
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA 

TUESDAY, APRIL 30, 2002 

SESSION OF 2002 186TH OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 32 

SENATE 

TUESDAY, April 30, 2002 

The Senate met at 1 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Senator M.J. White) in the 
Chair. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Reverend MATT SHOUSE, of The Trium
phant Church Family, Franklin, offered the following prayer: 

Dear Heavenly Father, we thank You for the privilege to be 
here today in Your presence, O Lord, in the presence of these 
men and women whom You have called and appointed to repre
sent this State. Lord, we ask that Your will be done today in this 
Senate Session. I ask that You grant wisdom and direction on the 
decisions that they will make. I pray that Your presence will be 
manifested and that Your peace and unity fills this room. Lord, 
we pray that Your hand be upon this meeting. We pray that You 
will touch every individual here today. 

Lord, I thank You for these leaders and for the sacrifices they 
and their families have made to make a difference in their com
munity and in the State. Lord, not only do we lift up the leaders 
of Pennsylvania, but Pennsylvania to You in prayer, and also our 
nation. And Lord, we ask for Your blessing and for the spirit of 
freedom to prevail. We ask these things in Your precious name. 
Amen. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thanks Reverend 
Shouse, along with his father, Howard, who are the guests today 
of Senator M.J. White. 

JOURNAL APPROVED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quorum of the Senate being 
present, the Clerk will read the Journal of the preceding Session 
of April 29, 2002. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the preceding 
Session, when, on motion of Senator BRIGHTBILL, and agreed 
to by voice vote, further reading was dispensed with and the 
Journal was approved. 

HOUSE MESSAGES 

HOUSE BILL FOR CONCURRENCE 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives presented to the 
Senate the following bill for concurrence, which was referred to 
the committee indicated: 

April 29, 2002 

HB 1804 - Committee on Public Health and Welfare. 

HOUSE CONCURS IN SENATE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives informed the Sen
ate that the House has concurred in resolution from the Senate, 
entitled: 

Weekly adjournment. 

RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the follow
ing Senate Resolutions numbered, entitled, and referred as fol
lows, which were read by the Clerk: 

April 29, 2002 

Senators KITCHEN, A. WILLIAMS, TARTAGLIONE, 
HUGHES, COSTA, HELFRICK, BODACK, DENT, LOGAN 
and STACK presented to the Chair SR 220, entitled: 

A Resolution observing the third Saturday of June 2002 as 
"Juneteenth National Freedom Day" in Pennsylvania. 

Which was committed to the Committee on RULES AND 
EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS, April 29, 2002. 

Senators D. WHITE, CORMAN, STOUT, WOZNIAK, 
TARTAGLIONE, EARLL, COSTA, LAVALLE, ORIE, 
A. WILLIAMS, TOMLINSON, CONTI, MUSTO, SCARNATI, 
ERICKSON, BOSCOLA, KASUNIC, SCHWARTZ, ROBBINS, 
LOGAN, WAUGH, LEMMOND, STACK and MOWERY 
presented to the Chair SR 221, entitled: 

A Resolution urging the Congress of the United States to extend the 
tax credit under section 29 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
continue to provide a reliable, secure and fair-priced supply of natural 
gas to United States gas consumers. 

Which was committed to the Committee on 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, April 29, 2002. 

Senators ROBBINS, BRIGHTBILL, WENGER, PICCOLA, 
MOWERY, LAVALLE, EARLL, RHOADES, COSTA, DENT, 
LEMMOND, LOGAN, THOMPSON, STOUT, SCARNATI, 
KUKOVICH, ERICKSON, MELLOW, BOSCOLA, MUSTO, 
O'PAKE, SCHWARTZ, TARTAGLIONE, WAGNER, 



1708 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL — SENATE APRIL 30, 

KASUNIC, KITCHEN and MURPHY presented to the Chair 
SR 222, entitled: 

A Resolution designating the month of May 2002 as "Community 
Action Month" in Pennsylvania. 

Which was committed to the Committee on RULES AND 
EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS, April 29,2002. 

REPORTS F R O M C O M M I T T E E S 

Senator GREENLEAF, from the Committee on Judiciary, 
reported the following bills: 

SB 763 (Pr. No. 1968) (Amended) 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the offense of driving under 
influence of alcohol or controlled substance. 

HB 330 (Pr. No. 347) 

An Act amending the act of June 18, 1998 (P.L.622, No.80), 
entitled "An act providing for a procedure and method of execution; and 
making repeals," providing for a short title; and further providing for 
definitions and for witnesses to execution. 

HB 402 (Pr. No. 419) 

An Act amending Title 18 (Crimes and Offenses) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, further providing for gambling 
devices. 

HB 641 (Pr. No. 697) 

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, repealing provisions relating to 
certain appeals from the Pennsylvania Labor Relations Board. 

Senator GERLACH, from the Committee on Local 
Government, reported the following bills: 

HB 1326 (Pr. No. 3270) 

An Act amending the act of May 1,1933 (P.L.103, No.69), known 
as The Second Class Township Code, further providing for township 
and special tax levies. 

HB 1327 (Pr. No. 3271) 

An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656, 
No.581), known as The Borough Code, further providing for tax levy; 
and making an editorial change. 

HB 1328 (Pr. No. 3272) 

An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (PL. 1206, No.331), 
known as The First Class Township Code, further providing for tax 
levies. 

HB 2005 (Pr. No. 3790) (Amended) 

An Act amending the act of August 9, 1955 (RL.323, No.130), 
known as The County Code, further providing for compensation of 
solicitors appointed by county officers. 

HB 2223 (Pr. No. 3032) 

An Act amending the act of June 12, 1919 (P.L.476, No.240), 
referred to as the Second Class County Recorder of Deeds Fee Law, 
providing for additional fees; and establishing a County Records 
Improvement Fund. 

RESOLUTION REPORTED F R O M COMMITTEE 

Senator GERLACH, from the Committee on Local 
Government, reported the following resolution: 

SR 183 (Pr. No. 1849) 

A Resolution designating the month of October 2002 as "Planning 
Great Communities Month" in Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be placed on 
the Calendar. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Madam President, I ask for a 
legislative leave for Senator Bell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator Brightbill requests a 
legislative leave for Senator Bell. Without objection, that leave 
is granted. 

CALENDAR 

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 208 
CALLED UP OUT OF ORDER, ADOPTED 

Senator BRIGHTBILL, without objection, called up from 
page 5 of the Calendar, as a Special Order of Business, Senate 
Resolution No. 208, entitled: 

A Resolution honoring Pennsylvania's senior citizens by declaring 
the month of May 2002 as "Older Americans Month" in Pennsylvania. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 

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

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Gorman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
OTake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-0 

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



2002 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL — SENATE 1709 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
GUESTS OF SENATOR TIMOTHY F. 

MURPHY PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Murphy. 

Senator MURPHY. Madam President, I am here today with 
the great honor of introducing some of our latest State champions 
from the 37th Senatorial District. The West Allegheny High 
School Football Team, with an overall record of 13-2, is now the 
PLAA Class AAA State Football champions. I would like to read 
you a little about this tremendous team. For 3 years in a row they 
were the District 7 WPIAL champions when they played 
Hopewell and defeated them, and it was their third straight 
appearance at the State title game when they played Strath 
Haven, which I believe is in Senator Erickson's district, and twice 
before, Strath Haven beat them. This time West Allegheny came 
out on top with a score of 28-13. The defense was never scored 
upon in the third quarter the entire season. They averaged 7.6 
points per game given up by the defense, and they averaged 307 
yards per game in offense, while giving up an average of 157 
yards, over 4,600 yards in total offense. All 12 of the seniors who 
are graduating will be furthering their education, and 6 will be 
playing football at the collegiate level. They are coached by Bob 
Palko, who is up there with them, and I would appreciate it if the 
Senate would give the State champions of West Allegheny a 
warm welcome. 

(Applause.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair notes that they 

brought their cheerleaders with them. 

GUESTS OF SENATOR HAROLD F. 
MOWERY PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Cumberland, Senator Mowery. 

Senator MOWERY. Madam President-
(Applause.) 
Senator MOWERY. Madam President, what can I say? 
It gives me great pleasure to introduce to the Senate today a 

group of cheerleaders from my district who have recently won 
State and national titles. There are three groups, Madam 
President. 

Cheer Tyme, from Camp Hill, under the leadership of Kim 
and Scott Braasch, captured the first place title in the 2002 Junior 
All-Star Division, the Co-ed Division, and the Youth All-Star 
Division. This is their third consecutive year of being State 
champions. 

For the first time in school history, three Cumberland Valley 
cheerleading squads won national titles in the same year. The 
Midget Eagles and the Pony Eagles could not be with us today, 
but the Cumberland Valley Varsity Cheerleaders are here to be 
recognized. Months of training paid off for the cheerleaders 
when they won. The varsity girls not only won State titles, but 
national titles in the 21st Annual EC A Cheerleading 
Championship in March at William and Mary College in 
Williamsburg, Virginia, and the ECA Nationals in Myrtle Beach, 
South Carolina. Now, they gave me such a warm welcome, I 

would certainly hope that we could do the same for them, a big 
cheer from the Senate of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 
Mowery please rise. 

(Applause.) 

GUESTS OF SENATOR JOHN N. 
WOZNIAK PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Cambria, Senator Wozniak. 

(Applause.) 
Senator WOZNIAK. Madam President, I think the football 

players got a bigger round from my people than I did. 
Earlier today the Bishop Carroll Girls' Basketball State 

Champions were here. They are not here in the balcony, but I 
made it quite clear that I would mention that they won the PIAA 
Class A Girls' Basketball State Championship, and I would like 
the Senate to give them our hearty congratulations. 

(Applause.) 
Senator WOZNIAK. And now to my fine friend from the 

center of the State, Senator Mowery, and I am sure he is very 
proud of his teams, but I have a long list of champions and I am 
going to read them off. All of them are not in the balcony, some 
of them had to return to western Pennsylvania, but they worked 
very hard, diligently, and they had the competitive spirit of 
western Pennsylvania. They are: Turner's All-Star Cheerleaders, 
Senior All-Star Division; Conemaugh Valley Pee Wee 
Cheerleading Squad, Elementary Division champions; Richland 
Junior High School Cheerleading Squad, Junior High Division; 
Johnstown Middle School Cheerleading Squad, Middle School 
Division champs; Curwensville High School Junior Varsity 
Cheerleading Squad, Junior Varsity Division; Curwensville High 
School Varsity Cheerleading Squad, Varsity Division champs; 
Johnstown High School Varsity Cheerleading Squad, Varsity 
AAA Division champs; and Bishop McCort High School 
Cheerleading Squad, Varsity AA Division champs. 

I would like to have the Senate of Pennsylvania give hearty 
congratulations, that we know the competitive spirit is alive and 
well in Pennsylvania's youth. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 

Wozniak please rise. 
(Applause.) 

GUESTS OF SENATOR MICHAEL A. 
OTAKE PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Berks, Senator O'Pake. 

Senator O'PAKE. Madam President, I would like the Senate 
to extend its usual warm welcome and perhaps give a few cheers 
to the executive director of the Berks Career and Technology 
Center, Dr. Robert Runkle, and his director of public relations, 
Julianne Nolan, who are in the gallery here observing and 
lobbying for education in Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 
O'Pake please rise so the Senate may welcome you. 

(Applause.) 
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GUESTS O F SENATOR LISA M. 
BOSCOLA PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentlewoman from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Madam President, I have a guest Page 
today, and then I also have guests in the gallery, but I would like 
to introduce a very special high school student who is shadowing 
me today and who is also serving as a guest Page on the Senate 
floor. Her name is Jacqueline Kroll, and she is a senior at 
Emmaus High School, which is actually a few minutes outside of 
my district. She is participating in the shadow program, and she 
received the Donley Award for Excellence. She plans to attend 
the University of Richmond, and plans to study political science, 
leadership studies, and Spanish. I am honored to have Jacquie 
here today because she really wanted to shadow a female 
legislator, and even though she interned in Senator Dent's office, 
she wanted to shadow a female, and she is a registered Democrat, 
so you go, girl. Please extend our warm welcome. 

