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PRESIDING 

 
 

PRAYER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the prayer and Pledge 
recited in today's regular session will serve as the prayer and 
Pledge for today's special session. 
 
 REV. WES GUNTHER, Guest Chaplain of the House of 
Representatives, offered the following prayer: 
 
 Let us pray: 
 Our dear, gracious Heavenly Father, we do thank You for the 
opportunity and the privilege we have to be assembled here 
today. Lord, we thank You for these men and women who have 
given their time sacrificially to represent the citizens of this 
great Commonwealth. Lord, we do pray now for wisdom, for 
discernment, that You will be with the decisions that need to be 
made. Lord, we thank You for Your hand of blessing upon us 
and ask that it continues in the days, months, and years to come. 
 We ask this now in Your precious name. Amen. 
 

JOURNAL APPROVAL POSTPONED 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, approval of the Journal 
of Monday, March 10, 2008, will be postponed until printed. 
The Chair hears no objection. 
 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

 The SPEAKER. The leaves of absence granted in today's 
regular session will be granted in today's special session. 
 

MASTER ROLL CALL 

 The SPEAKER. The master roll call taken in today's  
regular session will also be the master roll call for today's 
special session. Are there any changes to the master roll call for 
special session? The Chair sees none. 

CALENDAR 
 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 

 The House proceeded to third consideration of HB 1, PN 73, 
entitled: 
 

An Act amending Title 64 (Public Authorities and Quasi-Public 
Corporations) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in 
Commonwealth Financing Authority, further providing for 
indebtedness; establishing the Clean Energy Program; consolidating 
provisions of The Administrative Code of 1929 relating to the  
Energy Development Authority and emergency powers; further 
providing for board directors, meetings and quorum, for the powers of 
the Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority and for authority 
indebtedness; and making a related repeal. 
 
 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 Gabig. 
 Mr. GABIG. I am sorry, Mr. Speaker. I just ran up the stairs, 
so I am a little out of breath. Is this HB 1, final passage,  
special session? Is this the energy, $850 million project?  
Is that what this is? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will specify whom he asks  
to stand for interrogation. 
 Mr. GABIG. Oh, I am sorry. Who knows what this is?  
Can anybody raise their hand down there? Oh,  
Representative DePasquale. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. 
 Mr. GABIG. I just want to make sure we are on the right bill. 
Is that the one from yesterday? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. This is the bill that was going to be 
being taken up yesterday and is being taken up now. Yes, this is 
the $850— 
 Mr. GABIG. Thank you. That would complete my 
interrogation. If I might make some comments on this very 
important piece of legislation. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
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 Mr. GABIG. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 My concern about this bill is that it proposes to add  
$850 million of new debt onto the already expansive debt that 
we have taken on under this Governor. We were told at a 
hearing last week, a Republican Policy Committee hearing  
by the American Legislative Conference Council and the  
Tax Foundation – the actual Tax Foundation – which are both 
nonpartisan groups that have nothing against Pennsylvania, that 
Pennsylvania is 48th in the country out of all the States in its 
economic performance – 48th. We are at the bottom in terms of 
our economic performance under this Governor. We were also 
told that we were at the bottom for how much debt we have – 
combined debt, government debt – 48th, 47th, depending on 
how you measure it. We were also at the bottom for how much 
debt service we are incurring in order to pay for that debt. We 
are at the bottom of the heap, 45th, 47th, 48th. It was clear that 
what we need to do is reduce our debt, not increase our debt, if 
we want to be a strong economic engine in this country as we 
have been, traditionally, here in Pennsylvania. 
 The Governor has driven this economy into the ground by 
piling too much government debt onto the free market, the 
private sector. So if we are going to get out of this ditch that the 
Governor has driven us into by too much government debt, we 
need to reduce the amount of debt. We need to reduce that debt 
service charge that keeps increasing year in and year out under 
this Governor's plans, because every dollar that you are paying 
for debt services—  People back home know when you get too 
many credit cards – I do not want to steal too much thunder here 
– but when you get too many credit cards, you have to pay that 
minimum amount every month just to keep it going. That is 
what debt service is. It takes away from the ability to pay for 
education, to pay for transportation, to pay for welfare, because 
you have to pay the debt service charge, which is continuing to 
increase out of control here in Pennsylvania. So I do not care 
what the program is, we need a pay-as-you-go system – no new 
debt here in Pennsylvania, because you are putting it onto the 
children's backs and the grandchildren's backs of the people. 
You are spending it now. You are going around and getting all 
the—  Some people want to go around and get all the glory for 
spending this money on whatever program or project it might 
be, but they do not want to pay for it. They want to put it on 
these credit cards, this government debt. So I have a great 
concern about—  There might be some good projects and good 
programs, windmills and different things in here, I do not know. 
But this is not a way to finance it. This is irresponsible fiscal 
management of the State's budget. That is what is wrong with it. 
 So that is why many of us are unable to support this today. 
And I want to thank the members for listening to me for  
3 minutes. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  
 The SPEAKER. Is there anyone else seeking recognition? 
Representative Stevenson. 
 Mr. STEVENSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to just pick up on a few thoughts that were just 
expounded by the gentleman, Mr. Gabig. Certainly we have 
more than enough debt already in this Commonwealth. And to 
borrow another $850 million, as is proposed in this legislation,  
I think would just be foolhardy. Secondly, I wonder at a time 
when we have just passed, very recently, Alternative Energy 
Portfolio Standards here in Pennsylvania and where we have 
mandated companies to start, our energy producers to start 
utilizing alternative energy, why then do we need to incentivize 
them even further by underwriting their efforts to do so and 

providing financial incentives through this $850 million to 
provide that alternative energy? 
 I seriously doubt that this is the way to move Pennsylvania 
forward. Certainly these are good ideas. We do need to have 
alternative energy in Pennsylvania, but already we have seen 
energy companies begin to move in this direction. They 
certainly do support the use of alternative energy, but to provide 
these kinds of incentives where we pick from Harrisburg what 
type of alternative energy we should use and what type we 
should not use makes no sense to me at all. What we should do 
is allow the market to work, allow the free enterprise system to 
function, and allow alternative energy systems, which do prove 
their worth in the marketplace, to succeed, rather than 
borrowing money to the tune of another $850 million of debt, 
which we will have to pay back in order to support this 
alternative energy. Once again, it is the story that Harrisburg is 
saying, we know best in terms of what is best for the future of 
Pennsylvania with regard to alternative energy. 
 I do not think Harrisburg does know the best for the people 
of Pennsylvania in many cases, and we should allow the  
free market to operate as it has in the past. Our families and 
senior citizens deserve an energy policy that allows them to 
choose the energy conservation measures they wish to use and 
the technology which best suits their needs, not have it be 
mandated or supported through these types of mandates from 
Harrisburg. Instead of trusting the State government to use 
taxpayer dollars to select the technology of choice for the 
future, the State should trust individuals and the marketplace to 
make the best technology choices and the best energy decisions 
possible. An energy plan that relies on government mandates 
and an $850 million increased State debt is not the answer in 
this case. 
 I would encourage a negative vote. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Turzai. 
 Mr. TURZAI. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, let me discuss, first of all, what this bill 
represents. It represents taking $850 million, and do not 
mistake, it is your tax dollars, and we are going to have to repay 
it with your tax dollars up to three times that amount over  
30 years time. Not only your tax dollars, but your kids' and 
grandkids' tax dollars, so the Governor can borrow $850 million 
and have to pay it back to somewhere over $2 billion, and for 
what? Taxpayers in Pennsylvania, let me tell you for what,  
for a phony walking-around-money program, for a phony 
walking-around-money program that he can take cardboard 
checks and be the person who acts like the big shot, deciding 
who winners and losers are with respect to a hedge fund in 
alternative energy – your tax dollars. 
 Now, Mr. Speaker, here is how it works. We have all these 
businesses in alternative energy, supposedly, that want to start 
up their company, and they are looking for capital. Where do 
businesses tend to go for their startup or investment capital? 
They go to banks for loans, they go to venture capital funds, and 
they make their pitch and say, here is why our product is good, 
why it will benefit, and why people want it. Well, I got asked – 
I am from the Pittsburgh area – to go to a meeting where a lot of 
these types of businesses were. And they were all making a 
pitch to me and to other Representatives who were at that 
meeting, why they needed these dollars to start up their 
company. 
 And my point was, I am a legislator. Why are you asking 
me? Because they think I am the "yes," or the linchpin like 
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every one of you, to releasing tax dollars to start up their 
companies. Why are they coming to government for tax dollars 
when we need to be focusing on roads and bridges; helping 
handups, not handouts, for people who are in tough situations; 
and with respect to education? The last thing we should be 
spending your tax dollars on, and your kids' and grandkids' tax 
dollars on, is for a hedge fund for the Governor, using his 
political special interests to pick out winners and losers. And let 
me just tell you, he is using it in a borrowing scheme. And why 
might that be? Because without an appropriate bidding process, 
he can hand out the bond work, out to particular firms who 
curry favor with the Governor. Well, we have done enough of 
this special interest stuff. We have done the friends of Ed with 
respect to the film industry, with respect to the gambling 
industry, with respect to the bond lawyer industry. 
 Forget this phony stuff. Start doing what we are meant to do 
– control spending, provide tax cuts, stop these bonding or 
borrowing schemes which are leveraging the future of your kids 
and grandkids. Let us really care about the kids. No more debt, 
and certainly no more debt for something phony like this. Now, 
I want to make this point, the gentleman, colleague of mine 
from Clearfield County, often says – and he is the chair of the 
House Environmental and Energy Committee – often says, each 
and every one of us here should be about doing the people's 
business. The people's business? Let me tell you what, this 
administration has not done anything for the people's business 
in the past 5 years. It has been all about special interests and 
higher spending and a big shot ego about handing out checks. 
 That is not economic development. That is not helping 
middle-class families. That is not helping small businesses who 
are really the employers day in and day out. What we need to do 
to do the people's business is not phony things like this. This is 
unconscionable. It is fiscally irresponsible, and we need to 
become fiscal stewards. No more debt, let us really care about 
the kids, and no more wasting taxpayers' dollars – today's or 
future generation's – on schemes like this. We have done real 
things to help energy independence and the environment. We 
have an Alternative Energy Portfolio Standard, and we have 
done things to make sure that electric rates go down— 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will suspend. 
 Mr. TURZAI. —like cutting the gross receipts tax. Vote "no" 
on— 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Clymer. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I wonder if the 
primary sponsor of this legislation would stand for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Clymer is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. CLYMER. I understand that in the bill it allows the 
Governor, by Executive order, to proclaim a state of emergency 
if there exists a substantial shortage of petroleum products.  
Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is something that is already in 
previous law. We are just, as we put in the Administrative Code, 
but that already exists. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Would you repeat that again? It is already 
part of a law? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That portion, that already exists from, 
basically, emergency laws passed in the seventies. That is 
nothing we are adding now. 

 Mr. CLYMER. You are not adding, but would you mind if  
I would ask a few questions about it? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. No, no, no. I just wanted to let you 
know that that is already existing law. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Because I think it is still important to get 
some answers. It says that the Governor, at this time, can 
declare this emergency, and he can set aside 1 percent of the 
petroleum products for this emergency. Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is correct as it exists in current 
law. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Okay. And under current law, how would 
you determine that 1 percent? Is that based on—  How do you 
reach the 1 percent? One percent of what, of a hundred million 
barrels of oil that are used that day? Of 50 million barrels of oil? 
So how does he set that aside? And could you kind of explain to 
me where that set aside is? Where does it go? It is reserved at 
the pumping stations? It is reserved at the refineries? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes, we can request the specifics from 
the administration. When that was originally done was during 
the oil embargo crisis of the early seventies when it felt that if 
some disaster happened, the State would want to have some 
emergency reserve to try to keep power going. And so it was 
done during the oil embargo of '73-'74, is when that was done. 
The specific number, if we want that we can certainly get that 
from the administration, but, again, that was done, something in 
the early seventies as part of the oil embargo. 
 Mr. CLYMER. And also, when you have airline traffic and 
you have truck traffic coming in and out of Pennsylvania, the 
Governor would then set the priorities as to who was to get that 
additional revenue if there was a petroleum shortage? The 
Governor would then say, we are going to give some of this 
excess oil or reserved oil, petroleum, to truckers, to airlines that 
are coming into Pennsylvania? 
 My point is this, is that would there not be a severe problem 
involved in the trucking industry if they felt they could not get 
refueling in Pennsylvania? Would that not be a concern to 
them? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. In my view on that, and clearly I am 
not the Governor so I do not get to declare those states of 
emergency, and this has never happened since that provision 
was put into place, but my sense is that if there was some type 
of disaster it would give the Governor at least some flexibility 
of making sure that a certain segment of the economy would 
continue to be able to operate until that emergency was 
resolved. It would clearly be a point of last reserve since it has 
yet to happen in the 33, 34 years since that law has been in 
place. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Okay. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if I could just 
pause in my questions here. I want to ask a question to one of 
our leaders on this issue. It will just take a second. 
 The SPEAKER. The House will be at ease. The clock will 
stop. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to recognize, in the 
balcony, as the guests of Representative Jeff Pyle, the gifted 
students of the Armstrong School District. Would you please 
stand and be recognized. 
 
