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The Senate met at II :00 a.m., Eastern Daylight Saving 
Time. 

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Mark S. Singe!) 
in the Chair. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Mr. DARBY NACE, of the 
Central Pennsylvania Conference of the United Methodist 
Church, offered the following prayer: 

0 God our Heavenly Father, we pause this day to ask for 
Your strength and power in our lives. We have great responsi
bilities to handle the government matters of our state and we 
seek Your guidance. May we always show love and consider
ation to others as we work together. For we ask all of this in 
Your precious name. Amen. 

JOURNAL APPROVED 

The PRESIDENT. A quorum of the Senate being present, 
the Clerk will read the Journal of the preceding Session of 
October 20, 1987. 

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

GENERAL COMMUNICATION 

FINANCIAL STATEMENT FOR THE 
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH FOR THE 

FISCAL YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1987 

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

UNIVERSITY OF PIITSBURGH 
PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY 

Pittsburgh, PA 15260 

In accordance with the reporting requirements of the Com
monwealth, enclosed for your review is the Financial Statement 
for the University of Pittsburgh for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
1987. 

Sincerely, 
WESLEY W. POSVAR 
President 

The PRESIDENT. This report will be filed in the Library. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I would request a legis
lative leave for today's Session on behalf of Senator 
Tilghman, a temporary legislative leave on behalf of Senator 
Wenger and a temporary Capitol leave on behalf of Senator 
Salvatore. 

Senator LINCOLN. Mr. President, I would request legisla
tive leaves for the day for Senator Andrezeski and Senator 
Lynch and temporary Capitol leaves for Senator Lewis, 
Senator Rocks and Senator Zemprelli. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Loeper requests a legislative 
leave for Senator Tilghman, temporary legislative leave for 
Senator Wenger and a temporary Capitol leave for Senator 
Salvatore. Senator Lincoln requests legislative leaves for 
Senator Andrezeski and Senator Lynch and temporary 
Capitol leaves for Senator Lewis, Senator Rocks and Senator 
Zemprelli. Are there objections to the leave requests? The 
Chair sees none. The leaves will be granted. 

LEAVES OF ABSENCE 

Senator LOEPER asked and obtained leave of absence for 
Senator STAUFFER, for today's Session, for personal 
reasons. 

Senator LINCOLN asked and obtained leave of absence 
for Senator ROMANELLI, for today's Session, for personal 
reasons. 

CALENDAR 

October 14, 1987 SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 93, 
Mr. Mark R. Corrigan 
Secretary of the Senate 
Senate Post Office 
Main Capitol Building 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120 
Dear Mr. Corrigan: 

CALLED UP OUT OF ORDER 

Senator LOEPER, without objection, called up out of 
order, from page 7 of the Calendar, as a Special Order of 
Business, Senate Resolution No. 93, entitled: 



1256 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL-SENATE OCTOBER 21, 

A Resolution urging the State Board of Education to mandate 
an environmental education program in the elementary and sec
ondary schools of this Commonwealth. 

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

On the question, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 93, ADOPTED 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
do adopt Senate Resolution No. 93. 

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

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

YEAS-46 

Afflerbach Helfrick Mellow Salvatore 
Andrezeski Hess Moore Scanlon 
Armstrong Holl Musto Shaffer 
Bell Hopper O'Pake Stapleton 
Boda ck Jones Pecora Stewart 
Brightbill Jubelirer Peterson Stout 
Corman Lemmond Rego Ii Tilghman 
Fisher Lewis Reibman Wenger 
Furno Lincoln Rhoades Williams 
Greenleaf Loeper Rocks Wilt 
Greenwood Lynch Ross Zemprelli 
Hankins Madigan 

NAYS-1 

Kelley 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the presence on 
the floor of Senator Salvatore and Senator Lewis. Their tem
porary Capitol leaves will be cancelled. The also Chair recog

. nizes the presence on the floor of Senator Wenger. His tempo
rary legislative leave will be cancelled. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

Senator LINCOLN. Mr. President, I request a legislative 
leave for Senator Jones and a temporary Capitol leave for 
Senator Lewis. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Lincoln has requested legisla
tive; leave for Senator Jones and a temporary Capitol leave for 
Senator Lewis. The Chair hears no objection. The leaves will 
be granted. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 

Senator LOEPER asked and obtained temporary leave of 
absence for Senator SHUMAKER, for personal reasons. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILLS ON CONCURRENCE IN 
HOUSE AMENDMENTS 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 140 and 209 - Without objection, the bills were passed 
over in their order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 5 (Pr. No. 1517) - The Senate proceeded to consider
ation of the bill, entitled: 

An Act relating to the protection of the abused, neglected, 
exploited or abandoned elderly; establishing a uniform Statewide 
reporting and investigative system for suspected abuse, neglect, 
exploitation or abandonment of the elderly; providing protective 
services; providing for funding; and making repeals. 

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-47 

Afflerbach Helfrick Madigan Salvatore 
Andrezeski Hess Mellow Scanlon 
Armstrong Holl Moore Shaffer 
Bell Hopper Musto Stapleton 
Bodack Jones O'Pake Stewart 
Brightbill Jubelirer Pecora Stout 
Corman Kelley Peterson Tilghman 
Fisher Lemmond Regoli Wenger 
Furno Lewis Reibman Williams 
Greenleaf Lincoln Rhoades Wilt 
Greenwood Loeper Rocks Zemprelli 
Hankins Lynch Ross 

NAYS-0 

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

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

BILL LAID ON THE TABLE 

SB 92 (Pr. No. 1457) -The Senate proceeded to consider
ation of the bill, entitled: 

An Act regulating Auditor General reports. 

Upon motion of Senator LOEPER, )and agreed to, the bill 
was laid on the table. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 255 Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 
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BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 528 (Pr. No. 1519)-The Senate proceeded to consider
ation of the bill, entitled: 

An Act providing for planning for the processing and disposal 
of municipal waste; requiring counties to submit plans for munic
ipal waste management systems within their boundaries; autho
rizing grants to counties and municipalities for planning, resource 
recovery and recycling; imposing and collecting fees; establishing 
certain rights for host municipalities; requiring municipalities to 
implement recycling programs; requiring Commonwealth agen
cies to procure recycled materials; imposing duties; granting 
powers to counties and municipalities; authorizing the Environ
mental Quality Board to adopt regulations; authorizing the 
Department of Environmental Resources to implement this act; 
providing remedies; prescribing penalties; establishing a fund; 
and making repeals. 

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 PECORA. Mr. President, I am speaking on Senate 
Bill No. 528 due to the fact of the negative effect that it will 
have on the constituents of our great Commonwealth. We 
have instituted here a backdoor tax increase on all our constit
uents in our Commonwealth. We have put mandatory 
burdens upon them which they cannot afford. We have senior 
citizens' high rises that we are mandating must separate their 
trash. They have one chute in those high rises. We have 
elderly people who cannot participate, and that is why I previ
ously introduced an amendment for voluntary recycling, so 
that the local governments can have some controls. It also 
puts a major burden on the municipalities to pick up the recy
cling problems. We are going to offer an 80 percent funding 
program, but that 80 percent start-up program will not pick 
up the additional costs that will be incurred by our taxpayers. 
I think the Governor of our Commonwealth, in initiating this 
legislation, is not representing the people of this Common
wealth. Much of this legislation is only beneficial to special 
interests within this Commonwealth. Mr. President, why 
should we force our taxpayers to pay higher taxes and to 
provide unnecessary services to add to their own handicaps 
and burdens to help special interests in this Commonwealth? I 
think our Governor has made a tragic mistake in pushing this 
legislation and using the influence of his departments to insti
tute tax increases in our great Commonwealth and a burden to 
those taxpayers of our great Commonwealth. I will vote in the 
negative. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I rise to speak in favor 
of Senate Bill No. 528. First, I would like to commend the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Fisher, and the gentle
man from Luzerne, Senator Musto, for what I feel is an 
exemplary effort on their part in a bipartisan effort to address 
this problem we have before us. I think they did an excellent 
job in handling all the interests that came before them, but, 

yet, still kept their eye on one main task and that is handling 
our municipal waste in a safe manner. 

I will support Senate Bill No. 528, not necessarily because I 
agree with it totally, but because, as I use that Chinese 
proverb, "A journey of a thousand miles begins with the first 
step." Today we are making that first step. Yesterday I pro
posed amendments for full-time inspectors. I still feel they are 
needed so the public can be assured that the materials being 
placed in the landfills are the proper materials and will not 
have any hazardous effect. I think we have to put in incentives 
to recycle, both from the manufacturing level and also for 
retraining and retooling. I still think a local veto is needed and 
I can say there is an inconsistency that we have administered 
here. Yesterday we did add an amendment which would pro
hibit Philadelphia from erecting a trash to steam plant 
because the local people objected to it. Yet, we will still not 
allow in the rest of the Commonwealth the people to do the 
same thing. Yesterday I think I threw out something that was 
different, but I will say futuristic, and that is an aboveground 
landfill. Although it was said with tongue in cheek, someone 
said they would really have to take a look at it. It is new, it is 
different, but I think, most importantly, it is the safest. I 
think it is one of the things we just have to look at. When the 
pilgrims landed at Plymouth, the Indians were burying their 
wastes. Today we are still doing the same thing. The only 
problem is that what we are putting in the ground can have a 
greater negative health benefit, or shall we say, attack on us 
than at any other time before. What I am basically saying is, 
Senate Bill No. 528 is not perfect, but it is positive because it is 
a step in the right direction. 

