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SESSION OF 1981 165TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 45 

SENATE 
MONDAY, June 29, 1981. 

The Senate met at 2:00 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving 
Time. 

THE PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor William W. 
Scranton III) in the Chair. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend RICHARD DOWHOWER, 
Pastor of Trinity Lutheran Church, Camp Hill, offered the 
following prayer: 

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, bless those who hold 
office in the Senate of Pennsylvania that they may do their 
work in the spirit of wisdom, fairness and justice. Help them 
to use their authority to serve faithfully and to promote the 
general welfare. 

You, 0 Lord, have given us this good land as our heritage. 
Make us always remember Your generosity and to do Your 
will. 

Bless our land with honest industry, truthful education and 
an honorable way of life. Save us from violence, discord and 
confusion, from pride and arrogance and from every evil 
course of action. 

Make us who come from many different nations, with 
many different languages, a united people. 

Defend our liberties, 0 Lord, and give those whom we 
have entrusted with the authority of government the spirit of 
wisdom. When times are prosperous let our hearts be 
thankful. In troubled times do not let our trust in You fail. 
Strengthen those, 0 Lord, who suffer for the sake of 
conscience. Give them courage without bitterness and give us 
grace to respect their witness and their integrity. Help us to 
discern the truth that our society may be cleansed and 
strengthened. 

0 Lord, You have dignified our labor by sharing our toil. 
Be with Your people where they work. Make those who carry 
on the industries and commerce of this land responsive to 
Your will. To all of us give pride in what we do, and a just 
return from our labor. 

We remember before You those who suffer want and 
anxiety from lack of work. Give the people of this land so to 
use our wealth and resources that all persons may find suit
able and fulfilling employment and receive just payment' for 
their labor. 

We offer this prayer in the name of the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob and Jesus of Nazareth. Amen. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair thanks Reverend 
Dowhower, who is the guest this week of Senator Hopper. 

JOURNAL APPROVED 

The PRESIDENT. A quorum of the Senate being present, 
the Clerk will read the Journal of the preceding Session. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the preceding 
Session, when, on motion of Senator JUBELIRER, further 
reading was dispensed with, and the Journal was approved. 

SENATOR SCANLON TO VOTE FOR 
SENATOR ROMANELLI 

Senator SCANLON. Mr. President, I request a temporary 
legislative leave of absence until approximately 4:00 p.m. for 
Senator Romanelli. 

The PRESIDENT. The-Chair hears no objection and the 
leave is granted. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNOR 

APPROVAL OF SENATE BILLS 

The Secretary to the Governor being introduced, presented 
communications in writing from His Excellency, the 
(Jovernor, advising that the following Senate Bills had been 
approved and signed by the Governor: 

SB 14 and 343. 

HOUSE MESSAGES 

HOUSE BILLS FOR CONCURRENCE 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives being intro
duced, presented for concurrence HB 1485, which was 
referred to the Committee on Education. 

He also presented for concurrence HB 418, which was 
referred to the Committee on Local Government. 

He also presented for concurrence HB 359, 1034,.1118 and 
1266, which were referred to the Committee on Trans
portation. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED 
TO COMMITTEE 

He also presented for concurrence House Concurrent 
Resolution No. 72, which was referred to the Committee on 
Military and Veterans Affairs. 
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SENATE BILLS RETURNED WITH AMENDMENTS 

He also returned to the Senate SB 356, 568, 866 and 892, 
with the information that the House has passed the same with 
amendments in which the concurrence of the Senate is 
requested. 

The PRESIDENT. The bills, as amended, will be placed on 
the Calendar. 

HOUSE CONCURS IN SENATE BILLS 

He also returned to the Senate SB 854, 855 and 889, with 
the information that the House has passed the same without 
amendments. 

BILL INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

Senator WILT presented to the Chair SB 961, entitled: 
An Act amending the act of January 17, 1968 (P. L. 11, No. 

5), entitled "The Minimum Wage Act of 1968," further 
providing for exemptions from overtime provisions. 

Which was committed to the Committee on LABOR AND 
INDUSTRY, June 29, 1981. 

CALENDAR 

SB 458 CALLED UP OUT OF ORDER 

SB 458 (Pr. No. 1023) - Without objection, the bill was 
called up out of order, from page 2 of the Calendar, under 
Bill on Concurrence in House Amendments, by Senator 
JUBELIRER. 

SENATE CONCURS IN HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

SB 458 (Pr. No. 1023)- Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate do concur in the amendments 
made by the House to Senate Bill No. 458. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator JUBELIRER 
and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-44 

Andrezeski Holl Mellow Scanlon 
Bell Hopper Messinger Shaffer 
Boda ck Howard Moore Singe! 
Corman Jubelirer O'Connell Snyder 
Early Kelley O'Pake Stapleton 
Fisher Kusse Pecora Stauffer 
Gekas Lewis Price Stout 
Greenleaf Lincoln Reibman Street 
Hager Loeper Rhoades Tilghman 
Helfrick Lynch Romanelli Wilt 
Hess Manbeck Ross Zemprelli 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk inform the House of Representa
tives accordingly. 

GUESTS OF SENATOR ROY W. 
WILT PRESENTED TO SENATE 

Senator WILT. Mr. President, it is my pleasure today to 
introduce to the Senate some constituents of mine and friends 
of Senator Tom Andrews, Jim and Denny Robertson and 
their two offspring, Mark and Monique. 

Mr. President, would the Senate join with me in giving 
them its normal warm welcome? 

The PRESIDENT. Would those guests kindly rise so the 
Senate may give you its traditional warm welcome? 

(Applause.) 

RECESS 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I request a ten 
minute recess of the Senate, for the purpose of holding a 
Republican caucus and a Democratic caucus. 

The PRESIDENT. Are there any objections? The Chair 
hears no objection, and declares a ten minute recess of the 
Senate. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having elapsed, the 
Senate will be in order. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILLS ON CONCURRENCE 
IN HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 132 Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

SENATE CONCURS IN HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

SB 133 (Pr. No. 917) Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate do concur in the amendments 
made by the House to Senate Bill No. 133. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator JUBELIRER 
and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe I 
Boda ck Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 
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NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk inform the House of Representa
tives accordingly. 

SB 134 (Pr. No. 916) - Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the Senate do concur in the amendments 
made by the House to Senate Bill No. 134. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator JUBELIRER 
and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe! 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk inform the House of Representa
tives accordingly. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 140 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

FINAL PASSAGE CALENDAR 

PREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILL 
OVER IN ORDER 

SB 926 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

RECONSIDERATION OF SB 569 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION AMENDED 

SB 569 (Pr. No. 1090) - And the amendments made 
thereto having been printed as required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the bill passed on third consideration. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
Zemprelli, will state it. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I am not sure I 
understand the motion. According to my Calendar, Senate 
Bill No. 569, Printer's No. 1090, is a bill on final passage. 

The PRESIDENT. That is correct. The motion is to recon-
sider the vote by which it was agreed to for the third time. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 
The motion was agreed to. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator JUBELIRER, on behalf of himself and Senator 

LEWIS, by unanimous consent, offered the following amend
ment: 

Amend Sec. 6, page 6, lines 8 through 22, by striking out all of 
said lines and inserting: 

(d) (1) Not later than 150 days following the effective date 
of this act and no later than October 15 of each year thereafter, 
the department shall transmit the plan to the Governor for his 
approval and the Governor shall transmit the plan to the Chief 
Clerk of the House of Representatives and the Secretary of the 
Senate for consideration by the General Assembly in the 
manner specified by the act of April 7, 1955 (P.L.23, No.8), 
known as the "Reorganization Act of 1955," except that either 
House of the General Assembly may reject a plan for the dispo
sition of a specific parcel while approving the balance of the 
surplus property disposition plan. 

(2) If no action is taken on the plan within 20 calendar days 
after submission of the plan to the General Assembly, any five 
members of the Senate or 25 members of the House may peti
tion their respective presiding officer to schedule a vote on the 
plan. This vote shall be scheduled to occur within five calendar 
days of the presentation of the petition. 

(3) If the General Assembly disapproves any plan in whole 
or in part, the department may submit to the Governor for 
transmittal to the General Assembly an amended plan designed 
to resolve the General Assembly's objections to the disap
proved plan. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 
It was agreed to. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I ask that Senate Bill 
No. 569 go over, as amended. 

The PRESIDENT. Senate Bill No. 569 will go over, as 
amended. 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

HB 22 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

HB 33 (Pr. No. 1160)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator FISHER, by unanimous consent, offered the 

following amendments: 

Amend Title, page I, line 6, by removing the period after 
"indebtedness" and inserting: and further providing for the 
minimum number of days schools are required to be kept open. 
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Amend Bill, page 2, line 12, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

Section 2. Section 1501 of the act, amended June 30, 1980 
(P.L.279, No.80), is amended to read: 

Section 1501. Minimum Number of Days; School Month.
~ All public kindergartens, elementary and secondary 
schools shall be kept open each school year for at least one 
hundred eighty (180) days of instruction for pupils. No days on 
which the schools are closed shall be counted as days taught, and 
no time shall be counted as a pupil session for any activity to 
which admission is charged. No school district shall be required 
to change its graduation schedule or require graduating students 
to return to school after graduation to make up class days lost 
due to severe weather conditions or, in the school year 1979-1980 
for situations beyond the control of the school district as a result 
of major construction and renovation to the school building. No 
district which makes a bona fide effort as determined by the 
Secretary of Education to provide one hundred eighty (180) days 
of instruction for graduating students shall receive less subsidy 
payments or reimbursements than it would otherwise be entitled 
to receive on account of the school year because of the provisions 
of this section. Unless otherwise provided by this act, the board 
of school directors in any district or joint board may keep such 
other schools or departments as it may establish open during such 
time as it may direct. 

ill Twenty days of actual teaching shall constitute a school 
month. 

(b) The provisions of subsection (a) shall not be applicable 
whenever a strike prevents the fulfillment of the one hundred 
eighty (180) day school year within the time limits of the officially 
adopted school calendar. In such situations, the school year for 
the affected school district shall constitute the actual number of 
days that school is taught. However, the board of school direc
tors shall, at the conclusion of the strike, attempt to reschedule as 
many days as it, in the exercise of its discretion, believes are 
proper and educationally sound for the establishment of an 
appropriate school year for the students of the district. The provi
sions of subsection (a) requiring one hundred eighty (180) days of 
instruction shall remain applicable in the case of a lockout or 
other work stoppage constituting an unfair labor practice by the 
employing school district. 

Section 3. (a) Section l of this act shall take effect in 60 
days. 

(b) Section 2 shall take effect immediately and shall apply to 
school years beginning on and after July l, 198 L 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator FISHER. Mr. President, I rise at this time to offer 
amendments to House Bill No. 33, which is on the Calendar 
on third consideration, that amends the Public School Code. 
My amendments would add another section to that part of the 
Public School Code which deals with the 180-day school year 
requirement that is contained within Section 1501. 