 The House will be at ease. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HB 1 CONTINUED 

 Mr. CLYMER. Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Clymer may resume. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Yes, Mr. Speaker, there has been a 
clarification which I needed to have, and I appreciate our staff 
giving us that information. I am finished with my interrogation, 
and I would like to make comments. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CLYMER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, stand with my colleagues 
in opposition to this proposal. The $850 million in bond issues 
that have been suggested in this bill are going to create 
indebtedness for the Commonwealth. I think that we can do it 
better with less money, and I think that is what the 
Pennsylvanians today are looking at – to make sure that we are 
prudent, that we are using our moneys wisely and not in a way 
that is going to increase a large indebtedness in the years  
to come. And so I, too, will be a "no" vote on this issue.  
Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair thanks the gentleman. 
 Representative Ellis. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the bill stand for interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Ellis is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, one of the concerns that we have heard  
over and over as we have been discussing this legislation is that, 
in many people's minds, it is a pretty much a WAM  
(walking-around money) process where the Governor gets to 
handpick the winners and the losers, but also over the last few 
weeks we have heard that the legislature was going to be 
involved in making these decisions. Is that indicated anywhere 
in the legislation? And if you can just give me a brief 
explanation of how, like me, from Butler County, I do not have 
any shovel-ready projects for energy independence, but how am 
I going to be able to be part of the process? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Great question. On section 1803, subsection (e), we 
specifically state in there that five votes of the Pennsylvania 
Energy Development Authority are required to pass any grant 
award. Of those, four of them must be from each of the House 
and the Senate, each of the respective caucuses' appointees, 
along with one from the administration. So each caucus of the 
House and the Senate and the administration, we have—  I want 
to be clear on this as to why we are doing this. We passed a 
similar version of this bill in the spring of last year. And even 
though we secured a lot of votes for that, one of the consistent 
concerns I had was whether it would be a WAM program. So 
when we reworked this bill into the special session HB 1, we 
believed that it was important to specifically address that 
concern. So we reworked the Pennsylvania Energy 
Development Authority Board to make it that all the caucuses 
and the administration must agree before a grant award, so that 
it cannot be a WAM program. Each caucus, each caucus and the 
administration have a seat at the table. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 If I may continue, just another question real quickly. How 
much of a debt burden is this actually going to be putting on 
Pennsylvania, the actual amount of borrowing? 

 Mr. DePASQUALE. As you may or may not recall – you 
probably remember – the version we passed last spring had no 
debt limit. Again there was a lot of concern over that, so we cap 
it at $850 million in this version. What is also important to 
know, in the last version there was also the possibility that there 
could be a tax increase to pay for that. We are using existing tax 
resources to pay down the debt. So it is capped at $850 million, 
and we use existing tax resources to pay down that debt. 
 Mr. ELLIS. But what I am asking, Mr. Speaker, is the actual 
debt burden. When you add in principal, interest, and fees, what 
are we going to be paying back? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That really depends on when the 
Commonwealth Finance Authority goes to sell the bonds, at 
what rate they can get in the amount of years. This is similar to 
what they did with the economic stimulus and the Business in 
Our Sites program, so that is impossible to state precisely. It 
depends on what they get at market. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 On the bill itself. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ELLIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this legislation, not 
for the intent of making Pennsylvania energy independent. 
Certainly that is a noble idea that most of us in here support.  
It is the methodology that we are using. We are in a State right 
now that, according to S&P (Standard & Poor's) from 2007, is 
in danger of becoming a very bad place to do business. And it is 
a bad place because of our burdening debt ratio. We are not 
paying our debt back fast enough, and this is something that is 
just going to continue to escalate as long as we continue to 
move in these schemes and these actions that we are seeing in 
this legislation. 
 You know, Mr. Speaker, I am 38 years old, and I have been 
told that I have to care about the children, and I have to vote for 
this legislation. Well, you know what? I have an 8-year-old, and 
in 30 years he will be 38 years old. And guess what we are 
going to do 30 years from now? We are going to finish paying 
off this debt that we are going to pass today. Now that is a 
mistake, because last year we paid off the debt of Governor 
Shapp. And 30 years from now we will be paying off the debt of 
this Governor. He wants energy independence to be part of his 
legacy, but what we are really doing is creating a legacy of debt 
here in Pennsylvania. It has got to stop, and it has got to stop 
now. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 

GUESTS INTRODUCED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to welcome to the hall 
of the House a group of constituents from the 151st Legislative 
District. They are the guests of Representative Rick Taylor and 
are here to tour the Capitol. They are in the balcony. Would you 
please stand and be recognized. 

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Levdansky. 
 Mr. LEVDANSKY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, some of the discussion relative to this 
legislation is focused on the fact that this bill calls for increasing 
the State's bonded indebtedness. And there have been comments 
about, generally speaking, the State has too much debt. I would 
just like to put this in perspective, briefly. Wall Street uses  
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three standard measures to assess a State's debt burden. They 
look at three things. One is, they look at the debt relative to the 
aggregate wealth of the State's population. The second thing 
they do is they compare and look at debt relative to the size of 
the State's revenue stream – all the taxes that the State collects. 
And the third thing is the State's per capita debt –  
per population, per capita. 
 So I am going to give you some numbers. I am going to 
pretend like I am Sergeant Friday. You know, just the numbers, 
ma'am, just the facts – not the spin – just the facts. The fact is 
our State Constitution limits outstanding capital budget debt to 
1.75 times the average tax revenue from the prior 5 fiscal years. 
So that is how much debt we are allowed to incur under the 
State Constitution. And today, in 2008-2009, we are at about  
12 percent of our debt that we are allowed in this State. So 
compared to what our Constitution says we are allowed to incur 
in debt, we are only at 12 percent of that amount. Now how 
does Pennsylvania's debt, looking at these three factors that 
Wall Street looks at, how does that measure up with other 
States? 
 The numbers I am going to quote to you are from Moody's 
Special Report on State debt. Moody's investors rate all States 
relative to how much debt they incur for rating purposes. If you 
look at a State net tax per capita, on a per capita net  
tax-supported debt, of the 50 States, Pennsylvania ranks 24th in 
2006 – 24th. Even conservative Kansas ranks higher than 
Pennsylvania on per capita debt. On a per capita debt basis, 
Pennsylvania has $852 of debt per capita in 2006. 
 The other way to look at debt and measure it is as a 
percentage of personal income, as a percentage of personal 
income. In 2005, Pennsylvania's debt as a percentage of 
personal income was 2.4 percent, 2.4 percent. That ranks 
Pennsylvania all the way up there at 24th in the country. 
Twenty-fourth in the country is where we rank in tax-supported 
debt as a percentage of personal income. 
 Now, if you want to look at the total amount of aggregate 
debt that a State has incurred, Pennsylvania ranks 10th in the 
nation at $10.6 billion. Ohio has more debt aggregate than 
Pennsylvania. The States of Washington, Connecticut, Florida, 
Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New York, and California 
– and three of those States are our neighbors – Ohio, New York, 
and New Jersey have more aggregate debt than Pennsylvania 
has, and two of those three States are smaller than Pennsylvania, 
in terms of size and population. 
 One final thing: So we look at net tax-supported debt as a 
percentage of personal income, and how is that ranking from, 
say, 1992 to 2007? In 1992, State tax-supported debt as a 
percentage of personal income was 2.7 percent – 2.7 percent in 
1992 – and it is only 2.4 percent today in 2007. What that 
means is our State's income of our citizens has grown faster 
than the State's debt has grown over that 15-year period. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, this notion that Pennsylvania is crowding 
out capital markets because of its borrowing is not true. The 
facts show that Pennsylvania has been very conservative and 
very judicious in the incurring of debt for capital investment 
projects. So I just hope that offers some perspective as to why 
we all ought to be supporting HB 1. You can find other reasons 
to be opposed to HB 1, but it should not be because this bill 
does not contribute very much additional debt to a State that 
already has a relatively low bonded indebtedness. 
 Thank you. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Cutler. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I just wanted to speak on the bill, if I may. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. CUTLER. Thank you. 
 I did want to comment, very briefly, on the last comments 
with regards to what I would call the debt race. I do not believe 
that that is a race, one, that we should enter and, two, that we 
should win. We are being compared to the likes of New Jersey 
and California, both of which are in a fiscal crisis, and I do not 
think they are good role models with regards to their financial 
status. 
 Now, on to the comments that I have to make regarding  
the bill. I believe that there is room in our energy policy for 
green energy. I also believe that it would be a good investment. 
However, I am not sure that we should borrow that money like 
this bill proposes. More importantly, I am not sure that we 
should invest this money solely in large corporations. 
 One of the things that was noticeably absent about this bill 
and who it aims to help is the residents who will be paying 
utility bills. We are working with a few key dates going 
forward. In 2011, rate caps come off, and in 2015, we as a 
region will reach the point where we will no longer be able to 
generate the amount of electricity, locally, that we will require, 
and there are projections that say that demand could increase as 
much as 40-some percent. With that in mind, it is also—  You 
have to keep in mind this: Green energy is more expensive, and 
with those kinds of demand rates, we should be looking more at 
conservation. 
 There is no mention in this bill with regards to the LIHEAP 
program (Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program). 
That is a good program that helps low-income residents insulate 
and upgrade their homes. Mr. Speaker, I think that that is a good 
program because of this: It can save, on average, 31 percent  
or $250 per home, per year for energy costs. And I can 
understand the reluctance to give money to a program that the 
Auditor General recently pointed out potentially has a lot of 
fraud, and maybe that is why we are choosing not to give them 
this money, and I think that that needs to be addressed. That is 
why I myself had introduced two House bills regarding 
LIHEAP and weatherization fraud, but I think that we should 
take a closer look and make this a bipartisan effort with regards 
to some of the bills that we have on the table currently. The 
House Republican Caucus has made many proposals, one that 
would give money to the low-income LIHEAP program, and 
they do it without raising taxes and without borrowing money, 
and that is a piece that I think we should look at. 
 I have concerns, Mr. Speaker, that maybe we are not talking 
conservation and maybe we are not looking forward for 
generation capacity because the State wants a large tax windfall 
when the rate caps come off. 
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 The honorable gentleman from York County introduced an 
amendment that, unfortunately, was defeated that would have 
leveled out the gross receipts impact with regards to that tax. 
Unfortunately, it did not pass, and I find that unfortunate. It 
really is a shame that we will be taking this money, borrowing it 
so that not only I but my children will have to pay this back to 
give checks to businesses and then ignoring the very people 
who are paying the utility bills. We need to increase generation 
capacity, but we need to do it in an effective way in addition to 
a green way, and I simply urge a "no" vote on this bill. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Quigley. 
 Mr. QUIGLEY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to oppose this bill, and I believe that the bill does really 
nothing to address a lot of the concerns that are going to be 
facing our consumers, and the consumer must be the focus 
going forward with any energy policy. 
 We must provide for an energy policy that fiscally relies on 
living within our means and does not rely on massive borrowing 
and that encourages the free market to design solutions that are 
practical and implementable. As my colleague from Allegheny 
County stood up and said, why are we borrowing $850 million 
to give out to companies in the hopes that they will hit on some 
alternative energy solution that is going to work for everyone? 
If these are such great ideas and such potentially implementable 
ideas, why is the private sector not putting their money into 
these programs instead of letting the government put its money 
in hoping that something hits, and then they are going to come 
in and take over and make all the money for themselves and 
their shareholders, and the taxpayers of Pennsylvania are going 
to be left footing the bill for this massive borrowing. 
 These are all great ideas, but they are not implementable. 
And again, if it is such a great idea, let the private sector put 
their money into it. We need to place emphasis on providing 
assistance to the individual homeowner, recognizing that with 
the elimination of the rate caps coming up that we need to find 
solutions that are going to help them. Providing small rebates 
like $100 on a $1,000 refrigerator purchase is not going  
to stimulate a massive turnover in refrigerators, and the  
U.S. Department of Energy notes that refrigerators represent 
only 8 percent of your utility bill. 
 Special session HB 1 simply does not provide the focus on 
the consumer. It provides focus mainly on providing funding for 
economic development programs. While this may be a laudable 
goal, it does not provide a comprehensive set of measures to 
help with the consumers' problems that they will be facing in 
the coming years in Pennsylvania. 
 One other thing I wanted to say about the debt, we have 
heard how great a situation Pennsylvania is in right now. We 
hear that we are only 24th out of the 50 States. Well, how about 
being at the bottom of that pack and not being in the middle of 
that pack? We hear about how—  These rating agencies tell us 
how great everything is going now. We have heard the 
comments about Moody's. In May of 2007, Standard & Poor's 
wrote that although the Pennsylvania debt profile is currently 
favorable, over the next 5 years Commonwealth management 
intends to issue substantially more general obligation debt than 
it retires. In addition, Commonwealth officials intend to focus 
and issue roughly half of the $2 billion of economic stimulus 
debt proposed by the Governor. Over the next 5 years these 
additional issuances, exclusive of economic stimulus debt, 
would boost the Commonwealth's tax-supported debt by more 