The other point that was said is that it is going to cost us. I 
think the issue that remains here is either pay me now or pay 
me later because the crisis is quickly approaching that if 
action is not taken, we will all be suffering the consequences. 
Therefore, I say, as I commend the gentleman from Alle
gheny, Senator Fisher, and the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Musto, that Senate Bill No. 528 must be passed today 
so we can address this problem. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the presence on 
the floor of Senator Rocks. His temporary Capitol leave will 
be cancelled. Also, the Chair recognizes the presence on the 
floor of Senator Zemprelli. His temporary Capitol leave will 
be cancelled. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, I am going to vote against 
this waste bill because I think the Stout amendments of yester
day will strangle Delaware County. We dump our trash in 
another county and, as the gentleman from Philadelphia, 
Senator Furno, said, this will establish a principality of that 
other county that can say, stop dumping your trash. Now we 
are going into the field of incineration using the latest 
concept. In fact, there are two incinerator plants, one for the 
counties and one proposed for the City of Chei;ter, which is in 
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my district, but when you incinerate, what will you do with 
the residue, and I believe it is around 25 percent? So this is not 
as the Chinese say, a great step forward, this is a great leap 
backward. As far as the gentleman from Schuylkill, Senator 
Rhoades, saying about Chinese and Indians, even with incin
eration, you are going to copy the Indians. You are still going 
to bury the residue. Another reason which has not been 
brought up yet, and I think this is critical, Section 1105 
permits cogeneration under the federal law, and once the 
cogeneration plant is built and the electric power is sold, the 
PUC in the future is denied any jurisdiction over that. I do 
not think it is right to deny the Public Utility Commission that 
represents not only the utilities but also the people of Pennsyl
vania, any right to look into cogeneration agreements made 
today that could have a vicious confiscatory effect five to ten 
years from now. I think the bill is very deficient. 

Senator REGOLI. Mr. President, I rise in support of 
Senate Bill No. 528. Many times in a legislative Body we tend 
to do the right thing for the wrong reason. This applies in the 
federal government, state government and local government. 
As I sat and listened to the debate on Senate Bill No. 528 over 
the past several weeks, I am convinced that many of our 
Members are going to support Senate Bill No. 528 for the 
wrong reason. Recycling is very important, Mr. President. 
Environmentalists have been telling us for years that we are 
rapidly approaching the point when we will be burying our
selves in our own garbage. That is the reason I support Senate 
Bill No. 528. There is no doubt in my mind that Senate Bill 
No. 528 is going to cost us money. It is going to cost the local 
government money and it is going to cost the state govern
ment money, but, because of the magnitude of the problem 
that is being compounded, there has to be a time when we 
address this problem and I think the time is now. I would urge 
all my colleagues to vote for Senate Bill No. 528, not because 
we are going to derive a profit from recycling, which I seri
ously doubt, but because it is the right thing to do to protect 
our environment. 

I, too, want to congratulate the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Musto, and the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator 

. Fisher, for the leadership and the work they have put into 
Senate Bill No. 528. I think it is a piece of legislation of which 
these gentlemen can be proud. 

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I rise to oppose 
Senate Bill No. 528. I wish to recognize the hard work of the 
Senators involved with this process as well, but, as so often 
happens, those processes get mired down into a stifling mire 
sometimes that makes that work nonproductive. I would just 
like to state that the approach to this process has made our 
response to a very serious problem nonproductive. Some 
people say it is a first step. I agree it is a first step backward in 
that it fails to recognize that the problem of solid waste, et 
cetera, is a regional and a universal and a permanent problem. 
It requires the total effort of coordination, uniformity and the 
finest that science and technology has to offer us. It requires 
minimization, if not total elimination, of the principality 
concept, the prohibition concept that is inherent in the 

amendments that came forth yesterday. It is true I was incor
rectly recorded as I was oh Capitol leave, but to prohibit Phil
adelphia from examining at least a respectable form of tech
nology to meet this problem is absolutely ludicrous, regardless 
of the politics involved, and I condemn that kind of injection. 
The bill is fraught with other kinds of procedures that tend to 
go internal rather than to expand itself creatively in a modem 
time to handle a modern heavy problem. If Pennsylvania's 
first step is to prohibit, to confine and to restrict, we will 
never get to the final step. For that reason, Mr. President, I 
strongly oppose Senate Bill No. 528. I urge my colleagues, 
both from Philadelphia and the rest of the Senate, to so do. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I intend to vote for the bill, 
although somewhat reluctantly because of some of the provi
sions that are in it. I do hope the House will take this piece of 
legislation and change the concept so that we recognize once 
and for all that solid waste disposal is a state problem, it is not 
just a local problem. We cannot set up in this Commonwealth 
a number of different fiefdoms that can control the way waste 
is disposed. Yes, Philadelphia has a problem. Yes, we do not 
want trash to steam in Philadelphia because we still believe it 
is cancer causing. We still believe, in a high density area where 
we probably have one of the highest cancer rates already in 
this Commonwealth, that we do not need more of this type of 
activity. But, more important than those issues, Mr. Presi
dent, is the fact that we can no longer continue to go into the 
future by allowing counties to say we do not want your trash 
because it comes from your county and not ours. We cannot 
allow that in the future. If we do, then it probably is con
versely true to say you cannot come to my county to work 
because I need my jobs for the people who live in my county, 
and you cannot use my water, and Bucks County and 
Delaware County, you cannot use the City of Philadelphia's 
waste disposal system with your sewers. We will get nowhere 
with that type of philosophy. Regrettably, this bill seems to be 
going in that direction. The only reason I am voting for it is 
because there are some other redeeming values for it in the 
form of recycling, in the form of some grants and opening up 
the process of deciding how we are going to dispose of wastes 
throughout the counties. But we cannot ever, ever think that 
if we are going to allow individual counties the control over 
what goes into their counties in the sense of trash that we are 
ever going to move the Commonwealth forward. It just 
simply will not work. An amendment I offered yesterday, 
which fell dramatically, I think in the end is going to be the 
only way to go. If we do not do it now, maybe we will wait 
five or ten years and hit another crisis and go that way, and 
that is to recognize that it is the Department of Environmental 
Resources, on behalf of the Commonwealth, that has to 
decide what to do with solid waste. It is too territorial an 
issue, it is too parochial an issue, it is too volatile an issue to 
handle in any other fashion. We have to let the executive 
branch do it and take the heat, but somebody has to do it in a 
proper way for all the people of the Commonwealth, not on a 
parochial basis. 
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Senator FISHER. Mr. President, as the prime sponsor of 
this legislation, I rise, obviously, in support of the bill. The 
process which is reaching a culmination, at least here in the 
Senate, has been a long one. It is, perhaps, one of the longest 
and most intense legislative processes that I have been 
involved in during my thirteen years in this General Assembly. 
The legislative process on this bill began late in 1985 and 
involved the hard work of all of the Members of the Senate 
Committee on Environmental Resources and Energy through 
most of 1986 and through most of this year in 1987. The com
mittee held public hearings across this state during 1986 and 
1987, in which we heard from over 100 witnesses, in which we 
improved the bill dramatically during the course of the public 
hearing process. 

I want to thank, certainly, the Members of my caucus who 
have, not only on the committee but in the caucus, been sup
portive of our effort to try to tackle this problem because, in 
fact, it is a problem that is not going to go away. So many of 
the issues that we deal with sometimes have a way of going 
away, but this crisis of how we manage our municipal waste 
just was not going to go away and, in fact, as we all recognize 
and as the people of this Commonwealth have begun more 
and more to recognize, from east to west, this process is only 
going to get worse before it gets better. I particularly want to 
commend my colleague, the Minority Chairman of the com
mittee, the gentleman from Luzerne, Senator Musto, who has 
been so helpful in this process. I think through the two of us 
and through the other committee Members and Members of 
the Senate on both sides of the aisle, I believe this legislation, 
perhaps, is a real exception to the way in which we so often do 
business up here. So often legislation is considered in a parti
san fashion, for which sometimes Pennsylvania and the 
General Assembly have received a black eye, but I believe the 
way in which this legislation has been developed and the way 
in which it has been handled, not only at the committee level 
but also on the floor last week and this week, is an indication 
that we can all work together to resolve the problems that are 
important to our Commonwealth. 