(Applause.) 
Senator BOSCOLA. Madam President, I also have some 

guests in the gallery. They are three special guests who are very 
interested in what we are going to do about the high cost of 
prescription drugs. With us today are Dot Hudak from Bethlehem 
Township, who is currently enrolled in the PAGENET program, 
and with her are Sheryl and Paul Pozzi, who unfortunately do not 
qualify for PACE or PAGENET, but are very active in the 
Lehigh Valley AARP chapter back home and are working very 
hard to change that. So I would like the Senate to recognize them 
and give them a warm welcome. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 
Boscola please rise for a Senate welcome. 

(Applause.) 

GUESTS O F SENATOR R O G E R A. 
MADIGAN PRESENTED T O THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Bradford, Senator Madigan. 

Senator MADIGAN. Madam President, I do not have any 
cheerleaders, but I have a group of young women and men in the 
gallery who certainly deserve a cheer. They are the 2002 
Leadership Lycoming Class sponsored by the Williamsport, 
Lycoming County Chamber of Commerce. I had the privilege of 
spending the day and having lunch with them. I would like to 
introduce them and ask the Senate to give them its usual warm 
welcome and best wishes for their impact on the economy of 
Lycoming County. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 
Madigan please rise for a Senate welcome. 

(Applause.) 

GUESTS O F SENATOR JAMES J. 
RHOADES PRESENTED TO THE SENATE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Schuylkill, Senator Rhoades. 

Senator RHOADES. Madam President, I am not sure if my 
group left with the cheerleaders or not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We will know in a minute. 
Senator RHOADES. Madam President, if you all noticed 

today in the Chamber halls, there were a number of red-blazered 
individuals who were visiting today. Two of the groups stopped 
by to see me. They were from the Monroe County Vocational 
Technical School, and were here with their principal, Nancy 
Tkatch, and Mr. Jim Granahan, who is a machine technology 
instructor. They are Jason Abuiso, Caitlin Makowski, Andrew 
Batton, and Jesus Chaparro, all from Monroe County. 

From Lehigh Career and Technology Institute, with Mr. Gary 
Fedorcha, are Kelly Guth, Benjamin Gaisey, and Matthew Davis. 
I would appreciate it if we would extend our usual warm 
welcome. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guests of Senator 
Rhoades please rise so the Senate may welcome you. 

(Applause.) 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Madam President, at this point in time 
I request a recess of the Senate for the purpose of a Republican 
caucus, which will begin immediately in the Majority Caucus 
Room. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Madam President, I would appreciate it 
if the Democrats would report to our caucus room immediately 
upon recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. For purposes of Republican and 
Democratic caucuses, without objection, the Senate stands in 
recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Robert C. 
Jubelirer) in the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having expired, the 
Senate will come to order. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I ask for a legislative 
leave for Senator Holl. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Brightbill requests a legislative 
leave for Senator Holl. Without objection, that leave will be 
granted. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Luzerne, Senator 
Musto. 

Senator MUSTO. Mr. President, I request a temporary Capitol 
leave for Senator Stout. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Musto requests a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Stout. Without objection, that leave 
will be granted. 
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CONSIDERATION O F CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILL ON CONCURRENCE IN 
HOUSE AMENDMENTS AS AMENDED 

SENATE CONCURS IN HOUSE AMENDMENTS 
AS AMENDED 

SB 1007 (Pr. No. 1956) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of February 14, 1986 (RL.2, No.2), 
known as the Acupuncture Registration Act, providing for the definition 
of "acupuncture educational program"; and further providing for the 
regulations of the practice of acupuncture. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate concur in the amendments made by the House, 

as amended by the Senate, to Senate Bill No. 1007? 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
do concur in the amendments made by the House, as amended by 
the Senate, to Senate Bill No. 1007. 

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

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

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-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 inform the House of 
Representatives accordingly. 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILLS AMENDED 

HB 247 (Pr. No. 3756) -
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

The Senate proceeded to 

An Act providing for a community services block grant program; 
and further providing for powers and duties of the Department of 
Community and Economic Development. 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Luzerne, Senator Musto. 

Senator MUSTO. Mr. President, I request a temporaiy Capitol 
leave for Senator Bodack. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Musto requests a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Bodack. Without objection, that leave 
will be granted. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator MUSTO, on behalf of Senator MELLOW, offered the 

following amendment No. A2094: 

Amend Sec. 8, page 15, line 12, by striking out "679" and inserting: 
678D 

Amend Sec. 8, page 15, line 14, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 9916). 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 
It was agreed to. 
Without objection, the bill, as amended, was passed over in its 

order at the request of Senator BRIGHTBILL. 

HB 411 (Pr. No. 3773) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of July 31, 1968 (P.L.805, No.247), 
known as the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, further 
providing for purpose of act; defining "no-impact home-based 
business"; and fUrther providing for ordinance provisions, for procedure 
for landowner curative amendments, for hearings and for governing 
body's functions. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
Senator CONTI offered the following amendment No. A2163: 

Amend Sec. 5, page 8, lines 27 and 28, by striking out "IN 90 
DAYS" and inserting: December 1, 2002 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 
It was agreed to. 
Without objection, the bill, as amended, was passed over in its 

order at the request of Senator BRIGHTBILL. 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 824 (Pr. No. 1954) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of November 1, 1971 (P.L. 495,No.ll3), 
entitled, as amended, "An act providing for the compensation of county 
officers in counties of the second through eighth classes, for 
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compensation of district attorneys in cities and counties of the first 
class, for compensation of district election officers in all counties, for 
the disposition of fees, for filing of bonds in certain cases and for duties 
of certain officers," providing for the compensation of district election 
officers; and making a repeal. 

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 PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Tartaglione. 

Senator TARTAGLIONE. Mr. President, I would first like to 
thank Senator Lemmond for working with me on this bill. We all 
know how difficult it is to recruit election day workers, and this 
would increase their compensation. So I thank the gentleman, 
Senator Lemmond. 

I ask for an affirmative vote. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Luzerne, Senator Lemmond. 
Senator LEMMOND. Mr. President, I most certainly want to 

thank Senator Tartaglione and all of her associates. We agree that 
the goal of fair elections, conducted efficiently, deserves 
everyone's wholehearted support. That is what this bill does, and 
I certainly urge unanimous approval. 

Thank you. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-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 OVER IN ORDER 

SB 1319 ~ Without objection, the bill was passed over in its 
order at the request of Senator BRIGHTBILL. 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 1413 (Pr. No. 1920) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of June 10, 1982 (RL.454, No. 133), 
entitled "An act protecting agricultural operations from nuisance suits 
and ordinances under certain circumstances," further providing for 
limitation on local ordinances. 

Considered the third time and agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-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. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

HB 1458 and HB 1459 - Without objection, the bills were 
passed over in their order at the request of Senator 
BRIGHTBILL. 

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

PREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILL 
OVER IN ORDER TEMPORARILY 

SB 5 - Without objection, the bill was passed over in its order 
temporarily at the request of Senator BRIGHTBILL. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 1060, SB 1118, SB 1158, SB 1164, SB 1225 and HB 
1237 ~ Without objection, the bills were passed over in then-
order at the request of Senator BRIGHTBILL. 
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BILLS REREFERRED 

SB 1242 (Pr. No. 1940) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act providing for the adoption of capital projects to be financed 
from current revenues of the Game Fund. 

Upon motion of Senator BRIGHTBILL, and agreed to by 
voice vote, the bill was rereferred to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

SB 1243 (Pr. No. 1600) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 34 (Game) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, further providing for the allocation of revenues 
within the Game Fund. 

Upon motion of Senator BRIGHTBILL, and agreed to by 
voice vote, the bill was rereferred to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 1417 (Pr. No. 1935) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of May 17, 1921 (P.L.682, No.284), 
known as The Insurance Company Law of 1921, further providing for 
mastectomy and breast cancer reconstruction. 

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

consideration. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

HB 1933 and HB 2125 ~ Without objection, the bills were 
passed over in their order at the request of Senator 
BRIGHTBILL. 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, at this time I ask for a 
recess of the Senate for the purpose of a Republican caucus, 
which will begin immediately in the Rules room to the rear of the 
Senate Chamber. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, just one question. Does the 
gentleman have any idea of the length of the recess? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I would guess 30 
minutes. 

The PRESIDENT. For the purpose of a Republican caucus to 
begin immediately in the Rules room at the rear of the Senate 
Chamber, without objection, the Senate will stand in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having expired, the 
Senate will come to order. 

SPECIAL ORDER O F BUSINESS 
SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR No. 1 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 411 (Pr. No. 3792) ~ The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of July 31, 1968 (P.L.805, No.247), 
known as the Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code, further 
providing for purpose of act; defining "no-impact home-based 
business"; and further providing for ordinance provisions, for procedure 
for landowner curative amendments, for hearings and for governing 
body's functions. 

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: 

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-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 return said bill to 
the House of Representatives with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendments in which concurrence of 
the House is requested. 

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS 
SUPPLEMENTAL CALENDAR No. 2 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 247 (Pr. No. 3793) - The Senate proceeded to 
consideration of the bill, entitled: 
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An Act providing for a community services block grant program; 
and further providing for powers and duties of the Department of 
Community and Economic Development. 

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: 

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-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 return said bill to 
the House of Representatives with information that the Senate 
has passed the same with amendments in which concurrence of 
the House is requested. 

RECONSIDERATION OF VOTE 

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the 
vote by which Senate Bill No. 1413 passed finally. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to the motion? 
A voice vote having been taken, the question was determined 

in the affirmative. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-48 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 

Gerlach 
Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 

Mellow 
Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 

Stout 
Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 

Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 

Kukovich 

Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 

Schwartz 

O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Stack 

Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-2 

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. 

EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Motion was made by Senator ROBBINS, 
That the Senate do now resolve itself into Executive Session 

for the purpose of considering certain nominations made by the 
Governor. 

Which was agreed to by voice vote. 

NOMINATIONS TAKEN FROM THE TABLE 

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I call from the table certain 
nominations and ask for their consideration. 

The Clerk read the nominations as follows: 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
SCOTLAND SCHOOL FOR VETERANS' CHILDREN 

March 19, 2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, John W. Mason, 3285 Muirfield 
Drive, Chambersburg 17201, Franklin County, Thirty-third Senatorial 
District, for appointment as a member of the Board of Trustees of 
Scotland School for Veterans' Children, to serve until the third Tuesday 
of January 2003, and until his successor is appointed and qualified, vice 
Lois A. Waters, Esquire, Chambersburg, resigned. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE STATE BOARD OF SOCIAL 
WORKERS, MARRIAGE AND FAMILY THERAPISTS 

AND PROFESSIONAL COUNSELORS 

March 19,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Ronald E. Hays, 19 Tower Road, 
Broomall 19008, Delaware County, Twenty-sixth Senatorial District, 
for reappointment as a member of the State Board of Social Workers, 
Marriage and Family Therapists and Professional Counselors, to serve 
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for a term of four years and until his successor is appointed and 
qualified, but not longer than six months beyond that period. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
SOUTH MOUNTAIN RESTORATION CENTER 

March 19,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Diane M. Cole, 970 Mount Carmel 
Road, Ortanna 17353, Adams County, Thirty-third Senatorial District, 
for reappointment as a member of the Board of Trustees of South 
Mountain Restoration Center, to serve until the third Tuesday of 
January 2005 and until her successor is appointed and qualified. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

DISTRICT JUSTICE 

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

April 17, 2002 

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Fred B. Miller, Esquire, 601 
Engelman Drive, Tyrone 16686, Blair County, Thirtieth Senatorial 
District, for appointment as District Justice, in and for the County of 
Blair, Magisterial District 24-3-01, to serve until the first Monday of 
January 2004, vice John B. Greene, resigned. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE SUSQUEHANNA COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

March 1,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Bette Rae Bucci (Democrat), 5 East 
High Street, Susquehanna 18847, Susquehanna County, Twentieth 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Susquehanna 
County Board of Assistance, to serve until December 31, 2002, and 
until her successor has been appointed and qualified, vice Rita Tiffany, 
Kingsley, whose term expired. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE SUSQUEHANNA COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

March 1,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Elaine Burman (Republican), RR 1, 
Box 62, Thompson 18465, Susquehanna County, Twentieth Senatorial 
District, for appointment as a member of the Susquehanna County 
Board of Assistance, to serve until December 31, 2004, and until her 
successor has been appointed and qualified. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE SUSQUEHANNA COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

March 1,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Nancy W. Ross (Republican), RR 2, 
Box 3289, Uniondale, 18470, Susquehanna County, Twentieth 
Senatorial District, for appointment as a member of the Susquehanna 
County Board of Assistance, to serve until December 31, 2004, and 
until her successor has been appointed and qualified. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

MEMBER OF THE SUSQUEHANNA COUNTY 
BOARD OF ASSISTANCE 

March 1,2002 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for the 
advice and consent of the Senate, Carol B. Tripp (Republican), RR 1, 
Box 338, Kingsley 18826, Susquehanna County, Twentieth Senatorial 
District, for appointment as a member of the Susquehanna County 
Board of Assistance, to serve until December 31, 2003, and until her 
successor has been appointed and qualified. 