than 39 percent over the fiscal end of 2006 levels, moving it to 
an above average debt burden from below average when 
compared to other States. So that is what this is all about: It is 
the future. 
 I am sure if we listened to the debt secretary and the 
Democrat finance chairman of New Jersey, California, and  
New York 5 or 6 years ago, they would have told their people 
the same thing – everything is fine; do not worry; keep 
borrowing; we are okay. And now we see 5 and 6 years later the 
state that those respective States are in, and the same thing is 
going to happen here in Pennsylvania. We are on the road to 
borrowing ourselves into a fiscal problem long after this 
administration is done but when many of us are still here. 
 There are other ways to fund these programs. There are other 
ways to come up with energy solutions that, again, focus on the 
consumer and not on providing venture capital for companies 
who probably cannot make it in the real world and cannot rely 
on getting their own borrowing and their own finance. Again, if 
these are such great ideas, let the private sector pay for it, not 
the taxpayers of Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Roae. 
 Mr. ROAE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the prime sponsor of the bill, 
please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative DePasquale, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. The gentleman is in 
order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ROAE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think your bill is well-intentioned. I think all 
of us agree that we should be looking at things such as you are 
looking at, but I am very concerned with the debt involved. It is 
my understanding that the Commonwealth is going to have to 
pay back this $850 million loan. Well, I think that the 
Commonwealth is us. If we take that $850 million, if we divide 
it by 203 legislative districts, each legislative district is going to 
have to pay back $4,187,192. Are you comfortable putting your 
district in debt $4,187,192? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 As someone who, quite frankly, did not buy my house in 
cash, I believe there are some investments that are worth it. 
Take, for example, Gamesa. They are a plant that is located in 
Cambria County and Bucks County. Actually, a United States 
Senator is touring it today. As someone who helped bring that 
company to Pennsylvania and now has 1,000 manufacturing 
jobs in the State, part of what made that possible was improving 
the infrastructure of those plants, and that took Commonwealth 
money to clean up those sites and to help with the infrastructure. 
Those 1,000 jobs are certainly worth it to the people working at 
those two plants, plus it is worth it to have more clean energy in 
the grid. 
 Mr. ROAE. Mr. Speaker, do you believe there is a limit of 
how much debt we should take? When you look at the I-80 
plan, the Jonas Salk Legacy Fund plan, your bill here, when you 
start adding all these things up, it is $4 billion worth of new 
borrowing, $5 billion worth of new borrowing this year. Is there 
not a limit of how much we should be borrowing? Why can we 
not have a plan where we pay as we go rather than put ourselves 
in more debt? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Two things, Mr. Speaker: One is, we do 
have a payment plan that is in here using existing tax revenue. 
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So this is not about increasing any taxes. This is using existing 
tax revenue. 
 Number two is, each one of these proposals, this House and 
the Senate will have to make a policy decision on. Last spring 
we passed this same bill – only we have dramatically changed it 
– when there was no debt limit and we passed it actually pretty 
significantly. This proposal is actually more conservative than 
that proposal because we capped the debt at $850 million, and 
we have a current tax revenue resource to pay down that debt. 
 Mr. ROAE. Mr. Speaker, I am very concerned that the 
approximate $50, $60, $70 million a year to pay this thing back, 
that is money that cannot be used for other things in the General 
Fund. I just looked at the General Fund budget the Governor 
proposed. There are cuts for AIDS (acquired immune deficiency 
syndrome) programs, cuts for regional cancer institutes, cuts for 
epilepsy support services, cuts for the State centers for mentally 
retarded. We have to cut things like that every time we start 
spending $65 million of new spending that we have in your bill. 
Are you comfortable with making cuts in all these other things 
to start financing something else that the State had not 
previously done but you are proposing that we do now? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. In a $27 billion budget, it is my opinion 
that $65 million a year to clean our environment, help 
invigorate our economy, get rebates for energy-efficient 
appliances, help develop more green buildings is a wise 
investment. 
 Mr. ROAE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 That ends my interrogation. I would like to speak on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ROAE. I am against this bill. When you run the math, 
this works out to $270.14 for each family of four. I think we can 
individually spend that money better. I can take that money,  
I can buy energy-efficient appliances for my family. I can figure 
out how to save a little bit of money. As a consumer, I know 
what to buy, I know what companies can make good products. 
 I urge people to vote against this reckless borrowing 
proposal. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Beyer. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker stand for brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Beyer is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Thank you. 
 Can you tell me what is projected in terms of job creation if 
this bill is passed? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. As someone who has been in the field 
of economic development, I do not speak for everyone else 
promoting this. I always think sometimes those numbers tend to 
be either too low, too high – very tough to predict. So I am 
going to be honest with you: I do not think we should be 
throwing around those job projections because I think that is 
impossible to make. I have seen where these types of programs 
can be successful, and I think they can be in the future. I would 
like to tell you $10 million, $20 million. I just think that 
sometimes those numbers come out of the sky, to be honest with 
you. 
 Mrs. BEYER. I am truthfully probably one of the few 
members, I suppose, that is somewhat on the fence on this bill.  
I am, quite frankly, not sure what I am going to do. I have been 
looking very hard at it, and I understand it is a worthy goal.  
I think Pennsylvania needs to have a good energy policy in the 

State, and I know that there have been thousands of jobs created 
in the wind industry in Pennsylvania, have there not? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes, there have been—  Just on the 
manufacturing side, there have been 1,000 jobs, and obviously, 
when you come to develop the wind farms, the people who 
install the wind farms, that is additional job creation, and we are 
also hoping that those have spinoff effects, too, from the 
suppliers. Some of that has not actually developed around the 
plants, but we are hoping that it will. 
 And one thing that is to me—  You being on the fence, to try 
to pull you onto this side of the fence is that other States are 
trying to do this as well. I would love to sit here and say we are 
the only State that is doing this, and if we do not do it, then it 
just comes down to tax rates. The reality is every State is 
looking at some type of economic development program in this 
field, and I want to make sure we get those jobs here in 
Pennsylvania. I cannot guarantee that we are going to get 
10,000 or 100,000 or what have you, but I can tell you that we 
lose the opportunity to recruit those jobs without this package, 
whether in an ideal world we probably would not need it, but 
we are not in an ideal world, and I have seen the direct impact 
of having these types of programs in Pennsylvania. Those are 
good manufacturing jobs that I think we can get more of in 
Pennsylvania. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Thank you. And I know I am running out of 
time. So I know that, or at least I have heard in association with 
this particular bill, for every $1 of public money that is invested 
in clean green, say, in this legislation, it would get a net of $6 
from private investment. Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes. That would be the public dollar to 
attract additional private investment. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Yes. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Take, for example, the Gamesa 
situation, where there was about an $8 million grant loan 
package that was given to the company for what was an  
$80 million project. So the rest of it was privately financed. 
Now, add into that, obviously now you have at just that one 
plant, a couple hundred workers. They are paying personal 
income tax. There is now an increase in the property tax that 
helps that local school district, and then you also have the 
spinoff sales that come from that. So it has certainly secured 
more private dollars, that is without question, because the State 
never picks up any work—  The max the State will ever do is  
50 percent, and it is usually significantly lower, but then you get 
the spinoff effect as well. 
 Mrs. BEYER. That concludes my interrogation, Mr. Speaker. 
 I am really not going to comment too much on the bill except 
for to say that I am— 
 The SPEAKER. If the lady has finished her interrogation— 
 Mrs. BEYER. Right. 
 The SPEAKER. —she can make her comments. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Just on the bill, if I could. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is in order. 
 Mrs. BEYER. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 I just wanted to briefly say that I am listening to the debate.  
I know that there are many speakers, and they feel passionately. 
They are getting up and kind of repeating themselves. I think 
this is an opportunity for us to really learn what this bill, what 
this legislation could potentially do for the benefit of job growth 
and creation in the State of Pennsylvania, and I do not think that 
that should be ignored. 
 Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
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 The SPEAKER. Representative Rohrer. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the maker, if I could. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Mr. DePasquale, indicates 
he will stand for interrogation. The gentleman, Mr. Rohrer, is in 
order and may begin. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Just a quick question for you: Looking specifically at the 
financing mechanism, the bonds that are issued here, could you 
clarify for me or confirm for me what types of bonds would be 
floated to generate this $800 million? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. They would be revenue bonds that do 
not impact the full faith and credit of the Commonwealth. 
 Mr. ROHRER. So the Commonwealth would not have to 
stand behind these bonds? What is the security behind the bonds 
then? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The risk is with the bond holder, 
because how we have set this up in this legislation is that we are 
saying $65 million a year of the existing gross receipts tax 
would be used to pay down that bond. However, we would  
have to make that decision every budget year. Now, the 
Commonwealth, to be clear, has never not paid back that type of 
bond, but it would be an annual decision we would have to 
make. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Okay. So in other words, the mechanism  
here would be that the bonds would be floated – probably an 
auction-type bond setting – and then it would be entered into. 
We then would be picking up the interests on those bonds.  
Is that basically how it would work? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The mechanism to pay it down would 
be the $65 million through the gross receipts tax, and, yes, we 
would use whatever the initial bond is and obviously any 
interest and other fees that go along with it, and this process 
currently already exists with the Commonwealth Finance 
Authority. So we are not creating anything new there. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to comment, please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. ROHRER. Mr. Speaker, we have heard a lot of 
comments about this bill relative to the mechanism of whether 
or not it is appropriate to take and borrow moneys of this 
magnitude. And we have heard good arguments about why the 
size of the borrowings is problematic. We have heard the 
Democrat majority chairman of the Finance Committee argue to 
us why we ought not to worry about the debt, why we ought not 
to worry about the incurring of this because it is just absolutely 
no problem. 
 Mr. Speaker, my comments right here, in my remaining 
minute or two, come not to the issue of what the bonds may or 
may not be used for and not so much even to the fact of how the 
Governor would be the one to effectively select the winners. 
Both of those, I believe, are sufficient, in my opinion, to say this 
is not good policy and this is not the way we ought to generate 
the funds. 
 But what I want to comment on is this, Mr. Speaker: If 
anyone has been following what has been happening in the bond 
market and the credit market, Mr. Speaker, as recently as 
yesterday – Friday and yesterday – the bond market is falling 
apart in this country. I have numbers here before me that state 
that there is a $330 billion market for long-term bonds, just the 
type that we would float here, they are termed "option rate 
security bonds." For the first time in 19 years, those bond issues 

