and tax relief. What this bill attempts to do is to make 
sure that we allow local contractors, small contractors, under the 
Separations Act, to come in and bid on projects that are 
currently being done by large bundled contracts without any 
ability to have low responsible bidders that are small 
companies. 
 In many, many cases across Pennsylvania – and my region 
has seen, in southern Luzerne County, significant land 
development over the last 10 years because of this program – 
but many, many times, out-of-State companies come in and 
have an opportunity to bring their workers to these locations 
without any regard for the public trust. We are guaranteeing tax 
relief, under the keystone opportunity zone. 
 I say, I do not think it is too much to ask that the lowest 
responsible bid apply the prevailing wage and Separations Act 
to these projects. What Representative McGeehan's legislation 
does is it balances the interest of tax relief for growth against 
the opportunity for low bidding, responsible small businesses in 
our communities to have an opportunity to work on projects that 
are local. We are making an investment in relief for these 
companies with the countervailing interest of increasing 
employment in our region. It is not too much to ask that our 
local contractors and our local companies have an opportunity 
to bid. That is exactly what the application of Mr. McGeehan's 
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bill does; it allows those small companies who are qualified, 
who bid the lowest, to come in and provide local jobs for local 
citizens. I think that is an excellent way to balance out this 
public policy, and I applaud the gentleman, and I support 
amendment No. 6860. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Marsico. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the sponsor of the amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative McGeehan, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative Marsico 
is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Now, let me see if I have this clear, that prevailing wage 
projects and the Separations Act would be subject to KOZ 
zones. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. They would apply in KOZ zones if this 
amendment was adopted; correct. 
 Mr. MARSICO. That means that the prevailing wage would 
be—  Those who are doing any kind of private construction, 
developing within that KOZ, would be subject to the prevailing 
wage. Is that correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Anything above $25,000 was the standard 
since 1961. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Okay. You probably have mentioned— 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. And it does not apply, Mr. Speaker – 
pardon me – it does not apply to maintenance on a project. It 
applies to the demolition, construction, and the like. It does not 
apply to maintenance. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Okay. Then it would also apply to any 
homes that were within that KOZ. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I cannot hear. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MARSICO. Would it apply to any homes that would be 
in that— 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend. 
 The Chair will ask all members to take their seats and reduce 
the noise level in the chamber. Conferences in the rear of the 
House and in the aisles will break up. 
 Representative Marsico. 
 Mr. MARSICO. So if there was a home that is part of that 
KOZ— 
 The SPEAKER. Could the gentleman move closer to the 
microphone? 
 Mr. MARSICO. If there is a home that is part of that KOZ, a 
private residence or a private office building, they would be 
subject to that KOZ? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Mr. Speaker? Mr. Speaker, can I ask the 
member to restate the question, please? I am sorry; it is my 
older ears. 
 Mr. MARSICO. I know; I am sorry. I think the mike is 
working better now. 
 If there is any kind of a project, if it is a home residence or 
an office complex and they would do an addition within the 
KOZ, they would then be subject to the prevailing wage and 
then also to the Separations Act? Is that correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. If the project totaled $25,000 or more, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Okay. So then let me ask you – you may 
have said this before, but I am sorry if I did not hear – what is 
your reason for requiring that kind of wage to these private 
enterprises, to a private residence, to a private home? What is 
the whole reason for the prevailing wage implementation, under 
your amendment? 

 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It is the same rationale that has been used since 1961 on 
projects: You receive government assistance in your project, 
and essentially, that is what residents are doing in those KOZs; 
they are receiving incentives and tax breaks within these  
KOZ zones. They also have an obligation to live up to a  
higher standard in the Commonwealth, and we in the  
General Assembly, in 1961, said that higher standard will be, 
you have to meet a certain wage in order to complete that work. 
So along with the benefit that we are providing both these 
businesses and residences, there also comes an obligation, and 
we have said, as a collective body, that that obligation is, you 
must live under the Prevailing Wage Act. That has been the will 
of the legislature since 1961. 
 Mr. MARSICO. I understand, and I thank you for that 
response. 
 Mr. Speaker, if I could make some comments following my 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Mr. Speaker, the sponsor has stated that 
since 1961 the prevailing wage law has been in effect, and that 
is correct. My contention all along with the prevailing wage law 
has been that it is outdated and that it needs to be revised.  
The threshold needs to be raised. Actually, our political 
subdivisions, which are subject to prevailing wage laws, and 
any kind of public works projects over $25,000, they need to be 
given an option, a local option, to opt in or opt out of the 
prevailing wage law. 
 Now, as far as the KOZs and the Separations Act, it is clear 
that the maker of this amendment and the supporters of this 
legislation want to expand the prevailing wage, which all along 
has been implemented in public works projects into the private 
sector, which is going to cause very high costs to our private 
developers and will disincentivize the whole process and the 
whole purpose of the KOZs. I think that it is going to work 
against having developers go ahead and invest in KOZs, and the 
entire prevailing wage and Separations Act is nothing but a 
movement by the pro-union legislators to implement prevailing 
wage throughout our Commonwealth and public sector and in 
the private sector. So I ask for a "no" vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher, for the second time. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 In listening to some of the debate, I need to remind my 
friends that typically with a residence that happens to be drawn 
into a KOZ zone, whether or not the owner wants it in or not, 
we are not talking about Millionaire's Row, typically. We are 
talking about blighted communities. We are talking about those 
among us who have to scratch the hardest to own a home. These 
folks are probably already exempt from Pennsylvania's income 
tax. These folks, after the property tax rebate from the 
Commonwealth each year and with this massive flow of 
property tax relief that our friends have engineered, probably 
are paying little, if anything, in property taxes on these blighted 
homes. 
 But these folks have dreams, just like you do, and they pull 
their pennies. They save their dollars, and if they want to 
improve their home, now, if this amendment is adopted, chances 
are they are not going to be able to, because they will call the 
plumber and say, "I would like you to help me with this 
changing out my bathroom." The plumber will say, "I cannot 
break the law." 
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 You are going to have to divide that into four separate 
contracts. One of them is heating. One of them is ventilation. So 
if you want to get the standard of our, today, HVAC – heating, 
ventilation, air conditioning unit, HVAC – you cannot. So you 
cannot do the improvement the way you would like, and under 
this amendment, you cannot choose the contractor you would 
like, and these folks who are living in communities and fighting 
and saving to improve their homes will have a blockade 
imposed on them by you. 
 First, do no harm. Do not impose harm on these 
homeowners. Let them be. Chances are, they did not ask to be 
in a KOZ; they got drawn into it for the convenience of other 
machinations, but they are there. Leave them alone. Let them 
still be the kings and queens of their own castle. Do not tell 
them that if they are spending more than $4,000 on a home 
renovation that now they have got to go through this incredible 
bureaucracy, and Mr. Belfanti was explaining all these steps 
that are taken, that each contractor has got to be paid on a 
schedule on certain days. 
 What homeowner is going to keep up with that? Where is the 
legal staff for these homeowners to make sure they are adhering 
to the Separations Act and the prevailing wage law? If you vote 
for this, it is a very odd vote. It is that you are voting to compel 
these homeowners to have to take the simplest home 
improvements and break them into four contracts, do a lot of 
paperwork. 
 But it is okay if they are illegal aliens doing the work. That is 
okay after the Daley vote. It is very odd, very odd. I encourage 
you to stand up for the homeowners of Pennsylvania. Stand up 
for the families that are fighting and struggling in these 
communities to improve the communities, and just leave them 
alone. Let them do their level best to improve their homes, 
improve their communities, but do not punish them. Do not 
punish them for investing in those communities. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Vitali. 
 Mr. VITALI. Will the maker of the amendment stand for 
brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McGeehan indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Vitali is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. VITALI. Has the Rendell administration taken a position 
on your amendment, specifically? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for the question. 
I am informed by staff that they have lent their support to this 
amendment. 
 Mr. VITALI. So they support it. Okay. Again, this is not my 
area, but generally, the concepts of prevailing wage and the 
Separations Act are applied to public building projects, like if a 
school district puts up a new school or a township puts up a 
municipal building. In this case it is being applied to the private 
sector, where if a business puts up a new building for business 
purposes. Is that correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. We are taking the further step, because of 
the tremendous resources that the State is investing in these 
KOZs, that it is the logical next step to apply the prevailing 
wage and the Separations Act to those projects. 
 Mr. VITALI. Now, is there anywhere else in Pennsylvania, 
or even in another State, where these concepts are applied to 
businesses as opposed to municipalities or government entities? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I do not understand your question, 
Mr. Speaker. 