Mark S. Schweiker 
Governor 

On the question, 
Will the Senate advise and consent to the nominations? 

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

YEA-50 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Corman 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 

Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-0 
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A constitutional majority of all the Senators having voted 
"aye," the question was determined in the affirmative. 

Ordered, That the Governor be informed accordingly. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION RISES 

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I move that the Executive 
Session do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 

CONSIDERATION O F CALENDAR RESUMED 

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

SB 5 CALLED UP 

SB 5 (Pr. No. 1948) - Without objection, the bill, which 
previously went over in its order temporarily, was called up, from 
page 3 of the Second Consideration Calendar, by Senator 
BRIGHTBILL. 

PREFERRED APPROPRIATION BILL 
ON SECOND CONSIDERATION, AMENDED 

SB 5 (Pr. No. 1948) - The Senate proceeded to consideration 
of the bill, entitled: 

An Act to provide from the General Fund for the expenses of the 
Executive, Legislative and Judicial Departments of the Commonwealth, 
the public debt and for the public schools for the fiscal year July 1, 
2002, to June 30, 2003, for certain institutions and organizations, and 
for the payment of bills incurred and remaining unpaid at the close of 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2002; to provide appropriations from the 
State Lottery Fund, the Energy Conservation and Assistance Fund, the 
Hazardous Material Response Fund, The State Stores Fund, the Milk 
Marketing Fund, the Home Investment Trust Fund, the Emergency 
Medical Services Operating Fund, the Tuition Payment Fund, the 
Banking Department Fund, the Firearm Records Check Fund and the 
Ben Franklin Technology Development Authority Fund to the 
Executive Department; to provide appropriations from the Judicial 
Computer System Augmentation Account to the Judicial Department for 
the fiscal year July 1, 2002, to June 30, 2003; to provide appropriations 
from the Motor License Fund for the fiscal year July 1, 2002, to June 
30, 2003, for the proper operation of the several departments of the 
Commonwealth and the Pennsylvania State Police authorized to spend 
Motor License Fund Moneys; to provide for the appropriation of 
Federal funds to the Executive Department of the Commonwealth and 
for the establishment of restricted receipt accounts for the fiscal year 
July 1, 2002, to June 30, 2003, and for the payment of bills remaining 
unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2002; and to 
provide for the additional appropriation of Federal and State funds for 
the Executive Department of the Commonwealth for the fiscal year July 
1, 2001, to June 30, 2002, and for the payment of bills incurred and 
remaining unpaid at the close of the fiscal year ending June 30, 2001. 

On the question, 

Will the Senate agree to the bill on second consideration? 

ORIE AMENDMENT A2135 

Senator ORIE offered the following amendment No. A2135: 
Amend Sec. 209, page 47, line 1, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 433,000 

Amend Sec. 219, page 109, line 29, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 487,422,000 
Amend Sec. 219, page 110, line 10, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
Federal appropriation 776,419,000 

Amend Sec. 219, page 110, line 15, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 344,045,000 
Amend Sec. 219, page 110, line 22, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
Federal appropriation 430,752,000 

Amend Sec. 219, page 111, line 10, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 1,918,729,000 
Amend Sec. 219, page 111, line 21, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
Federal appropriation 2,439,179,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Allegheny, Senator Orie. 

Senator ORIE. Mr. President, the amendment would take 
$1,167,000 from the CyberStart appropriation and restore that 
same amount of money for autism services in this year's budget. 
Specifically, it would add $446,000 to the appropriation for 
medical assistance payments for outpatient services, excluding 
services through capitation plans. In addition, it would add 
$74,000 to the appropriation for medical assistance payments for 
inpatient care, excluding inpatient care services provided through 
capitation plans. And lastly, it would add $647,000 to medical 
assistance for capitation plans. 

Even in the tight budget we face, Mr. President, we simply 
cannot afford to underfiind this program, as well as others that 
provide safety nets for families with severe disabilities. To do so 
would take away, as I said, a safety net from families and 
children in need. Programs like CyberStart are innovative and 
certainly have merit, but we must look long and hard at our 
priorities. Even if we make this change, we still provide 
$433,000 for CyberStart programs. 

One of my constituents wrote recently that families should not 
have to choose between eating and helping their children become 
successful in life. If we do not fund services for autistic children, 
we are doing just that, Mr. President; we are denying children 
with severe disabilities the help that they and their families need 
to live a meaningful life. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote for this amendment to restore 
funding for autism services in this year's budget for the children. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Allegheny, Senator Costa. 
Senator COSTA. Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by my colleague from Allegheny County. I, 
too, had prepared a similar amendment, and for obvious reasons 
will defer to my good colleague from Allegheny County. But I 
want to point out that I echo the comments she just made with 
respect to the decisions that need to be made during a difficult 
budget season. But despite that fact, I think the proposal set forth 
through this amendment is a very reasonable one and something 
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that we as Members of this General Assembly and this particular 
Chamber need to recognize that the amount of money that we 
would have saved in the proposed budget cuts is nothing, is 
minimal, compared to the devastation that would impact the 
many families who have been impacted by the services that have 
been provided for these families and these children. So I, too, 
encourage my colleagues to support this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 
Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I also rise briefly just to 

say a few words about endorsement of this amendment as well. 
I have heard from many parents who are deeply concerned about 
being able to continue to take care of their very medically needy, 
medically fragile children. 

I have a neighbor, and I think I can mention their names 
because they have offered many times over the last few weeks to 
come here personally and talk to you about the concerns they 
have. Rick and Lainey Moseley, who really just live down the 
street from me, have three children. Their middle child has 
serious medical problems, she is in and out of the hospital. She 
has been on oxygen, on a respirator for years. When she does 
better, she comes off of it. The fact that they actually care for her 
at home, that she is very much a part of the family, that she does 
better than they expect at times and then slips back, it really 
speaks to, in some ways, what heroes they are in doing all they 
possibly can for a very, very needy child in having her be a part 
of their family and a part of the community, and I wish the best 
for her. They do talk about the difficulties of covering the 
medical bills and the other kinds of help that they get for her, and 
they have said it is absolutely critical for us to continue these 
payments for families to be able to continue to take care of 
medically needy and medically fragile children. It is so 
important, and again, I appreciate the gentlewoman's amendment 
and encourage all of my colleagues to support it. 

Thank you. 

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

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

amended? 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Senator BRIGHTBILL asked and obtained a leave of absence 
for Senator CORMAN, for today's Session, for personal reasons. 

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

amended? 

HELFRICK AMENDMENT A2115 

Senator HELFRICK offered the following amendment No. 
A2115: 

Amend Sec. 219, page 113, line 29, by inserting after "supplies.": 
As a condition for receiving funds for women's medical services, 
including contraceptive supplies, a project shall not promote, perform 
or refer for abortions or engage in abortion counseling and shall be 
physically and financially separate from any facility engaging in such 
activities as verified by an audit and inspection conducted by the 
Department of Public Welfare and evidence of such physical and 
financial separation shall be supplied by such documentation as the 
Department of Public Welfare shall request. The physical and financial 
separation requirement shall not apply to any abortion or to any 
abortion referral or any abortion counseling in connection therewith, 
which: 

(1) on the basis of the physician's good faith clinical 
judgment, is necessary to prevent the death of the mother or to 
prevent the serious risk of substantial and irreversible impairment 
of a major bodily function; or 

(2) is performed in the case of a pregnancy caused by rape or 
incest. 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Northumberland, Senator Helfrick. 

Senator HELFRICK. Mr. President, most amendments to the 
budget encompass money changes. This is a revenue-neutral 
amendment; it neither adds nor takes away from anything in the 
budget. What it does when it talks about money, it guarantees 
that my tax money and your tax money will not be used to 
perform abortions. This is a Federal medical assistance 
appropriation where $4.3 million is appropriated for grants for 
women's medical services, including contraception supplies. 
Currently, projects receiving funds shall not promote or refer or 
perform any abortions. Currently, projects receiving funds shall 
be physically and financially separate from any component of 
any legal entity engaging in such activities, that is abortions. By 
using separate books, facilities in Pennsylvania have conducted 
both family planning and abortion services. The language needs 
to be stronger to assure that any organization receiving tax 
dollars for family planning keeps these family-planning projects 
separate and apart from any abortion-related activities. The 
strengthened physical and financial separation amendment 
incorporates language contained in Federal regulations that have 
been upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court in Rust v. Sullivan. In its 
ruling, the court stated: "Mere bookkeeping separation of Title 
10 funds from other monies is not sufficient." The gist of this 
amendment is essential to assure that tax dollars are not used to 
subsidize abortion facilities by requiring the Department of 
Public Welfare to inspect and document physical and financial 
separation of these facilities. Exceptions are listed for health 
threats to the mother and in cases of rape and incest. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Montgomery, Senator C. Williams. 
Senator C. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I rise in opposition to 

this amendment and urge us to vote "no." It is still the law of the 
land that abortions are legal under certain prescribed 
circumstances. It is the law that no tax money should be used for 
this. What this amendment will do is make it even more difficult 
for women who have to face a very difficult situation and more 
expensive for them if they decide to have a procedure that is a 
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legal procedure in this country. I urge a "no" vote on this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I just want to be really 
clear that the language in this amendment actually says that the 
women's medical services cannot even refer for abortion services, 
that while they are providing contraceptive services, they could 
not actually refer for what is a legal procedure in this country. 
And having to withhold, this is again often known as a gag rule, 
really makes it extremely difficult for women who may be faced 
with wanting information about all of their legal options. What 
this basically says is that legally responsible medical providers 
may not be able to inform a woman of all of the legal options 
available to her, or possibly available to her. 

Let me say, Mr. President, that all of us feel, at least I do, very 
strongly that contraceptive services and family planning services 
do exactly what most of us want them to do, and that is to help 
women and their partners avoid unwanted pregnancies. And in 
fact, it has been working. We see that family planning services 
have reduced the number of abortions in our State and country, 
that they are doing just what we hoped, but to make it more 
difficult to provide these services by denying funding for 
providers who are trying to provide all of the information legally, 
responsibly, it really puts providers in an untenable position and 
will do just the opposite of what I think many who might want to 
support this amendment will do, which is to make abortions more 
common again rather than more rare. For those of us who do 
support reproductive options, including abortion, and hope that 
they will continue to be both safe, legal, and rare, providing 
funding for family planning and contraceptive services does just 
that, it helps reduce the number of unwanted pregnancies and the 
number of abortions. 