Mr. President, just let me present to the Senate a little bit of 
legislative history of the amendments which are before us. 
This is not the first time these amendments in this form have 
been voted on in this General Assembly. Last year at approxi
mately this time I offered identical amendments to what was 
then the school recodification bill at the time it was before the 
House. These amendments were adopted by the majority of 
the Members of the House of Representatives and they were 
part of the school recodification when it was sent over to the 
Senate. 

As the Members know, Mr. President, for time reasons and 
other reasons, the School Code was not passed last Session. 
The amendments themselves are also identical to a bill which I 
introduced in this Session and it has been referred to 
committee, but it has not yet been considered by that 
committee. I feel there is some urgency in having this issue 
considered on what would appear to be the last legislative 
week before the beginning of the next school year. I feel this is 
important for a few reasons. Let me cite them. 

I do not attempt to make any emotional plea to this Body 
concerning the problems that have been caused in this 
Commonwealth as a result of school strikes, but just let me 
cite a few statistics which I think are important when consid
ering whether or not we should make any change in the code 
as it might affect school strikes. 

First of all, Mr. President, in the last decade since Act 195, 
the bill which gave teachers the right to bargain collectively in 
this Commonwealth, there have been over 500 strikes in which 
two and a half million kids have been involved. In 1980-81, 
the very last school year, there were thirty-one school districts 
which were on strike with a total amount of 590 lost days. The 
students affected in the last school year, 357,000 students and 
approximately 27 ,800 teachers were out on strike for the days 
in question. 

Is there a present need, Mr. President? Is there a need for 
this Body to consider this legislation this year? Yes, I think 
there is. Why? Not only from past statistics but in the 1981 
school year, the school year which will begin, I assume, by the 
time this Senate returns, approximately forty-two per cent of 
the districts around the State will be negotiating contracts. In 
western Pennsylvania, there are over seventy-two collective 
bargaining units that have unsettled contracts at the present 
time. 

What do my amendments do, Mr. President, and why do I 
think they would have some effect on the school strike situa
tion that plagues the Commonwealth? Quite simply the 
amendments basically do one very important thing. Instead of 
mandating, as under present law, that each school district has 
180 days, and remember, under present law when a strike is 
settled the school district must res~hedule all available days 
prior to June 30th. Under present law in most instances, and I 
can go down district by district but 1 will not, in the last school 
year all days .were made up and there was no economic loss on 
either side. 

What my amendments would do, Mr. President, they 
wbuld say in school districts where a strike has occurred, the 
decision as to how many days would be made up would be a 
decision that would be up to the local school board. It would 
be within the exercise of their sound discretion to determine 
how many days would be rescheduled on that school calendar. 

What would the net effect of this be, Mr. President? The 
net effect in my opinion would be to tell both sides of the 
process there is no guarantee if they settle their strike before 
that magical date of late October, that all money can be made 
up in salary and all the subsidy can be kept from the State. 
What it would do is, if, say ten days were not made up, and if 
the school district wanted to make up all the days, that is fine, 
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but it is a local decision many of us frequently espouse. If all 
days were not made up, say 170 days were only taught instead 
of 180, then teachers would be docked for ten-one hundred
eightieths of their salary. To the same extent, that school 
district, as every school district, receives a subsidy. We just 
passed on that money last week. Every school district would 
be docked that percentage of their subsidy for the number of 
days not taught. 

Mr. President, this is the type of economic loss which I 
believe is necessary to put into the equation which presently 
governs the school strike situation in this Commonwealth. It 
is unfortunate, I think, that we have to be continually 
discussing these issues and trying to come up with some solu
tions. Quite frankly, as good as Act 195 may be, and I am not 
one who has gone around the Commonwealth criticizing the 
Act itself, it just has not worked in regards to teachers because 
of the fact that economic loss is not involved in the formula. 

Mr. President, in an attempt to sum up my comments and 
an attempt to answer even before they are raised a couple 
questions I am certain will be raised, let us just try to answer 
beforehand a couple questions I am sure some people will 
raise. 

Mr. President, we hear frequently the penalty is not even, 
that the penalty is not similar. Quite frankly in the research I 
have done over the last three or four years, I know of no 
formula that can provide an absolutely pro rata equal penalty 
on both sides. I submit this is the closest we can get. Although 
teachers would lose some salary because they would not teach 
the full school year, the school districts would lose their 
subsidy. As we all know from the cries and the pleas we have 
heard over the last month, they need almost every dollar of 
that subsidy. I do not think we should allow districts-and I 
do not say many districts do this, but perhaps some do-to try 
to use the subsidy money to try to bail them out from possible 
tax increases from the ramifications of a new contract. I think 
the net effect of these amendments is as fair economically as 
we can draw. 

Secondly, some people have said it is unfair to the children 
of the Commonwealth to deny them 180 days of education. 
We were the ones who decided on the 180 days. I am not sure 
there is anything magical in the educational sense about 180 
days. One thing I do know, and I know this from talking to 
kids in my own district, from talking to people in other 
districts, when we have a rescheduled school calendar and we 
send kids to school like we did in one of my districts last year 
between Christmas and New Years, over Easter holiday, on 
Memorial Day, and have them go to school like they are in 
Downingtown and many other districts right now up until 
June 30th, we have what we are faced with. I mentioned 
Downingtown because if the Members read the Philadelphia 
Inquirer today, there is a student strike. The students are 
going on strike because they have to go to school now and the 
other kids are out of session. 

Mr. President, it is pretty hard to define this empirically 
and scientifically, but I seriously question whether the school 
days or make-up days are the type of educational days that are 
really needed in the educational process. Nevertheless, if they 

are, the local school district, from pressure from the parents, 
from the students and from whoever, can determine which 
days to make up. They will know their calendar. They will 
know what is left. 

On school attendance, is there any difference? I have statis
tics here that show yes, school attendance is somewhat 
different. School attendance is slightly below in a survey that 
was done in the past week in eight of the fourteen school 
districts on this chart showing the survey. School attendance 
for students is, in fact, slightly below what it is during the 
normal scheduled days. 

Mr. President, not only do we not have the impact, we also 
have absenteeism, and I do not think it is the type of educa
tional structure we really determined we wanted when we set a 
magical 180 days. 

Basically I hope I have answered the questions because I do 
not want to make my argument for this bill any longer than 
perhaps it already has been. I think this is a realistic approach 
to try to resolve and place in the formula some economic 
factor. It is an approach, I remind the Members, that the 
House of Representatives has adopted in a prior Session. I am 
reasonably optimistic that the House of Representatives, if 
the Senate would pass it, would adopt it again. It is an 
approach that has support around the State. 

Mr. President, it is an appr6ach about which I would hope 
all of the Members of lhe Senate would think very seriously 
and I strongly urge the Members to cast an affirmative vote 
for the amendments on House Bill No. 33. 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, this is a really 
simplistic approach to a rather complex problem. It is true 
that disruption in the educational field has its biggest toll as 
far as children are concerned but this is not going to solve the 
problem. In fact, if we would investigate the strikes that have 
occurred in the last decade, there are more strikes that have 
occurred in States that do not allow strikes, where it is against 
the law, than in States where strikes are allowed. Further
more, to say this financial penalty is equal just flies in face of 
what we know as a very different aid ratio for many, many 
districts. Mr. President, if a district has a low aid ratio, say 
.15 on basic instruction subsidy, the longer a strike lasts the 
more money the district makes because they can be denied the 
subsidy from the State but they are saving a lot of money by 
not paying the teachers, the custodians and all the other 
pe,0ple connected with the school district. The money that can 
be saved can be used to settle a higher contract and pay next 
year's expenses without having to raise the taxes as was indi
cated by the former speaker. A district that has a high aid 
ratio like .90 cannot afford to lose a State subsidy because a 
great deal of their money comes from State support. If we 
really want to do the right thing about this, as it bothers us, 
we must find a way to punish both sides in a strike equally 
financially because neither side is spending their own money 
under present circumstances. It is all taxpayers' money and 
that is true of the school boards and school directors, just as 
well as of teachers. If we are really crying about the harm that 
is being done to children tl)en we should be in favor of making 
up whatever days are lost because simply allowing a local 
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school board to say that we are not going to make up any 
days, and especially if they use it to save money, is not going 
to benefit the children in that district. 

Mr. President, at the present time, under present law, if a 
school district cannot make up days lost and the plan is 
approved by the Secretary of Education, they do not have to 
make them up. They have to submit the plan to the Secretary 
of Education and show it is not possible to make up the days. 
Really what needs to be done is to find out a way in which the 
bargaining procedure can be modified so that strikes would 
not be necessary. 

Mr. President, let me tell you of an instance. Before Act 
195 was passed, I was debating in Allentown with a man who 
said we should never allow teachers or any public employees 
the right to strike. He noted, for example, that the U.S. Post 
Office did not allow their people to strike. It was really ironic 
that one week later the post office people went out on strike. I 
had told the gentleman that night, I do not care whether we 
outlaw it or not, when people finally become frustrated 
enough they are going to strike. That is true in all fields· of 
endeavor. Do not think this kind of an approach is going to 
stop strikes. It is not going to settle them. If we do not find a 
better way for the bargaining process to be speeded up and do 
something in that order, this is not the solution. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 
the amendments to House Bill No. 33. Basically, after seven
teen years in education and from the standpoint of sitting 
through one strike and about three or four negotiated 
contracts, I do not think the amendments address or solve the 
problem. 

The problem is in Act 195. It is in the labor-management 
arena, not in education. The problem is in negotiations. If the 
aim of the amendments"is to get teachers back into the class
room, then why are we threatening them with keeping them 
out of the classroom? The answer can be, well, salary or 
money will do that. Not necessarily so. The issue of salary 
negotiations is often tied to what is put on the table. The sums 
can be either lump sums or the years of experience or percent
ages or whatever else the board or the teachers want to nego
tiate upon. Therefore, Mr. President, the increase, be it $500, 
$1,000, $1,500 or $2,000, can be for 180 days, 170 days or 160 
days. 

Admittedly, a strike during the school year is not beneficial 
to anyone. The amendments do not do away with the strike, it 
merely adds a lever for each side to batter each other back and 
forth, and to develop more antagonistic attitudes towards 
each other while the children are still in school. Again, Mr. 
President, I question why we should hold the children 
hostage? I suggest we should utilize a different time frame in 
Act 195, with different deadlines, with enforced procedures 
and with an educational board of arbitration and mediation 
that understands the educational process and with fixed 
penalties for both sides, teachers and boards, not children. I 
would even go so far as to say when a budget must be adopted 
by the school boards on June 30th, why can we not start 
penalizing the board and the teachers July 1st because there 
are not any serious negotiations that go on until the last seven 
or ten days before school is to start. 

Lastly, Mr. President, what effect will the reduced school 
year have on accreditation'? What about the competition for 
admission to higher education, especially since our north
eastern States and mid-Atlantic States all hold to a 180-day 
minimum'? What effect will the amendments have on the U.S. 
Supreme Court ruling in Armstrong v. Kline'? How will these 
amendments affect good faith bargaining'? Most importantly, 
how will it affect the children'? 