 Mr. VITALI. Okay. In Pennsylvania right now, the 
prevailing wage concept and the Separations Act concept 
simply apply to building projects undertaken by a government 
entity like a school district. You are extending these concepts to 
cover building projects undertaken by a commercial entity, a 
business, right? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Within a— 
 Mr. VITALI. Correct. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. — specified geographic area where they 
realize special tax breaks and incentives, yes. 
 Mr. VITALI. Got it. So my question is, your extension of 
these two concepts – prevailing wage, Separations Act – to 
apply to businesses, is that done in other parts of the country or 
the State? Or would this be a new concept of requiring 
prevailing wage and the Separations Act to business building 
projects? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I am not sure about the country, 
Mr. Speaker, and I only can speak from my experience that this 
is the first I have seen the prevailing wage and Separations Act 
being applied to a quote, unquote, not a strictly defined public 
work. 
 Mr. VITALI. Right. Now, the— 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I am sorry, Mr. Speaker; I am finishing 
my thought. 
 Mr. VITALI. I heard comments by a speaker on the other 
side of the aisle about a disincentive this might have to 
businesses locating in a KOZ. Are there any statistics or facts or 
rebuttals you could make to that, because I do not want to defeat 
the purpose of KOZs. Is there any data that you could cite or 
other ways to sort of assuage my fears about that your 
amendment might render KOZs less effective in attracting 
business development to an area that needs business 
development? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Well, I do not believe it will, 
Mr. Speaker. The KOZ contact has been successful. Those 
individuals, the business entities that are constructing, 
demolishing, establishing new businesses in these KOZs, get 
property tax breaks on their Pennsylvania income tax, their local 
tax, the county tax. So there is a tremendous incentive for 
individuals to establish in the KOZs, and what we are saying is, 
as a Commonwealth, if you are availing yourself of these 
opportunities – and obviously, we all support the concept of 
KOZs and providing these incentives for businesses to establish 
in these KOZs – there is also another obligation to the 
taxpayers, one, to provide a sustainable living wage to the 
people who are actually doing the work in these projects. 
 So we are applying the prevailing wage to these acts to say to 
contractors and developers and others that if you are getting a 
tax break, those individuals who are demolishing or 
constructing that project have a right to a decent, livable wage 
that is sustainable, that can raise your family. And the 
Separations Act, it applies to, it really favors the little guy. It 
favors individual plumbers and electricians and HVAC guys 
who, more than likely, live in those general communities and 
provide for their families in their local communities. 
 Without the Separations Act being applied, only the big guys 
play; only the big guys play in the KOZs now. What we are 
saying, by providing the Separations Act in these KOZs, you are 
allowing smaller, locally based contractors to compete for the 
kind of work that you and I and the rest of the taxpayers are 
paying for in this Commonwealth. 
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 Mr. VITALI. But my question really is, is there a 
disincentive of applying these two concepts? And if there is, 
then maybe the project will not be built in the KOZ, and nobody 
gets the work because the project just does not happen. See, that 
is what I am getting at – discuss the disincentive that applying 
prevailing wage and Separations Act to a private project, what 
disincentive that might have to the project occurring at all. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Well, you can point to any private 
development around the Commonwealth that is not in a KOZ 
zone, you know, the tremendous development in Allegheny 
County along the riverfront or in Philadelphia or in our 
suburban communities. They are not getting the same benefits, 
yet they are going gangbusters in developing residential, 
commercial, industrial sites around the Commonwealth. 
 I do not see it as a disincentive. Those incentives are still in 
place, and they are still worthwhile. But we are saying, if you 
avail yourself of the opportunities of the KOZ zone, you also 
have a higher obligation back to the taxpayers, and this 
amendment says that obligation begins and ends with adhering 
to the prevailing wage and adhering to the Separations Act. 
 Mr. VITALI. Okay, thank you. That concludes my 
interrogation. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize the  
guest of Representative Paul Costa, Jocelyn Alleyne, one of 
Pennsylvania's 2008 Outstanding Adult Students. She is in the 
rear of the House. Would you please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Pyle, on the amendment. 
 Mr. PYLE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Will the speaker please submit to interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McGeehan indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Pyle is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. PYLE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, a question: If I followed correctly, residential 
domicile located within KOZs are also subject to prevailing 
wage. Is that correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. If the project exceeds $25,000. 
 Mr. PYLE. You said the last time that number, $25,000, was 
amended was 1961. Am I correct? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. The Prevailing Wage Act has been in 
effect since 1961. I will check if it has been amended since 
1961. 
 Mr. PYLE. I believe the prevailing wage number for 
mandatory bidding was set in 1968, actually, at $25,000. 
 Mr. Speaker, a question: What we do we do about renters 
who reside above a business district located in a KOZ? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. I am sorry; I missed the question, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. PYLE. My question, Mr. Speaker, I apologize. What do 
we do about renters whose apartments happen to be located in a 
KOZ? Are they also subject—  Would the owner of the building 
be responsible or would the renter themselves be responsible for 
paying the increased taxes that would go into matching what is 
frequently required of State grants – a local match? 

 Mr. McGEEHAN. The renter does not receive the incentives 
and the breaks. Only the owner of the individual property 
receives those incentives and breaks. 
 Mr. PYLE. So when the locality is putting up its financial 
match for State money to execute projects within KOZs, at 
some point, local taxes must be raised to make that match for 
the State money. Am I close, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. My understanding is there is no local 
match for the State incentives, within the KOZ. 
 Mr. PYLE. Actually, sir—  May I comment on the 
amendment, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. PYLE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I rise in opposition to the McGeehan amendment, and I am 
going to tell you a real-life story that actually happened in my 
little Ford City about 8 years ago. 
 The business district, which stands in the shadow of the 
former PPG (Pittsburgh Plate Glass) factory that once employed 
4,000 people, had the business district located within the KOZ. 
The water line, which was laid in 1886, sprang calamitous leaks 
that needed fixed. Upon digging it up, they found that water line 
was jointed with lead couplings. When Ford City Borough did 
the homework in replacing that water line, the prevailing wage 
added $38,000 to the cost of the project, which the borough 
could not foot at the time, and as a result, my people who live 
on Ford Street in those little, tiny apartments above the stores, 
drank from, essentially, a lead pipe for an additional 3 years, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 I would encourage a "no" vote on the McGeehan 
amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Quinn. 
 Ms. QUINN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Permission to interrogate the maker of the amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. McGeehan, indicates he 
will stand for interrogation. Representative Quinn is in order 
and may proceed. 
 Ms. QUINN. That is gracious of him. Thank you. 
 My line of questioning is not so much with regard to 
prevailing wage or to separation, but from a consumer point of 
view. Does your amendment take into consideration an 
emergency situation, as a bathroom going out or a problem with 
the kitchen that requires, perhaps, unknown amount of work 
that you would not know until you get behind the wall? 
 I am just curious for a homeowner or someone within this 
zone, what they do when they are down a bathroom, perhaps the 
only bathroom in the house, what they do to then line up the 
contractors, get the total bid? If the bid exceeds a dollar amount, 
they have to get all those bids in except the lowest, and the work 
– one contractor naturally follows another. You cannot put the 
one at the end of the line first. 
 So I am just trying to foresee the situation, if someone is 
actually in an emergency situation in their residence. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, for that 
question.  
 Obviously we cannot anticipate every scenario, and I 
certainly do not have the answer for every possible scenario that 
could evolve within these KOZ zones. All I can tell you is the 
standard that applies now – applied since 1961 – still applies.  
If it is over $25,000, you are subjected to the Prevailing Wage 
Act, and if it is renovations over $4,000, you would be 
subjected to the Separations Act. 
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 Ms. QUINN. Thank you. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. And there is no—  Pardon me, 
Mr. Speaker, if I may. This does not apply to any maintenance 
work, and that may fall under this type of emergency, under 
maintenance work. I am not sure how that would be classified. 
 All I can tell you is, though, that the same standard that 
exists now in public works projects would apply under the KOZ 
zone if this amendment was passed. 
 Ms. QUINN. And I respect that. My concern is that the 
contractor who is going to bid on a public works project has 
much more of a bidding process in line, much more 
sophisticated than the general contractor who might go into a 
job and then the homeowner changes their mind on specs. If it 
goes over that dollar threshold, what does one do in arrears for 
separations? I mean, how do you say, oops, changed something 
– expanded it, upgraded a floor product to tile, added more 
electric? What happens if it goes over that bid? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Over the $4,000? 
 Ms. QUINN. Over the threshold, the dollar threshold. In a 
public works project, because they are public funds, you have 
things spelled out. In a residence, there might not be the 
discipline that you need on a public job. So if you go, if I got 
the checkbook, you might go a little bit beyond. What do you do 
when you are beyond that? 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Beyond the $4,000— 
 Ms. QUINN. Yes, exactly. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. —or the $25,000? 
 Ms. QUINN. Either. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Well, anything beyond that, obviously, 
you are into a higher standard, if this amendment is passed. 
 Ms. QUINN. You are into a higher standard, but what 
happens when you go beyond it after the fact? If I took on a 
contractor for $3900 to help to change the bathroom or 
something, and then I change specs and it gets up to $4400,  
I am just trying to—  It seems like it is a consumer nightmare,  
is my point. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. In those kinds of scenarios, and even in 
public works projects, you have these circumstances that arise.  
I mean, there is an opportunity for a homeowner to go back and 
change that or work with a contractor in order to comply with 
the Separations Act. 
 Ms. QUINN. Well, it just seems like a headache. That is 
what my point is. I mean, with public works, you have specs 
that are spelled out. Maybe a school board mailed it. It is not 
just a couple or a homeowner like you or me, who is going to 
maybe change their mind overnight. The other thing is, have 
you given consideration for the small contractor who bills 
hourly and does not bid the whole job if the job moves on? I am 
just trying to draw where you draw that line there. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Well, that would be required. They can 
bill hourly, but the requirement still is anything over $4,000 
would be subjected to that Separations Act. Incidentally, in 
these large projects, many of your local small plumbers or 
electricians or HVAC contractors are really precluded, because 
you have a single prime bidder on these projects. In opening up 
these KOZs to the Separations Act, it provides an incentive for 
local smaller contractors to participate in the kinds of projects 
that you are talking about, to answer the kinds of concerns that 
you are concerned about, and to respond to the kinds of 
circumstances you have presented here today. 
 Ms. QUINN. Well, respectfully, you continue to go back to 
the public projects here; I am talking about the consumer. For 

that reason, I am going to have to oppose your amendment. 
Thank you. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Parker. 
 Miss PARKER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I will be brief.  
 I am just rising to once again support amendment 6860. Just 
for the record, I wanted members on both sides of the aisle to 
know, before they cast their vote on this issue, the number of 
jobs that we are actually talking about, as associated with 
keystone opportunity zones. From the time this program was 
created in 1998 through 2006, it retained over 13,777 jobs,  
it created more than 34,547 jobs, and presently, we have  
11 prospective projects whose decisions will be made based on 
the duration of this program and whether or not the McGeehan 
amendment is passed. 
 We want to make sure we note that the 7,000 new or retained 
jobs will create over $1 billion in new capital investment for the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and I just wanted members to 
take that into consideration before you cast your vote. I ask for 
an affirmative vote on the McGeehan amendment. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Is there anyone seeking recognition before 
the Chair recognizes the prime sponsor of the amendment? 
Representative McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 I ask for your support to this amendment. I think it is an 
important one. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have been requiring contractors and others 
that bid on public works projects in the Commonwealth to 
adhere to the Separations Act, in fact, since 1913. We have been 
requiring those that bid on public works since 1961 to adhere to 
the Prevailing Wage Act. There is a tremendous value in KOZs 
in the Commonwealth; that is not news to the members of this 
House. They have provided a tremendous incentive for people 
to build businesses and residences in some of our most blighted 
areas around the Commonwealth, and they have achieved a 
tremendous amount of benefits from those developments, from 
those businesses, from those industrial sites. This amendment is 
the next logical step to say, yes, we value you; yes, you are 
getting a benefit; yes, we want you to continue to operate in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. But along with those benefits, 
there comes an obligation. When you receive State money, part 
of that obligation – and it is not new in public works. Now, we 
are asking that that same obligation extends to the KOZ zones, 
zones that do receive tremendous benefits and tremendous 
resources from the Commonwealth. We are saying that if you 
build, you construct, you expand your building in a KOZ, we 
want to help you. We want to provide incentives, but we want to 
also provide that those men and women who work on those 
projects receive a decent prevailing wage and the prevailing 
wage for your locality, not from my locality in the city of 
Philadelphia, but from your specific region. 
 We want to make sure people within your locality have a 
decent, sustainable wage that they can provide and raise a 
family for – it just makes sense. If we are providing those 
benefits to those people who are building those industrial sites 
and getting the tax benefits, we also have an obligation to make 
sure the workers who are working on those projects also receive 
a benefit. We cannot leave them out in the cold. 
 This is what this amendment does; it provides an incentive to 
businesses and others who operate in the KOZ zones to live by a 
standard that we have expected. Those involved in public works 
receive the same public money. When you receive public 
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money, you have an obligation. This amendment says that 
obligation is two things: One, you pay a prevailing wage, and 
two, you live under the Separations Act. It is as simple as that. 
 For me, it is a question of fairness, fairness for the taxpayers 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and I think it is the right 
thing to do. I ask for an affirmative vote. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. I do not want to delay this vote. I would just 
like to admonish each other in that we all insist we want to  
do something for those that we serve and those we work for.  
We continue to talk, especially in the rural area, about our effort 
and, hopefully, our ability to create jobs. 
 There are some things that cannot be done, and that is who 
gets the jobs as far as the contractors are concerned or how they 
are done. But would it not be much better and would we not be 
thought of a great deal more if we could do something like what 
is being done in this bill, so that our neighbors and our friends 
and our constituents are making more than $6 an hour when 
they should be making $15 or $16. I ask that we support this 
amendment. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–126 
 