that were put out for a bond were not bought because there is no 
market. The cost of the bonds is going from a normal 3 percent 
to 8 and 10 and 20 percent. 
 Mr. Speaker, I am here to tell the members of the House that 
if we are not looking, we had better be looking, because the 
amount of bonds already borrowed by this Commonwealth, 
many of those by our local governments, are a part of these 
types of bonds. The prices are going up. The costs are going up. 
We have municipalities in this Commonwealth today that are 
about to go bankrupt. We will have more as the bond markets 
continue to unwind. 
 Are we aware that Moody's has downgraded the top bond 
insurers so that they no longer have an AAA bond rating 
because they cannot insure the bonds? That affects us, 
Mr. Speaker. It is absolutely irresponsible for this 
Commonwealth, for this General Assembly to be entering into 
consideration of gigantic new borrowings when, in fact, we may 
very well be likely sitting here as a legislature having to wonder 
about how in the world we deal with bankruptcies of local 
governments who cannot afford to pay the bonds they have 
already entered into. 
 This is a serious matter, Mr. Speaker. This is not something 
that is made up. This is not a political issue. It is not Republican 
or Democrat. The fact of the matter is, this is finance. That is 
what we are talking about. We simply cannot go this way. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Dally. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 May I interrogate the maker of the bill, please? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Dally is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I apologize if some of these questions may have been 
addressed. It is pretty noisy in the chamber, so it is hard to hear 
the responses. 
 The bill authorizes $850 million in borrowing, but I do not 
believe it authorizes the term, or the source of revenue for 
repayment. Is that correct, Mr. Speaker? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, no. What we do in this 
legislation is authorize the usage of $65 million from the gross 
receipts tax, which would be dedicated to both the programs in 
the Commonwealth Finance Authority and the Pennsylvania 
Energy Development Authority. So again, it would be  
$65 million from the already existing gross receipts tax, at the 
rates that are already set in the law, to pay for the programs in 
the Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority and the 
Commonwealth Finance Authority. Those are two authorities 
that already exist. Obviously, we are reworking the 
Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority in this legislation. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you for that response, Mr. Speaker. 
 If the full $850 million is borrowed, what is the annual debt 
service that you would anticipate? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Until the Commonwealth Finance 
Authority goes out into the market, it is really impossible to say 
the exact number, but you can anticipate it is about $1.2 billion 
total. 
 Mr. DALLY. I am speaking on an annual basis, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Oh; I am sorry, Mr. Speaker.  
I misheard. On the annual basis, really the key number is, it 
could either be anywhere between 20 or 30 years that it would 
take to pay down the bonds, depending on, again, what happens 
when the Commonwealth Finance Authority goes out to market. 
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But the key number for us to keep in mind is that we are capped 
at $65 million a year of what we will be paying from the 
existing gross receipts tax, again, going to both the 
Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority and the 
Commonwealth Finance Authority. 
 Mr. DALLY. So, Mr. Speaker, what you are saying then is 
that the amount of debt to be incurred is capped by the amount 
of revenue that you have to repay the debt. Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. At the end of the day, that is correct 
because we are only going to—  Remember now, we are 
capping at $850 million. So they cannot go above that. It does 
not mean they cannot go lower. Remember, we also have a 
process where we are going to have the Senate that is going to 
weigh in; we have the administration that is going to weigh in. 
So it is important to keep that in mind. 
 What we are sitting here saying is that if this bill were to 
pass, we are capping it at $850 million total borrowing, and we 
are also capping the annual payment from the gross receipts tax 
at $65 million. That is the absolute ceiling. And again, 
obviously if we pass this, which I am hopeful we will, the 
Senate will have to weigh in and there will be a negotiation, as 
you can imagine. 
 Mr. DALLY. Mr. Speaker, that authorization of $65 million, 
that could be increased in the event you borrow more money 
than that will amortize. Is that correct? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Under the way we have drafted this 
legislation, we are capping it at $65 million total a year and 
$850 million for total borrowing. They cannot go above that. 
 Mr. DALLY. Okay. But, Mr. Speaker, could you not revisit 
this legislation after you have authorized $850 million in 
borrowing and expand the addition from the gross receipts tax 
in excess of $65 million so you can amortize the total amount of 
the debt? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, there are a lot of things, 
theoretically, that this legislature can do in the future. We could, 
hypothetically, add people on to adultBasic. We could 
hypothetically reduce it. That would be a decision that this 
legislature would make. That is something that we do, whether 
it be mass transit, education, you can go on and on and on. That 
is, obviously, something that each legislature, in future years, 
would have the ability to do. That is not something that I can 
predict at this time. 
 Mr. DALLY. And what type of amortization schedule would 
be used, or method would be used for the repayment of this 
debt? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. We are establishing that they would use 
the current policies of the Commonwealth Finance Authority. 
So the policy that they use now, again, it would be between the 
20 and the 30-year process— 
 Mr. DALLY. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. —depending on the rate they get. 
 Mr. DALLY. Just a comment on the bill, please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. DALLY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I believe that there are some serious problems with this bill. 
One is the extent of the debt that the Commonwealth will incur, 
which is backed by the full faith and credit of the 
Commonwealth, regardless of what tax you are using to repay 
it. I think the Senate has a much better plan. But more 
realistically, right now the gross receipts tax generates  
$889 million a year. So these projects could be paid for as we 

go, rather than give one person the discretion of spending all the 
money. 
 I might also add that—  Am I going to get shut off here? 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair fears that you are. 
 Mr. DALLY. Can you be recognized a second time? 
 The SPEAKER. No. 
 The Chair recognizes Representative Mensch. 
 Mr. MENSCH. I would like to interrogate the maker of the 
bill. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. The gentleman, Representative Mensch, 
is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MENSCH. I would like to continue that line of 
questioning. It is a little noisy in here. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Mensch is correct. 
 The Sergeants at Arms will please ask members to take their 
seats. The Chair requests that conferences break up or adjourn 
to the anterooms. The noise level is entirely too loud. 
 Mr. MENSCH. The clock, please. 
 The SPEAKER. Randee will reset the clock. 
 Mr. MENSCH. I feel like I am at an NFL (National Football 
League) game. 
 To continue that questioning then, if we are limited to the 
$65 million out of gross receipts tax a year, how many  
years would it take – without any interest and no amortization – 
how many years would it take for $65 million to satisfy  
$850 million? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Well, if you did not have any interest or 
amortization, which is not possible, I mean, or I guess it is, 
theoretically— 
 Mr. MENSCH. Oh, it is possible. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I guess it is theoretically possible, but 
unlikely. You are talking about 13, 14 years. 
 Mr. MENSCH. That is correct. It is about 13 1/2 years. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes. 
 Mr. MENSCH. So we could take the funding that is 
necessary out of annual revenue stream of $65 million and  
not have to borrow any money and be able to satisfy the  
$850 million requirement in 13 years as opposed to, as you 
suggest, being able to amortize, finance the debt over a period 
of 30 years. Would you agree? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That is theoretically possible, although 
in the competitive bond market, that is highly unlikely. 
Although the Commonwealth Finance Authority does have 
people that will go out and try to get the best rates for the State 
– they have people that do this already – and so I am confident 
that they will do the job to get the best rate with the lowest 
amortization that is humanly possible. I would like to think they 
could get it for zero, and that is theoretically possible, but I am 
confident that they will get us the best rates possible. 
 Mr. MENSCH. Mr. Speaker, on the bill, if I may. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. MENSCH. It is more than theoretically possible, it is 
very practically possible that we could, without any debt, be 
able to accomplish the same goals as this bill intends to do. If 
we were to use $65 million a year in gross receipts tax, we 
would satisfy the $850 million requirement in 13 years with no 
bond, with no lending to the State whatsoever. 
 As a nonprofit organization such as a government, interest 
fees and other expenses associated with a loan are pure expense 
to us. At least if I was a business and I was incurring additional 
expense on interest, I would have the ability to reduce my 
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taxable income. That does not even happen with the 
government. Every penny, every dollar that we pay on expense 
is a complete pass-through as additional expense. 
 I really like the intent of the legislation. I do not like, at all, 
the way that we are still financing this. Before, we were going 
to put this on the back of our consumers with surcharges; today 
we have changed it and we are going to put it on the backs of 
our taxpayers through additional taxes that are going to have to 
be levied, ultimately, and there will be no eventuality to that. 
 So I support the idea, but unfortunately, I believe it is a good 
idea that took too left a turn and the financing program that we 
have for this program is inappropriate, and therefore, I believe 
that it is not good legislation. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Major. 
 If the lady will suspend. 
 The Chair will, once again, ask members to take their seats, 
end their conversations, or take them off the floor. The noise 
level is entirely too loud. Members will take their seats. 
 Representative Major. 
 Miss MAJOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I have listened to a lot of the conversation here on the floor 
today, and indeed, many of the points that have been made are 
very concerning with regard to special session HB 1, but I must 
mention the importance of consumer energy education. This is a 
valuable and cost-effective method to address our energy 
challenges now and in the future. There are many possible 
energy-related improvements available to consumers to reduce 
energy use and costs. These range from sealing leaks in a 
homeowner's exterior to installing energy-efficient lighting. 
 Given the number of possible improvements, it may seem to 
many consumers a confusing and monumental task, trying to 
decide which of the options are best for their particular 
circumstances and budget. Consumers must be armed with the 
information they need to help them make informed choices to 
reduce their energy use and to ultimately help reduce their 
overall energy bill. 
 Our Republican Caucus's Energy for Pennsylvania plan 
contains legislation that would establish a consumer energy 
education program throughout Pennsylvania. This legislation 
would require each Pennsylvania utility to develop and 
implement an energy education plan for its service territory. In 
addition to the utility-specific plans, this legislation also would 
require the PUC (Public Utility Commission) to develop a 
statewide energy education campaign to supplement the utilities' 
effort. 
 Disappointingly, special session HB 1 is silent on this  
ever-so-important aspect to true energy security in our 
Commonwealth. 
 Mr. Speaker, this concerns me, and this is why I will be 
voting in opposition to special session HB 1. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Saylor. 
 Mr. SAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Today I rise, too, in opposition to special session HB 1. 
 You know, our families and our senior citizens deserve an 
energy policy that allows them to choose their energy 
conservation measures and technologies that best suit their 
family style and their budget, not on a very limited set of 
technology choices that are available in this bill from a 
sweeping set of broad-based government mandates. 