Mr. President, I ask for a "no" vote on these amendments. 
Senator SNYDER. Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendments of the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
Fisher. I think the argument is sometimes advanced that the 
pupils would suffer by reason of having less than 180 days of 
education. I think there is no magic in that number and I 
think this might be a fitting time to say we are very much 
preoccupied with the quantity of education where we should 
be concerned with the quality of it. The standard achievement 
test scores are still going down. When we are told there are a 
large number of illiterate graduates, when we are told many 
who get into graduate school cannot compose a letter in read
able and lucid English, and when Secretary Califano writes a 
report we had read which said eighteen per cent of the time in 
school is spent in scholastic activity, and it raises the question 
what the other eighty-two per cent of the time is spent for. 

Mr. President. I think this 180-day issue is strictly a red 
herring in the sense that what cannot be learned in 172 days or 
168 days, certainly will not be learned in the additional days 
added at the end of the year to make it 180. I do hope this 
Body addresses itself to the more fundamental questions 
involved in education and that we pass the amendments of the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Fisher. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr President, I could not more 
heartily agree with anyone than I would with the gentleman 
from Schuylkill, Senator Rhoades, in his opposition to these 
amendments. I think the gentleman has said it all. For those 
who would harbor the thought that by reducing the 180 days 
they are going to bring the teachers in the sense of labor and 
management together, I think are just being naive about the 
problem. 

Mr. President,. I am sure in the negotiating process and that 
which takes stem to bring about a settlement of any labor 
dispute, the matter of lost time and remuneration for that 
time will be a viable consideration in the result of that dispute. 
It is cosmetic to the problem. 

Mr. President, extensive hearings were held last year on a 
bill that did not pass successfully. It is cosmetic to the 
problem to the extent it does not address itself to the real 
issues such as- fact finding or arbitration or matters of that 
kind that we all may individually differ with, but the resolve 
of the teacher-school board dispute is not by penalizing the 
youngsters who may need accreditation in their determination 
of their future. To suggest 180 days is a minimal time for the 
education process is a reasonable one. To abridge that is to 
take it out on the wrong people or the wrong class of people. 

Mr. President, I suggest these amendments are ill-conceived 
and only can add fuel to the fire of labor dispute as it does not 
direct itself to the issue of the nucleus of the problem and 
offers no resolution thereto. 
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Mr. President, I would join the gentleman from Schuylkill, 
Senator Rhoades, in his opposition. I think the gentleman has 
articulated the position perfectly. The gentleman speaks from 
experience and he speaks from a point of view that is realistic. 
Mr. President, I would ask everyone to vote against these 
amendments. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator FISHER and 
were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-12 

Early Hager Manbeck Snyder 
Fisher Howard O'Connell Street 
Greenleaf Kusse Pecora Tilghman 

NAYS-34 

Andrezeski Jubelirer Murray Shaffer 
Bell Kelley O'Pake Singe! 
Bodack Lewis Price Smith 
Corman Lincoln Reibman Stapleton 
Gekas Lloyd Rhoades Stauffer 
Helfrick Loeper Romanelli Stout 
Hess Mellow Ross Wilt 
Holl Messinger Scanlon Zemprelli 
Hopper Moore 

Less than a majority of the Senators having voted "aye," 
the question was determined in the negative. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 

AMENDMENTS OFFERED 

Senator WILT, by unanimous consent, offered the 
following amendments: 

Amend Title, page 1, line 6, by removing the period after 
"indebtedness" and inserting: , providing for professional 
employes when programs or classes are transferred. 

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 11 and 12: 
Section 2. The act is amended by adding a section to read: 
Section 1113. Transferred Programs and Classes.

(a) When a program or class is transferred from one or more 
school entities to another school entity or entities, professional 
employes who are suspended as a result of the transfer and who 
are properly certificated shall be offered employment in the 
program or class by the receiving entity or entities as long as there 
is no suspended professional employe in the receiving entity who 
is properly certificated to fill the position which occurs as a result 
of the transfer. 

b Transferred rofessional em lo es shall be credited the 
receiving entity for their sick leave accum ing 
entity and also for their years of service in the sending entity, the 
latter for purposes of sabbatical leave eligibility and placement in 
the salary schedule only. Such employes shall begin to accrue 
seniority in the receiving entity as of the effective date of their 
transfer. 

(c) Nothing contained in this section shall be construed to 
su ersede or reem rovisions of a collective bar ainin 
a eemcnt ne otiated a school entit and an exclusive re re-
sentative of the em l ccordance with the act of Jul 23, 
1970 P.L.563, No.19 nown as the "Public Em lo e Rela-
tions Act." 

(d) As used in this section, the term "school entity" shall 
mean a school district, intermediate unit or area vocational-tech
nical school. 

Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 12, by striking out "2" and 
inserting: 3 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I desire to inter
rogate the gentleman from Mercer, Senator Wilt. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Mercer, 
Senator Wilt, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator WILT. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, the amendments the 

gentleman proposes for 'bur adoption, have they ever been 
delivered to the Democratic caucus for consideration? 

Senator WILT. Mr. President, it was my understanding a 
copy in the form of a rough draft with handwritten correc
tions had been delivered. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, when was that copy 
delivered? 

Senator WILT. Earlier in the day, Mr. President. I did not 
do it personally so I cannot attest to them being delivered, but 
it was my understanding from staff they had been delivered. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, in the form of a 
statement rather than an interrogatory, nobody in my caucus 
knows of these amendments. Mr. President, because of that 
consideration and because of the concern of my caucus in the 
past about amendments having been proposed that have not 
been delivered to caucus for consideration, I am requesting 
the amendments be voted against in spite of their merits 
simply because we are not able to evaluate their merits. There 
has to be some procedure, Mr. President, for the Democratic 
caucus to pass upon amendments prior to their being offered 
on the floor, otherwise the caucus has adopted a rule of voting 
against amendments. I am asking the Democratic caucus to so 
respond if the gentleman insists upon presenting his amend
ments at this time. 

Senator WILT. Mr. President, I do not insist upon it being 
offered at this time. We can either go over them or pass over 
them temporarily. It is not my intention to offer the amend
ments if the Democratic caucus has not had the opportunity 
to review them. If we can go over them at this time, I will 
resubmit them tomorrow when we reconsider the bill. 

AMENDMENTS WITHDRAWN 

The PRESIDENT. ls the gentleman withdrawing his 
amendments for the time being? 

Senator WILT. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman withdraws his amend

ments. 
Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I request House Bill 

No. 33, Printer's No. 1160, go over in its order. 
The PRESIDENT. Without objection, House Bill No. 33 

will go over in its order. 

GUESTS OF SENATOR MARK S. SINGEL 
PRESENTED TO SENATE 

Senator SINGEL. Mr. President, it gives me extreme and 
great pleasure to introduce in the gallery two of my strongest 
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supporters and my favorite constituents, my wife Jackie 
Singel, and my sister, Amy Singel. I would ask the Senate to 
give them its customary warm welcome. 

The PRESIDENT. Would Jackie and Amy please rise so 
the Senate may give you its traditional warm welcome? 

(Applause.) 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILL OVER IN ORDER TEMPORARILY 
ON FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 569 Pr. No. 1113) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I rise in opposition 
to Senate Bill No. 569 in its new printer's number. 

Even though I supported the amendments that were 
proposed and recognized as the Lewis amendments with 
others, I still think, Mr. President, the concept of Senate Bill 
No. 569 is one that is offensive and otherwise bad. To suggest 
the awesome power that would be given to dispose of 
Commonwealth real estate under the procedure that would be 
set forth in Senate Bill No. 569 is to turn the fiscal affairs of 
this State over to an autonomy. To suggest the awesome 
power of the selection of those parcels of real estate that 
would be the subject matter of indiscriminate sale smacks of 
scandal and plants the seeds for possible scandal. 

Mr. President, to suggest that Senate Bill No. 569 would 
allow for these concepts because of the expediency of solving 
a present budget program is also totally offensive. But 
directing my attention, Mr. President, to the last principle 
that this bill will in fact produce revenues is a sham upon this 
Commonwealth because it will not during this fiscal period 
that would end July I, 1982, produce the kinds of revenues 
this Commonwealth can depend upon in solving its fiscal 
problems for that same fiscal period. 

Mr. President, it is impossible to generate monies for this 
fiscal period under the procedures that have been prescribed 
under Senate Bill No. 569 to the extent that the front office 
and the Budget Secretary would have us believe are available 
for solving the budget. For those who would grasp at this 
particular procedure at this time for an immediate problem 
are those who are blind to the concept that we are fostering in 
the overall effect it will have upon the Commonwealth in the 
years to come. 

Mr. President, I do not know of any more important bill 
that we can be considering than this bill as to its implications 
if enacted. I do not know that the people of this Common
wealth will not be outraged at what happens hereafter through 
the device that we will have established by the legislative 
procedure. 

Mr. President, it disturbs me to no end for us to continue to 
abdicate those things that were determined to be sacrosanct in 
the legislative process and legislative review. Is it not inter
esting that the gentleman from Lycoming, Senator Hager, 
and myself as leaders of these delegations suggested there 
should be additional legislative review in certain areas, but in 
this area we would take away that kind of protection from the 
most important concepts of government in its ownership of 
property. I am proud of the property that the State of Penn
sylvania owns. I am proud of its forest lands. I am proud of 
the procedures we have used in our reorganization plans in 
order to dispose of real estate, simply because there was a 
handle on the situation. There was a handle in the form of 
legislative approval in the sense of not absenteeism, not the 
failure to act upon a measure or not an offer being made by 
somebody in the front office who may be conspiring, and that 
is not to suggest that the present Governor would, but down 
the road somebody that may wait for the Legislative Session 
to become in recess in order to make a sale that could not be 
checked through the legislative process. 

Mr. President, in an age when people are demanding 
honesty in government, there is a responsibility als'.> to see 
that the seeds of implication of dishonesty are removed. This 
is a step in the wrong direction. I ask the whole Senate to vote 
against this particular measure. 

SENATOR JUBELIRER TO VOTE 
FOR SENATOR TILGHMAN 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, Senator Tilghman 
has gone to Representative Manderino's office. I would ask 
for a legislative leave at this time for him. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair hears no objection and the 
leave is granted. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I am somewhat 
shocked and the credibility of the Minority Leader has been 
somewhat tested by me on his remarks against Senate Bill No. 
569. The gentleman calls it a power play, a scandal and 
possible scandal, seeds of dishonesty. I think there is some
thing wrong there because, in effect, it has to come down on 
us, all fifty of us here, and the 203 Members of the General 
Assembly, if that were ever to come to pass. 

Mr. President, this bill has been amended. It has provided 
every safeguard. The gentleman from Bucks, Senator Lewis, 
drafted the amendments I offered today to provide further 
safeguards. It would be legislative review in its clearest sense if 
we were to pass this bill. 