Adolph Freeman Mann Samuelson 
Argall Galloway Markosek Santoni 
Barrar George Marshall Seip 
Belfanti Gerber McCall Shapiro 
Bennington Gergely McGeehan Shimkus 
Biancucci Gibbons McI. Smith Siptroth 
Bishop Godshall Melio Smith, K. 
Blackwell Goodman Mensch Smith, M. 
Boback Grucela Micozzie Solobay 
Brennan Haluska Moyer Staback 
Buxton Harhai Mundy Stairs 
Caltagirone Harkins Murt Sturla 
Cappelli Harper Mustio Surra 
Carroll Hennessey O'Brien, M. Tangretti 
Casorio Hornaman O'Neill Taylor, J. 
Civera James Oliver Taylor, R. 
Cohen Josephs Pallone Thomas 
Conklin Keller, W. Parker Vereb 
Costa Kenney Pashinski Vulakovich 
Curry Kessler Payton Wagner 
Daley Killion Perzel Walko 
DeLuca King Petrarca Waters 
DePasquale Kirkland Petri Wheatley 
Dermody Kortz Petrone White 
DeWeese Kotik Preston Williams 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Leach Ramaley Yewcic 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, D. Levdansky Readshaw Yudichak 
Evans, J. Longietti Roebuck  
Fabrizio Mahoney Sabatina O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Manderino Sainato    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–72 
 
Baker Geist Marsico Roae 
Bastian Gillespie McIlhattan Rock 
Bear Gingrich Metcalfe Rohrer 
Beyer Grell Millard Ross 
Boyd Hanna Miller Rubley 
Brooks Harhart Milne Saylor 
 

Causer Harris Moul Scavello 
Clymer Helm Nailor Schroder 
Cox Hershey Nickol Smith, S. 
Creighton Hess Payne Sonney 
Cutler Hickernell Peifer Steil 
Dally Hutchinson Phillips Stern 
Denlinger Kauffman Pickett Stevenson 
Ellis Keller, M.K. Pyle Swanger 
Everett Mackereth Quinn True 
Fairchild Maher Rapp Turzai 
Fleck Major Reed Vitali 
Gabig Mantz Reichley Watson 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BOYD offered the following amendment No. A06531: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for work performed. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 33 and 34 (A06858) 
 Section 4.1.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1301.1.  Work performed. 
 When a political subdivision has provided, approved or authorized a 
tax abatement or tax exemption for a property or project under this act, 
all construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration and repair work 
other than maintenance work performed on a property shall be done in 
accordance with the act of May 1, 1913 (P.L.155, No.104), referred to 
as the Separations Act, and the act of August 15, 1961 (P.L.987, 
No.442), known as the Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act, except that 
the acts shall apply to work funded by a person or business only if each 
of the political subdivisions in which the work is being performed has 
adopted an ordinance or resolution requiring that work funded by a 
person or business shall be subject to the Separations Act and the 
Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act. For purposes of this act, 
maintenance work means repair of existing facilities when the size, 
type or extent of the facilities is not thereby changed or increased. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, line 34 (A06858), by striking out all of said 
line and inserting 
 Section 5.  This act shall apply as follows: 

  (1)  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, by inserting between lines 35 and 36 
(A06858) 

  (2)  The addition of section 1301.1 of the act shall apply to 
all contracts entered into on or after the effective date of this act. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Boyd 
on the amendment. 
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 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, I have a series of amendments. This is the first 
that anticipated some of the prior amendments, specifically the 
McGeehan amendment. What this amendment would do is it 
would allow or keep the McGeehan language in the amendment. 
It would have the prevailing wage and Separations Act apply to 
keystone opportunity zones. 
 However, it would make a small change, and the change that 
it would make is that it would allow the local municipalities to 
opt in to whether or not they want the Separations Act and the 
prevailing wage to apply to projects in their area, normally 
referred to as local option. Mr. Speaker, we believe that this is 
very, very important, because in terms of keystone opportunity 
zones, the local government entities – the school districts, the 
municipalities, and the counties – actually have to buy in to 
creating keystone opportunity zones. They actually have to 
agree to forgo receiving taxes, and there has been a lot of 
discussion with the McGeehan amendment that went up. Many 
of us believe that this may have an adverse effect on the local 
municipalities and the activity in those keystone opportunity 
zones in those areas. So for that reason, it seems to only make 
sense, if they are the ones that are putting up their money, in 
terms of the tax money, to promote and encourage KOZs and 
development in these blighted areas that they should have a say 
in whether or not Separations Act and whether or not prevailing 
wage would apply. 
 So that is the essence of amendment A06531, and I would 
ask the members for an affirmative vote. 

GUEST INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to acknowledge, as 
the guest of Representative Brad Roae, Buffey McIntyre, who is 
seated to the left of the Speaker. Buffey is in Harrisburg today 
to be honored as one of Pennsylvania's 2008 Outstanding Adult 
Students. Buffey is accompanied by her children Dakota, Jacob, 
Skylar, and Sylvia, and her teacher Kathy Kovach. Would you 
please stand to be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Eachus on the amendment. 
 Mr. EACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the Boyd 
amendment for, really, one clear argument, and that is that local 
taxpayers – the ones that the gentleman mentioned – local 
taxpayers are the ones who bear the burden, and the risk that we 
put forward when we offer corporations tax relief across 
Pennsylvania. There is a risk, and that risk is that these 
companies do not stay for the 10-year duration, and I have to 
say, my concern with the Boyd amendment is that it just does 
not rise to the level where you can make the argument that there 
is a balance. 
 I feel strongly that this would have a negative impact on the 
amendment that we just passed and that in the end, local 
taxpayers do not get protected. So at the end of the day, I am 
opposing the Boyd amendment for that very reason. I also 
would like to say that this would create a two-tier system that 
has no statewide consistency. 
 Additionally, not using the Prevailing Wage Act and the 
Separations Act will also make it difficult, if not impossible, for 

local contractors, including minority-owned and women-owned 
companies, and also would negatively impact Pennsylvania 
workers from obtaining local work on these projects. 
 For those two reasons, I oppose the Boyd amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am loath to disagree with my friend, Representative Boyd. 
He is a champion for his interests around the Commonwealth. 
However, he is wrong on this issue. Representative Eachus is 
right; it would set a dangerous precedent in this Commonwealth 
in that we would establish a two-tiered system of compliance. 
We do not say that the Prevailing Wage Act could apply in 
Philadelphia but not in Pittsburgh, or that other State laws apply 
in one particular area of the State and not another. 
 It is inherently unfair to this Commonwealth that we would 
even entertain the idea of establishing different standards for 
work performed on essentially the same project in two different 
areas of the Commonwealth. It just does not make sense. It does 
a disservice to the workers, whether you live in Philadelphia or 
Lancaster County or Dauphin County or wherever you choose 
and happen to live in the Commonwealth. We do not need  
to go down this road of pitting Pennsylvanians against 
Pennsylvanians and saying that the work that is performed in 
Lancaster County is any less worthy of a decent, sustainable 
wage than work that is done in Pittsburgh or any other place in 
the Commonwealth. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is a wrong idea whose time has not come in 
this House, hopefully, and I would ask for a negative vote. 
 The SPEAKER. Does anyone seek recognition before the 
Chair recognizes the prime sponsor of the amendment?  
 Representative Boyd, for the second time. The Chair will ask 
members to please quiet their conversations. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, real briefly, I think in reference to comments 
that were made to this amendment, it is important to recognize 
that by adopting the McGeehan amendment, we in essence have 
extended prevailing wage and Separations Act to a whole new 
classification of projects. 
 I could argue that there was kind of a two-tiered system in 
the past that has worked very well for 12 years, and that system 
is that prevailing wage and separations apply to public works 
projects and do not apply to private projects. These are privately 
paid for projects we are referring to that are incentivized with 
tax incentives. That is different than building a school or 
building a municipal building that is paid for with local 
government or State government money. 
 So based on that, I would also like to offer that we have a 
diverse State and prevailing wage in Lackawanna County, 
prevailing wage in Philadelphia, prevailing wage in Lancaster. 
The wage rates differ all across this county, and to make a 
statement that the fair thing to do is to have the wage that is 
recognized by the State as the prevailing wage apply to each 
and every local municipality, in my mind, kind of flies in the 
face of the spirit of our common wealth and the local autonomy 
and local control that we have held dear here in the 
Commonwealth. 
 So for that reason, I believe this is a good amendment, and  
I would ask for the members' support. Thank you. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
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 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–72 
 
Baker Geist McIlhattan Roae 
Bastian Gillespie Mensch Rock 
Bear Gingrich Metcalfe Rohrer 
Bennington Hanna Millard Ross 
Boyd Harhart Miller Rubley 
Brooks Harris Milne Saylor 
Causer Helm Moul Scavello 
Clymer Hershey Nailor Schroder 
Cox Hess Nickol Smith, S. 
Creighton Hickernell Peifer Sonney 
Cutler Hutchinson Phillips Steil 
Dally Kauffman Pickett Stern 
Denlinger Keller, M.K. Pyle Stevenson 
Ellis Mackereth Quigley True 
Everett Maher Quinn Turzai 
Fairchild Major Rapp Vereb 
Fleck Mantz Reed Vitali 
Gabig Marsico Reichley Watson 
 