 A lot of our families today, with the technology that we have 
out there, a lot of stay-at-home moms and stay-at-home dads are 
working at home instead of going to work every day and on our 
highways. We also have people who conduct business out of 
their homes. This bill does no good for those individuals in 
particular. It adds only to the cost of their families. 
 Instead of residents trusting State government to use 
taxpayers' dollars to select technology choices for homeowners, 
the State should trust individuals and the marketplace to work to 
make the best technology choices and energy decisions 
possible. An energy plan that relies on government mandates, 
new taxes, and $850 million in increased State debt is not the 
answer to our energy problems here in Pennsylvania. 
 Supporters point to a $44 million rebate program to pay for 
energy-efficient appliance rebates for consumers. I submit to 
you that rebates are not exactly working-family friendly.  
The program proposes to offer a $100 rebate on a $1,000 
refrigerator. If working families are struggling to pay their 
monthly utility bills, do you really think they are going to  
run out and drop $1,000 on a new refrigerator just to get a  
$100 rebate check from the government? This program is little 
more than a $100 giveaway to families that can afford to buy 
new appliances at the drop of a hat. Why not, if we are serious 
about helping people afford refrigerators and energy-efficient 
appliances, why are we not eliminating the sales tax on these 
items so that those who are in need truly do get a discount when 
they buy these appliances as they wear out or no longer work? 
 In addition, the Governor's plan would force winners  
and losers in this situation. The funding called for under  
special session HB 1 would likely be used, in part, to fund the 
construction of corn ethanol facilities. We must recognize that 
ethanol is not the panacea proponents would like us to believe. 
In fact, it creates an economic imbalance on the crops used to 
produce these fuels – soybeans and corn. We have already seen 
the price of corn, for instance, rise from $2 a bushel to $4 a 
bushel. This is creating a higher feed price for livestock and, 
ultimately, on consumer food prices. We have seen milk prices 
go from $3 a gallon a year ago to $4 a gallon now. Egg prices, 
meat prices are continuing to rise sharply. 
 We also now know from university studies throughout this 
nation that corn ethanol is now a major polluter and is as bad for 
the environment as gasoline is, as well, and yet we are going to 
continue to invest in old technology instead of new stuff that is 
coming along every day with research in our homegrown 
universities of Penn State, Cornell, Drexel, and others. 
 There is an old saying that says, if the only tool you have is a 
hammer, then every problem starts to look like a nail. In our 
State Capitol there are some who think more government 
spending is the solution to every problem. Therefore, when 
energy independence became a hot topic, the natural inclination 
was to come up with some form of corporate energy welfare we 
see embodied in this legislation. 
 The Governor's version of a cure-all, his borrow, tax, and 
spend scheme, will put us on the road not to energy 
independence, but deeper in debt and higher taxes here in this 
Commonwealth. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative George. 
 Mr. GEORGE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, if I may, when Governor Ridge took office, he 
eliminated the Governor's Energy Office, and, Mr. Speaker, 
maybe his administration saved a few hundred thousand dollars, 
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but we lost a strong central voice for energy conservation and 
alternate energy that could have saved hundreds of millions of 
dollars if he had left it alone. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, when I hear these fine folks and our 
wonderful members say they do not want to spend hundreds of 
millions of dollars on alternate energy, I can remind them that 
the people in charge did not want to spend a small fraction on 
these efforts just 15 years ago. 
 Mr. Speaker, the President of the United States has said lots 
of times that we are addicted to foreign oil. Mr. Speaker, 
treating addiction is not very cheap. Mr. Speaker, energy price 
hikes are not cheap either, and the cost of higher electricity and 
oil is going to be so much higher than the cost of this bill. We 
were penny-wise and pound-foolish back then. We downgraded 
alternative energy and energy conservation in the past. Let us 
not be that foolish again. 
 Vote for HB 1. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Reed. 
 Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will the gentleman stand for brief interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Reed is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. REED. Thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, could you tell me, what is the funding 
mechanism for this bill to pay down the debt service? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The funding mechanism to pay down 
the debt service is the already existing gross receipts tax. It is 
already on utility bills, and we are keeping it at the same rate. 
 Mr. REED. Okay. Could you tell me, for what purposes is 
that gross receipts tax revenue spent for, currently? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. It is part of the General Fund budget. 
 Mr. REED. And how would you anticipate making up the 
difference between the money taken out to pay down the debt 
service from the dollars that are currently spent within that 
General Fund budget? How do you propose making up that 
difference? Are you cutting programs? Are you increasing other 
taxes? What do you anticipate doing in that regard? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. First of all, that is not part of this 
proposal, either cutting or increasing any taxes. Clearly this 
legislature, if we pass this program, if it passes the Senate and 
the Governor were to sign it into law, as part of the budget 
negotiations, we would clearly have to take this $65 million into 
account. And the question for this legislature and this House in 
particular is, do we believe these alternative energy programs to 
try to recruit more alternative energy companies into the State, 
to have rebates for energy-efficient appliances, to try to get 
some seed capital into our venture capital, and also for the wind, 
solar that the amendments have passed overwhelmingly? And 
also remember what is in this legislation is the mercury cleanup, 
that is also in this legislation. 
 So clearly, if we were to pass this bill, which I strongly 
believe in, we are going to then have to make other decisions in 
the budget to take that $65 million into account. 
 Mr. REED. So then, fundamentally, we are not making the 
complete decision today on how to fund the debt service where, 
in fact, that decision will be made during the budget process, 
because there will be a gap caused by the use of the gross 
receipts tax revenues in the General Fund budget. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. A couple items on that point: Number 
one is, the reason why we have gone down this path with the 
gross receipts tax is that the Senate basically said this is what 

they wanted, because there is a big debate, as you have known 
over the last 12, 13 years, not 13 years, 12, 13 months, as to 
what would be the appropriate funding mechanism. The 
Governor had an idea; we had some ideas. We basically settled 
on this as the appropriate funding mechanism. If we were to 
pass this into law as is, the Governor signs it, obviously the 
Senate agreed, the Governor signed it, we would be making the 
decision on this $65 million. We would essentially be saying 
this $65 million is then being used to fund the bonding for the 
Energy Independence Strategy. 
 As far as the remainder of the budget, that would then be up 
to this legislature to take that $65 million into account and use 
that to factor in to when we do the final budget. 
 Mr. REED. Does the legislation, as currently drafted, 
mandate that the gross receipts tax revenue is the funding source 
to pay down this debt service, or is it just provided as a possible 
option for paying down the debt service? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. No. The way we have drafted it is that 
it is the funding mechanism for the bonds. 
 Mr. REED. Okay. So it is a mandated usage? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Yes; that is correct. 
 Mr. REED. Okay. 
 At this point I would end my interrogation, and on the bill, 
please. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I do have a bit of a problem and a 
bit of a concern dedicating the gross receipts tax revenues in the 
future to the paying down of the debt service on this particular 
proposal, because in the end, the gross receipts tax is an 
electricity tax. It is the tax that our homeowners and our renters 
pay upon their utility bills. And in an era where, in the next 
couple years, we are going to be faced with dealing with 
increases, especially within the electricity rates across the 
Commonwealth, I do believe that we should look at the gross 
receipts tax as a possible revenue source that we should be 
cutting to help ease the burden upon our ratepayers, our 
homeowners, especially our low- and middle-class citizens 
across the Commonwealth, instead of taking those revenues and 
dedicating them towards debt service for the next 30 years. 
 In the end, if we want to make sure that Pennsylvania 
remains consumer-friendly and that folks are able to afford their 
utility bills and that folks are able to afford to heat their homes, 
we have a responsibility to look at this particular tax as a tax 
that we can cut in the future to help ease the burden upon our 
low-income families, and I would oppose the usage of this tax 
for this debt service at this time for that reason. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Lentz. 
 Mr. LENTZ. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise to support the passage of this legislation, to support the 
investment of $850 million in programs that will create jobs, 
help our environment, and most importantly to me as a 
legislator, move towards a day when we can end this State and 
this nation's addiction to foreign oil. 
 I know that although this debate today appears to be breaking 
down along partisan lines, I know that this is not a partisan 
issue. And I believe and I hope that many members on the other 
side of the aisle will support this legislation, because you share 
the same concern that we share on this side for the future of our 
country. 
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 This is not a partisan issue at the State level, and it is not  
one at the national level. Senator John McCain, who is the 
Republican candidate for President, has observed on more than 
one occasion that al-Qaeda and the terrorists must revel in the 
fact that Americans fund both sides of the war on terror – one 
side as taxpayers paying for our military and one side as 
consumers sending, in Pennsylvania's case, almost $30 billion a 
year to foreign countries, many or most of whom do not have 
our interest at heart. And that money does not stay in the hands 
of the countries that sell the oil or the companies that sell the 
oil. It makes its way to people and organizations that fund 
terrorism. When you see on the news at night that someone was 
killed in a terrorist attack, that an American soldier was killed in 
a terrorist attack with a car bomb or a roadside bomb, those 
explosives do not grow on trees. The C-4 and the materials that 
are used to kill our soldiers and kill innocent women and 
children are purchased, and in many cases they are purchased 
with oil money paid for by the people that sell oil to our 
country. 
 So we do have an obligation to our future generations. We 
have not only a fiscal obligation, but we have a moral obligation 
to act as aggressively as we can to remove our addiction to oil 
that comes from other countries and begin to get our energy 
from homegrown sources, renewable sources that do not require 
us to send $30 billion of our money a year to our enemies. 
 So I would urge you to put aside your differences on this bill 
and support what is best for the people of Pennsylvania and the 
people of our country, and vote "yes." 
 Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Pickett. 
 Ms. PICKETT. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise with concern on special session HB 1. 
This bill fails to recognize that small businesses will also face 
increased energy costs and fails to offer any real options for this 
sector, this sector which provides a very vibrant piece of 
Pennsylvania's economy with family sustaining jobs. 
 A typical Pennsylvania small business can save 25 to  
30 percent on utility bills by taking cost-effective steps to 
reduce energy consumption. To accomplish this, technical  
and financial assistance is often needed. The Pennsylvania  
small business development centers have estimated that 
aggregate small business energy consumption is about  
50 percent of all commercial and industrial energy use. If all 
small businesses could trim energy use by 25 to 30 percent, this 
would result in some very significant savings. They would be 
estimated to be between $12 billion and $18 billion every year. 
 Our caucus's Energy for Pennsylvania plan offers several 
incentives to encourage these small businesses to make 
investments in energy-efficiency measures including, among 
other things, a tax credit for the adoption of a wide variety of 
energy-saving measures and an expansion of the Small Business 
Advantage Grant Program from $1 million to a much needed  
$3 million. This is a concern of mine that special session HB 1 
does not speak to, this ever-so-very-important aspect of true 
energy security in our Commonwealth. 
 I believe the legislation needs more consideration, and I urge 
a "no" vote at this time. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

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

CONSIDERATION OF HB 1 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. Representative Perry. 
 Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Would the maker of the bill stand for interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative DePasquale indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Perry is in order and may 
proceed. 
 Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Will the honorable gentleman from York let us know what 
the timeframe to spend the $850 million is? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, could I ask for a—  
I cannot hear the question. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. 
 Members will take their seats. The Sergeants at Arms will 
clear the rear of the House and the aisles of conversation. 
 Representative Perry is in order. 
 Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I was trying to determine how many promises our Governor 
has made on our behalf and on behalf of the taxpayers, and so  
I ask, again, if the maker of the bill knows the timeframe to 
spend this $850 million of hard-earned taxpayers' money? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. A couple items: One is it would  
be $850 million. Although you may want $650 million, it is 
$850 million, number one. 
 Number two, the idea is that this would, in a sense, be a 3- or 
4-year program, but it could extend out longer depending on the 
available projects. What is important to note, though, is under 
the original idea, that this would have been more of an 
administration-dominated program. However, I heard loud and 
clear the concern from many members on that issue, which is 
why, in this version of the legislation, we reworked the 
Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority to make sure each 
caucus and the administration are equally represented on that 
board, so no one entity, whomever it may be, could make those 
types of commitments. 
 Mr. PERRY. Okay. I am just wondering, and I think I have 
heard it said before but I think it is fair to ask you, if you, 
personally, consider this an investment in Pennsylvania's future 
– the $850 million in its various forms as expenditure? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. The answer is yes; I do. 
 Mr. PERRY. Okay. And according to my notes, some of this 
money, a good portion, to be spent – $104 million; that is a 
good portion to me – spent on venture capitalists, and I am 
wondering how the recipients of that money will be selected? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. That would be through—  Well, first of 
all, there are already some venture firms that have received 
money through the Commonwealth Financing Authority 
through the stimulus program. This would be targeting ones that 
do advanced energy. 
 Basically, they would, through an annual process, be able to 
submit applications to try to get grant funding, and what 
happens right now is they have to make a commitment to job 
growth, to promoting some type of new technology, and under 
this program, it would also have to be for advanced energy that 
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would be deployed in Pennsylvania. And each of the board 
members, or at least you would need five votes, including 
unanimous consent of each of the four caucuses, to approve that 
grant application. 
 Mr. PERRY. So the— 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. But it would be competitive. It would 
be a competitive grant. 
 Mr. PERRY. It would be competitive. And what part would 
the Governor have in that selection? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Under the way we work the 
Pennsylvania Energy Development Authority, there would be 
seven members. The Governor would appoint three, and each 
caucus leader would appoint one. So that is seven total. You 
would need five votes to pass anything, but four of them must 
be House, Senate, Republican, Democrat. 
 So the administration – and some of these programs will 
likely go into the next Governor, at least the beginning part of 
the next Governor's term – they would clearly—  The Governor 
would direct his Cabinet members to support, likely, certain 
projects, but you would still need the buy-in of the rest of the 
caucuses. 
 Mr. PERRY. Okay. And just one last question: What do you 
determine, or what do you think a reasonable rate to pay for this 
borrowing would be? And like say a credit card is 6 percent,  
18 in some cases, unbelievably, 28 percent. What do you 
consider a reasonable rate to pay for this? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. What I would determine to be 
reasonable is the best rate the Commonwealth Financing 
Authority can get. And when they go to market, that can 
fluctuate, but their window has typically been between 22 and 
25 years on being able to pay these down. That is the window 
that we should be looking at. 
 Mr. PERRY. Okay. On the bill, Mr. Speaker? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. PERRY. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 It seems to me that, from my figures, we are paying about  
50 percent on this, and I got to tell you, that is $246 million to 
buy things like a new dryer or a new washing machine and then 
pay it off over 20 or 30 years and pay 50 percent. I have to tell 
you, I do not think most homeowners would agree with that. 
 It seems to me that there is one clear theme here: tax and 
spend, borrow and spend, bond and spend – spend. Taxpayers 
have said they are tired of paying and they want their taxes 
lowered, but we are never going to be able to do that until we 
quit spending. 
 Mr. Speaker, this is just another WAM at $850 million scale. 
And I know this Governor is desperate to be number one in 
something, so I just want to say that the U.S. Census Bureau 
ranks Pennsylvania 42 out of 50, with $8,092 for every 
Pennsylvanian. Let us just use the Governor's number: $8,859 in 
debt for every Pennsylvanian, ranking us 47th. I know that 
when we pass this, we can just get one step closer to being 
number one for the Governor in debt to our citizens. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Cox. 
 Mr. COX. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I wanted to stand up, more or less, to make sure I understood 
something, and I am not going to interrogate the maker of the 
bill. But I would like to restate something that I believe was said 
earlier, and that was something to the effect that we need to 
emulate New Jersey and follow New Jersey's lead. And I do not 
know how closely the gentleman from Allegheny has been 