Mr. President, nothing can be sold without an affirmative 
action of this General Assembly assuming that at least five 
Members of the Senate or twenty-five Members of the House 
would petition to have the piece of ground or the surplus land 
placed on the Senate Calendar and it would have to be voted 
upon. It would only be if we did not do our legislative duty 
and react to responsibility, awesome as it may be, that there 
could be any such scandal. There is considerable surplusage 
the Commonwealth has. I think it is a responsible way to 
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handle things. To allude to the fact there would be some 
dishonesty, some scandal, some shame about such a piece of 
legislation I think is overreaction to a bill in its worse sense, 
Mr. President. I believe we have taken every responsible step 
here. The amendments I offered last week, the amendments 
the gentleman from Bucks, Senator Lewis, has drafted that I 
offered today, clearly provide every possible safeguard. The 
only way the so-called seeds of dishonesty could ever grow 
would be if this General Assembly refused to act and was irre
sponsible. I do not think that is ever going to happen. 

Mr. President, I believe Senate Bill No. 569 is responsible. I 
believe the bill is needed and I hope we would have a positive 
vote. 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, it is really interesting to be 
following two great orators who have used the best of their 
oratorical abilities to try to affect the vote of the Senate. 
Before the gentlemen spoke I was reading the bill, now that it 
is in heavy print and we can read it, and I am rather startled of 
something I found in the bill I did not see, although it was 
there before. 

The plan can only be rejected by both houses of the General 
Assembly. Normally we have the burden of those who want 
something done to convince both houses to pass something. 
This puts the shoe on the other foot. If the Senate said there is 
something rotten in Denmark in this bill and the House sits 
back on their rear hindquarters, it goes into effect. When I 
read this, and it was not because of the oratory, the bill lost 
me and I cannot vote for it. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I address myself to 
what I consider to be, as what the gentleman from Delaware, 
Senator Bell, has said. It is conceivable that the reorganiza
tion plan per se, on the selection by the Governor or the front 
office could, in fact, become effective during the period of 
time that we are in recess. We do not even have to be present 
here. It requires affirmative action on the part of the Senate to 
reject it, which is tantamount to saying acts of omission can 
result in consent. 

Mr. President, more important than that, and I have not on 
many occasions quoted the gentleman, although I respect the 
fact that he shares his views and the gentleman is highly intel
ligent. That is the concept that was expressed by the 
gentleman from Bucks, Senator Howard, at a public meeting 
when he said, "To finance government in this manner, 
through the sale of this real estate, results in voodoo 
economics." Precisely, I think those are two very selective 
words that spell the situation out and that is the reason for 
this legislation. I think we will live the day to rue this action by 
the Senate if we were to pass this monstrous piece of legisla
tion that allows for the disposition of State lands. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, may we be at ease for 
a moment? 

The PRESIDENT. The Senate will be at ease. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 

REQUEST FOR BILL OVER 
IN ORDER TEMPORARILY 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, it is most 
embarrassing and regrettable that I ask that we go over this 

bill temporarily. It appears the amendments that were drafted 
were drafted incorrectly. They will have to be redrafted and 
offered again. So at this time, Mr. President, I would ask that 
the bill go over temporarily. 

The PRESIDENT. Is there an objection to the request? 
Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I would only ask 

that my remarks be perpetuated for the record and addressed 
again tomorrow without recanting them. 

The PRESIDENT. Without objection, Senate Bill No. 569 
will go over in its order temporarily. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR 'RESUMED 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION AMENDED 

HB 229 (Pr. No. 1778)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator LEWIS, by unanimous consent, offered the 

following amendments: 

Amend Sec. 6, page 6, line 8, by inserting after "To": establish 
and 

Amend Sec. 6, page 6, line 8, by removing the period after 
"soundness" and inserting: for every public employee retirement 
plan. 

Amend Bill, page 9, by inserting between lines 29 and 30: 
Section 9. Reports to be public information. 

(a) Public inspection of certain reports.-AII reports and 
analyses compiled by or filed with the commission shall be public 
records and shall be available for public inspection at the offices 
of the commission during the usual business hours of the commis
sion. 

(b) Publications of commission.-Within the limits of its 
financial resources, the commission shall publish at least every 
two years a compilation of data derived from reports submitted 
to the commission under the provisions of the act of December 6, 
1972 (P.L.1383, No.293), entitled "An act requiring municipal 
pension systems to have an actuarial investigation of the fund 
made by an actuary who shall report his findings to the Depart
ment of Community Affairs.•' 

Amend Sec. 9, page 9, line 30, by striking out "9" and 
inserting: 10 

Amend Sec. 10, page 10, line 4, by striking out "10" and 
inserting: 11 

Amend Sec. 11, page 10, line 17, by striking out "11" and 
inserting: 12 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I do not mean to 
capitalize at this late hour on some of the turkeys that are on 
this Calendar but this is another turkey. I think the General 
Assembly should appreciate what this bill does because ... 

The PRESIDENT. Is the gentleman referring to Senator 
Lewis' amendments? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. No, Mr. President, I would not say 
that about those amendments. 

The PRESIDENT. The amendments are the business 
before us at this time. 
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And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 
They were agreed to. 
Without objection, the bill, as amended, was passed over in 

its order at the request of Senator LEWIS. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 323 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 384 (Pr. No. 988) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-43 

Andrezeski Holl Messinger Shaffer 
Bell Hopper Moore Sin gel 
Bodack Howard Murray Smith 
Corman Jubelirer O'Connell Snyder 
Early Kelley O'Pake Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Pecora Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Price Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Reibman Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Zemprelli 
Hess Mellow Scanlon 

NAYS-3 

Kusse Rhoades Wilt 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 387 (Pr. No. 1076) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe I 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

BILL RECOMMITIED 

HB 497 (Pr. No. 750)- Considered the third time, 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I move that House 
Bill No. 497, Printer's No. 750, be recommitted to the 
Committee on State Government. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

Senator LLOYD. Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
motion to recommit House Bill No. 497. I would ask all of the 
Members to join me in opposing that motion, in that this is a 
needed and legitimate piece of legislation. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I would call atten
tion to my colleagues and friends on the other side of the aisle 
that in a media report of April 21st-

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Blair, Senator 
Jubelirer, will state it. 

Senator JUBELIRER. I believe, Mr. President, that the 
motion is not debatable. 

The PRESIDENT. On the gentleman's point of order, 
according to the Rules, the motion to commit or recommit to 
committee is debatable as to the propriety of the reference, 
but the main question is not open to debate, so the gentleman 
will confine his remarks to the propriety of the reference. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I wish to assure the 
gentleman from Blair, Senator Jubelirer, that my remarks will 
be cogent. They are to suggest that in opposition to the 
motion to reconsider that my friends and colleagues from the 
other side of the aisle were so pressed to indicate the absolute 
need for early passage of this legislation that they, in a release 
issued in April 1981, said, in 1976, the General Assembly 
enacted the postcard registration law. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Blair, Senator 
Jubelirer, will state it. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I believe the 
gentleman is debating the merits of the bill and not the motion 
to recommit. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair agrees with the gentleman 
from Blair County. The gentleman from Allegheny will 
confine his remarks to the propriety of the reference and not 
to the substance of the bill itself. 
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POINT OF INFORMATION 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
information. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
Zemprelli, will state it. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, what language did 
the Minority Leader use in which he debated the issue? I have 
not even laid the premise for the argument as to why it should 
not be recommitted. 

The PRESIDENT. Would the gentleman restate the point 
he just made? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, the only thing I said 
so far and certainly could not be considered as debate in any 
form, was in 1976 the General Assembly enacted the postcard 
registration law. Mr. President, that is a statement, it is not an 
argument. I may get out of order somewhere down the line, 
but I do not believe so. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will confine his remarks 
to the propriety of the reference not to the subject of the bill 
itself. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
recommital for the reason I believe my friends and colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle pointed out the absolute need for 
the passage of this legislation immediately. In 1976 this legis
lation was so urgent and so needed, Mr. President-

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Blair, Senator 
J ubelirer, will state it. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Is this not, Mr. President, discussing 
the need for passage of the bill? Does that not really go to the 
merits of the bill itself'? I again suggest the gentleman is out of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair finds the gentleman from 
Allegheny County in order. He is referring to the necessity for 
the bill to be passed. He has not yet begun to debate the 
substance of the bill itself. The urgency of its being passed is 
germane to the question of its being recommitted. The 
gentleman may proceed. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. ·Mr. President, the urgency and the 
argument against recommitment is based upon the critical 
need to have legislation which allows for postcard registration 
to change a political party. That is why House Bill No. 497 
should not be recommitted. To state it in another way, not 
only do I believe this, but the Republican Administration 
believes this because in their news media article of April 1977, 
they so stated in a direct issue to all the people of the 
Commonwealth that the time has come for a change of polit
ical party registration via the postcard registration. I agree 
with them. The time is now. The bill should not be recom
mitted. It should be acted upon immediately. 

I request a roll call vote, Mr. President. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 
Zemprelli, will state it. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, from the first two 
votes that have been cast so far, if my reasonable thinking is 
correct, I would suggest the Chair might advise the Body as to 
what is before us and what an affirmative vote does and what 
a negative vote does. 

The PRESIDENT. The motion before the Senate is the 
motion to recommit House Bill No. 497 to the Committee on 
State Government. Those voting "aye" vote in favor of 
recommitting the bill; those voting in the negative vote not to 
recommit the bill. 

Senator ANDREZESKI. Mr. President, I would like to 
change my vote from "aye" to "no." 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 
Senator BELL. Mr. President, I would like to change my 

vote from "no" to "aye." 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator JUBELIRER 
and Senator ZEMPRELLI and. were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-26 

Bell Hess Manbeck Shaffer 
Corman Holl Moore Snyder 
Fisher Hopper O'Connell Stauffer 
Gekas Howard Pecora Street 
Greenleaf Jubelirer Price Tilghman 
Hager Kusse Rhoades Wilt 
Helfrick Loeper 

NAYS-20 

Andrezeski Lincoln O'Pake Singe) 
Bodack Lloyd Reibman Smith 
Early Mellow Romanelli Stapleton 
Kelley Messinger Ross Stout 
Lewis Murray Scanlon Zemprelli 

A majority of the Senators having voted "aye," the ques
tion was determined in the affirmative. 

The PRESIDENT. House Bill No. 497 is recommitted to 
the Committee on State Government. 

HOUSE MESSAGE 

HOUSE NONCONCURS IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 
TO HOUSE BILL 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives being intro
duced, informed the Senate that the House has nonconcurred 
in amendments made by the Senate-to HB ll90. 

The PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the Calendar. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR 

BILL WHICH HOUSE HAS NONCURRED 
IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

SENATE INSISTS UPON ITS AMENDMENTS 
NONCONCURRED IN BY THE HOUSE TO HB 1290 

HB 1290 (Pr. No. 1988) - Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. 
President, I move that the Senate do insist upon its amend

ments to House Bill No. 1290, and that a Committee of 
Conference on the part of the Senate be appointed. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Ordered, That the Clerk inform the House of Representa

tives accordingly. 