 NAYS–126 
 
Adolph Freeman Manderino Samuelson 
Argall Galloway Mann Santoni 
Barrar George Markosek Seip 
Belfanti Gerber Marshall Shapiro 
Beyer Gergely McCall Shimkus 
Biancucci Gibbons McGeehan Siptroth 
Bishop Godshall McI. Smith Smith, K. 
Blackwell Goodman Melio Smith, M. 
Boback Grell Micozzie Solobay 
Brennan Grucela Moyer Staback 
Buxton Haluska Mundy Stairs 
Caltagirone Harhai Murt Sturla 
Cappelli Harkins Mustio Surra 
Carroll Harper O'Brien, M. Swanger 
Casorio Hennessey O'Neill Tangretti 
Civera Hornaman Oliver Taylor, J. 
Cohen James Pallone Taylor, R. 
Conklin Josephs Parker Thomas 
Costa Keller, W. Pashinski Vulakovich 
Curry Kenney Payne Wagner 
Daley Kessler Payton Walko 
DeLuca Killion Perzel Waters 
DePasquale King Petrarca Wheatley 
Dermody Kirkland Petri White 
DeWeese Kortz Petrone Williams 
DiGirolamo Kotik Preston Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Kula Ramaley Yewcic 
Eachus Leach Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, D. Lentz Readshaw Yudichak 
Evans, J. Levdansky Roebuck  
Fabrizio Longietti Sabatina O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Mahoney Sainato    Speaker 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 

 Mr. BOYD offered the following amendment No. A06532: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for work performed. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 33 and 34 (A06858) 
 Section 4.1.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1301.1.  Work performed. 
 When a political subdivision has provided, approved or authorized a 
tax abatement or tax exemption for a property or project under this act, 
all construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration and repair work 
other than maintenance work performed on a property shall be done in 
accordance with the act of May 1, 1913 (P.L.155, No.104), referred to 
as the Separations Act, and the act of August 15, 1961 (P.L.987, 
No.442), known as the Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act, except that 
the Separations Act shall not apply to work funded by a person or 
business. For purposes of this act, maintenance work means repair of 
existing facilities when the size, type or extent of the facilities is not 
thereby changed or increased. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, lines 34 and 35 (A06858), by striking out all 
of said lines and inserting 
 Section 5.  This act shall apply as follows: 

  (1)  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
  (2)  The addition of section 1301.1 of the act shall apply to 
all contracts entered into on or after the effective date of this act. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Boyd 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment would get at and fix, I believe, 
the crux of most of the debate that took place on the McGeehan 
amendment. The Representative from Bucks County asked 
some very pertinent questions: What happens in the case of an 
emergency project that is over $4,000? Would the Separations 
Act apply? There were a number of very valid points brought 
up. 
 What this amendment does is it takes the Separations Act out 
of keystone opportunity zones only. Let me be very clear about 
this: This amendment, if adopted, does nothing, it has no effect 
on the current Separations Act as it applies. All it does is it 
extracts the language out of the KOZ legislation that would 
require separations to apply to projects in keystone opportunity 
zones. 
 Mr. Speaker, the Separations Act, I believe I heard was 
passed in 1921, if my memory is correct, and the threshold at 
that time for a project was established at $4,000. What that 
means is, in any project that is in a keystone opportunity zone 
that is over $4,000, whoever the developer, the builder, the 
contractor, whoever is involved with that homeowner, whoever 
is involved with that project, they will be required, under this 
law, to get four separate prime bids – four separate contracts, 
four separate, basically, individuals or companies to come in 
and do the work. 
 I have a hard time believing that this was the intent of the 
maker of this amendment. I believe that we can make this 
better. I think it is incredibly incumbent upon us to get the  
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KOZs extended. I applaud my colleagues across the aisle for 
taking up this issue, Representative Parker and the others, 
Representative Daley, that are trying to push this process 
forward. 
 But this actually, to me, runs the risk of killing this 
legislation. We are a bicameral legislature, and we do have 
some friends across the other side of the building who are going 
to have to take this up, and I believe that this specific part of 
this legislation, not only is it onerous, I think it is a death pill to 
extending KOZs. I would ask the members for a positive vote 
on amendment 6532. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Eachus. 
 Mr. EACHUS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Once again, I rise to oppose the Boyd amendment, and  
I oppose it for really two clear reasons: One, we have just voted 
for the McGeehan amendment with a resounding majority, and 
that amendment had within it the Separations Act. So there was 
consensus, just moments ago, that this Separations Act added 
value to the legislation passed today. 
 This bill also would allow persons and businesses to benefit 
from tax exemptions and tax abatements under the KOZ law but 
not give local contractors using local workers a realistic 
opportunity to bid on those projects. As I said in my earlier 
comments today, having the opportunity to keep local workers 
working on local projects is the intention of the McGeehan 
amendment, and that is why I oppose the Boyd amendment. 
Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I actually agree with the gentleman, 
Representative Eachus, in that this is about local workers and 
local projects. Under this bill, under this amendment, the way it 
is drafted with the McGeehan amendment, if I was a local 
general contractor and I wanted to locate my business and 
relocate my office in a KOZ – which is not beyond happening 
right in Lancaster County – and if I was going to go build my 
new office building and warehouse in a KOZ, even though I am 
a general contractor, I would be required, under this statute, to 
go to four separate primes. 
 I would not be able to have my own workers guaranteed 
within my own company work on my own project, which  
I think is absolutely absurd. I do not think it is the intent of this 
legislature, or this legislation to create a situation where we are 
forcing private businesses to conduct business in a way that is 
being directed by the State and not by their desire to run their 
own businesses. So, Mr. Speaker, again, I believe that this 
amendment needs to go in to make this better. It will take that 
whole private issue out of having Separations Act apply to 
private – it just takes it out and it is only in this legislation, it is 
not in the Separations Act in general. On public works projects, 
that would continue to be a part of State law. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
(MATTHEW E. BAKER) PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–73 
 
Baker Gillespie McIlhattan Roae 
Bastian Gingrich Mensch Rock 
Bear Grell Metcalfe Rohrer 
Beyer Harhart Millard Ross 
Boyd Harper Miller Rubley 
Brooks Harris Milne Saylor 
Causer Helm Moul Scavello 
Clymer Hershey Nailor Schroder 
Cox Hess Nickol Smith, S. 
Creighton Hickernell Peifer Sonney 
Cutler Hutchinson Phillips Steil 
Dally Kauffman Pickett Stern 
Denlinger Keller, M.K. Pyle Stevenson 
Ellis Mackereth Quigley Swanger 
Everett Maher Quinn True 
Fairchild Major Rapp Turzai 
Fleck Mantz Reed Vitali 
Gabig Marsico Reichley Watson 
Geist    
 
 
 NAYS–125 
 
Adolph Freeman Mann Santoni 
Argall Galloway Markosek Seip 
Barrar George Marshall Shapiro 
Belfanti Gerber McCall Shimkus 
Bennington Gergely McGeehan Siptroth 
Biancucci Gibbons McI. Smith Smith, K. 
Bishop Godshall Melio Smith, M. 
Blackwell Goodman Micozzie Solobay 
Boback Grucela Moyer Staback 
Brennan Haluska Mundy Stairs 
Buxton Hanna Murt Sturla 
Caltagirone Harhai Mustio Surra 
Cappelli Harkins O'Brien, M. Tangretti 
Carroll Hennessey O'Neill Taylor, J. 
Casorio Hornaman Oliver Taylor, R. 
Civera James Pallone Thomas 
Cohen Josephs Parker Vereb 
Conklin Keller, W. Pashinski Vulakovich 
Costa Kenney Payne Wagner 
Curry Kessler Payton Walko 
Daley Killion Perzel Waters 
DeLuca King Petrarca Wheatley 
DePasquale Kirkland Petri White 
Dermody Kortz Petrone Williams 
DeWeese Kotik Preston Wojnaroski 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Yewcic 
Donatucci Leach Raymond Youngblood 
Eachus Lentz Readshaw Yudichak 
Evans, D. Levdansky Roebuck  
Evans, J. Longietti Sabatina O'Brien, D., 
Fabrizio Mahoney Sainato    Speaker 
Frankel Manderino Samuelson  
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
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 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BOYD offered the following amendment No. A06533: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for work performed. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 33 and 34 (A06858) 
 Section 4.1.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1301.1.  Work performed. 
 When a political subdivision has provided, approved or authorized a 
tax abatement or tax exemption for a property or project under this act, 
all construction, reconstruction, demolition, alteration and repair work, 
other than maintenance work performed on a property, shall be done in 
accordance with the act of May 1, 1913 (P.L.155, No.104), referred to 
as the Separations Act, and the act of August 15, 1961 (P.L.987, 
No.442), known as the Pennsylvania Prevailing Wage Act, except that 
work funded by a person or business shall be subject to these acts only 
if the estimated cost of the entire project is in excess of $250,000. For 
purposes of this act, maintenance work means repair of existing 
facilities when the size, type or extent of the facilities is not thereby 
changed or increased. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, line 34 (A06858), by striking out all of said 
line and inserting 
 Section 5.  This act shall apply as follows: 

  (1)  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, by inserting between lines 35 and 36 
(A06858) 

  (2)  The addition of section 1301.1 of the act shall apply to 
all contracts entered into on or after the effective date of this act. 