So I hope that we can defeat this amendment because in fact 
it moves us in the wrong direction of not giving women 
information, not giving them information about the options that 
are available to them. There is no question that if we want to be 
neutral about this, we want to say that you should provide all of 
the information about legal options, we should do that, but that 
is not what this says. This says that we should walk away from 
providing information on all the legal options available to women 
in this country and in this State, and I hope that we would not 
deny women in this State information about important legal 
options they may have, medical options they may have, at a very 
difficult time in their lives. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 
Senator MELLOW Mr. President, I just would like to request 

a roll-call vote on this amendment. 
The PRESIDENT. We will have a roll call, Senator Mellow. 

We will have it on every one, unless there is an agreed-to 
amendment. 

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

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

YEA-33 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Brightbill 
Costa 
Erickson 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 
Helfrick 

Boscola 
Conti 
Dent 
Earll 

Holl 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
LaValle 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 
Mowery 
Murphy 

Fumo 
Hughes 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 

Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-16 

Lemmond 
Piccola 
Schwartz 
Tartaglione 

Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
Wozniak 

Thompson 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 

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

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

amended? 

GERLACH AMENDMENT A2170 

Senator GERLACH offered the following amendment No. 
A2170: 

Amend Sec. 206, page 36, line 7, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,800,000 
Amend Sec. 212, page 70, line 1, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 2,692,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Chester, Senator Gerlach. 

Senator GERLACH. Mr. President, what this amendment 
would do is take $200,000 out of the TAP program advertising 
line item and add it to the Governor's Schools of Excellence line 
item for the purpose of creating a Governor's School of 
Excellence for civic responsibility and citizenship. I ask for the 
approval of the Members of the Chamber. 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, we did not have this 
amendment given to us before we went to caucus, so therefore 
we did not have the opportunity of discussing the amendment. 
Therefore, I ask for a recess of the Senate for the purpose of 
having a Democratic caucus to discuss this amendment. 
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Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Earll 

- SJCLrriAlJL, 

Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 

Punt 
Rhoades 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 
Tartaglione 

NAY-4 

Robbins 

l / l ? 

White, Donald 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

White, Mary Jo 

Mr. President, if there are any other amendments that way, it 
would expedite things if they would be shared with us. 

The PRESIDENT. I think this is the last amendment on this 
side that I have, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, it is my understanding that 
there is an amendment to an amendment which we have not seen 
either. And if there is, if it is shared with us, we can handle them 
all with one caucus. If not, we will have to caucus again. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. We are drafting, Mr. President, so we 
are happy to have a recess at this point in time so they can 
caucus. 

The PRESIDENT. For the purpose of a Democratic caucus to 
begin immediately in the caucus room to the rear of the Senate 
Chamber, without objection, the Senate will stand in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having expired, the 
Senate will come to order. 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair wishes to announce that the 
Senate will stand in recess until 8:30 this evening. For that 
purpose, without objection, the Senate will stand in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having expired, the 
Senate will come to order. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment A2170? 

The PRESIDENT. I think it would be good, Senator Gerlach, 
if you would explain your amendment one more time. 

Senator GERLACH. Mr. President, what my amendment 
would do is take $200,000 out of the TAP, Tuition Account 
Program, advertising line item appropriation and would add that 
same sum of money to the line item for the Governor's Schools 
of Excellence to allow for the creation or establishment of a new 
Governor's School of Excellence for citizenship and civic 
responsibility. 

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

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

YEA-45 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 

Murphy 
Musto 
OTake 
Orie 
Piccola 

Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
Wenger 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair notes the presence on the floor 
of Senator Bodack, and his temporary Capitol leave is cancelled. 

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

amended? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, a few remarks on the bill. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, do you have an amendment 

to offer? 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I may have one. 
The PRESIDENT. We are taking amendments right now. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, can I not speak on the bill at 

any time? Is that out of order? 
The PRESIDENT. No, you are in order. 
Senator FUMO. Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, this particular bill, which is the 

Republican-crafted general appropriations bill, does not address 
the problems of education throughout the Commonwealth. It 
does not address the problems of the commitment that was made 
by Governor Schweiker and the Senate Majority to the city of 
Philadelphia, and I know that that was not an oversight. I know 
eventually it is going to come back and get put in there somehow, 
but I did not think it was fair that we should continue to spend 
money in the rest of the Commonwealth and not address public 
education. Throughout Pennsylvania, all of our school districts 
are hurting. 

Yesterday at the hearing of the Committee on Appropriations, 
the good President of the Senate addressed the Committee on 
Appropriations by telling them if we did not send the $75 million 
to Philadelphia that was promised, we would be sued in Federal 
court, and that would cost taxpayers billions of dollars. And the 
only answer to that is maybe he is right, but if that is true, that 
means that we have shortchanged all of education in 
Pennsylvania by billions of dollars. No Federal court is going to 
order that Philadelphia needs billions of dollars. But for the last 
8 years this budget process has been controlled by a Republican 
Governor, Republican Senate, and a Republican House. What we 
are dealing with now is your legacy, and in many, many areas I 
consider it woefully inadequate, but certainly in the area of 
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education, throughout this Commonwealth we have been 
shortchanging school districts. 

In the Committee on Rules and Executive Nominations the 
other day. Senator Piccola said that he felt we were probably 
giving too much money to school districts, and maybe in his 
district that may be true, but I know that is not true in mine and 
I know it is not true in many others. And yet at the same time we 
are doing that and at the same time we are facing a huge budget 
crunch this year and into next year, the numbers are going to go 
off the scale, we are continuing to fund bureaucratic programs, 
and while they may be worthy, pale by comparison to the needs 
of the children of Pennsylvania. One of those programs I refer to 
in this bill is about $250 million, which is being put into 
computerizing various State agencies. Mr. President, I do not 
think it is right that we buy computers for bureaucrats in the 
bowels of the bureaucracy but we do not buy computers for our 
children in the classroom. That is just a misplaced priority. 

We are still spending tens of millions of dollars in the 
Department of Community and Economic Development, and 
while all those programs may be well and good, again, they pale 
by comparison to the contribution that this Commonwealth has 
made to education in the last 8 years, and to the education of our 
young in particular. And, Mr. President, in a large number, in 
fact almost all, I guess, except Senator Piccola's area, local 
school districts have had to raise their real estate millage and 
raise their taxes to keep pace with two things, not only inflation, 
but also the decreasing share of the appropriation that we give 
them to run those schools. Even though our Commonwealth calls 
for a fair and equitable education, basically it is, in spirit, for all 
children, there are haves and have nots in education, and 
yesterday in the Committee on Appropriations, Senator Rhoades 
referred to a bill that I cosponsored in defense of what they did 
in the Committee on Appropriations by removing Philadelphia's 
money, and I sent them a letter, and I sent you all a copy. We do 
not control the flow of that legislation. If the gentleman feels that 
great about his bill, move the bill, but yet I do not see any action. 

So, Mr. President, with all that in mind, I think it is 
appropriate for me at this time to offer an amendment to the 
budget to try to straighten out this problem. We think that 
Philadelphia is going to get their $75 million one way or another, 
and I have said it up here a hundred times, and you know it is 
going to happen. The question is when and how, but it will be 
there. I have said on this floor a number of times that I could not 
ask my Caucus to vote for $75 million for my school district 
while their school districts got shortchanged in the process. And, 
Mr. President, what I did was I asked my staff to go back and 
draft an amendment that would solve that problem, and we did. 
We came up with an amendment that stopped that 
computerization for 1 year, there is no question about it. I think 
bureaucrats can wait a year for their new computers, but I do not 
think children can wait a year for us adults to get our act together 
on education. 

We also took some money out of the Department of 
Community and Economic Development and we ran it through 
the school subsidy formula, and we ran it through to match the 
number that Philadelphia is going to get, which is $75 million. 
When we did that, we basically raised the school subsidy to 
about 10 percent. But rather than let that money be wasted and 

offend Senator Piccola's school districts, we took half of it and 
said that in those areas where there is a tax imposed by school 
districts, they had to use half of that money for local property 
give-backs and property tax. Not exactly the panacea property 
tax reform that everybody is hoping for, but it does send a signal 
and it gives back some $175 million to local taxpayers. It does 
not do it in Philadelphia because our board does not have the 
right to raise taxes, and we did not think it was fair to lower those 
taxes in Philadelphia when that school board did not raise them. 
But in all of your districts it goes down. 

For example, in Altoona, they would get $3,282,000 more for 
their school district and be able and be forced to give back 
$1,641,000 in local property taxes. In the Allentown School 
District, which is hurting, I remember Senator Dent talking 
yesterday in the Committee on Appropriations about the plight 
of his district. In that district, this formula would give the 
Allentown School District $3,636,000, and of that, $1,818,000 
would have to be given back to their property taxpayers. In the 
Lebanon School District, $1.2 million in new money, $623,000 
in rebates to property taxpayers who have paid school taxes in 
that area. In Pennsbury, with Senator Conti, $1,298,000 in 
increased aid, and a reduction in taxes to the people in that 
school district of $649,000. In Bristol Township, $1,632,000 for 
the Bristol Township School District in new money, $816,000 in 
refunds to local property taxpayers in that school district. In 
Millcreek, up in the Erie area, $1,067,000 in new money, 
$533,000 in tax reductions. And the list goes on and on and on. 

Mr. President, we think this is the fair way to do it. We think 
those bureaucrats can wait a year for their money until the 
economy gets better, but our children cannot wait, and neither 
can our taxpayers who need this tax relief so desperately. 

So with that preface, Mr. President, I rise to introduce 
amendment No. A2188, which would accomplish all of those 
lofty goals, and I urge the support of every Member in this 
Chamber. 

FUMO AMENDMENT A2188 

Senator FUMO offered the following amendment No. A2188: 

Amend Sec. 202, page 21, lines 25 through 30; page 22, lines 1 
through 30; page 23, lines 1 and 2, by striking out all of said lines on 
said pages 

Amend Sec. 209, page 45, lines 8 through 12, by striking out all of 
said lines 

Amend Sec. 209, page 46, lines 10 through 12, by striking out all 
of said lines and inserting: 

State appropriation 25,398,000 
Amend Sec. 209, page 46, lines 26 through 29, by striking out all 

of said lines 
Amend Sec. 212, page 60, lines 4 through 6, by striking out all of 

said lines 
Amend Sec. 212, page 62, line 13, by inserting after "open.": Of 

this amount, $174,846,000 shall be used for real property tax relief for 
each school district except in school districts of the first class. 

Amend Sec. 212, page 62, line 14, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 4,386,009,000 
Amend Sec. 212, page 63, lines 4 and 5, by striking out all of said 

lines 
Amend Sec. 212, page 70, lines 2 through 4, by striking out all of 

said lines 
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Amend Sec. 212, page 72, lines 9 through 11, by striking out all of 
said lines 

Amend Sec. 219, page 102, lines 19 and 20, by striking out all of 
said lines 

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

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, we believe that this is 
a new number on the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, it is. There was a technical 
problem with the drafting of the last one. It is the same 
amendment, just a different number because we had to straighten 
out the language. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, we will need to be at 
ease, then. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we can always agree to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDENT. The Senate will be at ease. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Schuylkill, Senator Rhoades. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, will the maker of the 

amendment stand for interrogation. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, Senator Rhoades wishes to 

know if you will stand for interrogation. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I think so. Just give me a 

second. Yes, Mr. President. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, what is the amount? The 

gentleman did say it once, but I just wanted to clarify it. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, could the Chair bring the 

Chamber to order? I cannot hear, or raise the volume. 
The PRESIDENT. I think you already did, Senator. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, how many new dollars are 

being put on the table? By the amendment it is $4.3 billion, but 
how many new dollars are being put on the table? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, $424 million. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, $424 million total? 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, total. That accounts for the 

$50 million that you put in and the $41 million that the Governor 
put in. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, what formula was used 
for the distribution? The gentleman pointed out before different 
areas, and in the amendment, per se, there is not any distribution. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we did a straight 10.72-
percent increase over last year's, using the school subsidy 
formula from last year. 