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
APPOINTED ON HB 1290 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair announces, on behalf of the 
President pro tempore, the appointment of Senators 
TILGHMAN, STAUFFER and LEWIS as a Committee of 
Conference on the part of the Senate to confer with a similar 
committee of the House (if the House shall appoint such 
committee) to consider the difference existing between the two 
houses in relation to House Bill No. 1290. 

Ordered, That the Clerk inform the House of Representa
tives accordingly. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 624 (Pr. No. 641) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe! 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR 

SB 569 CALLED UP 

SB 569 (Pr. No. 1113) - Without objection, the bill which 
previously went over in its order temporarily on final passage, 
was called up, from page I of the Third Consideration 
Calendar, by Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 569 (Pr. No. 1113) - And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator LEWIS. Mr. President, I rise for the very brief 
purpose of attempting to clarify the question raised a few 
minutes ago by the gentleman from Delaware, Senator Bell, 
for two reasons. One, because in and of itself it raises a ques
tion about the propriety of the amendments that were just 

adopted by this Senate a little bit earlier this evening and, 
secondly, because of the very serious question raised about 
whether a plan or a portion of a plan can be disapproved by 
one Body of this General Assembly. 

Mr. President, in reviewing the bill as it now stands as well 
as the bill in its prior printer's number, there is just absolutely 
no questiqn in my mind whatsoever nor with those with whom 
I have spoken about the fact nothing has changed in the 
amended version, the new printer's version of the bill as it 
previously appeared. That includes the fact that this Senate 
acting alone can reject all or any portion of a plan and it will 
stand rejected if that occurs and not require a concurrent 
rejection by the House. 

I might start by pointing, for those who have the prior 
printer's number, No. 1090, to page 6 of that bill. They will 
see the absolutely identical language to that which appears 
now on page 7 with the exception of the addition on the new 
printer's number on page 7 of the language in lines 4 through 

I 0, that happens to be the new amendatory language just 
added an hour or so ago. I suspect the concern of the 
gentleman from Delaware, Senator Bell, arises because of the 
language in that section which talks about the General 
Assembly disapproving a plan in whole or in part and then a 

department submitting to the Governor an amended plan. 
Before that language can be understood, it has to be read in 
the context of the entire paragraph in which it appears, a 
paragraph which I again repeat appears in the identical 
language as it did in the prior bill, a bill which the gentleman 
from Delaware, Senator Bell, happened to vote in favor of 
just last week. The critical portion of the language there is 
that which says that, " ... either house of the General 
Assembly may reject a plan for the disposition of a specific 
parcel while approving the balance of the surplus property 
disposition plan." It is only then some ten sentences later 
when the language about the General Assembly disapproval 
leading to the submission of an amended plan is to be found. 

It is very clear that subsequent language deals with the process 
by which an amended plan can be transmitted to the General 
Assembly and not to the initial power or authority which rests 
in either house specifically by the language that is included in 
this bill to accept or reject any particular plan. 
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Mr. President, I think it is very important for all of the 
Members to understand that and to understand the amend
ments that were added did not in any way, shape or form 
change that prior language but merely added the guarantee 
that upon petition of any reasonable number of Members of 
either house, that a plan that had been submitted would then 
have to be brought forward for a vote. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate 
the gentleman from Blair, Senator Jubelirer. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Blair, Senator 
Jubelirer, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator JUBELIRER. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman 

explain to me, with the adoption of this proposal, what would 
happen to State properties such as our State general hospitals 
that we have or our State mental hospitals such as we had with 
the closing of the Retreat State Hospital. ls this the manner in 
which the Governor, through submission of a plan, could call 
for the closing of any State general hospital or any State 
facility? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, it is not excluded by 
Senate Bill No. 569. The protection in the bill is it would have 
to come before the General Assembly and lay on the Calendar 
for thirty days. Did the gentleman say the sale of land or the 
closing of hospitals? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I am not talking about 
the closing of a hospital. I am talking about the sale of a 
hospital. Mr. President, we can accomplish the closing of a 
hospital by selling the hospital and declaring it to be surplus. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, we could sell the real 
estate one of two ways, but not without the amendments that 
were added today by the gentleman from Bucks, Senator 
Lewis, and myself, wherein any five Members of the General 
Assembly could ask for an affirmative vote. 

Mr. President, in the amendments added today any five 
Members of the Senate or twenty-five Members of the House 
could petition to have it positively approved by either Body or 
if that was not done, either Body still has the veto power over 
it. It is my understanding we would have to approve it today 
as well. The real estate, at least theoretically, could be sold 
because it is not an exclusion, but with those safeguards 
clearly built into the bill. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, then what the 
gentleman is telling us is it is his understanding with the adop
tion of Senate Bill No. 569, it would be a mechanism by which 
the Administration could go ahead and declare a number of 
our State hospitals, whether they be general or mental hospi
tals, surplus and basically sell those hospitals? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I do not think it is 
any different than it is today. I think perhaps they do not have 
to use that language. If we are using the word "mechanism," 
I think there are probably more protections built in against 
that than there are today. I think the protections we put in the 
amendments today and the amendments last week, protect 
that particular situation. If the gentleman is asking me if it is 
possible if the General Assembly would approve it or not veto 
it, the answer is yes. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman tell 
me what would happen if there were State buildings where 
there are outstanding bond obligations against those partic
ular buildings that were declared surplus? Can the gentleman 
tell me how that particular situation should be handled under 
this proposal? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I am hoping I am 
answering the gentleman as best I can. I am sure I am doing 
the best I can. I hope I am as clear as I can be in the sense that 
there is no reason why that still could not theoretically with 
the protections therein be sold and the proceeds be utilized, go 
into the redeeming of those bonds into the Capital Redemp
tion Fund. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, it has been brought to 
my attention by a great number of people that much of the 
land owned by the Commonwealth is extremely rich in 
minerals. A lot of the lands owned by the Commonwealth-I 
guess State game land is eliminated from this proposal, but 
land where many of our State hospitals are located-are very 
rich in coal reserves and gas reserves. Is there any protection 
in this piece of legislation, Mr. President, that would guar
antee the Commonwealth would receive a substantial amount 
of money or would receive any royalties based on either the 
mining of coal or the drilling of gas? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, the protection is 
again within the General Assembly itself which still has the 
protection in my opinion. I certainly do not believe we would 
be going to sell off mineral lands and mineral rights if we 
wanted to without the appropriate price. I would think there 
would be the proper appraisals and every other protection 
that could be given to such a sale. Again, we have to look to 
this Senate for those protections. We have built those protec
tions in this legislation. I think there is far more protection 
than frankly might be there right now. 

Mr. President, I look at Senate Bill No. 569 as something 
that has, I think, guaranteed the people more of a protection 
than just letting the Executive Branch of government, perhaps 
through the Attorney General or the Counsel General or the 
General Services Division enter into an agreement on its own. 
I think this Body has become the oversight Body in order to 
protect the rights of those whom we represent, the twelve 
million people who make up the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman 
explain to me or show me what part in this bill would protect 
our people and guarantee that the Commonwealth would 
receive their just amount of money that would be due to them 
with regard to royalties on mineral rights? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, note page 8, lines 13 
through 16, " ... sale that declared surplus property shall be to 
the higher bidder provided no offer may be accepted which is 
below the fair market value, established through independent 
appraisal." I think that language is a clear protection to the 
people and I would think it would be a violation of this act, 
and probably others, if there was some violation of this. The 
appraisal has to include all items of value. 
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Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, would the gentleman 
repeat himself. I did not hear the last statement. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, the appraisal would 
have to include all items of value. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I am opposed to Senate 
Bill No. 569 for a number of reasons. I think the most impor
tant reason that I would like to at least explain to the 
Members of the Body, Mr. President, is the fact it has been 
pointed out to me on numerous occasions not only this year 
but going back for many years, that there is a tremendous 
amount of value in some of the land owned by the Common
wealth. I have had a great number of people approach me at 
different times of the year and ask me if there is not some
thing we could do to have various lands owned by the 
Commonwealth put out on some kind of a bid where they 
might be able to go in and either mine the particular land for 
the coal that is there or possibly drill the land for the gas 
reserves that are located there. I think, Mr. President, if we go 
ahead and we basically give up this land at some type of a 
public sale based on the market value of the land, I think it is 
an injustice what we are doing to the people of the Common
wealth. I would submit to the gentleman, Mr. President, we 
would better serve the wishes of our constituents if we would 
go ahead and lease this particular land to companies that 
might be able to mine the land or might be able to drill for the 
gas reserves and let the Commonwealth enjoy the royalties 
that could be received from the mining of this particular coal 
or the drilling of gas. 

Mr. President, I would ask for a negative vote. 
Senator BELL. Mr. President, earlier the gentleman from 

Bucks, Senator Lewis, made reference to the fact that I had 
voted for the precise language I was now objecting to. If the 
gentleman had been paying attention, he would have heard 
me say this same language was contained in the previous bill, 
but after it appeared in larger print so I could see the thing, I 
could see what was wrong with it and my vote on the previous 
occasion, like a lot of other people in here, was wrong then, 
and if I voted "yes" for this bill, it would be wrong again. 

Mr. President, I was elected a Member of the Pennsylvania 
Senate. I am solid in my belief when a plan with a magnitude 
such as this hits the Legislature, it should be rejected if it fails 
to have the approval of either house. The way this bill is 
written, it takes the disapproval of both houses. I can read 
this bill as well as anybody else. I am not going to be conned 
into what is found up on line 1 on page 7. That only deals 
when we reject a portion of a plan. The entire plan as found 
later on line 11, requires disapproval by the General 
Assembly. I may be very young and very naive, but "General 
Assembly" means two houses, not either house. 

If we in the Senate find there is something wrong in this 
major plan that comes over and we reject it and then the 
House gets conned into going along with it, the deal still goes 
through. 

Senator MESSINGER. Mr. President, it is not too often I 
agree with the gentleman from Delaware, Senator Bell, on 
something like this, but I do agree with him on that part. In 
addition, page 7, paragraph 2 gives me a great deal of 

concern, because I remember on other occasions when we 
used the same language and were criticized pretty roundly 
because it says, "If no action is taken on the plan within 20 
calendar days after submission of the plan to the General 
Assembly, any five Members of the Senate or 25 Members of 
the House may petition ... " and so on. The important thing is 
twenty calendar days, not legislative days. If the Leadership in 
both houses and the Governor happen to be of the same party 
and they make an agreement that they are going to get rid of 
some property, all they have to do is get a motion to recess for 
more than twenty calendar days after the submission of the 
plan or twenty-five days, whatever it may be, nothing happens 
on it and the plan is accepted. That is dangerous. 

Senator MOORE. Mr. President, I have a different inter
pretation than some of the speakers who have objected to the 
new language contained in the bill. I have to refer the 
Members to page 7 again. On page 1 the provision is very clear 
that either house of the General Assembly may reject a plan. 
Later on on the same page, in paragraph 3, the ianguage 
refers back to that action, the action of either house, either 
Body, rejecting a plan. Paragraph 3 merely says if the General 
Assembly having disapproved that plan, the department may 
submit to the Governor for transmittal to us an amended 
plan. That can only take place after one of the two Bodies has 
rejected the plan. Paragraph 3 refers to the language which 
clearly states that we have the power in either Body to reject 
the plan. 