 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment, the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, this amendment actually would take the dollar 
threshold for where projects would be required to pay prevailing 
wage, in the private sector only, to $250,000. Mr. Speaker, 
under prior discussions on the floor today, the Prevailing Wage 
Act was passed in 1961. The threshold of projects that would 
apply that were required to pay prevailing wage back then was 
$25,000. That is what it is today. 
 At the very least, those projects should, or that dollar amount 
should have been indexed by inflation, so we believe $250,000 
would be a fair number to have prevailing wage apply. Again, 
this issue only applies to prevailing wage in KOZs. It does not 
change the existing prevailing wage law or Separations Act at 
all. It only deals with this specific provision in prevailing wage 
in keystone opportunity zones. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Eachus, on the 
amendment. 
 Mr. EACHUS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise again to oppose the Boyd amendment. 
My opposition starts with the statistics. The Boyd amendment 
would knock out 55 percent of the projects under the 2,000 that 
were applied for in the year 2000. Twenty-eight hundred and 

thirteen projects would be ineligible for the application of the 
McGeehan strategy, which I think is detrimental to local 
communities and the argument we have made that local 
communities benefit by having local contractors bid these 
projects. 
 Once again, I make the argument that it would create a  
two-tier system, a threshold for prevailing wage and Separations 
Act separate from one another. In the Commonwealth, some 
workers have received a prevailing wage rate and additionally, 
not using the prevailing wage – let me be clear once again – 
additionally, not using the prevailing wage in the Separations 
Act will also make it difficult, if not impossible, for compliance 
across the Commonwealth. For the same reason, including the 
statistics that show 55 percent of the projects would be knocked 
out, I would oppose it. 
 And one last point, Mr. Speaker: Davis-Bacon, the Federal 
law that binds the country on public projects, is zero to $2,000. 
So once again, I think that the threshold that the gentleman  
sets at $250,000 is artificially high and does damage to what 
Mr. McGeehan and his strategy was. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman, Mr. McGeehan. 
 Mr. McGEEHAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 Mr. Speaker, I join with my colleague, Representative 
Eachus, in opposing the Boyd amendment. I think he does raise 
some valid concerns about the possible manipulation of 
construction costs in order to avoid prevailing wage. By raising 
it, obviously, we are going to include a lot more projects that are 
subjected to some type of price manipulation in order to come 
below the new threshold of $250,000. 
 Mr. Speaker, the whole point of this debate is uniformity, 
uniformity in every region of the Commonwealth. I think the 
raising of the threshold just invites unscrupulous contractors and 
others to greater chicanery in manipulating construction costs to 
go below the $250,000 threshold and thereby really creating an 
artificial two-tier system and avoiding what, I believe, is an 
important principle in this Commonwealth, and that is that the 
prevailing wage provides a sustainable wage to individuals, 
whether you live in one part of the State or another.  
 For those reasons, I oppose the Boyd amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Marsico. 
 Mr. MARSICO. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 First of all, I rise to support and commend the maker of this 
amendment and support this legislation and thank the maker for 
proposing this commonsense amendment. 
 As he mentioned, the threshold has not been raised since 
1961, and at that time it was set at $25,000, and it certainly 
needs to be raised across the board in KOZ projects, obviously, 
and also in all public works projects that are subject – political 
subdivisions that are subject to the prevailing wage. 
 You know, I have got to ask this question to especially the 
makers of the bill, those architects of this so-called expansion of 
the KOZ, prevailing wage and Separations Act into our KOZs.  
I have got to ask this question of those architects over there on 
the other side of the aisle who are not paying attention. If I can 
get their attention, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is correct.  
Mr. Marsico has the right to be heard. Members, kindly take 
your seats. 
 Mr. MARSICO. To those architects of this KOZ legislation 
that is going to mandate prevailing wage into private homes and 
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private businesses and private developers and KOZs, if this is 
such a great idea for this mandate, I have got a good question 
for you. I have been thinking about this for a while. How many 
of you pay prevailing wage now on your home repair projects at 
your homes? How many of you pay prevailing wage on your 
projects that you have at your homes or your businesses? And if 
you do not, why do you not pay the prevailing wage? Maybe it 
is too expensive. Maybe that is the reason, and that is the reason 
why this threshold should be raised, and that is why before, as 
we said, the legislation should have been defeated because of 
the expansion into the private sector, into our private homes, 
into the private homeowners. If this is such a great idea, why do 
you not pay prevailing wage now when you have your garage 
expanded, if you have your home repaired, if you have an 
expansion in your yard or your homes or your businesses?  
I really would like to know why you do not do that now. Maybe 
you will in the future, but obviously, because it is out of your 
pockets and it could be too expensive. 
 Why do you not just practice what you preach? If you are 
going to mandate prevailing wage across the board in the 
private sector, practice what you preach. 
 I support the Boyd amendment. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the maker of the amendment,  
Mr. Boyd, for the second time. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Real briefly, Mr. Speaker, I would again refer to the 
comments of the gentleman from Luzerne County. Fifty-five 
percent, 55 percent of the projects would be affected if we 
would raise this threshold, and I would submit to you that that is 
a good thing and it is a good thing for this reason: because in 
some areas, prevailing wage and separations will kill projects. 
They will not go through simply because of the forced  
State mandate to pay prevailing wage and the requirement for 
four separate primes. 
 Raising this threshold is absolutely essential to keeping the 
success of the keystone opportunity zones viable. The whole 
reason we are extending the KOZs and doing this legislation is 
to continue to encourage people to build and redevelop in these 
areas. I believe that we do not want to put something in this 
legislation that would be counterproductive to those ends. 
 For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I ask for an affirmative vote on 
A6533. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman and recognizes the gentleman, Mr. Belfanti. 
 Mr. BELFANTI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Again, for the benefit of the newer members, please be 
advised that with all the talk about residential housing, et cetera, 
that there are different wage rates for industrial and commercial, 
vis-à-vis, housing. Almost every union who has an electrician, 
their rate is different when they are doing a housing project and 
when they are doing a school building, for example; I am just 
using that as one example. 
 In response to the gentleman from Dauphin County who 
wants to know why people in this room do not pay prevailing 
wage on every single thing they do in their home, the answer is 
simple: We are not sucking off of the system. We are paying 
Federal tax; we are paying our State tax; we are paying our  
sales tax. We are not there to get tax exemptions and give 
nothing back to the local community, the local contractor, the 
local tradesmen. 

 So it is completely apples and oranges to make that argument 
that those people, those of us and all of our constituents that are 
paying their fair share of taxes and giving up tax revenues by 
creating KOZs, agreeing to KOZ zones at both the county, 
school district, and local levels, all three entities have to agree 
to create a KOZ and all three need to agree to give up tax 
revenues. That means that those of us who are paying taxes 
have to pay more to subsidize the folks that we are trying to 
attract for KOZs. It only makes sense, but apples, oranges. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–77 
 
Baker Geist Marsico Roae 
Bastian Gillespie McIlhattan Rock 
Bear Gingrich Mensch Rohrer 
Beyer Grell Metcalfe Ross 
Boback Hanna Millard Rubley 
Boyd Harhart Miller Saylor 
Brooks Harper Milne Scavello 
Cappelli Harris Moul Schroder 
Causer Helm Nailor Smith, S. 
Clymer Hershey Nickol Sonney 
Cox Hess Peifer Stairs 
Creighton Hickernell Phillips Steil 
Cutler Hutchinson Pickett Stern 
Dally Kauffman Pyle Stevenson 
Denlinger Keller, M.K. Quigley Swanger 
Ellis Mackereth Quinn True 
Everett Maher Rapp Turzai 
Fairchild Major Reed Vitali 
Fleck Mantz Reichley Watson 
Gabig    
 
 NAYS–121 
 
Adolph Galloway Markosek Santoni 
Argall George Marshall Seip 
Barrar Gerber McCall Shapiro 
Belfanti Gergely McGeehan Shimkus 
Bennington Gibbons McI. Smith Siptroth 
Biancucci Godshall Melio Smith, K. 
Bishop Goodman Micozzie Smith, M. 
Blackwell Grucela Moyer Solobay 
Brennan Haluska Mundy Staback 
Buxton Harhai Murt Sturla 
Caltagirone Harkins Mustio Surra 
Carroll Hennessey O'Brien, M. Tangretti 
Casorio Hornaman O'Neill Taylor, J. 
Civera James Oliver Taylor, R. 
Cohen Josephs Pallone Thomas 
Conklin Keller, W. Parker Vereb 
Costa Kenney Pashinski Vulakovich 
Curry Kessler Payne Wagner 
Daley Killion Payton Walko 
DeLuca King Perzel Waters 
DePasquale Kirkland Petrarca Wheatley 
Dermody Kortz Petri White 
DeWeese Kotik Petrone Williams 
DiGirolamo Kula Preston Wojnaroski 
Donatucci Leach Ramaley Yewcic 
Eachus Lentz Raymond Youngblood 
Evans, D. Levdansky Readshaw Yudichak 
Evans, J. Longietti Roebuck  
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Fabrizio Mahoney Sabatina O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Manderino Sainato    Speaker 
Freeman Mann Samuelson  
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 Less than the majority having voted in the affirmative, the 
question was determined in the negative and the amendment 
was not agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BOYD offered the following amendment No. A06534: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for work performed. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 33 and 34 (A06858) 
 Section 4.1.  The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1301.1.  Work performed. 
 When a political subdivision has provided, approved or authorized a 
tax abatement or tax exemption for a property or project under this act, 
except residential property, all construction, reconstruction, demolition, 
alteration and repair work other than maintenance work performed on a 
property shall be done in accordance with the act of May 1, 1913 
(P.L.155, No.104), referred to as the Separations Act, and the act of 
August 15, 1961 (P.L.987, No.442), known as the Pennsylvania 
Prevailing Wage Act, except that work funded by a person or business 
shall be subject to these acts only if the estimated cost of the entire 
project is in excess of $250,000. For purposes of this act, maintenance 
work means repair of existing facilities when the size, type or extent of 
the facilities is not thereby changed or increased. 
 Amend Sec. 5, page 5, lines 34 and 35 (A06858), by striking out all 
of said lines and inserting 
 Section 5.  This act shall apply as follows: 

  (1)  The amendment of section 515 of the act shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2008. 
  (2)  The addition of section 1301.1 of the act shall apply to 
all contracts entered into on or after the effective date of this act. 

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

AMENDMENT WITHDRAWN 
 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the amendment, the Chair 
recognizes the maker of the amendment, Mr. Boyd. 
 Mr. BOYD. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 In the interest of time and being able to read the handwriting 
on the wall, I will withdraw the last amendment. 
 The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair thanks the 
gentleman. He has withdrawn A06534. 
 
 The House will be at ease. 

THE SPEAKER (DENNIS M. O'BRIEN) 
PRESIDING 

 The SPEAKER. The House will come to order. 
 

BILL PASSED OVER TEMPORARILY 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill will be over temporarily. 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 2345,  
PN 3390, entitled: 
 

An Act amending the act of August 26, 1971 (P.L.351, No.91), 
known as the State Lottery Law, further providing for PACE and 
PACENET eligibility. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on third consideration? 
 Bill was agreed to. 
 
 The SPEAKER. This bill has been considered on three 
different days and agreed to and is now on final passage. 
 
 (Bill analysis was read.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. The question is, shall the bill pass finally? 
 