We know the high points of the bill and the important 
points of the bill, the county planning process, the host com
munity benefit package. Certainly, there was substantial dis
cussion of those and the important parts that are contained 
within them. All of those changes in this bill, which are 
changes from current law, will give the counties and munici
palities across the Commonwealth an opportunity to imple
ment solid waste planning and municipal waste planning in a 
way to help us avert the crisis. Certainly, the recycling provi
sions in this bill, which have always been here, which were 
part of the original goal, have been strengthened, strength
ened not only by committee amendments but strengthened by 
amendments that were adopted on the floor both Monday and 
yesterday. We have a program now where, yes, some 400 
communities will be required to recycle but, yet, the Com
monwealth has said in this legislation that we will be willing to 
provide 80 percent of the start-up costs for those programs, 
programs which, I believe, will be significant in helping us to 

reduce at least 25 percent of the volume of our trash and keep 
it out of our landfills or resource recovery facilities. The 
amendments have provided more flexibility for our munici
palities. I think for those municipalities which have concern 
that this was an unnecessary mandate that will be thrust upon 
them, if they can realize that through the amendment yester
day and through the additional funding that we have mini
mized this burden while at the same time given them a greater 
opportunity to help us and work with us in solving the crisis. 

One amendment which concerns me greatly that was 
adopted yesterday, of course, is the amendment that was 
offered by the gentleman from Washington, Senator Stout, 
and which was incorporated into the bill. I certainly, as I indi
cated yesterday, regretfully had to oppose that amendment. I 
understand the problem that my colleague from Washington 
County faces with the landfill in his area, and I understand, 
perhaps, the reasons that the majority of Members supported 
that amendment, but I am very concerned that that amend
ment is clearly the wrong way to go for this Commonwealth. 
What it says, in essence, is that each county can declare them
selves an island unto themselves. There are so many examples 
of how this will cause us problems that it is ludicrous to go 
through them all. But, certainly, just citing one: In Delaware 
County, which has done an admirable job of handling their 
solid waste problem over the years, they have a solid waste 
facility located in Berks County. Are we to say that Berks 
County, now, after all these years, could put a prohibition on 
Delaware County actually operating and owning their own 
facility for the disposal of their solid waste? The only 
salvation in recognizing that that amendment was included in 
the bill is the fact that when one looks at what the United 
States Supreme Court has said, that in my opinion, as I said 
yesterday, this amendment is so blatantly unconstitutional 
that even if the bill passes and is signed by the Governor with 
it contained therein, I am virtually certain a federal court or a 
state court will almost immediately suspend that part of the 
bill. Since the bill has a severability provision, the principal 
portions of this bill will continue to go into law. I concur with 
some of those who have previously spoken and said that it is 
the wrong direction to go. The disposal and planning of solid 
waste does, in fact, have to be a statewide problem which cries 
for a statewide solution. We said the counties have the ability 
to plan, but they have to plan within a consistent plan that 
was outlined within the provisions of this bill. 

All in all, I believe all of us in the Senate have reasons to be 
proud that we have tackled an extremely difficult issue, one 
that affects all of us, it affects all of our constituents and it 
affects every resident in Pennsylvania. We have tackled it in a 
way that is sensible, it is logical, it is reasonable, it comes up 
with the solutions, it provides the dollars, and I just hope this 
·bill will have the strong support of the Members of the Senate. 
We can send it over to the House with a message that, 
hopefully, they will rapidly consider it and we can get this bill 
enacted into law by the end of this year. 

Senator SALVATORE. Mr. President, first of all, I want 
to thank the Committee Chairmen, the gentleman from Alie-
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gheny, Senator Fisher, and the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Musto, and other people who have worked hard on 
this bill. I in good conscience cannot vote "yes" on this bill. I 
do not think that trying to achieve a goal of reducing trash 25 
percent in ten years is the answer. I think we have modem 
technology today that we are not looking at that is available 
and that is the way we should be going. 

The other thing is, with the county flow control amendment 
and the Stout amendment, it makes it impossible for me in 
good conscience to vote for something that is going to hurt 
Philadelphia. I have to be concerned about my constituents. 
My constituents right now in Philadelphia, especially the ones 
who live in condominiums-and I have many of them-pay 
taxes and do not get the city services for the taxes they pay, 
and you are going to be asking my constituents who live in 
condominiums now to put three piles of trash out there. That 
means it is going to triple their cost because they have to pay 
private people to come in and get their trash, plus the fact I 
think it is going to cost the counties money. I think it is what 
the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Pecora, said before, it 
is truces going in through the back door. 

Mr. President, I am not going to belabor the issue. I just 
want to get it on record that is the reason why I am opposing 
it. I think we have to find a solution to take care of our solid 
waste, but this is not the way to go and that is why I wanted to 
express my opinion and go on record saying I am voting 
"no." 

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I would appreciate 
your indulgence for a few more minutes on this issue. Again I 
want to congratulate the two chairmen, the Minority and 
Majority Chairmen. I think they did an outstanding job. I am 
really encouraged that their view is that it is and we should 
accept that this is a statewide problem. I think that is the fun
damental anchor that we must understand and they are clear 
on that. They express hope that the House will be geniuses 
and bring about a response to what they have offered without 
the paralysis of these negative ideas. 

I just wanted to correct a thought for the record to make 
sure that we do not conceive that Philadelphia wants the pro
hibition that is in here, as represented by my colleague, 
Senator Furno. Perhaps he did not mean to make it all-inclu
sive, but whatever technology, trash to steam, or what have 
you, is an open question in Philadelphia, so there is no official 
Philadelphia position on that and, like everybody, no one 
wants something in their backyard. Indeed, we know that 
trash to steam belongs somewhere as it is one technology. 
There are some people somewhere who say, do not bring it in 
our backyard. We understand the fears and we understand 
what science says and, indeed, jobs, and whatever, so it is a 
question of where. I just wanted to correct the record that we 
are not in hysteria in Philadelphia, and it is not a universal, 
official thing that we do not want it. I am saying it is my 
strong opinion that we do want every option and that the 
whole state should have that. I just wanted to clear that up for 
the record. I thank you for your indulgence. 

Senator STOUT. Mr. President, indeed, Senate Bill No. 
528 is before us on final passage. It is like any other piece of 
legislation. There are good points and bad points and things 
we would like individually to change. I think with the adop
tion of the amendment I offered yesterday, which is over
whelmingly supported by this Chamber, it made certain 
improvements in that legislation because Senate Bill No. 528 
gives certain duties and powers to the counties of this Com
monwealth. If that county has the duties to plan for solid 
waste and the recovery and the whole process, they also need 
to have the "may" powers to prohibit unreasonable inflow of 
garbage to within their municipality. If we do not do that, 
then municipalities in the smaller counties such as Washing
ton, Greene, Fayette, Beaver and Butler are going to have an 
avalanche of waste come into those communities. These are 
small counties that cannot afford the legal expenses incurred 
in fighting these types of large organizations that seem to have 
unlimited resources to take the counties and the municipalities 
to court and cause them to spend taxpayers' dollars to try to 
defend them. I believe there will be very strong support in the 
House to keep the Stout amendment within Senate Bill No. 
528. 

I do want to recognize the cooperation from the gentleman 
from Allegheny, Senator Fisher, and the gentleman from 
Luzerne, Senator Musto, in working on this legislation. 
Again, I think we should pass this with an overwhelming vote 
here in the Senate and send the message to the House that the 
Senate has acted in a responsible manner on the trash problem 
within the Commonwealth. 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I also would like to take 
this opportunity to commend both the gentleman from Alle
gheny, Senator Fisher, and the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Musto, for their leadership roles in crafting this piece 
of legislation and bringing it to the point that it is today 
before this Chamber. I think there is no question solid waste 
management is a crisis that is looming in Pennsylvania that 
has to be addressed on a statewide basis. It is my view that 
with the amending process we saw here on the Senate floor, 
both on Monday and yesterday, there is a great diversity of 
opinion about how best to cope and how best to deal with this 
situation, depending on what region or what area each one of 
us represents or comes from. However, I reiterate, it has to be 
an overall solution to an overall problem. I become very con
cerned sometimes and, unfortunately, I am not in a position 
to support this bill today because of certain amendments that 
were inserted into the legislation yesterday, where counties 
such as mine, the County of Delaware, would be penalized by 
amendments that were placed in that bill simply because our 
county h-ad been foresighted enough to plan for solid waste 
management some years ago. We are already carrying out our 
solid waste plan. We are landfilling, we are in the process of 
recycling on a mandatory basis throughout our communities, 
we are looking forward to a resource recovery station being 
built within our county, and I think what we see is legislation 
by amendment that penalizes those counties with the foresight 
to try to deal with that problem in a forthright manner. 
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Again, it is my view that this problem is certainly not going 
to go away. This legislation will move to the House of Repre
sentatives today, and it is certainly my hope that in the House 
of Representatives those issues which I just addressed can be 
addressed in that forum and maybe finally in a House-Senate 
Committee of Conference to resolve that, not only for the 
benefit of counties like the County of Delaware, but for the 
benefit of all Pennsylvanians. 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, the gentleman from 
Delaware and those who preceded him as opponents to this 
bill make a very legitimate observation. It seems to highlight 
really the idea that there is provincialism within the bill as rep
resented by the so-called Stout amendment. To overcome 
that, some people have said we should recognize that it is a 
statewide problem. Therein lies the rub. If it is a statewide 
problem, we really should not be trying to solve it by saying 
the counties have responsibilities, because then we get into the 
idea of what is generated within one county and being dis
posed of outside that county, the relationship that Philadel
phia is having, that Delaware County would be suffering 
because they had the foresight and the initiative to go ahead 
and put their program into effect. A statewide program 
administered by the state would be able to give recognition to 
the County of Delaware's situation and other counties that 
have done things or not done things. What is highlighted here 
is that in the amendatory process we have a conflict. Philo
sophically, one can say, you know, if it is a statewide 
problem, how can we rationalize our mentality by saying it is 
appropriate for the state to run the sale and distribution of 
wine and spirits and, at the same time, say that a statewide 
problem to protect the health and welfare of our people is 
going to be given indiscriminately to the various counties? We 
really have not addressed the problem as succinctly and 
directly and thoroughly as we should have, but, as others have 
said before me, a first step is important, and the other Body 
we all have confidence will make all sorts of reformations to 
this bill, and it may not even come back in some identifiable 
fashion. 