Senator RHOADES. All right, Mr. President, on the base 
supplement of the $424 million, how much of that went into the 
base supplement? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, it all went into the base 
supplement. We took the money they got last year, increased it 
by 10.72 percent, and that is how we came to the number. We did 
that in order to accommodate the Governor's wish to send $75 
million in a fair and equitable way. There is no question that the 
premise of driving the formula was to get Philadelphia the $75 

million, which was the Governor's commitment and the 
commitment of the Republican Leadership. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, looking at last year's base 
supplement, and I am trying to get this clarified, if you use the 
$424 million as the base supplement, last year we used the aid 
ratio where districts with a .70 or greater shared in a pro rata 
basis in a certain amount of money. Last year it was $25 million. 
How many dollars were put in this year? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we did not change the formula 
to this, we just used the same basic premise that the Governor 
used when he offered everyone a 1-percent increase at a $41 
million number, in order to get Philadelphia the $75 million. In 
fact, Philadelphia actually gets less under this proposal than they 
do under the Governor's, because under the Governor's they 
actually got a piece of the 1 percent plus a $75 million hit. We 
just dealt with the $75 million, used the Governor's same logical 
basis for adding the money, and raised it 10.72 percent. 

Now, on all the other technical questions that the gentleman 
might want to ask, I suggest that he contact Secretary 
Bittenbender, who started this whole show on the road. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I think the issue I am 
looking at is the gentleman has a proposal on the table of $424 
million. All I am trying to find out is he said he used last year's 
formula. Last year's formula said districts with an aid ratio of 0.7 
or greater shared proportionately in a pot of $25 million. 
Districts with an aid ratio between .4 or 40 percent and 70 
percent shared in a pot of $77 million. Districts with an aid ratio 
of under .4 shared in $12 million, and it was all done 
proportionately. That made up $114 million, but $124 million is 
a lot more than $114 million. I am just trying to figure out where 
the distribution came. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we took our leadership and 
guidance from the Governor's budget and then we looked at the 
gentleman's budget, the one that he put out in Senate Bill No. 5, 
which added another $50 million, and rather than do it in the 
disproportionate way that he had originally decided to do it, 
which was prior to the Committee on Appropriations taking out 
the $75 million for Philadelphia, we used his basis and we used 
his logic. The Governor put in a 1-percent increase, that is what 
he told us in a Joint Session. It was $41 million across the board. 
We have now upped that number to 10.72 right across the board 
because we felt that was the only fair and equitable way to send 
$75 million to Philadelphia and make sure that every one of the 
school districts in Pennsylvania got a fair share of that money. 
And then we took into account the complaints of Senator Piccola 
at the meeting of the Committee on Rules and Executive 
Nominations when he said if we give school districts too much 
money, all they are going to do is throw it away. So we took half 
of the money and drove it toward reducing local property taxes. 

Now, you want to get into ADMs and .2 and .6 and .4 and .3, 
look, if you want to spend the next 2 hours with this, we will go 
into a conference room, I will bring my guys, the gentleman can 
bring all his guys, we will bring over Secretary Bittenbender and 
bring the Governor in and ask him how he did it. I would like to 
ask the gentleman how he did it. That is where we are. What we 
are saying is we put $424 million on the table, because we 
recognize that at some point in time when this budget is done, 
Philadelphia is going to get $75 million. And what we said, and 
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what I said, as chairman for the Committee on Appropriations for 
my Caucus, is that I could not ask my Members to vote for a 
budget that gave my district that much of a disproportionate 
share of educational funding. So I said to my staff, give me the 
amount of money that has to be driven through the formula using 
the same logic as the Governor and using the same logic as the 
Republican Caucus that gets Philadelphia $75 million but is fair 
and equitable throughout the system. Now I admit, I am just a 
poor, dumb kid from South Philly, so I do not understand all this 
stuff. All I understand is equity and parity. And do not laugh. 
Senator Stout always tells me he is a poor, dumb country boy. I 
am a poor, dumb kid from South Philly. What do you want me to 
tell you? It is the best I could do, and if you have a better one, let 
us see it. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, in last year's formula, 
Philadelphia fell into the category from 0.4 to 0.7, and got 23.6 
out of that formula, which included $77 million, which is total in 
last year's budget. Now they are getting $75 million. All I am 
asking for is of the $424 million, how much was put in there, so 
I can put it into the computer and figure it out? That is all. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I told the gentleman that I put 
$424 million in. In fact, I gave him the numbers for some 
examples. I left a couple out. Bethlehem, for example, gets 
$1,675,000 more, and $837,000 goes in tax reductions. 
Northampton School District gets $1,116,221, and $558,110 in 
property tax relief. That is how it was driven through the 
formula. I gave the gentleman 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10 
examples. And in Pottsville, which is in Schuylkill County, the 
Pottsville Area School District gets an increase of $1 million, in 
fact, actually $1,006,528. And I know the gentleman, being the 
expert on this stuff, far superior in knowledge than me, I know 
from me giving him those numbers, he must know the whole 
formula by now. He would just have to reinsert it, use a little bit 
of algebra, as a former schoolteacher, or whatever he did in the 
school system. I only taught little kids from South Philly. He 
taught the sophisticated ones in Pottsville, I guess, but I am sure 
it is not difficult to figure this out. 

Now, I do realize the problem here, and I think his question 
is, have we figured out a way to give everybody a fair amount of 
money in education? Yes. Have we figured out a way to reduce 
property taxes in every school district in Pennsylvania except 
Philadelphia? Yes. Now, he may not like it because he did not 
think of it. That is a different problem. But $424 million went in, 
they are the numbers, that is the one for Pottsville. If you want to 
know St. Clair, it was only $232,837. That is how we did it. 
Everybody got a 10.72-percent increase. 

Now, when you want to get into ADMs and every other 
cockamamie code letter that I do not think anybody watching 
PCN - in fact, anybody watching PCN right now has to get a 
life, but if anybody watching PCN understands those buzzwords, 
then they and the gentleman can have a debate. I do not have to 
have that debate. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, the reason I asked for the 
figures is so that for me to figure it out I have to know what was 
put in the respective categories to drive it out. That is all. Since 
I am not going to get it, let me go on to the next point. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, excuse me, let me solve it for 
the gentleman real quick. Can I have a Page? I am sending the 
gentleman, via Page, a printout. 

Senator RHOADES. Good, Mr. President. But it still goes, as 
I drive those numbers out, take the districts he mentions, which 
categories do they fall into, .7, .4 to .7, or below? And how many 
dollars were put into those respective categories so I can figure 
out how he drove that money out? That is one part of the formula 
from last year. If the gentleman says he is using last year's 
formula-

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, maybe this will help the 
gentleman. We set up a new category, and what we said is that 
everybody gets 10.72 percent over what they got last year, 
because we went on the fact that we know that the Republican 
Senate and the Republican House and the Republican Governor 
would have never passed a formula last year that would not have 
been fair. So we took the gentleman's example and we said if that 
was fair, how much do we need to give Philadelphia what the 
Governor promised and be fair to everybody else? So we set up 
this whole new category. Okay, we will call it BCD, and I do not 
even know what it stands for yet, but by the time we finish 
tonight, I will give the gentleman something for that, but what it 
does is gives everybody 10.72 percent. Now, I do not know what 
the gentleman does not understand about that. It is a whole new 
category. If you got $10 last year, you will get $10 times 10.72 
percent this year. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, did the gentleman include 
any small district assistance? 

Senator FUMO. Well, Mr. President, we did not do it per se, 
but as I look at these numbers, I think small districts are going to 
be absolutely ecstatic over what we did for them. Certainly, they 
will be much happier than with what the gentleman did in the 
bill. We took care of the small districts, we took care of the poor 
districts, and we even took care of the rich districts. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, did the gentleman put in 
1,500 students by 75? 

Senator FUMO. Excuse me, Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, let him finish and then I 

will get back to you. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, the question I asked, 

under small district assistance we said districts with less than 
1,500 kids last year would get $7,500 more. Did the gentleman 
take that into consideration? That is all I asked. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, could the gentleman give me 
an example of one of those school districts? 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, St. Clair. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, just give me one second here. 

St. Clair is in Schuylkill County. I do not know if St. Clair 
School District is going to be happy or not, but we gave them, 
over and above last year, $232,837 more. Now, if they do not 
like that, I do not know what to tell them. I have a feeling that if 
I were to send them a letter today with a check in there from the 
Treasurer saying that this is for your school district, they would 
jump up and down with joy. Now, maybe the gentleman knows 
them better than I do. Would they want that $232,837? 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I think anybody would 
take anything, would they not? 
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Senator FUMO. Well, Mr. President, I think it is over and 
above what you guys gave them. 

The PRESIDENT. All right, let us keep it to the interrogation. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, was there any growth 

supplement taken into consideration on this? 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, can the gentleman give me a 

district that has that problem? 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, Pocono Mountain. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, what county? 
Senator RHOADES. Monroe County, Mr. President. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, my colleague from that area 

tells me they get lots of money, but let me check it. The Pocono 
Mountain School District gets an additional $1,052,486. It is 
represented by Senators Lemmond, Mellow, and Rhoades, and 
I am advised by Senator Mellow that he thinks he died and went 
to heaven by getting that kind of money for them. I have not 
checked with Senator Lemmond yet, but I guess he will tell us if 
he is happy. I am told Senator Lemmond will probably feel the 
same way. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, then there are no 
guarantees. In other words, what I am looking for is last year's 
formula, the gentleman basically did not follow that, all he did 
was take 10.4 percent, multiply that and drive that out? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, instead of the 2 percent 
minimum aid, we gave them 10.7 percent. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, everybody got 10.7? 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, everybody got 10.7. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, did the gentleman look at 

aid ratio, market value, personal income-
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we looked at~ 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, let him finish his question. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, the issue of market value 

and personal income determines wealth, determines the amount 
of money they have in, and 10.7 percent to someone who has 
money and getting more of it does not help those who are in 
more need. That is all I am asking and trying to find out. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, let me make it clear. What we 
did, we were told by Governor Schweiker when he delivered the 
Budget Message that Philadelphia was going to get $75 million 
in additional aid. We were also told in that Budget Message that 
all the other 501 school districts combined were going to get $41 
million, of which Philadelphia got a piece. Then I watched very 
happily as the Majority Leader said, of course we are going to 
give Philadelphia that $75 million. I watched Representative 
Perzel in the House say, of course we are going to send that $75 
million to Philadelphia. I have watched the progress of this bill, 
and when this bill originally came out it was introduced by, I 
believe, Senator Thompson and Senator Brightbill. I do not have 
a copy in front of me, but, lo and behold, the $75 million was in 
there, but in addition to the $41 million, there was another $50 
million for everyone else, of which Philadelphia got a piece of 
that as well, which meant we were making out like bandits in 
Philadelphia while the rest of the State was getting killed. 

So then we went to the Committee on Appropriations and we 
are told that the $75 million had to come out. But yet when we 
were told that, Senator Jubelirer made a speech saying how we 
are going to pay this bill, because if we do not we are going to 
get sued by the Federal government. I heard Republicans making 

speeches in there getting ready for the pain that we know is 
coming, that Philadelphia is getting their $75 million, but we had 
to take it out for now. 

Now me being the suspicious person that I am, I figured that 
the gentleman took the $75 million out because under our rules 
you cannot spend unless you have some place to take it from, and 
everybody and their brother would be taking the $75 million, so 
we are putting it on the side for a while. But with all that, what I 
said from day one and what Representative Evans said from day 
one was that we did not think it was fair that Philadelphia gets 
$75 million for its schools while the rest of the school districts in 
Pennsylvania get shortchanged. So when I did not see the 
gentleman really address that problem, because I know he is not 
leaving the $75 million out, because the President said we are 
going to get sued by the Federal government and it is going to 
cost us billions, so when I saw what happened, I said, if it is 
going to come, let us make it fair and equitable. So in our maybe 
ineffective and unsophisticated fashion, all we did, like little kids 
from South Philly, there was a pie, see, and we did not want 
Philadelphia to get the whole pie. So we said, what piece of the 
pie did Philadelphia get last year? Was it this wide or this wide? 
Let us take that same dimension and let us figure out how the 
width of that pie cut equals $75 million. And then we drive it 
through the formula and make it even for everybody else. 