 The Chair recognizes Representative King. 
 Mr. KING. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I may just take 90 seconds and speak about this legislation. 
I stand today on behalf of a constituent who came to me because 
his mother was in danger of losing PACE (Pharmaceutical 
Assistance Contract for the Elderly) and PACENET 
(Pharmaceutical Assistance Contract for the Elderly Needs 
Enhancement Tier) benefits. After consulting with Chairwoman 
Mundy, her staff, and the Pennsylvania Department of Aging,  
I introduced HB 2345 to ensure that senior citizens enrolled in 
Pennsylvania's PACE and PACENET programs do not lose 
their prescription drug coverage as a result of this year's 
increase in Social Security. 
 Starting on January 1 of this year, senior citizens began 
receiving a 2.3-percent COLA (cost-of-living adjustment) in 
their Social Security benefits. This relatively small increase 
pushed some seniors just above the income limits for PACE and 
PACENET, jeopardizing their access to vital prescription drug 
programs. HB 2345 would guarantee that seniors currently 
enrolled in PACE and PACENET would remain eligible, 
regardless of whether the Social Security COLA pushes their 
income above the eligibility limits for the programs. 
 The legislation would help approximately 15,000 
Pennsylvania seniors keep their prescription coverage by 
placing a moratorium on the Social Security COLA's effect on 
eligibility. The moratorium would be retroactive for PACENET 
recipients to December 31, 2007, and effective through 
December 31, 2010, for recipients who have not yet been 
unenrolled from PACE or PACENET due to the COLA. Swift 
passage of this legislation is critical if we are to ensure that 
these individuals maintain their prescription drug coverage. 
 This proposal is supported by the Pennsylvania Department 
of Aging, which confirmed that there is enough money in the 
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Lottery Fund to continue to provide benefits to all seniors  
who are currently enrolled. The National Association of  
Social Workers has also advocated for this legislation. 
 I would like to extend my gratitude to Chairwoman Mundy, 
to Charles Quinnan of her staff for their assistance with this bill, 
and I urge an affirmative vote on HB 2345. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Hennessey. 
 Mr. HENNESSEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As the Republican chair of the Aging and Older Adult 
Services Committee, I would like to report to the House 
member, we have reviewed this. We believe it is a good idea. 
This will protect those seniors who are currently receiving 
PACE or PACENET benefits and who would be disqualified 
because of their recent COLAs that they have gotten from the 
Federal government. It would protect them and allow them to 
remain in those programs. 
 So I think it is a good bill. I urge the members' support. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 
 The SPEAKER. Agreeable to the provisions of the 
Constitution, the yeas and nays will now be taken. 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 

Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES, 
CONSIDERED FIRST TIME, AND TABLED 

HB 76, PN 3696 (Amended) By Rep. CALTAGIRONE 
 
An Act amending Titles 23 (Domestic Relations) and 42 (Judiciary 

and Judicial Procedure) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, 
further providing for multidisciplinary team; establishing the Child 
Abuse Multidisciplinary Response Account; providing for additional 
duties of the Department of Public Welfare and for distribution of 
funds; and further providing for deposits into account. 

 
JUDICIARY. 

 
HB 830, PN 3697 (Amended) By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656, 

No.581), known as The Borough Code, further providing for salaried 
mayor not to receive fees and for duties of solicitor and outside 
counsel. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1576, PN 2005 By Rep. CALTAGIRONE 
 
An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the offense 
of sexual abuse of children. 

 
JUDICIARY. 

 
HB 1935, PN 2700 By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending the act of June 5, 1941 (P.L.84, No.45), entitled 

"An act providing for and regulating the appointment, promotion and 
reduction in rank, suspension and removal of paid members of the 
police force in boroughs, incorporated towns and townships of the first 
class maintaining a police force of not less than three members; 
creating a civil service commission in each borough, incorporated town 
and township of the first class; defining the duties of such civil service 
commission; imposing certain duties and expense on boroughs, 
incorporated towns and townships of the first class; imposing penalties, 
and repealing inconsistent laws," further providing for removals, 
suspensions or reductions in rank of police officers. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 
 

HB 1936, PN 2701 By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656, 

No.581), known as The Borough Code, further providing for removals 
from the police or fire force. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1937, PN 2702 By Rep. FREEMAN 
 
An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P.L.1206, No.331), 

known as The First Class Township Code, further providing for 
removals, suspensions or reductions in rank of police officers. 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 

 
HB 1959, PN 2717 By Rep. DeLUCA 
 
An Act amending the act of December 15, 1982 (P.L.1291, 

No.292), known as the Medicare Supplement Insurance Act, providing 
for the return of premium funds under certain circumstances. 

 
INSURANCE. 

 
HB 2188, PN 3698 (Amended) By Rep. PETRONE 
 
An Act providing for court-appointed conservators to bring 

residential, commercial and industrial buildings into municipal code 
compliance when owners fail to comply. 

 
URBAN AFFAIRS. 

 
HB 2353, PN 3415 By Rep. DALEY 
 
An Act amending Title 64 (Public Authorities and Quasi-Public 

Corporations) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further 
providing for indebtedness. 

 
COMMERCE. 

 
HB 2428, PN 3604 By Rep. DeLUCA 
 
An Act regulating the amount of property insurance coverage 

required by certain lenders. 
 

INSURANCE. 
 

SB 1278, PN 1844 By Rep. CALTAGIRONE 
 
An Act amending Title 23 (Domestic Relations) of the 

Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for child medical 
support, annual fees, review of orders of support, effect of 
incarceration, pass-through of support and assignment of support. 

 
JUDICIARY. 
 

BILL REREPORTED FROM COMMITTEE 

 HB 1177, PN 1457 (Amended) By Rep. DeLUCA 
 
An Act requiring health insurance policies issued by insurance 

companies to reimburse for mental health services provided by licensed 
clinical social workers. 
 

INSURANCE. 

 The SPEAKER. The bill will be placed on the active 
calendar. 

SENATE MESSAGE 

RECESS RESOLUTION 
FOR CONCURRENCE 

 
 The clerk of the Senate, being introduced, presented the 
following extract from the Journal of the Senate, which was 
read as follows: 
 
    In the Senate, 
    May 5, 2008 
 
 RESOLVED, (the House of Representatives concurring),  
Pursuant to Article II, Section 14 of the Pennsylvania Constitution,  
that when the Regular Session of the Senate recesses this week, it 
reconvene on Monday, May 12, 2008, unless sooner recalled by the 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate; and be it further 
 RESOLVED, Pursuant to Article II, Section 14 of the Pennsylvania 
Constitution, that when the Regular Session of the House of 
Representatives recesses this week, it reconvene on Monday, May 12, 
2008, unless sooner recalled by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives. 
 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the House of 
Representatives for its concurrence. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House concur in the resolution of the Senate? 
 Resolution was concurred in. 
 Ordered, That the clerk inform the Senate accordingly. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

  No. 735 By Representatives CONKLIN, BRENNAN, 
McCALL, KORTZ, GIBBONS, KIRKLAND, SAINATO, 
BISHOP, SAYLOR, FRANKEL, DONATUCCI, MAHONEY, 
READSHAW, PAYNE, FLECK, JAMES, GEORGE, 
BENNINGTON, MANN, M. O'BRIEN, HERSHEY, 
GOODMAN, MANTZ, GINGRICH, BAKER, MUNDY, 
PASHINSKI, SANTONI, VULAKOVICH, HARHART, 
WOJNAROSKI, GRUCELA, SIPTROTH, KULA, PHILLIPS, 
HORNAMAN, MILLARD, BUXTON, SAMUELSON, GEIST, 
McILHATTAN, SWANGER, CALTAGIRONE, HESS, 
GALLOWAY, FREEMAN, SCHRODER, PICKETT, 
McGEEHAN and DALEY 

 
A Resolution designating May 10, 2008, as "Letter Carrier Food 

Drive Day" in Pennsylvania; and commending the National 
Association of Letter Carriers for its humanitarian efforts to eliminate 
hunger. 

 
Referred to Committee on RULES, May 6, 2008. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that SB 1065 be removed from the tabled bill 
calendar and placed on the active calendar. 
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 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   146; 
  HB   771; 
  HB 1730; 
  HB 2065; 
  HB 2084; 
  HB 2186; 
  HB 2241; and 
  HB 2408. 
 
 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   146; 
  HB   771; 
  HB 1730; 
  HB 2065; 
  HB 2084; 
  HB 2186; 
  HB 2241; and 
  HB 2408. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE 

 The House proceeded to consideration on final passage of 
HB 1078, PN 1313, entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 34 (Game) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for deterrent fences for deer, 
bear and elk and the payment of claims for damages by certain elk; 
imposing duties on the Department of Agriculture; providing for the 
establishment of the Elk Damage Fund; and making an appropriation. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Shall the bill pass finally? 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that HB 1078 be removed from the active calendar 
and recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 

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

RESOLUTIONS PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. WOJNAROSKI called up HR 711, PN 3597, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating the month of May 2008 as "Motorcycle 
Safety and Awareness Month" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
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 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. BAKER called up HR 720, PN 3647, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating May 7, 2008, as "Arts in Education Day" 
in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 

 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mrs. WATSON called up HR 722, PN 3649, entitled: 
 

A Resolution observing the first week of May 2008 as "National 
Physical Education and Sports Week" and the month of May 2008 as 
"National Physical Fitness and Sports Month" in Pennsylvania, and 
encouraging residents of Pennsylvania to participate in ACES Day  
(All Children Exercising Simultaneously) on May 7, 2008. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
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Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mrs. WATSON called up HR 723, PN 3650, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing the month of May 2008 as "Healthy 
Babies Month" in Pennsylvania and urging prospective parents to be 
informed about prenatal care. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 

Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. STURLA called up HR 726, PN 3653, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing May 6, 2008, as "World Asthma Day 
2008" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
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Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Miss MANN called up HR 731, PN 3656, entitled: 
 

A Resolution designating the month of May 2008 as "Arthritis 
Awareness Month" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 

Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. MURT called up HR 732, PN 3657, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing the month of April 2008 as  
"Teen Dating Violence Awareness and Prevention Month" in 
Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
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Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. HERSHEY called up HR 738, PN 3660, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing May 2008 as "Beef Month" in 
Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 

Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 

* * * 
 
 Mr. D. EVANS called up HR 739, PN 3661, entitled: 
 

A Resolution recognizing the week of May 4 through 10, 2008, as 
"National Charter Schools Week" in Pennsylvania. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
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 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 

BILL REMOVED FROM TABLE 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that SB 1278 be removed from the tabled bill 
calendar. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

BILL RECOMMITTED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the majority leader, 
who moves that SB 1278 be recommitted to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to. 

STATEMENT BY MR. KENNEY 

 The SPEAKER. The Sergeants at Arms will close the doors 
of the House. 
 Members will please take their seats. Representative Kenney 
is going to offer remarks for a fallen police officer hero in the 
city of Philadelphia. Members will take their seats. 
 Representative Kenney. 
 Mr. KENNEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would like to request a moment of silence for 
a Philadelphia police officer, Sgt. Stephen Liczbinski, who was 
tragically killed in the line of duty this past Saturday, May 3. He 
lived in the Burholme district of the city of Philadelphia. He 
was a 12-year veteran of the force. He is survived by his wife, 
Michele. He is the father of Matt and Matt's wife, Bridget;  
son Stephen; and a daughter, Amber. 
 Mr. Speaker, I hope everyone joins with me today in offering 
our condolences, thoughts, and prayers to the Liczbinski family. 
A life cut short; today would have been Steve Liczbinski's  
40th birthday, and Matt and his wife, Bridget, are expecting 
their first grandchild in June. 
 So if the House would join me in sending our thoughts and 
prayers to the Liczbinski family, I would appreciate it. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Members and guests will please rise as a 
sign of respect for our fallen hero, Sgt. Stephen Liczbinski, of 
the city of Philadelphia Police Department. 
 