I am going to vote for it because it is a first step. I am very 
unhappy about the idea because I thoroughly have embraced 
and still embrace the idea a statewide problem has to be solved 
on a statewide basis of total statewide coordinated program
ming and administration. That is ultimately what we should 
have and what we probably will get, if not now within a few 
years after this type of legislation would be inoperable. I want 
the record to be very clear, however, in the comments of the 
gentleman from Allegheny if the courts do get this. I want the 
legislative history to reflect as well as the debate on final 
passage as we did on the amendment itself, the Stout amend
ment, that in the so-called New Jersey-Philadelphia case 
before the United States Supreme Court, primarily the major
ity opinion rested itself on the commerce clause, and we have 
taken pains to include in this bill that this change of circum
stances from the facts of that case to the present time that the 
so-called idea of solid waste management, solid waste and 
municipal waste has so 'increased, and the only solution is for 

the protection of the health and welfare of our people. This 
legislation is being passed based on the police power that we 
have as reserved in the Tenth Amendment of the Federal Con
stitution. It is on that basis by which we have put in the Stout 
amendment. I think if you recall the present Chief Justice 
Rehnquist and the past Chief Justice Warren Burger were in 
the minority in that bill and they cited and set forth that even 
then they would rely on the police power, so I believe the 
changed circumstances of the courts would be very happy to 
embrace the idea because of this growing problem that we 
have nationally, internationally and within our state as well. 

Mr. President, I suppose the most responsible thing to do, 
as we often do, is to make compromises within our own minds 
as to what we should be doing and how we tackle it. It is an 
unusual problem. It is new for everyone and we have tackled 
it. Maybe we have not tackled it. Maybe we have just tripped 
it. But, at the same time it is progress by taking a first step. 
The other Body, I am sure, will do an equally intensive job, 
and before it is all over we may have something with which we 
can all live with, with some degree of reluctance, but at least 
in anticipation of solving the problem. 

Senator BELL. Mr. President, would it not be ironic if the 
Stout amendment becomes law and the Supreme Court says 
under the commerce clause you cannot stop New Jersey trash 
from being dumped in Greene County but you can stop Phila
delphia County's trash? Would that not be ironic? Do not 
think it could not happen. I have seen stranger things than 
that happen with Supreme Court decisions. But I want to do a 
little bit of prophesying. If the Stout amendment stays in this 
bill and creates a Berlin Wall around Philadelphia County and 
Delaware County with respect to trash moving from those 
counties elsewhere for landfills, the bill of the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Furno, will not be as lightly taken as it 
is right now. The idea of the gentleman from Philadelphia, 
Senator Furno, of statewide collection and responsibility for 
municipal trash is no more absurd than the statewide plan for 
the collection of hazardous waste. Ten years ago, people in 
this Senate said it could not happen. It has. Right now, I 
think, the amendment of the gentleman from Washington, 
Senator Stout, if it becomes law, will trigger in a statewide 
program and responsibility for paying for the handling of 
municipal trash. I am old enough to remember when welfare 
was done on a local basis. It became too big for the localities. 
Who handles it today? The state. My father would have told 
me it could not happen, but it did. None of us are old enough 
to remember when the prison condition got too big for the 
county jails. I just sat through an hour of hearings this 
morning on the fact that our state prisons are 132 percent 
overcrowded even with the new jails. Pittsburgh and Philadel
phia are bringing lawsuits to make them take some prisoners 
who Allegheny and Philadelphia Counties say are state pris
oners and our state system says they are local prisoners. You 
know what overcrowding like that means. So we do have a 
state prison system because the local counties could not 
handle it. 
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How about mental health? I can recall when the mental 
health program consisted of storage for mentally deficient 
people, but today it is so much bigger than to be handled by 
the counties that it is a state system. Or even go back to the 
early 1900's when crime became such that it could not be 
handled by the local constable and the local cops artd we put 
in a state police system. No, I think the gentleman from Phila
delphia, Senator Furno, is on the ball. I think he is a prophet, 
and if the amendment of the gentleman from Washington, 
Senator Stout, stays in that bill and blocks Delaware County 
and Philadelphia County and other counties from dumping in 
other counties, you are going to see a quick crisis develop and 
you will be in the same room voting to have state system 
responsibility and have the state paying for it. 

I want to dose by saying what the gentleman from 
Delaware, Senator Loeper, said. You maybe did not listen to 
him. We not only have a program for one or two incinerators 
using the latest state of the art-you know, the program that 
we had brought over from Europe-but, you know, there is 
still incinerator ash and it has to be dumped someplace. We 
have in Delaware County, for instance, a program with our 
DELCORA, that is the Delaware County Sewer Authority, 
where we have the most modern, state-of-the-art incineration 
of sewer sludge. We have had for years mandatory recyding 
because anybody putting newspapers out with their trash got 
locked up. We have had voluntary dear glass, aluminum can 
recyding for a long time. Now we are not a bunch of bums on 
the end of the line. We are actually doing probably as much as 
anybody in this state with respect to what the purpose of this 
bill seeks to do. But, that amendment of the gentleman from 
Washington, Senator Stout, is a stab right through our 
throats. I am like a cornered rat. Do not ever comer one 
because he is going to fight to get out of that comer with his 
teeth and his daws. I suspect those who are trying to keep out 
New Jersey trash are going to end up with the court saying 
you cannot restrict New Jersey trash but you can surely put 
the coup d'etat to Philadelphia County and Delaware County. 

Senator AFFLERBACH. Mr. President, it would be easy 
for me to rise and join with my friends and colleagues from 
Delaware County in opposing this bill for substantially the 
same reasons they have outlined. The bill really does very little 
to improve the situation in the Lehigh Valley, essentially 
because our citizens, both in government and in the private 
sector, have already taken the lead in attempting to deal with 
their own problem and in attempting to improve their own sit
uation. We have a tire recycling plant that has gone on line in 
just the past few months which wiIJ surely solve our problem 
with having to deal with old automobile and tractor tires. We 
have a plastic bottle recycling plant in the Lehigh Valley, 
which to this date is taking plastic bottles almost exclusively 
from the State of New York, simply because we have not been 
able to supply them with an adequate flow of plastic bottles to 
recycle. We have been doing can and newspaper recycling for 
years through such institutions as the Good Shepherd Home 
and, most recently, have instituted a can recycling program in 
the City of Allentown in conjunction with the Allentown 

School District involving the students who were able to collect 
as many as 15,000 cans in a single day for recyding. We have 
gone through the leadership of the mayors of the three cities 
of Allentown, Bethlehem and Easton, and the other local offi
cials, to establish a plan to put on line a mass burn facility 
which will reduce our solid waste problem to virtualJy nil. In 
fact, we anticipate having an excess capacity of about 25 
percent which we intend to utilize to solve the solid waste dis
posal problems of other areas, and that, of course, would 
include the other areas within Pennsylvania as well as outside 
of Pennsylvania. Yet, I hear the arguments of parochialism 
from some of my friends in this Chamber. We have not 
viewed the solid waste disposal problem in a parochial nature 
in the Lehigh Valley, and I believe many other areas of the 
state also do not view it that way. I find it ironic that one of 
the Senators who wails about parochialism instituted into this 
bill an amendment of the most parochial nature which wi11 
specificaily, by virtue of state law, prohibit a municipality 
from initiating action to deal with its own problem and 
thereby assuring that that particular municipality wiJl have to 
continue to export a good deal of its garbage. For that reason 
alone I could oppose this particular bill. Nevertheless, I find 
that the contents of the biJl are worthy of passage simply 
because we in the Lehigh Valley have taken the bull by the 
horns, so to speak, in acting to resolve our own problem. It 
does not mean that other municipalities that wish to do so 
have the wherewithal to do so, and to that extent I think this 
biJl is a very valuable piece of legislation. I will disagree to a 
portion with my colleague, the gentleman from Allegheny, 
Senator Fisher, in that the amendments placed into the bill on 
the floor strengthen the bilJ. I think there were several amend
ments that, perhaps, did strengthen it, but I also think there 
were some amendments that tended to weaken portions of the 
bill. Nevertheless, as I have said, the bill is worthy of our con
sideration and I think worthy of our passage because we are, 
indeed, facing a crisis throughout all of Pennsylvania, and we 
must assist those municipalities that do not have the where
withal of their own to address this problem. If we do not, it 
will be areas such as the Lehigh VaJley in the next generation 
which will have to take care of those problems, simply 
because we have Jed the way. I urge passage of this bilJ. 