So we may not have been as sophisticated as the gentleman is, 
and I apologize that we lack that intelligence and that skill and 
that tenacity. All we were about was fairness and equity, and we 
felt the only fair way to do it was to put enough money in there 
so that Philadelphia gets the $75 million we know they are 
getting, but every other school district gets what they are entitled 
to by the formula. And then somebody reminded me that Senator 
Piccola said in the Committee on Rules and Executive 
Nominations that our districts were getting too much money, and 
they said, my God, if you do that, Senator Piccola is going to get 
up and complain that you are just giving those districts money 
and they are wasting it. So I said, okay, the biggest other problem 
that we have heard from people is that school districts have had 
to raise their taxes inordinately high to make up for the loss of 
money they have not been getting from Harrisburg, so of that 
number, we took $174,846,000 and said according to the same 
formula, that school districts, when they got this big check, had 
to give back in ratio that much money to local taxpayers. 

Now, I know that is long-winded and I know I have said it 
four times, and I would not know an ABM from an ABC, but I 
think what I said was clear, and I think whoever is up at a quarter 
to 11:00 watching us understands what I am talking about. Now 
if the gentleman does not, sorry. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I think what I will add to 
it, adding the 10.7 percent, it is clear now the gentleman is going 
to take 10.72 on last year's numbers, so even if a district lost staff 
or personnel, that loss is not going to be taken out, they are going 
to have that as a bonus, really, because if they lose 100 kids who 
go to a charter school, you are still going to pay for the 100 kids 
who were there. Likewise, if there were 100 kids more, that is not 
really built in here in terms of adding on to the formula. 

That being said, could the gentleman tell me, of the $424 
million that he is going to put in, there is not a dollar-for-dollar 
reduction in there in terms of local property tax, is there? 
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Senator FUMO. Mr. President, the only thing we are guilty of, 
the only thing we are guilty of is doing what the Governor did. 
Okay? When the Governor made his speech and put $41 million 
in and said it was a 1-percent increase for everybody, he never 
spoke once, and I listened to him very carefully when I was over 
there. The gentleman may have thought I was sleeping, but I was 
not, and I had this thing in front of me and I was reading every 
word he said. He never once talked about schools that lost 
population, gained population, lost teachers, gained teachers, 
grew, and this and that. So I listened to him, he is my leader, he 
is the gentleman's leader more so than mine, and all we did was 
the same thing he did, except we said we did not agree with him 
that Philadelphia ought to get a disproportionate share of the 
money. Now, if you want to go back to that old formula where 
your school districts are not going to get as much money, then 
vote against this amendment, because you do not like the ABMs 
and the ADMs and the CBDs, and whatever the heck else the 
gentleman has in that mumbo jumbo. 

All I am giving the gentleman is numbers. I have given him 
the printout of how good his school districts make out. Now 
granted, granted, some of them are going to slip through the 
cracks. There will be some districts that might even get an extra 
$50,000 or $100,000, that according to some grandiose scheme 
that the gentleman may have in his head they are not going to get, 
but I will say this, if you do not do this, they are not worried 
about the extra $100,000 because the rest of them are getting 
zilch, and if you take a look at the number zilch, zilch means $91 
million for everybody else, while Philadelphia gets $75 million. 
Now, if you like the zilch formula, even though it includes the 
ADMs, the ABCs, the guys who left, the guys who came, the 
charter schools, the cyber schools, fine, vote for zilch. All we are 
saying here is that we on this side of the aisle feel that every 
school district in Pennsylvania is important, that every school 
district in Pennsylvania should be treated equally during this 
tough time, and for those districts that are making out like 
bandits, as the gentleman seems to indicate, we are telling them 
they have to take half of that money and give it back to the 
taxpayers to reduce property taxes; the other thing I hear 
everybody yelling about. And I did not even do that for 
Philadelphia, I did that for the gentleman and his district. He is 
going to get a tax break out of this on the real estate taxes on his 
house. I am not. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, is it a dollar-for-dollar 
match of the $424 million? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, yes, we made it balanced, the 
money we took out was— 

Senator RHOADES. No, no, that is not my question, Mr. 
President. My question is, if the gentleman put in $424 million, 
is it a dollar-for-dollar reduction in property tax or not? Yes or 
no? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, we took the number, 
$174,846,000-

Senator RHOADES. No, no, Mr. President. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, the gentleman asked me a 

question. I am answering it. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, my question was, of the 

$424 million the gentleman is putting in a new formula, is that a 
dollar-for-dollar reduction in every school district? Yes or no? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I am trying to get it interpreted 
by one of the gentleman's kind of bureaucrats. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I can give him the answer 
anyway. It is no. 

Senator FUMO. Okay, Mr. President, we took the number, 
split it in half, the $424 million, and it was $212 million. Then 
we took out the money that would have been going back to 
Philadelphia property taxpayers and took that out, and that is 
how we got to the number of $174,846 that has to be used for 
real property tax relief for each school district, except school 
districts of the first class. 

Senator RHOADES. Okay, Mr. President. So that the answer 
really i s -

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, $ 174 million-
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, so the answer really is for 

the $424 million, is it a dollar-for-dollar match, the answer is no. 
I thank the gentleman. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, he is welcome. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, in terms of the formula he 

is using, it is a new formula. This is not the formula we used last 
year, the year before, and we have used around here since time 
immemorial, an ESBE formula, which included small districts 
and poverty and growth and the rest. The fact of the matter is the 
simplest thing you put 10.7 in, he may think it is fair, but it really 
is not. But, that being the case-

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, if I can answer the gentleman's 
question on that, because the formula that we have used around 
here for years, as the gentleman says and he holds this in 
reverence as if it were on the altar of truth and justice, as if 
Superman brought it down from Krypton, let me tell the 
gentleman about that formula. The way that formula works, and 
he should know this because he has been here almost as long as 
I have, back in the days when we used to negotiate a budget, 
there would be leadership in a room, and leadership would sit in 
the room and say, all right, how do we take care of Senator So-
and-so who is sitting at the table here? He will not make out on 
this formula, but he is in the room, he is at the table. Go tweak 
the formula to help out his district. And then in the House, we 
have the leaders, well, I have to take care of this guy, and he has 
a rich district. That is how we got the 2-percent rule, hold 
harmless, 2 percent no matter if you needed the money or not, 
because we had people in that room like Matt Ryan and people 
from the suburbs who did not have funding problems, so that is 
how that sacrosanct formula has been applied over the years. 

Now in the last 8 years since you guys have had the ball all to 
yourselves, we have seen that formula prostituted even further, 
so we said here is the way we are going to do it. Regardless of 
whatever happened, we are going to take last year's formula, the 
premise that we are going to go on, which is probably a flawed 
premise because the formula stinks in the first place, but it was 
there and it was law. And we said if it is good enough for the 
Governor, it is good enough for us. The Governor said, I am 
going to give 1 percent and it is going to cost me $41 million. 
We outdid him. What we said was instead of giving computers 
to bureaucrats, we are going to give them to kids in schools, and 
we took that same logic, that same old formula which, if the 
gentleman honestly can sit there and tell me with a straight face 
is that involatile that it should be revered, then he has problems. 
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But anyway, we took that same cockamamie formula and we just 
drove money through it, again for one reason only, and the 
reason is that the Governor has committed to give Philadelphia 
$75 million. The gentleman's leadership has made that 
commitment, the Republican Leadership in the House has made 
the commitment, and I did not make a commitment like that 
because I would not, and I said if Philly is getting $75 million, 
the rest of the State is getting its fair share. Now that is how we 
did it. It may not live up to that old formula we used to do in the 
back rooms. It may not live up to the gentleman's standards of 
ABMs, whatever the heck it is, and all that alphabet soup. All it 
lives up to is justice, fairness, equity, and parity. Okay? Because 
in the end, it may not be tonight, it may not be tomorrow, it will 
be before June 30. We are going to vote for a final budget here, 
and in that budget is going to be the $75 million. Okay? Get used 
to it. 

I remember when I used to tell you guys you are voting for 
taxes, and everybody said no. It took us until October or 
September, or whatever it was, but you voted for it. You are 
going to vote for that $75 million. All I am saying is I am doing 
you a favor because I am helping out my own Caucus Members. 
We should not have to vote for that unless everybody gets their 
fair share of money without alphabet soup, without hocus-pocus, 
without the little guy behind the door pulling the chains. Simple, 
simple concept. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, just a comment from my 

standpoint, I think I can surmise from that interrogation that this 
formula was created by $75 million for Philadelphia and then 
everything else got driven out from there, so I think that would 
be the easiest way to say that is the formula. It is not the one that 
we have used, but thanks for the information. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Senator Dent. 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, I would like to offer an 
amendment to amendment No. A2188. 

DENT AMENDMENT A2195 TO A2188 

Senator DENT offered the following amendment No. A2195 
toA2188: 

Amend Amendments, page 1, line 17, by inserting after "class.": 
No school district of the first class shall receive an allocation from this 
appropriation greater than the amount received by that school district in 
the prior fiscal year. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment No. A2195 to 

amendment No. A2188? 

The PRESIDENT. The Clerk will call the roll. 
Senator FUMO. Hold on, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. I was giving you all the opportunity in the 

world, Senator. 
Senator FUMO. Well, Mr. President, I was briefing one of my 

colleagues. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, would the gentleman explain 
his amendment to the amendment? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Senator Dent. 

Senator DENT. Yes, Mr. President. This amendment No. 
A2195 would distribute the additional $336 million provided for 
by Senator Fumo's amendment to 500 of the 501 school districts 
in Pennsylvania, with the exception of the school district of the 
city of the first class. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, will the gentleman stand for 
brief interrogation? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, yes. 
The PRESIDENT. He will. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, am I right then in saying that 

his amendment would take the 10.7 percent that we gave to 
everybody else and say that every school district in Pennsylvania 
gets the 10.72 that I have advocated, except Philadelphia gets 
zero? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, that would be correct. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, excuse me, I did not hear the 

gentleman. 
Senator DENT. Mr. President, that would be correct. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, can the gentleman tell me the 

logic behind that? 
Senator DENT. Yes, Mr. President. We all know that this 

legislation, this budget, Senate Bill No. 5, is not going to be the 
final budget enacted. We also know that today's proceedings are 
part of the budget process. Clearly, every district wants more 
dollars for basic education. We all share that. The Philadelphia 
School District is in a unique position, and that situation requires 
more discussion and negotiation between the General Assembly, 
the Governor, and the SRC before sending additional dollars to 
the Philadelphia School District. I think like everybody else in 
this room, I, too, am committed to improving education for all 
children in Pennsylvania, including the children of the 
Philadelphia School District. We all know that money by itself 
will not solve this problem. I think we do agree on that point. As 
I said in the meeting of the Committee on Appropriations the 
other day, I represent the third largest school district in the 
Commonwealth, the Allentown School District, a large urban 
district which has a very substantial local tax effort, more than 
most districts in this State, including Philadelphia, and I believe 
we need to look at the Philadelphia School District's situation in 
the context of urban education generally, and we all have needs -
Allentown, Lancaster, York, Erie - and I think we need to look 
at the Philadelphia question in that context. I understand at some 
point there may be additional moneys in this budget for 
Philadelphia, but I do not believe tonight is the night in which we 
should put that money in the budget. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, obviously, I have some 

difficulty following the gentleman's logic. I, of course, oppose 
the amendment to the amendment because I have been assured by 
the President pro tempore that if we do not give Philadelphia its 
$75 million, we are going to be dragged into Federal court and 
will have to pay billions of dollars. Now, that was based on a 
premise that Philadelphia was getting $75 million and everybody 
else was not even getting their fair share. Now this is a really 
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responsible amendment I guess the gentleman is trying to sell me 
on, because what he wants to tell me is that everybody in 
Pennsylvania should get a 10.72-percent increase in their 
budgets, but Philadelphia should get zero. I only wish to God that 
is what he does when he finally gets this budget done, because I 
will take that Federal suit. See, I thought our mayor was dumb 
when he backed off of the Federal lawsuit that said that the 
application of that wonderful formula was racist. I happen to 
agree with him that it was. And I think this kind of attack on 
Philadelphia is really horrendous, especially at a time when the 
gentleman is sitting on a bill that would lower the wage tax for 
his constituents who have to pay to my city. I think that is 
wonderful. 