 (Whereupon, the members of the House and all visitors stood 
in a moment of silence in solemn respect to the memory of  
Sgt. Stephen Liczbinski.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. Members and guests may be seated. 

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO RULE 35 

 Mr. HARKINS called up HR 727, PN 3654, entitled: 
 

A Resolution expressing profound sorrow for the death of 
firefighter Michael David Crotty, who tragically lost his life while 
performing firefighting duties in Harborcreek Township, Erie County, 
on April 8, 2008. 
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 On the question, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 
 The SPEAKER. Before the gentleman begins, members will 
please take their seats. 
 Representative Harkins. 
 Mr. HARKINS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Today I rise to address my colleagues and everyone 
watching on PCN to honor and remember firefighter  
Michael David Crotty, deputy chief of the Lawrence Park 
Volunteer Fire Department, who died last month in the line of 
duty. 
 Michael served the department for 6 years and had just been 
hired as a firefighter for the city of Erie's Bureau of Fire before 
his tragic death. 
 A graduate of Iroquois High School, Michael served his 
country stationed in Anchorage, Alaska, in the United States  
Air Force for 4 years. He was honorably discharged as an 
Airman First Class Medic. 
 Remaining in Alaska after his service, Michael was a 
member of the Chugiak Volunteer Fire Department and Rescue, 
the first step in a lifelong journey he planned to take devoting 
his life to fighting fires and protecting the lives of his neighbors. 
Michael's zest for his community and his service to his 
community was selflessness, and it was ingrained in him at a 
young age. Coming from a long line of firefighters, he 
continually sacrificed the comforts of home to protect and 
rescue his fellow citizens from the most terrifying situations we 
can face as humans. I cannot think of a more valuable 
contribution made to the residents of Erie than the dedication, 
bravery, and heroism of Michael David Crotty. 
 He protected the lives of his neighbors, adding to their 
feeling and sense of security. He rushed to the scenes of 
emergencies not knowing what danger he himself might face. 
He saved victims, homes, and valuable possessions from  
smoke and flames, committed with every fiber of his being to 
completing his missions. 
 Michael is survived by his fiancée, Danielle Johnson; his 
parents, David and Barbara Crotty; and a brother, James. 
 For those who knew him, the void left by Mike's passing will 
never be filled. The best that we can do now is to honor his 
memory and service to our community and offer our support to 
his grieving family. 
 I present for your approval HR 727, expressing profound 
sorrow for the death of firefighter Mike David Crotty, who 
tragically lost his life while performing firefighting duties in 
Harborcreek Township, Erie County, on April 8, 2008. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Members and guests will please rise as a 
sign of respect for a fallen hero, firefighter Michael David 
Crotty. 
 
 (Whereupon, the members of the House and all visitors stood 
in a moment of silence in solemn respect to the memory of 
Michael David Crotty.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. Members and guests may be seated. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House adopt the resolution? 
 

 The following roll call was recorded: 
 YEAS–198 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Rohrer 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harper Murt Sonney 
Carroll Harris Mustio Staback 
Casorio Helm Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Stevenson 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Sturla 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Surra 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Swanger 
Cox James Pashinski Tangretti 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, J. 
Curry Kauffman Payton Taylor, R. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Thomas 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vitali 
DePasquale King Phillips Vulakovich 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Walko 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Waters 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Watson 
Eachus Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley White 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fleck Major Roae  
Frankel Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Freeman Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–0 
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the resolution was 
adopted. 
 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. 
 The Sergeants at Arms will open the doors of the House. 
 The House will be temporarily at ease. 
 
 The House will come to order. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

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

AMENDMENT A06411 RECONSIDERED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is in receipt of a reconsideration 
motion. 
 The gentlemen, Mr. Smith and Mr. Civera, move that the 
vote by which amendment 06411 was passed to HB 2297,  
PN 3347, on the 6th day of May be reconsidered. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Gabig Markosek Ross 
Argall Galloway Marshall Rubley 
Baker Geist Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar George McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gerber McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gergely McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gibbons McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gillespie Melio Scavello 
Beyer Gingrich Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Godshall Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Goodman Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grell Millard Shimkus 
Boback Grucela Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Haluska Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moyer Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Mustio Staback 
Carroll Harris Nailor Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nickol Steil 
Causer Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Clymer Hess Oliver Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Parker Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox James Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Perzel True 
Daley Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Watson 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley White 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Everett Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fairchild Major Roae  
Fleck Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
Freeman Mantz Rohrer  

 NAYS–1 
 
King    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. BARRAR offered the following amendment No. 
A06957: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by striking out "and" where 
it appears the first time 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 20 (A06858), by removing the period 
after "tax" and inserting 
   ; and providing for recapture. 
 Amend Bill, page 5, by inserting between lines 33 and 34 (A06858) 
 Section 4.1.  Section 902 of the act is amended by adding a 
subsection to read: 
Section 902.  Recapture. 
 * * * 
 (c)  Documentation.–Qualified businesses shall provide 
documentation, at the request of the department, that all employees of 
the qualified business and employees of any contractor or 
subcontractor providing services to the qualified business at its facility 
located within a subzone, improvement subzone or expansion subzone 
are authorized under Federal law to work in the United States, as 
defined under section 274A of the Immigration and Nationality Act  
(66 Stat. 163, 8 U.S.C. § 1324a). A qualified business that fails to 
provide documentation required by this subsection shall refund the full 
value of any exemption, deduction, abatement or credit received to the 
State and the political subdivision which granted the exemption, 
deduction, abatement or credit. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Barrar 
on the amendment. 
 Mr. BARRAR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This amendment was the amendment that I had done earlier. 
It is a redraft of the amendment dealing with the employer's use 
in a KOZ of illegal or undocumented workers in a KOZ. It 
would create a punishment and fine and loss of all KOZ benefits 
if they were caught using undocumented workers within a KOZ. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Very briefly, Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to 
clarify exactly how we got here to considering this specific 
amendment. The sum and substance of this amendment was 
voted earlier this afternoon and supported by the vast majority 
of the members of this House. It was one of the amendments 
that was subsequently knocked out of the bill by the  
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Daley amendment. Therefore, we wanted to reconsider the 
motion by which the amendment was originally considered, 
which we just did, and that, under the rules then, that allowed 
this amendment or that amendment, actually, to be redrafted. 
 I just wanted to state that for the record, Mr. Speaker, 
because I think it is a way to allow these amendments to be 
considered. Most of these amendments were very much 
supported by very many of the members here, and I think that 
this is a fair and reasonable procedure to at least allow the 
minority party to consider amendments once a gut-and-replace 
amendment has been adopted by the House, especially in a 
situation where it knocked out a previous amendment. 
 So I would urge the members to support this amendment, as 
they did previously. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Samuelson. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. Thank you. 
 Since the text of this amendment is not on the computer 
system – I know Representative Barrar had five previous 
amendments – which of those five is this a redraft of, just so we 
can line it up with one of the previous numbers? If I could ask 
for that— 
 The SPEAKER. Amendment A06411. 
 Mr. SAMUELSON. 6411 is now 6957? Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
 The House will be at ease. 
 
 The House will come to order. 
 Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. For the record, Mr. Speaker, it is our 
perspective that this is not precedent-setting. We are agreeing to 
suspend the rules. We are reconsidering, we are reconsidering, 
and it is going to be unanimous, we hope. So we are somewhat 
vexed that it would be considered precedent-setting. We are 
trying to be cooperative, and we are looking forward to the vote. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Maher. 
 Mr. MAHER. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 Mr. MAHER. The Democratic leader just indicated that there 
was a rules suspension to be under consideration. The board 
does not reflect that, but if there is a rules consideration to be 
under consideration, I would like to ask which rule is the 
gentleman seeking to suspend? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in error. It was a 
suspension of the rules for the—  Not rules; it was a 
reconsideration. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you for the clarification, because the 
majority leader just was seeming to be under the impression that 
there is an action under suspension of the rules as opposed to 
establishing a precedent. 
 The SPEAKER. What is the gentleman's point of 
parliamentary inquiry? 
 Mr. MAHER. The parliamentary inquiry, sir, is the Chair, as 
I understand it, is permitting reconsideration of an amendment 
which had been obliterated by a subsequent amendment through 
a gut and replace, and at this point, am I understanding correctly 
that there is a reconsideration motion to consider an amendment 

that had already been the victim of a gut-and-replace 
amendment? 
 The SPEAKER. The House had a motion to reconsider the 
Barrar amendment. The House reconsidered that amendment— 
 Mr. MAHER. And then the intervening— 
 The SPEAKER. —as it does any other— 
 Mr. MAHER. And my question, sir, is— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will cease. 
 —as it does any motion to reconsider. Now the amendment 
is before us. 
 Mr. MAHER. So, Mr. Speaker, the intervening Daley 
amendment, which erased this amendment, is not deemed to be 
any interference with proceeding with the motion to reconsider. 
Is that correct? 
 The SPEAKER. As long as the bill is before the House, the 
motion to reconsider any amendment is in order. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 So then it would be in order to file reconsideration motions 
for each and every one of the amendments that were victims of 
this gut and replace. Is that correct, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Yes; yes. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 So this is, in fact, a precedent then? 
 The SPEAKER. It is not a precedent. 
 Mr. MAHER. It is not. So we will have a different rule next 
week, or we will have the same rule next week? 
 The SPEAKER. It was a motion to reconsider an 
amendment. The Chair cannot state it any more simply than the 
Chair has already done. 
 Does the gentleman have another point of parliamentary 
inquiry? 
 Mr. MAHER. Yes, sir. 
 So when the gentleman, Mr. DeWeese, says that this is a 
suspension of the rules and not standard operating procedure— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MAHER. —is that correct? 
 The SPEAKER. This is application of existing rules. 
 Mr. MAHER. So if I wanted to file a reconsideration 
motion— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman has had his point of 
parliamentary inquiry. 
 