following what is happening in New Jersey, but New Jersey is 
facing a $33 billion budget, and there is a $3 billion deficit 
included in that. In order to make the budget this year, they are 
going to need to lay off around 3,000 employees. 
 New Jersey is borrowing and has been borrowing, and 
Governor Corzine out of New Jersey has pinpointed the 
problem by saying that "Debt service will increase in this 
budget…unless we do something different." He said, "It's clear 
that increasing debt payments crowd out other important 
priorities every year.… Fixing the budget problem without 
addressing debt reduction is a fiction, and if we try to do that, 
we are misleading the public." 
 It seems to me that borrowing nearly a billion dollars only to 
be repaid at a much higher cost to the taxpayers, it seems to me 
that is not good fiscal practice. That is not being fiscally 
responsible. That is not why we were sent here as a legislature. 
 Incidentally, in addition to the loss of the 3,000 jobs, Corzine 
proposes eliminating three State departments and scaling back 
property tax rebates. Is that what is coming next from our 
Governor? Are we going to follow the lead of New Jersey by 
skimming back on already pathetic property tax rebates? Where 
do we go next? 
 I, for one, do not want to follow New Jersey anywhere if it 
means laying off 3,000 people and having a $3 billion budget 
hole to fill. It is for these and many other reasons that I would 
urge a "no" vote on this legislation. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McCall. 
 Mr. McCALL. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge the members to vote in favor of 
special session HB 1, especially since today, with oil at $109 a 
barrel, we should be looking at every way to invest in 
alternative energy sources here in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 
 This legislation, for every $1 we invest – for every $1 of 
public investment – we can leverage anywhere from $6 to $12 
in private investment. This fund that we are trying to create 
today will create 13,000 jobs in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, 22,000 spinoff jobs in the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, and will encourage $3.5 billion – $3,500 million 
– worth of investment over the next 10 years. 
 New Jersey alone will spend in this year, in 1 year,  
$235 million in investment in alternative energy. The little  
State of Rhode Island – has 9 percent of the population of the 
State of Pennsylvania – will spend $300 million in investment 
in alternative energy. 
 Energy conservation, demand-side management, smart 
metering, biodiesel, ethanol – everything that we have been 
doing over the course of the last 2, 3 weeks is part of a global 
energy package so we could stop sending our $30 billion over to 
the Middle East. 
 Clean energy is among the fastest growing investment 
sectors, not only in the United States but in the global economy. 
In the last 5 years alone, in the last 5 years alone, investors have 
pumped more than $24 billion into alternative energy, and 
Pennsylvania is committed to getting those investors here in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. 
 We want to be a destination for clean energy investment. 
This fund will accelerate our role and accelerate the roles that 
Pennsylvania companies play in the production of clean energy 
components and systems. It will initiate clean energy economic 
development initiatives for infrastructure improvement, 
construction, project development, equipment acquisition,  
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all designed to attract private investment here in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, which includes solar 
manufacturing, advanced coal technology, biofuels, energy 
conservation, and demand-side management. 
 Look at the money we are spending on venture capital. All of 
the members received this letter in their mailboxes. It is from 
the Mid-Atlantic Capital Alliance, and I will read a portion of 
the letter: "The economic impact of venture capital activity as a 
job creator in Pennsylvania is convincing. In recent studies by 
the National Venture Capital Association and Global Insight 
Pennsylvania ranked first" – Pennsylvania ranked first – "in the 
nation in job growth at venture-backed companies between 
2003 and 2005 with 14.7% job growth, representing 167,000 
jobs created. This was more than twice the rate of growth of the 
second ranked state. The study also found that venture-backed 
companies create jobs at three times the rate of non-venture 
backed firms. SSHB 1 would serve as a catalyst for the 
continuation of this economic success in Pennsylvania." 
 Mr. Speaker, I think just that one paragraph says it all, why 
we should all be voting "yes" for this legislation. And as far as 
borrowing is concerned, my Republican colleagues know as 
well as I do that any successful business, any successful 
business and any successful person uses borrowing in the mix 
for their financing. It does not make sense to purchase any  
long-lived asset with money out of pocket. Wall Street would be 
laughing at us if we, in fact, did that. 
 The Commonwealth buys many assets from our State parks 
to office buildings to prisons, and we do that with the capital 
budget, and that is the very reason why we have a capital budget 
here in Pennsylvania. Every government issues debt to fund 
capital programs, and we, again, would be the laughingstock on 
Wall Street if we did otherwise. 
 Mr. Speaker, I could speak about our AA rating. Moody's, 
S&P, Fitch – all have Pennsylvania rated at a AA rating with 
our bond rating. We are at 12 percent of our constitutional limit 
as far as debt is concerned. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would ask that the members vote "yes" on this 
bill to concur on what the gentleman is trying to put forth in this 
House. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Rapp. 
 Ms. RAPP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I would like to interrogate the maker of the bill, please? 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is in order and may proceed.  
 Ms. RAPP. Mr. Speaker, I would like to know if there is 
money in this bill to develop corn ethanol plants in the State?  
Is any of this money, this $850 million, designated for  
corn ethanol at this point in time? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, there is no money 
designated for corn ethanol. You could have that being one of 
the proposals that would be offered to the Pennsylvania Energy 
Development Authority, of which this money could be used for 
infrastructure. But let me be clear: There is no money 
designated—  I mean, we have, through amendment, set aside 
money for wind and solar, but when it comes to whether it be 
soy diesel, corn ethanol, what have you, they each would have 
the opportunity to submit proposals, but there is no set-aside for 
any of those, specifically. 
 Ms. RAPP. There is nothing specific, so that means there 
could be. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. It is correct to say that they could be 
funded out of this program. 

 Ms. RAPP. And I am sure, Mr. Speaker, that you are aware, 
from what I am reading, and unless you are reading from other 
sources, that the cost to produce ethanol is actually more of a 
cost than the ethanol itself from corn. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Well, if you use it from corn that is, 
certainly, because you also have the cost of producing it and 
getting it on the market. There is a cost to that. 
 One of the things, to give you my point of view, and  
I probably do not speak for everybody in here, and that is, we 
do have some decisions to make as a country. I believe that 
there is a huge cost that we do not necessarily see at the pump in 
our addiction to foreign oil. And I believe that trying to get 
ourselves off that addiction, sometimes we can look at the price 
on day one, but actually having more domestic production 
where the jobs are here and we are not sending it abroad,  
I think, has a side benefit that sometimes gets lost. 
 Ms. RAPP. Mr. Speaker, do you know how many refineries 
there are in the State of Pennsylvania? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Which type of refineries? 
 Ms. RAPP. Oil refineries. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. No; I do not know the exact number. 
 Ms. RAPP. Are you aware, Mr. Speaker, that there is an  
oil refinery in my district where all the oil is produced in  
North America? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I am aware now. 
 Ms. RAPP. Not one drop of oil, Mr. Speaker, from my 
United Refinery comes from the Mideast; it actually comes all 
from North America. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Would you suggest that no cars, fuel in 
Pennsylvania has any foreign oil in it? 
 Ms. RAPP. I am not saying that. Mr. Speaker, I believe I am 
the interrogator here? But, Mr. Speaker, what I am suggesting to 
the gentleman is that there is a refinery in my district where all 
the oil is produced in North America. It does not come, sir, from 
the Middle East. 
 Another question: Do you know what the expense would be 
for our refineries to blend alternative fuels, to blend ethanol into 
gasoline for consumers? What the costs would be for the 
refineries? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Mr. Speaker, this bill is really trying to 
set programs in place where we can help engineer these types of 
programs – alternative fuel, energy efficiency, solar, wind, 
hydro. I mean, I want to be clear: There is no instance where 
this program would ever fund an entire plant construction. So  
I want to be clear on that point. 
 When it comes to the construction of a refinery, that really is 
a hypothetical, and I just want to be honest about it. It depends 
on the size and the amount of production. That could range 
anywhere from a couple million dollars to close to a billion 
dollars, depending on the size of the refinery, where the plant is 
located, the size of land acquisition, whether you would have to 
have environmental cleanup at that land, the amount of workers 
you are trying to recruit at that site, again, the size, and what the 
feedstock is. Each of those variables would go into what the 
total cost of that refinery would be. 
 Ms. RAPP. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I would like to 
comment on the bill. 
 The SPEAKER. The lady is in order and may proceed. 
 Ms. RAPP. Mr. Speaker, I do not think there is any one 
person sitting here or anybody in the State of Pennsylvania that 
does not want to be free from our dependence on foreign oil. 
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But, Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that putting this State into 
debt $850 million— 
 The SPEAKER. The lady will suspend. Her time has 
expired. 
 Representative Benninghoff. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 If the gentleman, the maker of this amendment, would rise 
for a moment? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman, Representative DePasquale, 
indicates he will stand for interrogation. Representative 
Benninghoff is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you. 
 A brief question and then just a comment. 
 I am curious to better understand how I, as an individual 
homeowner, could be of any beneficiary, directly, from this? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. I would believe in several ways: One is, 
under this program, you would be able to have a home energy 
audit through an amendment, I believe, we passed unanimously 
that is now part of this bill. It is a $5 million set-aside. Two is, if 
you wanted to buy an energy-efficient appliance, whether it be a 
new refrigerator, washer, dishwasher, dryer, what have you, you 
would be able to apply for a 50-percent rebate for that. Third, 
you would, in my view, benefit, even if you would not be the 
one directly working at the plant, from new manufacturing jobs 
that go into the State, because I think that helps all of us. Fourth, 
the more manufacturing jobs you have for clean energy, the 
more you have clean energy production here in Pennsylvania 
and the more opportunity you have to generate that clean energy 
right here in the State, which will, hopefully, not only help our 
economy but our environment. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. I thank you for that answer, and  
one last question to that: In addition to being able to get a  
rebate for, maybe, buying an energy-efficient appliance, could I, 
as an individual, if I consider myself some entrepreneur, be 
eligible for investment dollars that I could take out and try to 
start my own company or my own energy-efficient or green 
favorable-type industry? 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. A couple of things: One is, the short 
answer is yes. Businesses could certainly apply for this money. 
Second, if you were to start a venture capital company, that 
would be eligible. Third, remember, we passed – and again,  
I believe this was a unanimous amendment – the green building 
funding. So if you wanted to start a new business and make it a 
green building, you would be eligible for that funding as well. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. I thank you. 
 Mr. Speaker, on the bill itself. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you. 
 Like many of my colleagues, I think we all would like to 
think of Pennsylvania as being more energy efficient. I think it 
is something that we need to look at as a nation. But frankly, we 
all need to, obviously, be smarter consumers and be willing to 
reduce our own energy consumption. 
 With that in mind, I do have some severe reservations about 
borrowing $850 million, simply for a simple mathematical 
reason. If you look over the last couple of budget cycles, in the 
budget '06-'07, we had a surplus of well over half a billion 
dollars – $550 million plus. In '07-'08, again, a surplus of  
$550 million. Collectively, that is well over a billion dollars. 
 This year, we are already projected to be seeing a surplus of 
$290 million, estimated by our Secretary to be probably 
somewhere in the range of $530 million again. If these types of 