Senator ROCKS. Mr. President, it is with some regret that 
I, too, rise to join those who are in opposition to Senate Bill 
No. 528. Having listened carefully here today, it is obvious 
that the commendations extended to the chairmen of the com
mittee, the gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Fisher, and 
the gentleman from Luzerne, Senator Musto, and their com
mittee, are well warranted for the sincerity of their effort to 
bring this legislation forward. 

Mr. President, one of the things I have learned in this Legis
lature is that I am always amazed at the different life experi
ences of those who come here as individual lawmakers. It 
becomes something that we learn by and, oftentimes, we 
shape policy by. I would share with you, as honestly as I can, 
that it has been through some long days of an intense cam
paign in the City of Philadelphia that I have come to learn 
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much about the depth and the intensity of the issue that is in 
front of us now in this Senate. I certainly have learned much 
more in the past months than I knew before that and, based 
on that, having listened to many who sincerely today will cast 
this vote in favor of the bill and those also opposed, I feel I 
need to share this with this Body. We have a crisis, at least in 
one county of the Commonwealth. Many would say that we 
have a crisis in our state and in our nation, and it is called 
waste. We are not going to find a singular solution to this. As 
a matter of fact, careers after ours in this Legislature will b.e 
dealing with this problem. We are a people who create waste, 
and much of it. Two amendments, at least, that have been 
added to the original intention of this legislation, to me are 
the entirely wrong message to send out of here. To be hopeful 
that the other Body might consider it to be hopeful, as I read, 
that maybe a Committee of Conference will straighten it out, 
is not the best first step that we can take. Mr. President, based 
on Philadelphia's political malaise in dealing with the severity 
of the problem there, it is wrong for this Legislature to add to 
any law a prohibition. Ward and division politics from any of 
our localities do not belong on the floor of this Senate. There 
is a technology that is evolving, we hope, daily to solve part of 
our problem. I do not know what that technology will be 
tomorrow, next week or a year from now, but somehow the 
first class city of this Commonwealth is going to have to cope 
with its own problem, and to put a legal prohibition in its 
way, by way of an amendment, is bad public policy. 

In the bill itself, I am not sure, having listened very care
fully to the articulation of the gentleman from Westmoreland, 
Senator Kelley, where I am in the end on the issue of county 
control, but I understand we need to take a step and that this 
problem will be here a long time and we will be back again and 
again, and the Legislature that follows us will be back at this, 
too. I do know this, that the law of this Commonwealth now, 
by the amendment that is inserted that would give counties the 
ability to preclude other jurisdictions from use of landfill in 
their areas, is bad public policy. We are a lawmaking Body. 
What I have learned over the years is that planning and policy 
sometimes best come from the Executive Branch, and we tend 
to be in the Legislature the reactive Body because we are the 
closest to the people. So what we are doing here we have an 
obligation to do, but a lot more thoughtfully than those two 
amendments, because this first step we all want, I believe, 
recycling. We understand it. I am not sure I accept 25 percent 
but I know it is a IO percent solution and by law we are doing 
a very significant thing. We are changing the behavioral 
patterns of people and it is going to be difficult. It is difficult 
for our local governments, difficult for the people we repre
sent, but that is right, and there is a general consensus that is 
what we must do and that is a right step. The two amendments 
that have been included here today are far in the wrong direc
tion. While this bill is obviously going to pass, I at least 
wanted to say for the purpose of the statement of it alone, 
that it is so much in the wrong direction that I cannot support 
this legislation. I do it with genuine regret because I know the 
honesty of the effort that has gone into this legislation. I 

know, however, and I would say this finally, that this is not 
l987's problem, this is l990's, l997's and the year 2000, and 
we will be back because we are going to deal with this crisis as 
we know it, at least, in one comer of the Commonwealth for a 
long, long time. I do hope, if we get another shot at this legis
lation, that at least those two provisions that go exactly in the 
wrong direction by way of law or public policy, that we have a 
chance to eliminate from this legislation. 

GUESTS OF SENATOR F. JOSEPH LOEPER 
PRESENTED TO SENATE 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I am very pleased that we 
have in the gallery today fourth, fifth and sixth graders from 
the Walden School in Swarthmore, along with their teacher, 
Elise Kirkpatrick. I think they came at an opportune time to 
really see government in action, and I would ask if the Senate 
would extend to them their usual warm welcome. 

The PRESIDENT. Would all the guests of Senator Loeper 
please rise so we can recognize your presence and give you our 
warm greetings. 

(Applause.) 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I request temporary 
Capitol leaves for Senator Lincoln, Senator Furno and 
Senator Williams. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Zemprelli seeks temporary 
Capitol leaves for Senator Lincoln, Senator Furno and 
Senator Williams. The Chair hears no objection to the leave 
requests. The leaves will be granted. 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I would request tempo
rary Capitol leaves on behalf of Senator Helfrick and Senator 
Peterson who have been called to their offices. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Loeper, likewise, requests tem
porary Capitol leaves for Senator Helfrick and Senator 
Peterson. The Chair hears no objection. The leaves will be 
granted. 

LEA VE CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the presence on 
the floor of Senator Shumaker. His temporary personal leave 
will be cancelled. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

Senator MUSTO. Mr. President, I rise to support Senate 
Bill No. 528. I would also like to thank and congratulate the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Fisher, on an excellent 
cooperative effort in compiling this comprehensive municipal 
waste disposal and recycling legislation. This bill has been a 
joint effort on both sides of the aisle. I am very pleased that 
what is before us today is legislation which will greatly change 
our disposal habits, our recycling habits and will remedy the 
lack of disposal capacity in the state. For the past five years 
we have dealt with the closing of hundreds of landfills, the 
inability to site new disposal facilities and the lack of adequate 
disposal planning for the future. With Senate Bill No. 528, we 
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can ensure disposal capacity and we can mandate adequate 
planning for the future. 

Over the past four years Members of the Committee on 
Environmental Resources and Energy, the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Fisher, and I have listened to local govern
ments, industry, the public and businesses explain their waste 
disposal problems. We have written and rewritten this legisla
tion so that we believe everyone will benefit and no one should 
be adversely affected by its proposal. The bill went through 
some changes on the floor in the past few days, which I 
believe make it a better bill. My amendment on flow control 
ensures that counties will be afforded the right to protect their 
disposal capacity for their area and adequately plan for future 
capacity. At the same time, the counties will so choose to des
ignate the disposal areas for their municipalities. They will be 
mandated to explain their reasons for this requirement, and if 
some counties elect to own and operate their own facilities, 
again, I have made sure they will have to justify that decision 
in drafting their plans. All of this will be taken into consider
ation when 50 percent of the municipalities representing 50 
percent or over of the population in the county vote on the 
approval of the county's proposed plan. New language will 
ensure private industry's involvement in the planning process. 
Counties and private industry will be able to assess the proper 
disposal needs for each area. Another amendment which was 
passed increased the amount of grant monies to be given to 
local governments for their planning and recycling programs. 
The additional funds will come from the General Fund and 
will be an additional fmancial assistance to local govern
ments. 

Again, I would like to express my appreciation to the gen
tleman from Allegheny, Senator Fisher, for his cooperation in 
conducting this bill through the committee process and 
through the amendment process on the floor. We have a good 
bill. It is not perfect, but it is a good bill here today which will 
benefit all of us in the present and in the future. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for support of Senate Bill No. 528. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally'? 

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 
Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I would like to 

change the vote of Senator Lynch from "aye" to "no." 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will be so recorded. 

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

YEAS-39 

Afflerbach Helfrick Mellow Shaffer 
Andrezeski Hess Moore Shumaker 
Armstrong Holl Musto Stapleton 
Bodack Hopper O'Pake Stewart 
Brightbill Jubelirer · Peterson Stout 
Corman Kelley Regoli Tilghman 
FJSher Lemmond Reibman Wenger 
Fumo Lewis Rhoades Wilt 
Oreenleaf Lincoln Ross Zemprelli 
Greenwood Madigan Scanlon 

NAYS-9 

Bell 
Hankins 

Loeper 
Lynch 

Pecora 
Rocks 

Salvatore 
Williams 

Jones 

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

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

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 

MRS. MARY PANZETTA AND WIFE OF 
SENATOR RAPHAEL J. MUSTO 

PRESENTED TO SENATE 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, for the last day and a 
half we have had the opportunity of listening to the debate on 
Senate Bill No. 528 and it has been mentioned before and, 
without question, it has to be stated that the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Fisher and the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Musto, both did an outstanding job. Here today, Mr. 
President, to sit in the gallery and to listen to some of the 
debate and to watch her husband in action is the wife of 
Senator Musto, Fran Musto, and Fran's mother, who would 
be Ray's mother-in-law, Mary Panzetta. I would ask that the 
Senate give them their cordial, warm welcome to the Pennsyl
vania Senate. 