 The majority leader, Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 With all due respect to my honorable colleague and friend 
from Allegheny County, I misspoke, and I think the 
stenographer and the record would indicate that. I said 
suspension of the rules, and I immediately corrected myself, and 
maybe the gentleman did not hear, but a reconsideration is a 
reconsideration is a reconsideration, and we have been doing 
that since time immemorial. So I did misspeak. I corrected it. 
Maybe the gentleman did not monitor that correction. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 For what purpose does the gentleman, Representative Maher, 
rise? 
 Mr. MAHER. On the motion to reconsider, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The motion for reconsideration has already 
been voted and disposed of. 
 Mr. MAHER. Well, then on the motion, Mr. Speaker, 
whatever motion may be before us. 
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 The SPEAKER. There is no motion before the House. 
 Mr. MAHER. So the amendment on the board is not before 
the House? 
 The SPEAKER. The amendment is before the House. There 
is no motion. There is an amendment before the House. 
 Mr. MAHER. I am sorry. 
 The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman wish to be recognized 
on the amendment? 
 Mr. MAHER. I would, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MAHER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. Thank you. 
 I am delighted to learn that there is a device that is being 
employed with this amendment whereby the members on this 
side of the aisle will be able to overcome gut-and-replace 
amendments into the future by simply filing motions to 
reconsider and bringing them forward, and they will have the 
same effect as dealing with the same decision where people vote 
for— 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. MAHER. —something before voting against it. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. Mr. Speaker, a point of parliamentary 
inquiry. 
 Mr. MAHER. I am not yielding. I will be done in just a 
moment, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am delighted that those who voted for this to— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 The gentleman is talking on an amendment that is 
superseded by a point of parliamentary inquiry during that 
debate. 
 Representative DeWeese. 
 Mr. DeWEESE. My only polite admonition to my honorable 
colleague would be that he focus on the Barrar amendment and 
not postulate about some parliamentary procedures of the 
future. I think we can reconsider, and we have been doing that 
since time immemorial. We will continue to reconsider at the 
will of the House, but right now in front of our chamber is  
HB 2297, amendment A06957, the Barrar amendment. I would 
only politely request that the gentleman focus his remarks on 
the Barrar amendment. 
 The SPEAKER. The majority leader is correct. Members 
will contain their remarks to the issue before the House, which 
is the amendment. 
 Mr. MAHER. Mr. Speaker? Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The Barrar amendment is a worthy amendment because it 
seeks to prevent Pennsylvania from offering tax incentives for 
businesses to employ undocumented workers, otherwise 
referred to as illegal immigrants. That is a good thing. 
 Now, I think it is a good thing that those on the other side of 
the aisle who voted for this before they voted against it now 
have a choice to either vote for it or against it. It is quite an 
interesting process. I will be voting for it again. I would hope 
that those who voted for it once and against it once will decide 
to vote for it a second time, but I guess we will just have to wait 
and see how it sorts itself out. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 

 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Ross 
Argall Galloway Markosek Rubley 
Baker Geist Marshall Sabatina 
Barrar George Marsico Sainato 
Bastian Gerber McCall Samuelson 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Santoni 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Saylor 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Scavello 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Schroder 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Seip 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Shapiro 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shimkus 
Boback Grucela Millard Siptroth 
Boyd Haluska Miller Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Murt Staback 
Carroll Harris Mustio Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nailor Steil 
Causer Hennessey Nickol Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Brien, M. Stevenson 
Clymer Hess O'Neill Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Oliver Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Pallone Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Parker Tangretti 
Cox James Pashinski Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payne Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Perzel True 
Daley Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Pyle Waters 
DiGirolamo Kotik Quigley Watson 
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 
Freeman Mann Rohrer  
 
 NAYS–1 
 
Payton    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
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AMENDMENT A06509 RECONSIDERED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair is in receipt of a motion to 
reconsider a vote. 
 It is moved by Representative Reichley and Representative 
Dally that the vote by which amendment 6509 was passed to 
HB 2297, PN 3347, on the 6th day of May 2008 be 
reconsidered. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
 
 YEAS–197 
 
Adolph Gabig Markosek Ross 
Argall Galloway Marshall Rubley 
Baker Geist Marsico Sabatina 
Barrar George McCall Sainato 
Bastian Gerber McGeehan Samuelson 
Bear Gergely McI. Smith Santoni 
Belfanti Gibbons McIlhattan Saylor 
Bennington Gillespie Melio Scavello 
Beyer Gingrich Mensch Schroder 
Biancucci Godshall Metcalfe Seip 
Bishop Goodman Micozzie Shapiro 
Blackwell Grell Millard Shimkus 
Boback Grucela Miller Siptroth 
Boyd Haluska Milne Smith, K. 
Brennan Hanna Moul Smith, M. 
Brooks Harhai Moyer Smith, S. 
Buxton Harhart Mundy Solobay 
Caltagirone Harkins Murt Sonney 
Cappelli Harper Mustio Staback 
Carroll Harris Nailor Stairs 
Casorio Helm Nickol Steil 
Causer Hennessey O'Brien, M. Stern 
Civera Hershey O'Neill Stevenson 
Clymer Hess Oliver Sturla 
Cohen Hickernell Pallone Surra 
Conklin Hornaman Parker Swanger 
Costa Hutchinson Pashinski Tangretti 
Cox James Payne Taylor, J. 
Creighton Josephs Payton Taylor, R. 
Curry Kauffman Peifer Thomas 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Perzel True 
Daley Keller, W. Petrarca Turzai 
Dally Kenney Petri Vereb 
DeLuca Kessler Petrone Vitali 
Denlinger Killion Phillips Vulakovich 
DePasquale Kirkland Pickett Wagner 
Dermody Kortz Preston Walko 
DeWeese Kotik Pyle Waters 
DiGirolamo Kula Quigley Watson 
Donatucci Leach Quinn Wheatley 
Eachus Lentz Ramaley White 
Ellis Levdansky Rapp Williams 
Evans, D. Longietti Raymond Wojnaroski 
Evans, J. Mackereth Readshaw Yewcic 
Everett Maher Reed Youngblood 
Fabrizio Mahoney Reichley Yudichak 
Fairchild Major Roae  
Fleck Manderino Rock O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Mann Roebuck    Speaker 
Freeman Mantz Rohrer  
 
 NAYS–1 
 
King    
 
 

 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–5 
 
Benninghoff Myers Perry Wansacz 
Cruz    
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the motion was agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 
 Mr. REICHLEY offered the following amendment No. 
A06963: 
 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 16 (A06858), by striking out "and" and 
inserting a comma 
 Amend Title, page 1, line 17 (A06858), by inserting after "parcels" 
   and for cap and trade 
 Amend Bill, page 3, by inserting between lines 35 and 36 (A06858) 
Section 310.  Cap and trade. 
 The department shall provide a method by which a county which 
has acreage in a subzone or a keystone opportunity improvement zone 
that remains unused may transfer the designation of the amount of 
acreage as a subzone or a keystone opportunity improvement zone to 
another county to utilize in an area within the county in which there is 
deteriorated property as a subzone or a keystone opportunity zone. The 
department shall allow for the purchase of the acreage as a transfer 
under this section. A transfer under this section shall first be approved 
by all affected political subdivisions within each county, including each 
county. Any transfer under this section shall be subject to approval by 
the department. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative 
Reichley on the amendment. 
 Mr. REICHLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 This is the refiled amendment from A06509, the cap and 
trade provisions, allowing for the transfer of KOZ acreage, 
which the House approved a mere 2 hours ago by a vote of  
189 to 9. So I appreciate the support of the members. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

CONSIDERATION OF HB 2297 CONTINUED 

 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the amendment? 
 
 The following roll call was recorded: 
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 YEAS–192 
 
Adolph Gabig Mantz Roebuck 
Argall Galloway Markosek Ross 
Baker Geist Marshall Rubley 
Barrar George Marsico Sabatina 
Bastian Gerber McCall Sainato 
Bear Gergely McGeehan Samuelson 
Belfanti Gibbons McI. Smith Santoni 
Bennington Gillespie McIlhattan Saylor 
Beyer Gingrich Melio Scavello 
Biancucci Godshall Mensch Schroder 
Bishop Goodman Metcalfe Seip 
Blackwell Grell Micozzie Shapiro 
Boback Grucela Millard Shimkus 
Boyd Haluska Miller Siptroth 
Brennan Hanna Milne Smith, K. 
Brooks Harhai Moul Smith, M. 
Buxton Harhart Moyer Smith, S. 
Caltagirone Harkins Mundy Solobay 
Cappelli Harris Murt Sonney 
Carroll Helm Mustio Staback 
Casorio Hennessey Nailor Stairs 
Causer Hershey Nickol Steil 
Civera Hess O'Brien, M. Stern 
Clymer Hickernell O'Neill Stevenson 
Conklin Hornaman Oliver Sturla 
Costa Hutchinson Pallone Surra 
Cox James Parker Swanger 
Creighton Josephs Pashinski Tangretti 
Curry Kauffman Payne Taylor, J. 
Cutler Keller, M.K. Peifer Taylor, R. 
Daley Keller, W. Perzel True 
Dally Kenney Petrarca Turzai 
DeLuca Kessler Petri Vereb 
Denlinger Killion Petrone Vulakovich 
DePasquale King Phillips Wagner 
Dermody Kirkland Pickett Walko 
DeWeese Kortz Preston Waters 
DiGirolamo Kotik Pyle Watson 
Donatucci Kula Quigley Wheatley 
Eachus Leach Quinn White 
Ellis Lentz Ramaley Williams 
Evans, D. Levdansky Rapp Wojnaroski 
Evans, J. Longietti Raymond Yewcic 
Everett Mackereth Readshaw Youngblood 
Fabrizio Maher Reed Yudichak 
Fairchild Mahoney Reichley  
Fleck Major Roae O'Brien, D., 
Frankel Manderino Rock    Speaker 
Freeman Mann   
 
 NAYS–5 
 
Cohen Payton Thomas Vitali 
Harper    
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–6 
 
Benninghoff Myers Rohrer Wansacz 
Cruz Perry   
 
 
 The majority having voted in the affirmative, the question 
was determined in the affirmative and the amendment was 
agreed to. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 

 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. 
 
 The House will come to order. 
 
 On the question recurring, 
 Will the House agree to the bill on second consideration as 
amended? 
 Bill as amended was agreed to. 
 
 (Bill as amended will be reprinted.) 
 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any announcements? 

LIQUOR CONTROL COMMITTEE MEETING 

 The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman, 
Representative Donatucci, rise? 
 Mr. DONATUCCI. A committee announcement, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. DONATUCCI. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The Liquor Committee will hold a meeting immediately at 
the adjournment in room 245B, the minority Appropriations 
conference room, behind the House. 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 There will be a Liquor Control Committee meeting in 245B 
immediately following adjournment. 
 
 Any other announcements? 

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 
Marshall of Beaver County, who moves this House do now 
adjourn until Wednesday, May 7, 2008, 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 5:54 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 