Now, I am not going to vote for this, and I am going to urge 
my Philadelphia colleagues not to. The rest of the gentlemen, I 
do not care, because the important thing is that my amendment 
go into this bill so that when this budget comes back, Senator 
Dent can get up and take credit for bringing Allentown 
$3,636,000 in new extra money, because I know that he is not 
going to tolerate any budget that undoes this amendment. Now, 
I cannot vote for that because we are not getting our fair share, 
and you know me, I am sometimes dumb like a fox. I hope that 
all the rest of you get 10.7 and we get zero and I go to Federal 
court. Then we will see who gets what on the back end, because 
that one clearly sets up a Federal case, and I would maybe even 
name Senator Dent as the chief defendant. But I am glad he 
offered this amendment, because I am sure his constituents back 
home are going to be quite proud of him that he took a shot at 
Philadelphia, but he did get $3.6 million more for the Allentown 
School District. And I urge him as a new Senator to make sure 
that money stays in there, because if it does not, he is not doing 
his job. 

So he can have his fun and games now. It is a long battle and 
it is a long process, and I will repeat what I have been saying 
around here from the first day you took over the Philadelphia 
School District: You will ride from the west with money in 
saddle bags for our school district. All I am trying to do is that 
when that pony express is coming to Philadelphia, that he makes 
a few other stops around the route, maybe about 500 stops, and 
gives you a little piece of change as well, because I know he is 
coming to Philadelphia, with or without this amendment to the 
amendment. The important thing is that we pass this amendment. 
I will get my money. Do not worry about me, I will get my 
money, the gentleman knows it and I know it, but I want to make 
sure he gets his money. And I will be honest, not so much for 
your guys but for my guys and my women. I want to make sure 
that the school districts that are represented by Democrats get a 
fair share of the money that Philadelphia is going to get, despite 
this high school student council exhibition we are going to see 
with this amendment to the amendment. 

So I ask Philadelphians-only to vote "no." Everybody else can 
do what they want to do, because the important thing is that we 
bring back all that money I talked about. We are even going to 
bring $3-plus million to the Harrisburg School District. We are 
going to give it to everybody. Just make sure, Senator Dent, that 
you protect that money for Allentown. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lehigh, Senator Dent. 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, I would like to read some 
remarks from the Committee on Appropriations hearings earlier 
this winter. (Reading:) 

I happen to think that the Governor was very courageous in doing 
what he did. I also happen to be the first one I think that's going to say 
publicly you can send this 75 million down, [and] you can send another 
100 million down and after that another 100 million down, and it's not 
going to solve the educational problems in the city of Philadelphia until 
someone has the courage to come in and grab the bureaucracy by the 
throat and strangle it. 

Those are not my words. Those are the words of the 
gentleman from the First Senatorial District at the hearing earlier 
this year. 

So again, I will state once more that I believe we should have 
this discussion about the Philadelphia School District in the 
context of other urban districts, and those discussions and 
negotiations are ongoing and will be until we finally come up 
with an agreement that we can all live with. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 
Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, would the sponsor of 

the amendment to the amendment stand for additional 
interrogation? 

The PRESIDENT. He indicates he will. 
Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, I just want to be clear 

about the rationale behind excluding Philadelphia from an 
across-the-board increase for education. Could the gentleman 
make clear why he said that Philadelphia should be treated as 
other urban school districts, however, only Philadelphia, not 
other urban school districts, is being excluded from the 
across-the-board increase for basic education funding that has 
been proposed in this amendment? Could he speak to why 
Philadelphia is being singled out in this case, when he said they 
should be treated like other urban districts? It is not at all clear. 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, Philadelphia, as we all know, 
is being treated a little bit differently in the budget as presented 
by the Governor. He has requested an additional $75 million line 
item for that district. Many of us who represent other urban 
districts feel that some of our districts should receive some type 
of consideration as well. We have similar problems, although not 
on the grand scale that Philadelphia has, but nevertheless we 
have substantial problems. So I guess my answer to that question 
would be that we need to talk about this issue in a broader 
context, and I do not think-

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, if I may, could the Chair ask 
the gentleman to speak closer to the mike? We cannot hear him, 
or can the Chair raise the volume or something? 

The PRESIDENT. We will raise the volume. 
Senator FUMO. Thank you, Mr. President. 
Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, again, that is not really 

clear. Does that mean that if in fact ~ the speaker has said that 
Philadelphia should be treated differently and we should deal 
with that in a different context, but that his school district needs 
money but we should deal with that in a different context. Why 
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not just vote down this amendment rather than take out one 
school district from it when he has already expressed an 
understanding of the fact that Philadelphia, as all other districts 
in the State, needs additional funding, and in fact even has 
suggested that they may need special attention around funding. 
So I am asking, why single out Philadelphia? 

The PRESIDENT. Is this an interrogation? 
Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, it is a part of the 

interrogation. It is still not clear why Philadelphia is being 
singled out rather than all the others when the point the speaker 
is making is that his school district needs more money. Well, this 
amendment gets more money to his school district, while it also 
treats Philadelphia and all the other school districts equitably and 
fairly, which is not what we have been doing generally in the 
State over the last number of years. 

Again, it is not clear. Does he mean that this is in some way 
going to help Philadelphia by excluding it from any of the 
funding proposals, which is really what the situation is now? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, at the end of the day, I fully 
expect that Philadelphia will receive additional funding, as will 
many other school districts. As the gentlewoman knows, this 
budget is a work in progress and the negotiations and discussions 
are ongoing, and I just believe it would be premature to put in 
that additional $75 million tonight until that framework is 
worked out, until the final discussions have been completed. So 
that is where I am, and I fully expect that Philadelphia will be 
given some consideration, as every other school district will by 
the time we pass the budget, hopefully by July 1. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, does the gentleman 
think that it is premature to be offering his school district the 
10-percent increase when it might be particularly out of context 
when the real discussions take place? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, I am not offering the original. 
Senator Fumo is offering the amendment that would increase 
funding for all districts, including those I represent. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, but by nature of 
deleting only one school district from all the others, does that 
mean that he is supporting all the others getting the 10 percent, 
just not Philadelphia? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, I have not yet determined how 
I am going to vote on the final amendment that Senator Fumo has 
yet offered, so I have not made that decision at this time. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. If I may, Mr. President, just briefly, I 
agree with the maker of the amendment to the amendment that 
this is probably not really what we are going to see in the final 
budget, no one really believes that, and yet offering amendments 
provides an opportunity to get insight into where people stand on 
the issues. Unfortunately, the amendment to the amendment only 
makes clear that there is an interest in making sure that 
Philadelphia does not get a 10-percent increase, when in fact the 
purpose of the amendment is to approach fairness and equity in 
a way that we have not in funding education. 

I have for years, and I will leave this a bit for a later 
discussion on the amendments, but I have for years talked about 
the need to make an investment in our public schools and in our 
public education. I have often suggested that it be tied to proven 
strategies for improved performance, or that it be tied to school 
districts that are particularly in need. But certainly I have heard 

across the State that all of our school districts are suffering two 
different but related phenomenon, one is they feel that they need 
more resources to do a better job to improve the quality of 
education, and they need those resources to come from the State. 
The failure of the State to keep pace with the kind of investments 
that the public schools feel that they need, and most other States 
are providing, means that they have been increasing property 
taxes. So the second prong of this is that increasingly property 
taxes have had to go up across the Commonwealth. Small 
districts, bigger districts, rural districts, urban districts, poor 
districts, wealthy districts all have seen their taxes go up locally 
to make up for the State. 

The amendment to the amendment suggests that only one 
school district does not need financial support from the State. 
Now, we all believe that because the Governor has made a 
commitment to ask us to fund Philadelphia to the tune of $75 
million, we do believe that is going to happen in some context. 
I would like to have that serious discussion, and I hope it 
happens. But to exclude Philadelphia from this legislation, which 
is intended to address a problem that has been going on for years 
now in Pennsylvania, the need to invest serious resources in our 
public schools across the Commonwealth, regardless of how big 
or small or wealthy or poor they are, seems not logical. 

So the purpose of this amendment is to make clear to the 
budget negotiators that in fact we stand for public education, for 
improving the quality of public education, for providing some 
more of those resources from the State level, and in helping to 
relieve the burden on property taxpayers in the Commonwealth. 
That is a statement I believe we should make for all taxpayers, 
wherever they live, including in cities of the first class, that we 
should make for all schoolchildren, regardless of where they 
reside or what school they go to in the Commonwealth, and that 
we should make jointly. To exclude Philadelphia only, 
particularly in this way, seems to me to miss the point completely 
for what we need to be doing, that is to speak up for our own 
school districts and to also speak up for the children and the 
school districts across the Commonwealth. 

So I will oppose the amendment to the amendment. I think it 
gets us away from the dialogue we ought to be having, which is 
how we should fairly, equitably, and adequately pay for 
education and for the State to pay for education and help our 
local school districts be able to meet the demands of their 
children now and into the future. This amendment begins that 
dialogue in a very serious way. The amendment to the 
amendment works against it, and I hope that we defeat it and 
begin to look at all of Pennsylvania's children as our children, 
including those children in Philadelphia. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, would Senator Dent permit 

himself to be interrogated? 
The PRESIDENT. He will. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could Senator Dent 

explain to us, in his amendment, the original amount of money of 
$424 million that will be added to the school subsidy formula in 
Senator Fumo's amendment, why he has offered an amendment 
that would exclude any school district of the first class from 
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participating in the allocation of this appropriation? Does his 
amendment in any way reduce the $424 million of new money 
put into the ESBE formula by Senator Fumo's amendment? 

Senator DENT. No, Mr. President. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, then can the gentleman tell 

us if that $424 million, if this would become law, would the 500 
school districts then participate in the $424 million based on the 
ESBE formula that has been put in place as of today? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, that depends on what the 
formula is that is adopted by this General Assembly, which we 
have not yet done. I think Senator Fumo said he wanted to use 
the formula that is in place for the current fiscal year. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, my question would be 
based on the formula and the distribution that was given to us by 
the Governor, who controls the flow of legislation in the General 
Assembly and makes the recommendation as to the kind of 
money that would be spent for the reimbursement to school 
districts for the purpose of running the public education system, 
would this $424 million be run through an ESBE formula, and 
would it be the formula that is in place today, unless this General 
Assembly decides to change that formula for all 500 school 
districts? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, the money would be run 
through the formula that will be adopted by the General 
Assembly, and that has not yet occurred. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, could the gentleman then 
tell us, based on the $424 million the way it was put forth in the 
original amendment, 5.3 percent of that money, or approximately 
one-half of the new money that we put in to be spread out over 
all 501 school districts, since he eliminated the district of 
Philadelphia but did not eliminate any money, did not eliminate 
the $75 million for the city of Philadelphia, what is his additional 
percentage that would go back to the individual taxpayers in a 
particular district for their tax relief? Or would it be the same 5.3 
percent that Senator Fumo has indicated would go back to tax 
relief in the school districts based on the amendment that Senator 
Fumo put in? 

Senator DENT. Mr. President, I have not yet run a calculation 
as to what the additional percentage increase would be, but 
probably close to 2 percent additional. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. President, would Senator Fumo permit himself to be 

interrogated? 
The PRESIDENT. I have a hunch he will. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I have to turn my mike on. 