The PRESIDENT. Will the guests of the Senate please rise 
so that we can give you our welcome. 

(Applause.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Robert C. Jnbelirer) in the 
Chair. 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 533 and 1033 - Without objection, the bills were passed 
over in their order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 81, 231, HB 251, SB 419, 423 and HB 446 - Without 
objection, the bills were passed over in their order at the 
request of Senator LOEPER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION AMENDED 

HB 457 (Pr. No. 2351) -The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of November 1, 1971 (P. L. 495, No. 
113), entitled ''An act providing for the co~pensation of county 
officers in counties of the second through eighth classes, for the 
disposition of fees, for filing of bonds in certain cases an_d ~or 
duties of certain officers," providing for the office of district 
attorney in cities and counties of the first class; further providing 
for salaries of county officers; and making a repeal. 

The bill was considered. 
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On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on second consideration? 
Senator GREENLEAF offered the following amendment 

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

Amend Bill, page 2, by inserting between lines 24 and 25: 
Section 2. Section 5 of the act, amended November 1, 1979 

(P .L.246, No.82), is amended to read: 
Section 5. [The annual salaries of part-time district attorneys 

shall be as follows: 
January 1, 1980 

(1) Counties of the second 
class .................. $28,000 $31,000 

(2) Counties of the second 
class A................ 24,500 27 ,500 

(3) Counties of the third 
class.................. 22,000 25,000 

(4) Counties of the fourth 
class.................. 20,500 23,500 

(5) Counties of the fifth 
class.................. 17,500 20,500 

(6) Counties of the sixth 
class.................. 15,000 18,000 

(7) Counties of the seventh 
class.................. 13,500 16,500 

(8) Counties of the eighth 
class.................. 12,000 15,000] 

The annual salaries of part-time district attorneys shall be as 
follows: In counties of the third or fourth class, the salary shall be 
sixty per cent of the annual salary payable to the judge of the 
court of common pleas; in a county of the fifth or sixth class, the 
salary shall be fifty per cent of the annual salary payable to the 
·ud e of the court of common · a count of the 
seventh class, y er cent of the 
annu ary payable to the judge of the court of common pleas. 

Amend Sec. 2, page 2, line 25, by striking out "2" and insert
ing: 3 

Amend Sec. 3, page 4, line 4, by striking out "3" and inserting: 
4 

Amend Sec. 3 (Sec.10.1 ), page 4, lines 9 and 10, by striking out 
"IN CITIES AND COUNTIES OF THE FIRST CLASS" 

Amend Sec. 4, page 5, line 5, by striking out "4" and inserting: 
5 

Amend Sec. 4, page 5, line 8, by inserting after "OFFICERS": 
, other than district attorney, 

Amend Sec. 5, page 5, line 22, by striking out "5" and insert
ing: 6 

Amend Sec. 6, page 5, line 25, by striking out "6" and insert
ing: 7 

Amend Sec. 6, page 5, line 25, by striking out "2" and insert
ing: 3 

Amend Sec. 7, page 5, line 27, by striking out "7" and insert-
ing: 8 

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

Senator GREENLEAF. Mr. President, this amendment 
would provide for an increase in the salary of part-time dis
trict attorneys in classes three through eight, that is counties 
of the third class to the eighth class. It would provide that a 
district attorney in the third and fourth class counties would 
receive 60 percent of the salary of a common pleas court 
judge. The fifth and sixth class county district attorneys 

would receive 50 percent and a seventh and eighth class 
county district attorney would receive 40 percent of the salary 
of a common pleas court judge. 

RECESS 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, we did not have the 
benefit of caucusing on this amendment. I would call for a 
very, very short caucus so, at least, there is some information 
about where we are headed with this amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Senator Zemprelli has 
requested a brief caucus of the Democratic Members of the 
Senate. For the pµrpose of a Democratic caucus to take place 
immediately at the rear of the Senate Chamber, the Senate 
will stand in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

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

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I would, first of 
all, report that the Democratic caucus has met with respect to 
consideration of the amendment of the gentleman from 
Montgomery, Senator Greenleaf. There is a strong feeling 
that there is a critical need to increase the,salaries of so-called 
part-time district attorneys. In the course of the discussions 
that we have held, the understanding of a part-time district 
attorney is not one who works for a full-time district attorney, 
that there are many jurisdictions and counties within our state 
in which the district attorney is elected on a part-time basis. 
That, of course, includes a sacrifice on the part of that attor
ney inasmuch as he must refrain from certain kinds of prac
tice that do involve loss of income. There is in some counties, 
as I understand, a difficult time to get people to run for any 
office except judge now because of the emolument that is 
associated with the office. I think that same situation prevails 
as well with respect to row offices. The point is, at least from 
my point of view, I recognize the need. I think something 
needs to be done, but to artificially structure a salary as a 
mandate from the General Assembly to the local county, in 
my judgment, is not the proper approach or the right answer. 
It would seem to me that the needs and the work force, both 
in economic loss and the service that would be provided by a 
part-time attorney, vary very substantiaUy from third class 
counties to eighth class counties. To arbitrarily establish a 
percentage that is based upon a judicial salary is a bootstrap 
operation of the highest order. I know that this has political 
ramifications and they wax both ways. Ifwe were to tell the 
county commissioners this is your responsibility, you have the 
power and authority to establish the salary, there would be 
political reprisals because I have seen it in the past, both at the 
state level and, of course, at county levels. But, it would seem 
to me that to address the problem, we should be thinking in 
terms of enablement to a county salary board that would 
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understand what the needs of that particular county are and 
could address a salary commensurate with the workload and 
the sacrifices that are made in that geographic area. 

Mr. President, I am going to vote against this amendment 
for the reasons that I have stated. I would state again that I 
believe there is a critical need for us to address this subject 
matter and to do something about it, but on a less rigid basis 
and one that allows for the kinds of criteria that I have 
addressed. I just want that to be understood, at least as far as 
my position is concerned, and I certainly am not in my 
remarks reflecting what the Democratic caucus feels in terms 
of this issue. 

Senator KELLEY. Mr. President, in a very unusual devia
tion, I have to disagree with my esteemed colleague from Alle
gheny County, and the reason I do so is because the district 
attorneys represent the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. In 
all the cases that they pursue, it is the Commonwealth. Maybe 
it is inconsistent and possibly wrong that they are paid out of 
the county treasury, but the distinction of the fact that they 
represent the Commonwealth leaves me with no other conclu
sion but their salaries, whether full time or part time, should 
be set by a standard that is universally applicable to the Com
monwealth of Pennsylvania for a similar classification and 
not arbitrarily by the counties. That distinction alone justifies 
voting for this amendment. There are other political ramifica
tions, as the gentleman from Allegheny County suggested, but 
the realities are such that if we are going to give due respect to 
the Commonwealth in its representation of criminal prose
cutions, we should have universality of the standards of those 
classifications throughout this Commonwealth. Therefore, I 
would urge an affirmative vote. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I request a tempo
rary Capitol leave for Senator Musto. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Senator Zemprelli requests 
a temporary Capitol leave for Senator Musto. The Chair 
hears no objection. That leave will be granted. 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I also would request a 
temporary Capitol leave on behalf of Senator Fisher who has 
been called to his office. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Senator Loeper, likewise, 
requests a temporary Capitol leave for Senator Fisher. The 
Chair hears no objection and that leave, also, will be granted. 

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

POINT OF ORDER 

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill, will state it. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I rise to ask for a 
ruling from the Chair. I am a law partner of an individual 
who is a part-time district attorney in a fifth-class county, and 
I would like a ruling as to whether or not my voting on this bill 
would create a conflict of interest. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair would rule that 
the gentleman would be a part of a class, that it would not be 
the only unique situation in the Commonwealth, and, there
fore, would be required to vote under the Rules of the Senate 
of Pennsylvania. 