capital investment initiatives are so good and so important, why 
are we not using the surplus dollars rather than borrowing 
money that we are going to have to finance over the next  
30 years? 
 This Commonwealth has continuously overtaxed the 
taxpayers, who will ultimately be required to pay this back, 
while very few of them, as individuals, will be able to borrow 
this money or even ascertain any of this money. Seldom do you 
and I have the ability to go to the bank and borrow money and 
have someone else pay it back. That is exactly what this is; we 
are maxing out the State credit card. This reminds me of when 
you get a credit card report, it tells you that you have $300 in 
your balance but yet you are still eligible to borrow another 
$2500. This is a frightening scenario, in my opinion, to be 
borrowing to a rate of $850 million when if we would have 
been— 
 The SPEAKER. If the gentleman will suspend, and Randee, 
stop the clock. 
 The noise on the floor is entirely too loud. Members' 
conversations will cease. 
 The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. BENNINGHOFF. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I will wrap up and just, again, ask you to look at the 
numbers. Mr. Speaker, we are looking at a surplus that will 
probably reach $530 million, which is half of what we are being 
requested to be borrowing and financing, which you know and  
I know will be paid back at double the rate – borrow  
$850 million today, pay back $1.5 billion – when in the last 
three budget cycles we had more than that in surplus dollars – 
surplus dollars. Do you know why government has surplus 
dollars? Because they overtaxed the public, the taxpayers, the 
same ones who are going to pay higher gas prices, higher 
health-care prices, and yes, finance this type of borrowing. 
 Please, let us think about that. Let us be more frugal with our 
money and do what the consumers back home have to do and 
not borrow more money on the debt they already have, but use 
money that they have in savings and not find more ways to 
spend it. 
 I thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I thank the members for 
listening. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Hutchinson. 
 Mr. HUTCHINSON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I rise in opposition to HB 1 in the special session for many 
reasons, and number one among those is that this is not an 
energy independence bill; this is a borrowing bill. It is not about 
energy independence; this is about borrowing money to pay 
back friends. 
 It was said earlier by several speakers that we should be 
borrowing more money, but, Mr. Speaker, let us think about the 
homeowners who, every day, get preapproved credit card 
applications in the mail. Just because you can borrow money 
does not mean that you should borrow money. In many cases, it 
just does not make sense for the finances of your home, and it 
also does not make sense for the finances of this State. 
 It was also stated earlier about investing in assets, but, 
Mr. Speaker, let us remember that the money borrowed in this 
bill does not produce assets owned by the Commonwealth; this 
produces assets owned by private investors. We are giving them 
our State tax money, and they are buying assets of their own. 
 In addition, it was talked about long-life assets, but, 
Mr. Speaker, part of this borrowing – 30-year borrowing – is to 
help people buy new refrigerators. I do not think we will still be 
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using the same refrigerators 30 years from now just because we 
got $100 extra from the State. It just does not make sense. 
 Mr. Speaker, back to my earlier point about this not being an 
energy bill. I truly believe that the only way that we as a State 
and we as a country can become less dependent on foreign 
energy is to produce and encourage development of 
homegrown, proven energy sources. Pennsylvania, for well over 
a century, has been a leader, whether it is in coal, whether it is 
in petroleum production, which started in my district 150 years 
ago. We are leaders and have been, traditionally, leaders in 
producing homegrown, proven energy sources. We must do 
more of that, whether that is producing more natural gas or coal 
in today's clean technology methods or doing other things to 
make Pennsylvania a place where it is fundamentally easier to 
use homegrown energy that works, not pie-in-the-sky, 
Harrisburg-picked winners and losers. Energy independence is 
not a buzzword for the latest technology or fad; it is about 
utilizing the abundant natural resources that we have today. It 
will also take a lot of help from the free market that will spur 
homegrown energy production. 
 Finally, a true energy plan includes leading by example. 
Nothing in this bill addresses the huge waste and use of energy 
by State government, something that is totally within our 
control. We need to more efficiently use energy as a State 
government, whether that is in our State fleet, whether that is in 
our State buildings for heating or electricity, and we must also 
continue to develop the proven and safe energy sources that are 
really the only way that we can end our dependence on foreign 
energy sources. 
 So, Mr. Speaker, I think it is time to do away with this sham, 
vote against this bill, and not go the borrowing route just 
because we can borrow more money. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Metcalfe. 
 Mr. METCALFE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, one of the earlier speakers had stood and 
claimed how great our ratings are as a State to be able to borrow 
more money and tried to appeal to using that line of reasoning 
as to why we should borrow more money. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think that the many members here should 
think back to that fine cartoon "Popeye." Mr. Speaker, I think 
there is a character from "Popeye" that is very fitting for our 
debate today, and I am sure many of the members will 
remember the character Wimpy – Wimpy, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. Speaker, I think that Wimpy really personifies, really 
embodies what those who plan on supporting this bill, what they 
are really doing here, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, when we heard these earlier lines of reasoning, 
how increasing debt is good for the State of Pennsylvania and 
good for Pennsylvania taxpayers, I think we need to break it 
down to a very commonsense argument here, Mr. Speaker. 
Wimpy would propose that he would gladly give you a dollar 
tomorrow for a hamburger today – gladly give you a dollar 
tomorrow for a hamburger today. Mr. Speaker, I think that was 
used to really illustrate the flaw in that line of reasoning and that 
illogical presentation that a cartoon character was presenting to 
the many children and even adults that have watched "Popeye" 
over the years in years past, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, it is just 
commonsense reasoning, even at the level of a child, that to 
give you a dollar tomorrow for something that you are going to 
consume today is not a good decision, it is not a good policy, 
Mr. Speaker. 

 Mr. Speaker, we were discussing the proposed budget for 
this year in caucus earlier today, and, Mr. Speaker, it came out 
that our General Fund debt service – and it was covered in that 
caucus – that our General Fund debt service is almost a billion 
dollars, Mr. Speaker. Almost a billion dollars to service the debt 
that this Commonwealth is already carrying, just from what we 
are committed to servicing out of the General Fund, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it also came out in previous debate that the way 
that this legislation is structured, that it would cause a loss to the 
budget, to the revenue side of, I believe it was said, around  
$65 million. If you add that number to what I heard from the 
Appropriations chairman on the Republican side earlier today 
when we spoke, if you add those two numbers together to what 
we are currently servicing in debt and what would be proposed 
to be subtracted out of the revenue side, we would be costing 
the General Fund over a billion dollars to service debt, 
Mr. Speaker – over a billion dollars. 
 Mr. Speaker, I think that is a number that would ring very 
soundly in the ears of taxpayers as they would listen to these 
debates to understand that this Commonwealth already is paying 
almost a billion dollars just to service debt, Mr. Speaker. This 
legislation here today proposes to yet borrow again another 
$850 million, Mr. Speaker. And I believe the legislation is 
written in a way that would allow up to $50 million to be 
utilized for venture capitalists, Mr. Speaker – venture 
capitalists; taxpayer money for venture capitalists, Mr. Speaker 
– endeavors that financial institutions who make sound financial 
decisions day after day after day will not even touch, 
Mr. Speaker. But we want, through this legislation, those who 
are proposing it, they want the taxpayers to endorse financial 
decisions of these venture capitalists and to give them their tax 
dollars to make those decisions. 
 And, Mr. Speaker, this is all being done behind the facade of 
energy independence, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, if this General 
Assembly and this administration really care about energy 
independence, then we would do things that would foster the 
promotion of our own natural energy resources right here in 
Pennsylvania and across this country, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, we have almost 300 years' worth of coal in the 
ground, and under this current administration, our coal 
producers have gone from a 9-month permitting process that 
used to be under Ridge to over 2 years now to have a coal 
mining site permitted, Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, true energy 
independence will be a policy that will encourage the 
marketplace to utilize the coal that we have in the ground and 
the nuclear energy resources that we have the ability to produce, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, it is time for the members of this General 
Assembly to go back to their childhood and remember that 
having a hamburger today for a dollar tomorrow is not a good 
deal, Mr. Speaker, and this legislation is not a good deal either. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE CANCELED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the presence of 
Representative Maher on the floor. His name will be added to 
the master roll. 
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CONSIDERATION OF HB 1 CONTINUED 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Pyle. 
 Mr. PYLE. Thank you very much, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have a concern about HB 1 that I do not think 
has been brought up. We are speculating, largely – $850 million 
in a bond issue – on technology that does not exist yet. 
 A quick anecdote, Mr. Speaker: I have been looking to buy a 
laptop, and before I put down that kind of money, I talked to a 
lot of guys that know things about computers, and one says you 
need a screen so big, and another says you need this kind of 
speed out of it, and another guy says you need this kind of hard 
drive. That is all fine and good. The one thing they all agreed on 
is, if you are going to buy technology, buy something you can 
live with for the next 4 or 5 years. By the time you carry that 
thing out of the store, it is already outdated. 
 Mr. Speaker, I have studied this in great length. Wind does 
not generate enough yield from megawattage to replace what 
we already have. Solar is prohibitively expensive where it 
cannot proliferate to the average homeowners or industrial 
users. We are experimenting with making ethanol from corn 
that is driving up feed prices, yet switchgrass and wood 
cellulosic, other products used to make ethanol, have not even 
been factored in to the equation. But this is not a portending of 
doom, Mr. Speaker. We are close with these technologies.  
Most of the researchers at Penn State, at Carnegie Mellon, at 
Temple and other people of letters, learned men who have 
studied this, tell us we are very close. 
 My concern, Mr. Speaker, is that if we authorize this bond 
issue, $850 million, for what some have characterized as 
venture capital – quite accurately, I believe, characterized it as 
venture capital – what is going to happen in 3 to 5 years when 
the technologies are capable of doing what we want them to do? 
Are we going to go back and borrow another $850 million? The 
pot is only so deep, Mr. Speaker. I will not profess on debt, 
debt, debt, but there is a lot of logic and salience to the 
argument. 
 One more question, Mr. Speaker: If we are concerned about 
generating energy in Pennsylvania – I think the gentleman from 
Venango touched on it – we need homegrown power sources. 
What is the cleanest fuel out there? Natural gas. Researchers 
have recently found the largest natural gas field on the face of 
the earth running right through western Pennsylvania at a depth 
of 6,000 to 7,000 feet, the Marcellus range. If we are going to 
borrow money, let us put it into exploiting those. 
 Are we not going after every possible venue to develop clean 
coal? I have been approached by many electrical generators that 
say we are very close, but we are not there yet. In 2 to 3 years, 
we will. If we borrow this money now, I have no doubt 
whatsoever it is going to be spent immediately, and we are 
going to be left in the lurch when technology finally meets our 
objectives. 
 Mr. Speaker, I would urge a "no" vote on HB 1. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Kauffman. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Would the Democrat whip rise for brief 
interrogation? 
 The SPEAKER. Representative McCall indicates he will 
stand for interrogation. Representative Kauffman is in order and 
may proceed. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, this is going to be very 
brief, and, Mr. Speaker, I wonder if you would agree with me 
that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is not a business. 