Senator STAUFFER. Mr. President, the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Senator Messinger, has raised an issue which I think 
should be responded to because he does have a 
misunderstanding of one provision of this legislation. There is 
no way the General Assembly can go out of session and avoid 
facing up to one of these plans. The conditions under which 
the General Assembly would consider a plan are the same as 
the Reorganization Act of 1955. In fact, that same language is 
introduced in this legislation and I would submit to the 
gentleman from Lehigh, Senator Messinger, and the other 
Members of the Senate that the Reorganization Act specifi
cally provides if the General Assembly goes out of session for 
ten or more days, the counting of days on that reorganization 
plan stops and does not begin again until the General 
Assembly returns to session. So there is no possibility we 
could escape the opportunity to deal with a plan because we 
are out of session. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, I suppose on the face of 
it because there is such a difference of opinion and inter
pretation between the gentleman from Delaware and the 
gentleman from Bucks, that ought to be reason enough for us 
to take a little slower cognizance of what we are attempting to 
do. It is a new program and the concept I believe is very good. 
I am very dissatisfied with the content of both printer's 
numbers we have had in this matter so far because I do not 
think we are doing our homework and I think we are rushing 
to satisfy a fiscal goal with a substantive piece of legislation 
that is going to be in the books of the Commonwealth for a 
long, long time. Those Members with whom I have spoken 
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seem to agree with the concept and the goal and the purpose 
of this act and this bill. Therefore, I think it behooves us to do 
it and do it well so it will be everlasting and in good substance. 
Therefore, Mr. President, I move to recommit Senate Bill No. 
569 to the Committee on State Government for further study 
and that they can report back and have a bill that would meet 
the standards which I think we could all embrace when we 
return from the summer recess. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I would oppose the 
motion of the gentleman from Westmoreland, Senator Kelley, 
and ask all Members of the Senate be given the opportunity to 
vote on the merits of the bill. This bill has been amended time 
and again. I think there is at least five or six amendments that 
have gone in. It has been debated extensively. We have had 
this bill for several weeks. It came out of a committee which 
acted on it with diligence and propriety. I think the matter 
now comes before us to accept or reject the merits of this bill, 
listening to the debate, reading the bill and taking into consid
eration the ramifications of the $15 million hole we will have 
in the budget if we do not pass this kind of legislation. 

Mr. President, I hope the Members will vote against recom
mittal. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I desire to inter
rogate the gentleman from Blair, Senator Jubelirer. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from Blair, Senator 
Jubelirer permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator JUBELIRER. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, is it true we are 

considering this bill now because of the fact it will produce, or 
we believe it will produce, $15 million for revenues in connec
tion with the current budget? 

Senator JUBELIRER. I would be glad to answer the 
gentleman's question, Mr. President, but I think I would just 
like to raise a point of order. I think the gentleman is on the 
merits of the bill at this point. We are on recommittal. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I am on the issue of 
recommittal. 

The PRESIDENT. Is the gentleman's question in regard to 
the timing of the recommittal? 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman may proceed with his 

questioning. 
Senator JUBELIRER. That is only part of it, Mr. Presi

dent. I think there is no question the money goes for capital 
expenditures and it will hopefully free up money in the 
General Fund. However, that is only part of it. We think the 
issue of surplusage should be given to the Commonwealth to 
deal with. There should be a means by which it deals with its 
surplus land and this provides the best mechanism with which 
it can act and with all the protections this Body has seen fit to 
put in. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, with respect to the 
urgency of the situation, if this bill is passed, will it reflect in 
the revenue estimates projected by the Budget Secretary? 
Again, Mr. President, going to the urgency of the bill. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Yes, Mr. President. 
Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, will the gentleman 

explain to me and the others in this Chamber how it would be 
possible for anybody to certify revenue estimates when in fact 
any sale would have to be based upon the approval of the 
General Assembly? 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I believe that is for 
the Secretary of Revenue and the Budget Secretary to answer. 
I cannot be specific with him. They are the experts in this area 
and he may want to question them at some future time. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, again going to the 
urgency of the situation, does the gentleman know of any way 
it is conceivable to certify estimates on revenues that have to 
be approved by the General Assembly before those revenues 
become available? 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman from Blair, Senator 
Jubelirer, will state it. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I believe the 
gentleman is clearly into the merits of the bill. 

Mr. President, I think you are reading the Rule on page 9, 
paragraph 5, and I believe the Rule speaks for itself. 

The PRESIDENT. The Senate will be at ease. Will the 
Majority Leader and Minority Leader approach the rostrum? 

(The Senate was at ease.) 
The PRESIDENT. On the gentleman's point of order, the 

Chair rules the line of questioning by the gentleman from 
Allegheny is not germane to the question before the Senate 
and it is, therefore, out of order. 

On the motion to recommit, those voting "aye," vote in 
favor to recommit the bill. Those voting in the negative, vote 
not to recommit the bill. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 

The yeas and nays were required by Senator KELLEY and 
were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-14 

Andrezeski Messinger Ross Stapleton 
Boda ck Murray Singe! Stout 
Kelley O'Pake Smith Zemprelli 
Me1low Reibman 

NAYS-31 

Bell Hess Loeper Scanlon 
Corman Holl Manbeck Shaffer 
Early Hopper Moore Snyder 
Fisher Howard O'Connell Stauffer 
Gekas Jubelirer Pecora Street 
Greenleaf Kusse Price Tilghman 
Hager Lewis Rhoades Wilt 
Helfrick Lloyd Romanelli 

Less than a majority of the Senators having voted "aye," 
the question was determined in the negative. 

And the question recurring, 
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Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-28 

Corman Hopper Moore Singe I 
Fisher Howard O'Connell Snyder 
Gekas Jubelirer Price Stapleton 
Greenleaf Lewis Rhoades Stauffer 
Hager Lloyd Romanelli Street 
Helfrkk Loeper Scanlon Tilghman 
Hess Manbeck Shaffer Wilt 

NAYS-18 

Andrezeski Kelley Murray Ross 
Bell Kusse O'Pake Smith 
Boda ck Lincoln Pecora Stout 
Early Mellow Reibman Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 638 (Pr. No. 1074) Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe I 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of 
Representatives with information that the Senate has passed 
the same without amendments. 

SB 653 (Pr. No. 671) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Sin gel 
Boda ck Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 678 (Pr. No. 705) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe I 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators havillg voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 679 (Pr. No. 706) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bilJ pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

Andrezeski 
Bell 
Bodack 
Corman 
Early 
Fisher 
Gekas 
Greenleaf 
Hager 

Hopper 
Howard 
Jubelirer 
Kelley 
Kusse 
Lewis 
Lincoln 
Lloyd 
Loeper 

YEAS-46 

Moore 
Murray 
O'Connell 
O'Pake 
Pecora 
Price 
Reibman 
Rhoades 
Romanelli 

Shaffer 
Singe I 
Smith 
Snyder 
Stapleton 
Stauffer 
Stout 
Street 
Tilghman 
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Helfrick 
Hess 
Holl 

Manbeck 
Mellow 
Messinger 

Ross 
Scanlon 

NAYS-0 

Wilt 
Zemprelli 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 749 (Pr. No. 789) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-36 

Corman Howard Mellow Shaffer 
Fisher Jubelirer Moore Singe! 
Gekas Kelley Murray Snyder 
Greenleaf Kusse O'Connell Stapleton 
Hager Lewis O'Pake Stauffer 
Helfrick Lincoln Pecora Stout 
Hess Lloyd Price Street 
Holl Loeper Rhoades Tilghman 
Hopper Manbeck Ross Wilt 

NAYS-10 

Andrezeski Early Romanelli Smith 
Bell Messinger Scanlon Zemprelli 
Bodack Reibman 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 758 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 775 (Pr. No. 1027) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe! 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 780 (Pr. No. 820) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Sing el 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

SB 781 (Pr. No. 1021) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe I 
Bodack Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 
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HB 793 (Pr. No. 1857) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 
required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-46 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bell Howard Murray Singe! 
Boda ck Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Corman Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Early Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Fisher Lewis Price Stauffer 
Gekas Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Greenleaf Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Hager Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Helfrick Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Hess Mellow Scanlon Zemprelli 
Holl Messinger 

NAYS-0 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk return said bill to the House of 
Representatives with information that the Senate has passed 
the same with amendments in which concurrence of the House 
is requested. 

SB 814 (Pr. No. 875) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I desire to interrogate 
the gentleman from York, Senator Hess. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman from York, Senator 
Hess, permit himself to be interrogated? 

Senator HESS. I will, Mr. President. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman 

from York, Senator Hess, tell us why the need for subpoena 
power for the Pennsylvania Higher Education Board and not 
to turn whatever questions they may have over to the elected 
Attorney General? 

Senator HESS. Mr. President, as the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow, is well aware, this Legislature 
agreed to an anti-fraud unit within PHEAA. In their invest
igation of some of the fraud cases that PHEAA anticipates, it 
is necessary to examine the original application and the signa
ture thereof in order to prosecute and to proceed with the 
investigation. All we are doing is adding to the powers that 
have already been granted to that unit this additional power. 
It is true some banks cooperate on their own, some banks 
have said, "We would like to have this so we would be 
protected against any suits." 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, did the gentleman 
consider the possibility of turning this over to the elected 
Attorney General, who I believe has convened a Statewide 
Grand Jury for their consideration as opposed to having 
subpoena power within the PHEAA board? 

Senator HESS. Mr. President, it is the opinion of the Board 
of Directors of PHEAA that we can do it much more effi
ciently and time is of the essence, because in order to protect 
our 100 per cent insurance guarantee from the Federal 
Government, we must maintain our record. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-43 

Andrezeski Hopper Moore Shaffer 
Bodack Howard Murray Singe! 
Corman Jubelirer O'Connell Smith 
Early Kelley O'Pake Snyder 
Fisher Kusse Pecora Stapleton 
Gekas Lewis Price Stauffer 
Greenleaf Lincoln Reibman Stout 
Hager Lloyd Rhoades Street 
Helfrick Loeper Romanelli Tilghman 
Hess Manbeck Ross Wilt 
Holl Messinger Scanlon 

NAYS-3 

Bell Mellow Zemprelli 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
epresentatives for concurrence. 

SB 826 (Pr. No. 888) - Considered the third time and 
agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

The yeas and nays were taken agreeably to the provisions of 
the Constitution and were as follows, viz: 

YEAS-45 

Andrezeski Howard Moore Shaffer 
Bodack Jubelirer Murray Singe I 
Corman Kelley O'Connell Smith 
Early Kusse O'Pake Snyder 
Fisher Lewis Pecora Stapleton 
Gekas Lincoln Price Stauffer 
Greenleaf Lloyd Reibman Stout 
Hager Loeper Rhoades Street 
Helfrick Manbeck Romanelli Tilghman 
Hess Mellow Ross Wilt 
Holl Messinger Scanlon Zemprelli 
Hopper 

NAYS-I 

Bell 

A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye,'' the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Clerk present said bill to the House of 
Representatives for concurrence. 