Senator LEMMOND. Mr. President, I rise to speak in 
strong support of the amendment of the gentleman from 
Montgomery, Senator Greenleaf. I come from a district repre
senting six counties, five of which have part-time district 
attorneys and one, my home county, of course, has a full-time 
district attorney. All of the six do a superb job. They are 
young men at this time-in the future they will be young 
women-who are well trained and have been, for the most 
part, overworked. I say that to those who are on a part-time 
basis in rapidly growing areas in the Commonwealth. Up in 
the northeast there is no greater percentage increase than in 
Monroe County and in Pike County. The young men who 
now serve. do well. They are understaffed, and they must look 
to the county commissioners, sometimes of opposite political 
parties, for the salaries which they receive. I would say to the 
gentleman from Allegheny County that we do now structure 
the salaries of our full-time district attorneys. We do it on a 
well-paid basis. We expect the best men and women to aspire 
to these jobs, and we do not leave their salaries to the fate of 
county commissioners. We look to the attorneys of the Com
monwealth to protect our rights, to protect our interests, to 
do justice in the counties. I understand this bill has the com
plete backing of the District Attorneys Association. Many of 
us on both sides of the aisle have served with district attor
neys' offices in the past, know the work that must be done, 
know that it must be done on a top level. I think the salary 
increase is called for at this time. I think if it is done now it 
will affect so many of the men who will serve part time after 
this next election. I strongly urge all of us to support the 
Greenleaf amendment. 

Senator REGO LL Mr. President, I rise to oppose the 
amendment. First of all, I believe the part-time district attor
neys are woefully underpaid in the state today. I believe the 
salary schedule presented to us could be justified. I believe 
they should receive that kind of money. I oppose the amend
ment because I think the county commissioners and the 
county salary board are in a better position to determine how 
much money their local district attorneys should make on a 
part-time basis. I am on tlfe Committee on Local Govern
ment. We have discussed a similar situation involving salaries 
for county commissioners yesterday, and the consensus of 
that committee was that county commissioners, rather than 
the state, should set their salaries and those of the row offices. 
I believe there is another amendment that will basically do the 
same thing, coming before us in the next couple of days, and I 
think this matter, the matter of the salary of the district attor
neys, should be referred to either the Committee on Local 
Government or be included in another amendment and make 
it comprehensive. 

Senator HOPPER. Mr. President, I rise to urge a "yes" 
vote on this amendment. In my judgment, part-time district 
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attorneys have accomplished extensive educational require
ments in college and law school and in passing the bar exami
nation. I am aware of several cases where part-time district 
attorneys are involved in preparing briefs and prosecuting 
murder cases. I agree with the gentleman from Luzerne, 
Senator Lemmond, who served in the judiciary, and I feel that 
the part-time district attorneys should be geared to the com
pensation for the judiciary. I think there is a lot of merit in 
discussions on both sides of this case, but I rise to say that the 
part-time district attorneys have an important critical job and 
we want to urge them to be compensated for their efforts. 
This situation that I cited about murder cases is extremely 
important to the Commonwealth. I know there are amend
ments being prepared to change the situation, but that 
remains to be seen, and I urge a "yes" vote on this amend
ment. 

Senator WILT. Mr. President, I am speaking in support of 
the amendment, but I think what I would like to clarify is this 
term "part time." In my own case in the counties I represent, 
the part time is relevant to the pay but not to the work effort. 
In essence, my DA's are really full time but get part-time pay, 
inadequate part-time pay. What I see this amendment doing is 
permitting those people who really do work part time to get a 
more adequate reimbursement for that time, even though 
their commitment is full time, so I would like to share with 
you just a semantic kind of thing insofar as where the part 
time is relevant. 

Senator GREENLEAF. Mr. President, I have just a point 
with regard to the salary board in the county. I think many of 
us will agree there is a need for a salary increase here. The 
reason why I would say that it is important for us to set the 
salaries for the DA's and not the county is that we need to sep
arate the district attorney to be an independent prosecutor. If 
we have his salary tied to the local government, the county 
government, he is beholden to them. Previous speakers have 
alluded to the situation where we have had county district 
attorneys held hostage for whatever reason, political reasons, 
personal reasons, general animosity towards the district attor
ney, whatever that may be, and, as a result, he suffers because 
of their unwillingness to raise his salary, not because he does 
not deserve it or because of the merits of it, but because of 
some personal reasons. That is why I think it is important for 
us to do it. Admittedly, I think a schedule like this tends to be 
very stiff and inflexible, but I think in order to maintain an 
independent prosecutor who is not going to be badgered by 
attempts to reduce his salary or refusing to increase his salary 
because of extraneous reasons, unfortunately, it is going to be 
on our shoulders to set those figures. 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, in addition to what the 
gentleman from Montgomery, Senator Greenleaf, just said, I 
find myself in agreement with my colleague, the gentleman 
from Westmoreland, Senator Kelley. I urge support for this 
amendment. I think in law enforcement you get what you pay 
for. If we had more time we probably could devise a more 
equitable scheme for compensation for district attorneys. The 
fact of the matter is that there is an election in two weeks and 

whatever we do before then is going to set the salary scale for 
all the district attorneys who are running in the November 
election. It seems to me that we do not have time to restruc
ture this and come up with other changes that might reflect 
better ideas, so the amendment before us today is the proposal 
that I think is fair. It does not affect my county because he is a 
full-time district attorney. We have legislated salaries for the 
full-time district attorneys, and I am suggesting we ought to 
do the same under this structure for those who are part time 
which is, as the gentleman from Mercer, Senator Wilt, 
pointed out, a word of art. A lot of these attorneys are giving 
up a lot more than that in private practice compensation. 
Again, you get what you pay for and I think this is needed. 

Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, again, I want to say 
I am not opposed to the increase, but, interestingly enough, in 
our wisdom we decided that the county salary board would be 
the agency authorized to deal with the salaries of the county 
controller. It would seem to me that the investigatory powers 
and the independence of a county controller and a district 
attorney are on an equal standing. We must have believed that 
was the proper agency to deal with the local county situation 
relative to adequate wages. Now here we are with respect to a 
similar agency that has investigatory powers and could very 
well get into matters involving the county commissioners, at 
least to an equal extent, and we are saying, no, for no differ
ent reasons we would have this salary established by legisla
tion at the state level. I just call attention to that because I do 
think it is a move in the wrong direction. It is unfortunate that 
this has come before us in an expedient manner and it has to 
be dealt with, but I think it can be dealt with just as easily by 
vesting that authority with the county salary board as it is by 
just arbitrarily establishing a percentage of the judicial staff. I 
just think it is a bad method for approaching a problem that 
needs to be dealt with. I have not heard from anybody nor do 
I believe that the salaries that are prescribed on the percent
ages to the various counties here are excessive. I believe they 
are fair and reasonable and would encourage any local salary 
board to do the same. I am thinking in terms of perpetua and 
what we are establishing as a direction in policy as it relates to 
this Commonwealth. 

LEGISLATIVE LEA VE 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, Senator Rhoades has 
been called from the floor and I would ask for a temporary 
Capitol leave. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Senator Loeper has 
requested a temporary Capitol leave for Senator Rhoades. 
The Chair hears no objection. That leave will be granted. 

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

(During the calling of the roll, the following occurred:) 
Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I would like to change 

the vote of Senator Rhoades from "aye" to "no." 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gentleman will be so 

recorded. 
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Senator ZEMPRELLI. Mr. President, I would like to 
change the vote of Senator Musto from "no" to "aye." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The gentleman will be so 
recorded. 

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

YEAS-30 

Afflerbach Hess Moore Shaffer 
Armstrong Holl Musto Shumaker 
Bell Hopper O'Pake Stapleton 
Corman Jubelirer Peterson Stewart 
Fisher Kelley Reibman Tilghman 
Greenleaf Lemmond Rocks Wenger 
Greenwood Loeper Salvatore Wilt 
Helfrick Madigan 

NAYS-17 

Andrezeski Jones Pecora Scanlon 
Bodack Lewis Regoli Stout 
Brightbill Lincoln Rhoades Williams 
Furno Lynch Ross Zemprelli 
Hankins 

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

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

amended? 
It was agreed to. 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 646, HB 783, SB 794, 831, 846, 884, 886, 909, 947, 1015 
and 1016 - Without objection, the bills were passed over in 
their order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 
AND REREFERRED 

SB 1050 (Pr. No. 1455) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act establishing by law an administrative investigative 
office under the Governor known as the Office of Inspector 
General for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; imposing 
powers and duties on the Inspector General; and extending the 
jurisdiction of the Inspector General to the Pennsylvania Turn
pike Commission, the Liquor Control Board and the Public 
Utility Commission. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed for third consideration. 
Upon motion of Senator LOEPER, and agreed to, the bill 

just considered was rereferred to the Committee on Appropri
ations. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 1051 (Pr. No. 1389) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of May 21, 1937 (P. L. 774, No. 211), 
entitled "Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission Act,'' requiring 
the Auditor General to periodically audit the affairs of the Penn
sylvania Turnpike Commission. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

SB 1053 (Pr. No. 1456) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act reestablishing the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, 
which is scheduled for termination under the Sunset Act; and 
providing for an interim audit. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider-

SB 1048 (Pr. No. 1386) - The Senate proceeded to consid- ation. 
eration of the bill, entitled: BILL OVER IN ORDER 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further defining 
"Commonwealth party" to specifically include the Pennsylvania 
Turnpike Commission for purposes of conferring limited sover
eign immunity. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

SB 1049 (Pr. No. 1387)-The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania Con
solidated Statutes, further providing for the maximum weight of 
vehicles on the Pennsylvania Turnpike. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

SB 1065 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in 
its order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 1067 (Pr. No. 1504) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of December 12, 1973 (P. L. 397, No. 
141), entitled "Teacher Certification Law," further providing for 
the commission; and providing for the reestablishment of the 
commission. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

SB 1068 (Pr. No. 1505) -The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act defining and providing for the licensing and regulation 
of private academic schools; reestablishing the State Board of 
Private Academic Schools; imposing penalties; and making 
repeals. 
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Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

RB 1072 and SB 1078 - Without objection, the bills were 
passed over in their order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 1082 (Pr. No. 1440) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of July 22, 1974 (P. L. 598, No. 206), 
entitled "Pennsylvania Minority Business Development Author
ity Act," providing for designees for legislative 
members; providing for removal from membership on the 
board; and reestablishing the agency. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 1093 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in 
its order at the request of Senator LOEPER. 

BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 1130 (Pr. No. 1503) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) 
of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, making revisions to 
the provisions regarding the Pennsylvania sentencing guidelines. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

RB 1130 (Pr. No. 2352) - The Senate proceeded to consid
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the Penn
sylvania Consolidated Statutes, adding provisions relating to the 
establishment and operation of the Pennsylvania Commission on 
Sentencing; increasing the penalties for false reports to law 
enforcement authorities; and making repeals. 

Considered the second time and agreed to, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for third consider

ation. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 

CONGRATULATING VLADIMIR AND MARIA 
SLEPAK ON NEWS OF THEIR LONG-AWAITED 

PERMISSION TO EMIGRATE FROM TIIE 
SOVIET UNION 

Senator SALVATORE, on behalf of Senator 
JUBELIRER, himself and Senators STAUFFER, 
ZEMPRELLI, FUMO, MOORE, ROCKS, ROMANELLI, 
SHUMAKER, MADIGAN, LYNCH, WILT, MUSTO, 
HELFRICK, GREENLEAF, REIBMAN, ARMSTRONG, 

HESS, BELL, JONES and FISHER offered the following 
resolution (Senate Resolution No. 132), which was read as 
follows: 

In the Senate, October 21, 1987. 

A RESOLUTION 

Congratulating Vladimir and Maria Slepak on news of their long
awaited permission to emigrate from the Soviet Union. 

WHEREAS, Vladimir and Maria Slepak are among the most 
prominent leaders of the Jewish refusenik movement in the Soviet 
Union; and 

WHEREAS, The Slepaks are among more than 400,000 Soviet 
Jews who have expressed a desire to emigrate; and 

WHEREAS, More than 12,000 Soviet Jews have officially 
received "refusals" of their applications; and 

WHEREAS, The Slepaks have sought to emigrate to freedom 
in Israel since 1971; and 

WHEREAS, Soviet authorities have refused the Slepaks' 
request to emigrate on the basis that Mr. Slepak had knowledge 
of state secrets in his capacity as Chief of Moscow Television 
Research Institute; and 

WHEREAS, The Slepaks were the targets of harassment by the 
KGB following their application to emigrate, and Mr. Slepak was 
forced to leave his professional job and support himself with 
menial employment; and 

WHEREAS, The Slepaks participated in demonstrations and 
hunger strikes to protest the denial of an exit visa; and 

WHEREAS, One such demonstration by the Slepaks in June 
1978 was brutally suppressed and resulted in the Slepaks being 
beaten, arrested, and charged with "hooliganism;" and 

WHEREAS, As a result of being found guilty of that charge, 
the Slepaks were sentenced to exile in a closed city in Siberia; and 

WHEREAS, The Slepaks' two sons were permitted to emi
grate, and one son, Alexander, is a graduate of Temple Medical 
School and currently resides in Pennsylvania; and 

WHEREAS, Governor Robert P. Casey personally intervened 
on behalf of the Slepaks by speaking to Vladimir on February 26, 
1987, in a conference call, agreeing to "adopt" the family and to 
visit with Alexander Slepak; and 

WHEREAS, Alexander Slepak, after a meeting with Governor 
Casey in Philadelphia, traveled to Harrisburg on June 2, 1987, 
and addressed the Senate of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
and 

WHEREAS, The Senate of the Commonwealth of Pennsyl
vania unanimously adopted a resolution on that day declaring 
June 2, 1987, as "Soviet Jewry Day" in Pennsylvania, which 
singled out the plight of the Slepak family; and 

WHEREAS, The House of Representatives of the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania unanimously adopted a resolution on 
June 2, 1987, adopting Vladimir and Maria Slepak as "Citizens 
of Pennsylvania"; and 

WHEREAS, Vladimir Slepak reported on October 14, 1987, 
that he and his wife had received permission to emigrate to Israel; 
therefore be it 

RESOLVED, That the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn
sylvania congratulate the Slepaks on receiving permission to emi
grate from the Soviet Union; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to 
the Slepaks when they arrive in Israel. 

Senator SALVATORE asked and obtained unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration of this resolution. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 
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SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 132, ADOPTED 

Senator SALVA TORE. Mr. President, I move that the 
Senate do adopt Senate Resolution No. 132. 

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

Senator SALVA TORE. Mr. President, I am honored today 
to be among many sponsors in introducing this resolution and 
its adoption. 

Just last June we were honored by having Alexander Slepak 
appear in this Senate and speak to the Senators about his 
concern about the refuseniks, and his parents especially. I can 
only say to you this probably is one of the most important res
olutions I will ever have the honor of introducing, because 
when the gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator Furno, and 
the gentleman from Lancaster, Senator Armstrong, and 
myself were in Russia, we had the occasion to visit the Slepaks 
and learned of the plight of many refuseniks. 

Just to add another word, we were in Leningrad and we 
talked to a refusenik in Leningrad. The day after we talked to 
that refusenik, he received permission to leave Russia. I am so 
happy the Slepaks have finally been granted permission. I will 
never forget that day in their apartment as long as I live, the 
experience of talking to people like the Slepaks. I said to 
them, "How can you have such a great disposition after being 
subjected to five years in Siberia, and all the rejections of 
every time you tried to leave Russia, and the arrests by the 
KGB, time after time after time?" In fact, Maria baked us an 
apple pie and it was the best damn apple pie I ever had in my 
life. Then she gave me two pieces of apple pie to bring back to 
my wife. Dr. Meiman was there that day, too. Unfortunately, 
Dr. Meiman has not been allowed to emigrate to Israel. He is 
being denied because he worked on something they call "clas
sified" before 1955. I could go on and on and tell you about 
that experience Senator Furno and Senator Armstrong and 
myself experienced that day, but I am so happy that I can 
stand here today and say to you, Mr. President, that the 
Slepaks are finally going to be allowed to leave Russia. But, 
we cannot quit with only the Slepaks and the ones who are 
well-known. There are hundreds of thousands of Jews who 
want to leave Russia who are being refused that permission. 
So we cannot stop because of their PR work, which they call 
"glasnost," which is now starting to leave only the well
known ones out but not the ones who want to get out, so we 
cannot stop just with the Slepaks. However, I am happy to see 
they finally received permission to leave. Thank you again, 
Mr. President, for giving me the honor to introduce this reso
lution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair thanks the gen
tleman, Senator Salvatore, for his most appropriate remarks, 
and is pleased to be one of the sponsors of this resolution. 
Having had the honor of meeting the members of the Slepak 
family when they were here, and now knowing that emigra
tion is going to become possible this year, the Chair joins with 
Senator Salvatore in his remarks. 

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

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following resolutions, which were read, considered and 
adopted: 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Coplay 
Democratic Club by Senator Afflerbach. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. Ray Oatman, Mr. and Mrs. Starling G. Snyder, Mr. and 
Mrs. Paul R. Fitzkee, Mr. and Mrs. Donald C. Eckert and to 
Mr. and Mrs. Donald R. Bird by Senator Armstrong. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the United 
Methodist Church of Cornwall by Senator Brightbill. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the 
Dormont Volunteer Fire Department by Senator Fisher. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. Eugene R. Wallace by Senator Moore. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. 
Edward Hoover and to the Penn Hills Baseball Association by 
Senator Pecora. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Ronald 
Abel, Leonard Carnahan, Reid Finney and to Anna Mae 
Wagner by Senator Regoli. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Nick J. 
DiVietro, John J. Mazzeo and to Vincent J. Gallo by Senator 
Reibman. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to. Mr. and 
Mrs. James Mollica by Senator Scanlon. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Chauf
feurs, Teamsters and Helpers Local Union No. 776 by 
Senator Shumaker. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Russell N. 
Carlson by Senator Stauffer. 

CONDOLENCE RESOLUTION 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following resolution, which was read, considered and 
adopted: 

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of 
the late Reverend Dr. Franklin L. Henley by Senator 
Shumaker. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Senator LOEPER. Mr. President, I move the Senate do 
now adjourn until Monday, October 26, 1987, at 2:00 p.m., 
Eastern Standard Time, unless sooner recalled by the Presi
dent pro tempore. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate adjourned at 1:10 p.m., Eastern Daylight 

Saving Time. 