 The SPEAKER. This question is for Representative McCall. 
 Mr. McCALL. It is a matter of semantics. It is an enterprise. 
It is a government. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Do we operate like a business? I mean, 
this is not that hard. It is not a trick question, I do not think. 
 Mr. McCALL. We try to. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Do we make a profit like business? Is that 
our intention, to make a profit? 
 Mr. McCALL. We strive to be more efficient every day. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Well, Mr. Speaker—  On the bill, 
Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is in order and may proceed. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Obviously, the Democrat whip does not 
want to give a straight answer to a very simple yes-or-no 
question, but I think we have agreed, by this line of questioning, 
that the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is not a business. 
 Most of us on this side of the aisle would like to see us run 
much more like a business, and we might be doing a lot better in 
the scheme of things, but we are not run like a business, and that 
is why the comparison that those who are advocating for this 
bill on why we should borrow more money – the businesses do 
it; that is how they fund things – is absolutely irrelevant in this 
discussion. We are talking about borrowing $850 million that is 
not going to be paid back by a bank or a venture fund or by 
business in Pennsylvania. This is going to be over $2 billion 
paid back by the taxpayers of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania – $2 billion paid back by my children, by your 
children, by our grandchildren. And the logic rings hollow from 
the other side, because we must not put this burden on the future 
taxpayers of Pennsylvania. If there is something that is worth 
being done, it is worth being paid for up front. 
 I also have to think back to some of the logic raised by the 
chairman of the Finance Committee talking about our bond 
rating and talking about how much other States do. I think of 
the idea of trying to keep up with the Joneses, which seems to 
be what we are trying to do here in Pennsylvania – keep up with 
the Joneses. You know, that is how—  In common rural 
Pennsylvania, common sense tells you that the keeping up with 
the Joneses is what gets you in financial trouble. When you go 
to apply for a mortgage, any of you who have applied for a 
mortgage—  Mr. Speaker, could there be order in the House? 
 The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. Stop the clock. 
 Members will take their seats. Conversations in the aisles, 
the rear of the House, will break up immediately. Members will 
take their seats. 
 Representative Kauffman. 
 Mr. KAUFFMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 When you go to apply for a mortgage, every time you go to 
apply for a mortgage, they are going to tell you this maximum 
amount that you are able to borrow. Most of those amounts are 
much greater than what you really should be borrowing. Most 
of the people who go up to that maximum in borrowing are the 
ones who are getting in financial trouble later and cannot pay it 
back. 
 I, for one, am not going to sit here and cast a vote to put my 
children and my grandchildren and the future of this 
Commonwealth in jeopardy because we cannot pay for what 
you want to do right now. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Causer. 
 Mr. CAUSER. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Mr. Speaker, I rise with concerns about special session HB 1. 
I think that we all want to promote energy independence, and  
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I think that promoting alternatives is something that we all can 
agree that we as a State and we as a nation must be doing. But at 
the same time, to truly become energy independent, we also 
have to have a diverse approach, and part of that approach has 
to involve the promotion of our domestic resources. And what 
does this bill do to promote domestic production in 
Pennsylvania? What does it do to promote domestic sources 
such as Pennsylvania crude oil? Pennsylvania natural gas? 
Pennsylvania clean coal technologies? Those things are all 
lacking, and to be honest with you, there is nothing in this bill 
that promotes domestic resources, and to be honest with you, 
that has to be part of this equation. If we are truly going to be 
energy independent, we have to bring all of these sources of 
energy together. 
 Does anyone really think that an $850 million bond issue is 
the right approach? Does anyone really think that grants to 
companies that promote wind energy and promote putting up 
windmills is really going to move us forward in becoming 
energy independent? I think that is the wrong approach. I think 
we do have to come together and move forward with a 
comprehensive piece of energy legislation, but I think it also has 
to promote domestic resources and promote the production of 
domestic resources. So I would urge my colleagues to oppose 
special session HB 1, and let us move forward with a real 
energy bill in Pennsylvania. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Hornaman. 
 Mr. HORNAMAN. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Back in 1973, we faced long gas lines because of OPEC 
(Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries) induced 
shortages. At that time we said to ourselves, never again; we are 
going to become energy independent. We are never going to 
allow outside forces to cripple this country and dictate how our 
energy dollars are spent. Guess what we did? Nothing. We did 
nothing while countries like Brazil took action, and today,  
80 percent of their vehicles are run by sugarcane ethanol. 
 Now, here we are again, another time, another energy crisis, 
oil at $109 a barrel, rate caps coming off in 2 years. Are we 
going to stand around and watch this happen again? Are we 
going to get cold feet and step back and in 35 years we will look 
back and say, boy, I wish we had done something in 2008? 
 This is a much-needed step down the road to energy 
independence. I say we start now. I am asking your support for 
special session HB 1. Thank you. 
 The SPEAKER. Representative Brooks. 
 Mrs. BROOKS. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 Throughout today's debate, some have ventured that those 
who oppose this particular proposal do so for partisan reasons. 
Mr. Speaker, energy independence is not a Republican or 
Democrat issue, nor should it be. I believe we all support in 
making our Commonwealth and nation more independent, 
energywise. In fact, I support the ultimate goal of this proposal. 
I just disagree that it contains the best strategy and structure for 
accomplishing that goal. 
 Overwhelmingly, I hear residents say that government needs 
to live within its means. Can we really, in good conscience, 
continue to borrow our children's future away – $850 million, or 
a repayment of approximately $1.5 billion? Let us go back to 
the table, work in a partisan manner, and come up with a 
strategy that purely demonstrates we are hearing our 
constituents – live within our means, be energy independent, 
and pay as you go. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 

 The SPEAKER. Are there any members seeking 
recognition? The Chair is about to recognize the prime sponsor 
as a courtesy of the House. 
 Representative DePasquale. 
 Mr. DePASQUALE. Thank you, Mr. Speaker, and I want to 
thank all the members for a vigorous debate, not just today but 
over the last 13 months. 
 One of the things that I do want to let every member of this 
House know is that the debate we had last spring, the debates 
we have had in committee, the hearings we have had, I believe, 
have led to a product that is much better today than when  
we started out. We have changed it from unlimited debt to  
$850 million. We have changed it from where some members 
were concerned that there was not enough control on the 
spending to where each caucus, along with the administration, 
will have a say in the spending. 
 One thing that, I believe, is critical is that this proposal is not 
happening in a vacuum. We have passed a conservation bill that 
included smart meters. We are also going to take another look  
at fuels down the line. This is part of a comprehensive  
energy-independent strategy of which this is a big piece, but 
again, not happening in a vacuum. 
 There is a dedicated funding stream that is capped. This is 
used to drive manufacturing so we can create alternative energy 
manufacturing jobs right here in Pennsylvania. We offer rebates 
to consumers so they can buy more energy-efficient appliances, 
so they can afford them and, at the same time, drive down the 
amount of their monthly utility bill. We promote alternative 
energy and efficiency through this legislation by promoting 
more wind, more solar, more green buildings, and one thing that 
is critical in this, and that is, we also use funding in this for 
mercury reduction at some of our older power plants. 
 This legislation is an across-the-board, strong economic 
development, environmental protection bill. It promotes not 
only alternative energy but energy efficiency. We put in the 
necessary controls, and I believe that we have a good product to 
move over to the Senate and eventually get onto the Governor's 
desk. And again, I thank the members for a vigorous debate, and 
I request a "yes" vote on special session HB 1 and to send it 
over in a bipartisan fashion. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes the minority leader, 
Representative Smith. 
 Mr. S. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 I will not belabor the point on this. I did just want to make a 
couple of points relative to this legislation and the reason that  
I think we really should be for a different approach to dealing 
with the issue of energy. 
 Number one, Mr. Speaker, Pennsylvania does have a long 
history of energy production, and the people of this 
Commonwealth, the industries of this Commonwealth, do know 
how to tackle the challenge if it is framed in the right way. 
 One thing specifically, Mr. Speaker, and I realize this 
legislation does not specify that corn-based ethanol is a solution 
to this, but when you look at it in context of where the 
administration has been promising money and announcing 
facilities of such, it seems that corn-based ethanol has taken a 
great presence in the administration's approach to the energy 
issue in Pennsylvania. 
 Corn-based ethanol, Mr. Speaker, it is good for companies 
like Archer Daniels Midland or Cargill, maybe some investment 
people, but it really is not that good for the environment.  



2008 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL—HOUSE 71 

Some of the other members, I know, touched on that in terms of 
the use of herbicides and nitrogen fertilizers and soil erosion 
and other factors. But I guess the real point, Mr. Speaker, is that 
we really should not be in a position of picking the winners and 
losers on where these investments and where this development 
should occur. 
 I really question, Mr. Speaker, why the government is trying 
to pick the science, why the government, as a State government, 
we are trying to pick the winners. We need to let the market 
decide, we need to let the markets develop, and we need to let 
the science develop on these issues so that we are instead 
providing the incentives where they belong. 
 The things that we should be for, Mr. Speaker, and that  
I believe the members of the Republican Caucus are for are 
things that cover consumer education, that focus on the 
consumer having choices to drive this issue as opposed to the 
government driving it through handing out grants and checks to 
certain people in this Commonwealth and businesses in this 
Commonwealth. We should be providing incentives for  
small businesses to invest in energy efficiency. We should be 
developing our local resources, Mr. Speaker. 
 As I mentioned, the Commonwealth has a long history of 
energy development, and we can achieve this, Mr. Speaker, not 
by the government picking the winners and losers but by the 
science and the industries of Pennsylvania developing them. 
And we can do that, Mr. Speaker, through public-private 
partnerships that will solve this problem. 
 Mr. Speaker, the end goal of HB 1 is a good goal, but, 
Mr. Speaker, it simply is not the right way that I believe we 
should be tackling this problem and would ask the members to 
vote "no" on HB 1. 
 Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
 
 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–126 
 
Adolph Gerber McGeehan Scavello 
Belfanti Gergely McI. Smith Seip 
Bennington Gibbons Melio Shapiro 
Beyer Godshall Micozzie Shimkus 
Biancucci Goodman Milne Siptroth 
Bishop Grucela Moyer Smith, K. 
Blackwell Haluska Mundy Smith, M. 
Brennan Hanna Murt Solobay 
Buxton Harhai Myers Staback 
Caltagirone Harkins O'Brien, M. Steil 
Carroll Harper O'Neill Sturla 
Casorio Hornaman Oliver Surra 
Cohen James Pallone Tangretti 
Conklin Josephs Parker Taylor, R. 
Costa Keller, W. Pashinski Thomas 
Cruz Kenney Payton Vereb 
Curry Kessler Petrarca Vitali 
Daley Killion Petri Wagner 
DeLuca King Petrone Walko 
DePasquale Kirkland Phillips Wansacz 
Dermody Kortz Preston Waters 
DeWeese Kotik Quinn Watson 
DiGirolamo Kula Ramaley Wheatley 
Donatucci Leach Raymond White 
Eachus Lentz Readshaw Williams 

Evans, D. Levdansky Roebuck Wojnaroski 
Fabrizio Longietti Ross Yewcic 
Fairchild Mahoney Rubley Youngblood 
Frankel Manderino Sabatina Yudichak 
Freeman Mann Sainato  
Galloway Markosek Samuelson O'Brien, D., 
George McCall Santoni    Speaker 
 
 NAYS–74 
 
Argall Evans, J. Major Pyle 
Baker Everett Mantz Quigley 
Barrar Fleck Marshall Rapp 
Bastian Gabig Marsico Reed 
Bear Geist McIlhattan Reichley 
Benninghoff Gillespie Mensch Roae 
Boback Gingrich Metcalfe Rock 
Boyd Grell Millard Rohrer 
Brooks Harhart Miller Saylor 
Cappelli Harris Moul Schroder 
Causer Helm Mustio Smith, S. 
Civera Hennessey Nailor Sonney 
Clymer Hess Nickol Stern 
Cox Hickernell Payne Stevenson 
Creighton Hutchinson Peifer Swanger 
Cutler Kauffman Perry True 
Dally Keller, M. Perzel Turzai 
Denlinger Mackereth Pickett Vulakovich 
Ellis Maher   
 
 NOT VOTING–0 
 
 EXCUSED–3 
 
Hershey Stairs Taylor, J.  
 
 
 The majority required by the Constitution having voted in 
the affirmative, the question was determined in the affirmative 
and the bill passed finally. 
 Ordered, That the clerk present the same to the Senate for 
concurrence. 
 
 The SPEAKER. Are there any further announcements in 
special session? Any further business? 

BILLS AND RESOLUTION PASSED OVER 

 The SPEAKER. Without objection, the remaining bills and 
resolution on today's calendar will be passed over. The Chair 
hears no objection. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes Representative Moyer 
from Montgomery County, who moves that the special session 
of the House do now adjourn until Wednesday, March 12, 2008, 
until the call of the Chair, unless sooner recalled by the Speaker. 
 
 On the question, 
 Will the House agree to the motion? 
 Motion was agreed to, and at 4:51 p.m., e.d.t., the House 
adjourned. 
 
 
 