RECESS 

Senator HESS. Mr. President, I would like at this time to 
reconvene the meeting of the Committee on Education which 
was recessed this morning to consider, as advertised, House 
Bill No. 1485, in the Rules Committee room. 
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Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, would the gentleman 
from York, Senator Hess, agree to hold his meeting in the 
Minority caucus room instead, so we can hold a meeting of 
the Committee on Rules and Executive Nominations in the 
Rules Committee room at the same time? 

Senator HESS. Mr. President, if the Majority Leader has 
the permission of the Honorable Minority Leader, yes. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, the gentleman is 
looking at me with a smiling face so I hope that means yes. 

Senator HESS. Mr. President, that will be quite all right. 
We will meet in the Minority caucus room, then. 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, at this time I would 
request a recess of the Senate for approximately fifteen 
minutes, the purpose of which is for the gentleman from 
York, Senator Hess, to reconvene a recessed meeting of the 
Committee on Education in the Minority caucus room and for 
the recessed meeting of the Committee on Rules and Execu
tive Nominations to meet in the rear of the Senate Chamber in 
the Rules Committee room. We will then return to the floor 
and consider the second reading Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT. For the purpose of a meeting of the 
Committee on Rules and Executive Nominations which will 
convene in the Rules Committee room at the rear of the 
Chamber and for a meeting of the Committee on Education 
which will convene in the Minority caucus room at the rear of 
the Chamber, the Chair declares the Senate in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having elapsed, the 
Senate will be in order. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

PREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILL 
ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 571 (Pr. No. 599) - Considered the second time and 
agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

NONPREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILLS 
ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 1593 (Pr. No. 1859), HB 1594 (Pr. No. 1860), HB 1596 
(Pr. No. 1862), HB 1598 (Pr. No. 1864), HB 1612 (Pr. No. 
1878), HB 1644 (Pr. No. 1923) and HB 1646 (Pr. No. 1925) 
Considered the second time and agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

BB 5 (Pr. No. 5)- Considered the second time and agreed 
to, 

Ordered, To be transcried for a third consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 81, 83, HB 103 and SB 117 Without objection, the 
bills were passed over in their order at the request of Senator 
JUBELIRER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 243 (Pr. No. 1989) - Considered the second time and 
agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 283, HB 303, 305 and SB 348 - Without objection, the 
bills were passed over in their order at the request of Senator 
JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 383 (Pr. No. 1977) and SB 562 (Pr. No. 574)- Consid
ered the second time and agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 566 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 568 (Pr. No. 1494) and BB 569 (Pr. No. 1787) -
Considered the second time and agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 577, BB 581, SB 592, 620 and 635 - Without objection, 
the bills were passed over in their order at the request of 
Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 719 (Pr. No. 1705) and SB 742 (Pr. No. 1081) -
Considered the second time and agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 784, 805, 812 and 825 - Without objection, the bills 
were passed over in their order at the request of Senator 
JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 827 (Pr. No. 889) and SB 829 (Pr. No. 895) - Consid
ered the second time and agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 831- Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION AMENDED 

SB 838 (Pr. No. 1072)- The bill was considered. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on second consideration? 
Senator SNYDER offered the following amendments and, 

if agreed to, asked that the bill be considered for the second 
time: 

Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 15, by striking out "AND" and 
inserting a comma 

Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 16, by inserting after 
"AGENCY"": and "intermediate care facility" 
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Amend Sec. 2 (Sec. 802.1), page 3, by inserting between lines 
19and 20: 

"Intermediate care facility." An institution which provides 
on a regular basis health-related care and services to resident indi
viduals who do not require the degree of care and treatment 
which a hospital or skilled nursing facility is designed to provide, 
but who because of their mental or physical condition require 
health-related care and services above the level of room and 
board. [Intermediate care facilities exclusively for the mentally 
retarded commonly called ICF/MR shall not be considered inter
mediate care facilities for the purpose of this act and shall be 
licensed by the Department of Public Welfare.] 

••• 
On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendments? 
They were agreed to. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the biU on second consideration, as 

amended? 
It was agreed to. 
Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 913 (Pr. No. 1009) - Considered the second time and 
agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 921 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 

order at the request of Senator JUBELIRER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 923 (Pr. No. 1057) - Considered the second time and 
agreed to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

HB 949, 1057 and 1379 - Without objection, the bills were 

passed over in their order at the request of Senator 

JUBELIRER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

HB 1484 (Pr. No. 1978), HB 1517 (Pr. No. 1768) and HB 

1615 (Pr. No. 1894) - Considered the second time and agreed 
to, 

Ordered, To be transcribed for a third consideration. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE 

Senator HESS, from the Committee on Education, 
reported, as committed, HB 1485. 

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE ON 
RULES AND EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS 

Senator LOEPER, by unanimous consent, from the 

Committee on Rules and Executive Nominations, reported 
the following nominations, made by His Excellency, the 

Governor, which were read by the Clerk as follows: 

MEMBER OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 
GAME COMMISSION 

June 2, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Thomas P. Greenlee 
(District One), Elm Street, Tionesta 16353, Forest County, 
Twenty-fifth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission, to serve until the third 
Tuesday of January, 1989, and until his successors.hall have been 
appointed and qualified, vice Robert Sutherland, Erie, whose 
term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

JUDGE, COURT OF COMMMON PLEAS, 
ALLEGHENY COUNTY 

June 11, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to ·nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate John L. Musmanno, 
Esquire, 127 Bellmawr Drive, McKees Rocks 15136, Allegheny 
County, Forty-second Senatorial District, for appointment as 
Judge of the Court of Common Pleas of the Fifth Judicial 
District of Pennsylvania, composed of the County of Allegheny, 
to serve until the first Monday of January, 1982, vice The Honor
able Samuel Strauss, mandatory retirement. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

RECORDER OF DEEDS, REGISTER OF WILLS 
AND CLERK OF THE ORPHANS' COURT 

DIVISION OF THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS 
OF WARREN COUNTY 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Plummer F. Collins, 216 
Conewango Avenue, Warren 16365, Warren County, Twenty
fifth Senatorial District, for appointment as Recorder of Deeds, 
Register of Wills and Clerk of the Orphans' Court Division of the 
Court of Common Pleas of Warren County, to serve until the 
first Monday of January, 1984, vice William E. Rice, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
ASHLAND STATE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate John R. Bilder, 114 
Broad Street, Ashland 17921, Schuylkill County, Twenty-ninth 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Board of 
Trustees of Ashland State General Hospital, to serve until the 
third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor is 
appointed and qualified, vice Russell Jones, Locustdale, whose 
term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 
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MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
ASHLAND STATE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate George M. Walker, 218 
East Pine Street, Mahanoy City 17948, Schuylkill County, 
Twenty-ninth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member 
of the Board of Trustees of Ashland State General Hospital, to 
serve until the third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his 
successor is appointed and qualified, vice Frank P. Guinan, 
Mahanoy City, whose term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
ASHLAND ST ATE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Glenn W. Weist, 705 
Hobart Street, Gordon 17936, Schuylkill County, Twenty-ninth 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Board of 
Trustees of Ashland State General Hospital, to serve until the 
third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor is 
appointed and qualified, vice John Sorokach, Minersville, whose 
term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
COALDALE ST ATE GENERAL HOSP IT AL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Edward B. Michalik, 20 
East Lehigh Street, Summit Hill 18250, Carbon County, Twenty
ninth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the 
Board of Trustees of Coaldale State General Hospital, to serve 
until the third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor 
is appointed and qualified, vice Irene A. Pribila, Summit Hill, 
whose term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
COALDALE ST ATE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: · 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Florence Tarlton, 133 
West Abbott Street, Lansford 18232, Carbon County, Twenty
ninth Senatorial District, for reappointment as a member of the 
Board of Trustees of Coaldale State General Hospital, to serve 
until the third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until her successor 
is appointed and qualified. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
COALDALE ST ATE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and ·consent of the Senate Joseph Vadyak, 327 
West Water Street, Lansford 18232, Carbon County, Twenty
ninth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the 
Board of Trustees of Coaldale State General Hospital, to serve 
until the third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor 
is appointed and qualified, vice Michael Serina, Lansford, whose 
term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DANVILLE ST A TE HOSPITAL 

June 3, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Joseph J. Millard, 104 
Spruce Street, Danville 17821, Montour County, Twenty-seventh 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Board of 
Trustees of Danville State Hospital, to serve until the third 
Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor is appointed 
and qualified, vice Joseph M. Evan, Plymouth, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE PENNSYLVANIA DRUG, 
DEVICE AND COSMETIC BOARD 

June 4, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Doctor Joseph C. 
Toland (Physician), 5927 North Fifth Street, Philadelphia 19I20, 
Philadelphia County, Thirty-sixth Senatorial District, for 
appointment as a member of the Pennsylvania Drug, Device and 
Cosmetic Board, to serve until December 31, 1981, and until his 
successor is appointed and qualified, vice Seymour Schotz, M.D., 
Philadelphia, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 
TRANSPORTATION BOARD 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Donald L. Smith 
(Consignee or User) R. D. 2, Box 54, Seven Valleys 17360, York 
County, Twenty-eighth Senatorial District, for appointment as a 
member of the Hazardous Substances Transportation Board, to 
serve until March 7, 1982, and until his successor is appointed 
and qualified, vice Wilmer P. Eidemiller, Greensburg, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 
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MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate David M. Siesko, 13th 
and Walnut Street 8, Berwick 18603, Columbia County, Twenty
seventh Senatorial District, for appointment as a student member 
of the Board of Trustees of Indiana University of Pennsylvania, 
to serve for three years or for so long as he is a fulltime under
graduate student in attendance at the university, whichever 
period is shorter, vice Daniel J. Clifford, III, York, whose term 
expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
MILLERSVILLE ST A TE COLLEGE 

June 17, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate James D. Cleland, Jr., 
133 Lehman Street, Lebanon 17042, Lebanon County, Forty
eighth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the 
Board of Trustees of Millersville State College, to serve until the 
third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until his successor is 
appointed and qualified, vice Helen McCollough Moyer, 
Richland, whose term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
PHILIPSBURG ST A TE GENERAL HOSPITAL 

May 14, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Joan C. Holdren, R. D. 
3, Box 276, Philipsburg 16866, Clearfield County, Thirty-fourth 
Senatorial District, for reappointment as as member of the Board 
of Trustees of Philipsburg State General Hospital, to serve until 
the third Tuesday of January, 1987, and until her successor is 
appointed and qualified. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION APPEAL BOARD 

June 2, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate William R. Hagner, 
Esquire, Grubb Road, R. D. 2, Malvern 19355, Chester County, 
Nineteenth Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of 
the Workmen's Compensation Appeal Board, to serve until the 
third Tuesday of January, 1983, and until his successor shall have 
been appointed and qualified, vice William J. Brady, Jr., 
Esquire, Philadelphia, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE BERKS COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Sheila J. Slimmer 
(Democrat), 1402 Orchard Road, Wyomissing 19610, Berks 
County, Forty-eighth Senatorial District, for reappointment as a 
member of the Berks County Board of Assistance, to serve until 
December 31, 1982, and until her successor is duly appointed and 
qualified. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE HUNTINGDON COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Eleanor S. Kauffman 
(Republican), 22 East Shirley Street, Mount Union 17066, Hunt
ingdon County, Thirtieth Senatorial District, for reappointment 
as a member of the Huntingdon County Board of Assistance, to 
serve until December 31, 1983, and until her successor is duly 
appointed and qualified. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE PERRY COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Sara Baer (Republican), 
R. D. 2, Box 181, Newport 17074, Perry County, Thirty-third 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Perry 
County Board of Assistance, to serve until December 31, 1983, 
and until her successor is duly appointed and qualified, to fill a 
new position. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE PERRY COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

June 8, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Robert E. Hipple 
(Republican), 502 Maple Avenue, Marysville 17053, Perry 
County, Thirty-third Senatorial District, for appointment as a 
member of the Perry County Board of Assistance, to serve until 
December 31, 1982, and until his successor is duly appointed and 
qualified, vice Robert R. Baker, Marysville, whose term expired. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

MEMBER OF THE PHILADELPHIA COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

June 8, 1981. 
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To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Calvin R. Tucker 
(Republican), 8506 Michener Avenue, Philadelphia 19150, 
Philadelphia County, Thirty-sixth Senatorial District, for 
appointment as a member of the Philadelphia County Board of 
Assistance, to serve until December 31, 1983, and until his 
successor is duly appointed and qualified, to fill a new position. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

DISTRICT JUSTICE 

June 11, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Charles F. Smith, 8114 
Wattsburg Road, Erie 16509, Erie County, Fiftieth Senatorial 
District, for appointment as District Justice in and for the County 
of Erie, Class 3, District 03, to serve until the first Monday of 
January 1984, vice Stephen Ostrowski, Erie, deceased. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

DISTRICT JUSTICE 

June 11, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate Bernard J. Hendrzak, R. 
D. 1, Box 613, Wilkes-Barre 18702, Luzerne County, Fourteenth 
Senatorial District, for appointment as District Justice in and for 
the County of Luzerne, Class 3, District 7, to serve until the first 
Monday of January 1984, vice Francis Flynn, Wilkes-Barre, resi
gned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

DISTRICT JUSTICE 

June 19, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 
In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 

for the advice and consent of the Senate Joseph F. Orso, Jr., 335 
Lyons Avenue, Williamsport 17701, Lycoming County, Twenty
third Senatorial District, f9r appointment as District Justice in 
and for the County of Lycoming, Class 1, District 02, to serve 
until the first Monday of January, 1982, vice Richard Eisenbeis, 
Williamsport, deceased.· 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

NOMINATIONS LAID ON THE TABLE 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I request that the nomi
nations be laid on the table. 

The PRESIDENT. The nominations will be laid on the 
table. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 

URGING SUPPORT FOR THE CONTINUED 
OPERATION OF COMMUTER RAIL LINES IN 

FIVE-COUNTY AREA SERVICED BY 
SOUTHEASTERN PENNSYLVANIA 
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Senators LOEPER, BELL, TILGHMAN, PRICE, 
STREET, LLOYD, ROSS, EARLY and MESSINGER 
offered the following resolution (Serial No. 49), which was 
read, considered and adopted: 

In the Senate, June 29, 1981., 

WHEREAS, Conrail has announced its intention to discon
tinue operation of commuter trains in the five-county area 
serviced by the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation 
Authority (SEPTA) at the end of August 1981; and 

WHEREAS, One hundred and twenty-four thousand people 
rely on these commuter lines daily to ride to and from their place 
of employment; and 

WHEREAS, Alternative forms of transportation would 
exacerbate traffic congestion and air pollution problems and 
create additional expenses for commuters; and 

WHEREAS, The discontinuation of these trains would repre
sent a broken commitment to mass transportation in urban and 
suburban areas as an economical and publicly desirable mode of 
transportation; and 

WHEREAS, The Reagan administration has indicated that 
responsibility for the operation of these commuter lines may 
eventually be given to Amtrak; therefore be it 

RESOLVED That the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania express its support for the continued operation of these 
commuter rail lines which remain the most viable and efficient 
form of mass transit; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Senate implore Federal, State and local 
officials to devise and implement a short term solution to keep 
the rail lines open; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Senate memorialize the President and 
the Congress of the United States to address those conflicts 
between labor and management that impact on the operation of 
the commuter rail lines and the proposed dissolution of Conrail; 
and be it further 

RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to 
the President, Speaker of the House of Representatives and Presi
dent pro tempore of the Senate of the United States Congress, to 
each Congressman and Senator from Pennsylvania, and to the 
appropriate State and local officials. 

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following reso
lutions, which were read, considered and adopted: 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. Henry J. Fichter and to Mr. and Mrs. Louis Heinz by 
Senator Early. 

Congratulations of the Senate ~ere extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. George M. Bixler, Mr. and Mrs. Irving Brown, Mr. and 
Mrs. Stanley Norris, Mr. and Mrs. A. Kenneth Patterson and 
to Mr. and Mrs. J. Kenneth Ward by Senator Hager. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Ida 
Murphy lbberson by Senators Hager and Jubelirer. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Citizens 
of Connellsville by Senator Lincoln. 
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Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Monsignor 
Joseph Jackanich by Senator Murray. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Citizens 
of Springdale by Senator Pecora. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Easton 
Rotary Club by Senator Reibman. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Theodore 
Herzl Schmidt by Senator Romanelli. 

CONDOLENCE RESOLUTIONS 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following reso
lutions, which were read, considered and adopted: 

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of 
Bruce H. Ditlow, to the family of Jeffrey W. Jones and to the 
family of Kevin L. Weatherlow by Senator Snyder. 

GENERAL COMMUNICATION 

DISCHARGE PETITION 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
communication, which was read by the Clerk as follows: 

In the Senate, June 29, 1981. 

We, the Senators whose signatures are affixed hereto respect
fully request that the Honorable William W. Scranton, lII, as 
presiding officer of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania, place the nomination hereafter set forth before the 
Senate for a vote pursuant to the provisions of Article IV, Section 
8(b) of the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
which provides in part " .... The Senate shall act on each execu
tive nomination within 25 legislative days of its submission. If the 
Senate has not voted upon a nomination within 1.5 legislative days 
following such submission, any five members of the Senate may, 
in writing, request the presiding officer of the Senate to place the 
nomination before the entire Senate body whereby the nomina
tion must be voted upon prior to the expiration of five legislative 
days or 25 legislative days following submission by the Governor, 
whichever occurs first.. .. " 

We respectfully set forth the following facts relative to the 
nomination hereinafter set forth: 

I. The nomination was presented to the Senate on April 23, 
1981; and 

2. The nomination has been before the Senate for a period of 
time in excess of 15 legislative days. 

The nominee in the position is as follows: 

John J. McCloskey Coroner, Bradford County 

Edward P. Zemprelli 
Eugene F. Scanlon 
James E. Ross 
Robert J. Mellow 
Francis J. Lynch 

The PRESIDENT. The nomination will be laid on the table 
and noted on the Executive Calendar. 

BILL ON FIRST CONSIDERATION 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I move that the 
Senate do now proceed to consideration of the bill reported 
from committee for the first time at today's Session. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The bill was as follows: 

HB 1485. 

And said bill having been considered for the first time, 
Ordered, To be laid aside for second consideration. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE GOVERNOR 

NOMINATION BY THE GOVERNOR 
REFERRED TO COMMITTEE 

The Secretary to the Governor being introduced, presented 
communication in writing from His Excellency, the Governor 
of the Commonwealth, which was read as follows, and 
referred to the Committee on Rules and Executive Nomina
tions: 

MEMBER OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 
PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

June 29, 1981. 

To the Honorable, the Senate of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania: 

ln conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate 
for the advice and consent of the Senate The Honorable Clifford 
L. Jones, 2100 Milltown Road, Camp Hill 17011, Cumberland 
County, Thirty-first Senatorial District, for appointment as a 
member of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, for the 
residue of the term ending April 1, 1991, vice James H. Cawley, 
Esquire, Camp Hill, resigned. 

DICK THORNBURGH. 

APPROVAL OF SENA TE BILLS 

He also presented communications in writing from His 
Excellency, the Governor, ad vising that the following Senate 
Bills had been approved and signed by the Governor: 

SB 12, 13 and 41. 

HOUSE MESSAGES 

HOUSE INSISTS UPON ITS NONCONCURRENCE 
IN AMENDMENTS TO HB 1290, AND APPOINTS 

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The Clerk of the House of .Representatives being intro
duced, informed the Senate that the House insists upon its 
nonconcurrence in Senate amendments to HB 1290, and has 
appointed Messrs. McCLATCHY, MANMILLER and 
PIEVSKY as a Committee of Conference to confer with a 
similar committee of the Senate (already appointed) to 
consider the differences existing between the two houses in 
relation to said bill. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION REFERRED 
TO COMMITTEE 

He also presented for concurrence House Concurrent Reso
lution No. 69, which was referred to the Committee on State 
Government. 
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HOUSE CONCURS IN SENATE BILLS 

He also returned to the Senate SB 893, 894, 895, 896, 897 
and 898, with the information that the House has passed the 
same without amendments. 

BILLS SIGNED 

The President (Lieutenant Governor William W. Scranton 
III) in the presence of the Senate signed the following bills: 

SB 133, 134, 458, 854, 855, 889, 893, 894, 895, 896, 897 and 
898. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE SECRETARY 

The following announcements were read by the Secretary of 
the Senate: 

SENATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITIEE MEETINGS 

TUESDAY, JUNE 30, I981 

10:00 A.M. AGING AND YOUTH (to. Room 461, 

consider Senate Bills 4th Floor 

No. 418 and 565) Conference Rm., 

North Wing 

11:00 A.M. LOCAL GOVERNMENT (to Room 459, 

consider Senate Bills 4th Floor 

No. 393, 514, 526, 527, Conference Rm., 

528, 585, 919, 920; House North Wing 

Bills No. 127, 428, 1065, 

1202 and 1210) 

THURSDAY, JULY 9, 1981 

IO:OO A.M. LEGISLATIVE REAPPOR

TIONMENT COMMISSION 

(Public Hearing) 

Senate Majority 

Caucus Room 

FRIDAY, JULY 10, 1981 

10:00 A.M. LEGISLATIVE REAPPOR

TIONMENT COMMISSION 

(Public Hearing) 

Senate Majority 

Caucus Room 

ADJOURNMENT 

Senator JUBELIRER. Mr. President, I move that the 
Senate do now adjourn until Tuesday, June 30, 1981, at 1:00 
p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate adjourned at 8:13 p.m., Eastern Daylight 

Saving Time. 

1025 