This is not fair. 
Senator MELLOW. Yes, Mr. President, please do not turn his 

mike off. 
Senator FUMO. I just turned it on. They are not on all the 

time. 
Senator MELLOW. I hope the gentleman just heard my 

discussion with Senator Dent with regard to his amendment to 
the gentleman's amendment, and the gentleman's original 
amendment proposed $424 million in new ESBE money, in new 
money to be distributed to public schools based on the 501 
school districts. Senator Dent has offered an amendment to the 
gentleman's amendment that would exclude the school district of 
the first class from participating in any allocation from this 

appropriation greater than the amount received by the school 
district in the prior fiscal year. However, he did not reduce the 
original allocation by any amount of money. Now, could the 
gentleman answer for us what would be the significant impact on 
the school districts, the other 500 school districts in the State, 
based on the $424 million that the gentleman put in the budget, 
what type of additional money would they receive and what kind 
of money would the taxpayers in the 500 school districts, 
exclusive of the city of Philadelphia, what kind of a tax rebate 
would they get based on Senator Dent's amendment as opposed 
to the gentleman's amendment? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, under Senator Dent's 
amendment to my amendment, what would happen is that the $75 
million that Philadelphia would have received would now go 
back into that pot of money, and a rough calculation would be 
that every school district in Pennsylvania, except Philadelphia, 
of course, because today is beat up Philadelphia day, but every 
other one is going to get even more money, they are going to get 
instead of 10.72, somewhere in the neighborhood of 12.8 to 13 
percent. But, the tax reduction is fixed in that you will only have 
to give back 5.6 percent, so that you will be giving the other 
school districts a bonanza of another 2 to 2.3 percent. Again, I 
apologize to Senator Piccola. There was no way I knew this was 
coming or else I would have had a sliding scale. But what 
happens under this is that $75 million would be driven through 
the same way. Now, I am assuming when the gentleman used the 
word "formula," he was talking about the same formula that 
Senator Brightbill and Senator Thompson used when they drafted 
this bill and the same formula that the Governor used. So under 
that formula, school districts now, instead of getting 10.72, 
would get about a 13-percent increase. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. For what purpose does Senator Brightbill 

rise? 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, for a point of order. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state his point. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, the gentleman from 

Philadelphia continues to make reference to the formula that we 
used when we drafted this bill, and my understanding is there is 
no formula in the bill. There is merely an appropriation of 
somewhere around $90 million additional for purposes of school 
subsidy, and that formula may be similar to what the gentleman 
is talking about, what the Governor proposed, that formula may 
be entirely different. Typically, as the gentleman knows certainly 
better than most of us, that formula will be contained in as part 
of the School Code bill which will be enacted at the time of the 
budget, and in order to keep the record straight, I would just 
make that as a point of order. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I was interrogating Senator 
Fumo, and I would be only too happy to participate in an 
interrogation with Senator Brightbill once I have had the 
opportunity of concluding my interrogation of Senator Fumo on 
the amendment to his amendment. 

Senator FUMO. Yes, I can complete the answer, Mr. 
President, if I may. 
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The PRESIDENT. It is a matter of debate and I think that-
Senator FUMO. Okay, I will straighten it out, Mr. President. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, but I have more questions 

for the gentleman. 
Senator FUMO. No, I will straighten it out. Let me straighten 

it out, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, as you always do, 

straighten it out. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I just assumed that the 

sponsors of Senate Bill No. 5 would not have just pulled numbers 
out of the air helter-skelter and threw them in without any sort of 
rhyme or reason or even thoughts about a formula. So I assumed 
that they were going to do the same thing that the Governor did 
when the Governor drove $41 million through the old formula. 
Now, I admit that this whole convoluted journey could take even 
more turns, and you know, you guys may even find a way to get 
more money out, but given the premise with which we started, 
which was the premise under which this amendment was drafted, 
the Governor said that he was going to give Philadelphia $75 
million and the rest of the State, including Philadelphia, $41 
million, driven through the old formula, and would equal 
1-percent aid. And what we did, based on that premise, is took 
the logic being used by the Governor and all the Republican 
pooh-bahs who have charge of this stuff and we drove a little bit 
more money through, but we made it fair. And what we said was 
it would not be fair for Philadelphia to get $75 million and the 
rest of the districts only get $41 million. We recognized that in 
Senate Bill No. 5, Senator Brightbill and Senator Thompson, 
who wrote that bill, added another $50 million to make it a little 
less painful. All we did was reallocate those numbers so that 
Philadelphia got $75 million and everybody else got an equal 
share. It worked out to a 10.72-percent increase. And then 
Senator Dent got up and amended it and said, Philadelphia, you 
cannot have your money. So he took the $75 million and left it 
there. His amendment did not remove $75 million from my 
amendment. All it said was all the money stays in the pot, but 
Philadelphia does not get any. So if you do that, it means that all 
the other districts, all 500 of them, will get an increase of 
approximately 13 percent. But because our amendment did not 
anticipate that kind of vile, disproportionate type of a thing 
happening to poor Philadelphia, we only required that half of the 
10.72 go back in taxes. So now when you amend my amendment, 
you are giving school districts roughly another 2 percent, and in 
that 2 percent, they do not have to give anything more back. That 
is the answer to the gentleman's question. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Mellow, you have the floor. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, did I answer the gentleman's 

question sufficiently? 
Senator MELLOW. Yes, Mr. President, and I want to 

continue my interrogation. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Mellow, please continue. 
Senator FUMO. I am available, Mr. President. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I want to continue my 

interrogation of Senator Fumo. 
Mr. President, in the gentleman's calculation of his 

distribution to all 501 school districts, in his original amendment, 
did he use the same formula that was used when Senator 
Thompson and Senator Brightbill made their calculation for the 

distribution of the $91 million that was reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations yesterday to the 501 school 
districts? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I used what I anticipated 
would be the formula that they used based on the rhetoric that 
they had been putting out, but again, the formula that I used was 
basically to take all the money everybody got last year and give 
them 10.72 percent more, which is the only fair way to get 
Philadelphia the $75 million. So that now this means that 
Philadelphia now gets a zero increase, and I know the Federal 
courts are going to love that if it ever happens. I know they do 
not have the guts to do it, so that is why I do not care. But 
anyway, Philadelphia gets zero and all the other districts get 
roughly 13 percent, of which they have to give back 5.376 
percent in tax relief. 

Senator MELLOW. Just finally, Mr. President, because I am 
kind of up in the air on this whole thing, my political grief for the 
district I represent tells me one thing; what is right for the 501 
school districts in the Commonwealth and the city of 
Philadelphia tells me something else. But in a quick calculation 
of the amendment to the amendment, the gentleman mentioned 
in his discussion that the Allentown School District, which the 
maker of the amendment represents, under the gentleman's 
amendment would get new money of $3,636,441, and of that, 
$1,818,221 would have to go back to the taxpayers as part of 
their tax reform credit. 

Under the amendment now that has been offered by Senator 
Dent, from our calculation, the Allentown School District would 
not get $3.6 million, that $3.6 would go up to $4,654,000. That 
is what they would get under Senator Dent's amendment. But yet 
the amount of money that would go back to the taxpayers in the 
form of tax relief would still be the same, $1,818,221, is that 
correct? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, that is correct, and I assume 
that Senator Dent feels that the Allentown School District needs 
that extra $700,000. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator, you have answered the question. 
Thank you. You said it was correct. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, after I give a "yes" or "no" 
answer, I am allowed to explain. That is all I did. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman very 
much for his explanation. 

Mr. President, the only thing that I can say, and I can concur 
on maybe some of the statements that were made by Senator 
Fumo, that for the school districts and those of us who represent 
school districts outside of the city of Philadelphia, being very 
selfish to try to bring home as much as we possibly can for our 
school districts, should be in the position of voting for Senator 
Dent's amendment and then to vote for the bill as it has been 
amended, because in the particular district that I represent, under 
Senator Fumo's amendment, the city of Scranton would get an 
increase in their budget, and I have to be concerned about the 
city of Scranton in addition to all the other school districts. But 
since this is the major district that I represent, they would get an 
increase under Senator Fumo's amendment of $2.6 million, of 
which one-half of that would have to go back to the taxpayers in 
an individual reduction of taxes, or the taxpayers would get a 
reduction of about $1.3 million. 
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Under Senator Dent's amendment, the city of Scranton will get 
an increase of $1.6 million, which is almost $400,000 over what 
they would have received in Senator Fumo's first basic 
amendment. So, Mr. President, I realize that it is not fair to all 
Members of this General Assembly, especially those who 
specifically represent only the city of Philadelphia, but it is a 
bonanza. Senator Dent's amendment is a bonanza for the other 
Members of this General Assembly who do not represent the city 
of Philadelphia, and for that reason, other than those Members of 
Philadelphia and putting aside fairness, I would encourage you 
to vote for Senator Dent's amendment because it benefits your 
school districts, a little bit at the expense of the taxpayers, 
because they are not going to get the same amount of money that 
they would have received in the reduction if the principal of 
Senator Fumo's amendment was applied to Senator Dent's 
amendment, but nevertheless, 500 school districts will benefit 
substantially from Senator Dent's amendment at the expense of 
the city of Philadelphia, and I would encourage Members, other 
than die people of Philadelphia, to vote for Senator Dent's 
amendment and then to vote for Senator Fumo's amendment as 
it has been amended. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment No. A2195 to 

amendment No. A2188? 

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

YEA-40 

Armstrong 
Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Brightbill 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 

Fumo 
Hughes 
Kitchen 

Gerlach 
Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Jubelirer 
Kasunic 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Madigan 

Kukovich 
Schwartz 

Mellow 
Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Piccola 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 

NAY-9 

Stack 
Tartaglione 

Scamati 
Stout 
Thompson 
Tomlinson 
Waugh 
Wenger 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 

Wagner 
Wozniak 

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

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment No. A2188, as amended? 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I would just like to 
stand at ease for a minute, and if we could have a short meeting 
of the Senate Republicans, we would be ready to go then. 

The PRESIDENT. At the podium? 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Yes, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Brightbill requests a brief meeting 

of the Republicans at the podium. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lackawanna, 

Senator Mellow. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, we would like to caucus. 
The PRESIDENT. The Democrats will go to the Minority 

Caucus Room. Without objection, the Senate will stand in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The time of recess having expired, the 
Senate will come to order. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment No. A2188, as amended? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I can speak for myself 
here that I would certainly like to be able to walk onto the floor 
of this Senate and put up an amendment and somehow create a 
huge sum of additional funds for the public schools in our area. 
As I read through the amendment and look at the process that lies 
before us, it occurs to me that these numbers are not going to be 
able to be in the final bill. It is not a matter of what we want to 
do, it is a matter of what we are able to do. This is a very serious 
year in terms of our financial situation. 

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is looking at a deficit of 
$700 million or more, and somehow, through the magic of 
offering amendments, we have created millions and millions of 
new dollars, allegedly, for our public schools. How do we do 
that? Well, we basically gutted any kind of potential economic 
development programs that we have in the Commonwealth with 
this amendment. We are taking out what are called opportunity 
grants, that is $28 million. Those grants are designed to promote 
economic development here in the Commonwealth, and I cannot 
imagine that there is a Member in this Chamber, who at some 
point or other has not had the good fortune to be able to go to the 
administration, Republican or Democratic, and say, we need 
additional funds to put together this deal so that a new employer 
can come into the Commonwealth. I look at Senator O'Pake, my 
colleague from the other side of the aisle, and as we speak there 
are meetings being held to bring a new employer into Bethel, 
Berks County, and I am sure that if it is not an opportunity grant, 
it is going to be infrastructure development or workforce 
leadership grants or something else. 

All these programs are being gutted. Now, let us really ask 
why are we doing this? And the very simple reason is that the 
gentleman from Philadelphia feels a need to try to come up with 
a program that is going to send, in his view, an additional $75 
million to the city of Philadelphia for its educational process. The 
Governor has indicated that he supports that. I have indicated 
that I support that, and we are going to work to see that it is in 
the budget. 

What is interesting about what happened here tonight is that 
if you look at the Republicans and you look at the Democrats, 
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through the maneuvers of Senator Fumo from Philadelphia, we 
now have on the record that virtually nobody in this Chamber of 
the General Assembly supports an additional $75 million for 
Philadelphia. And that may be the case, and while Governor 
Schweiker has indicated his desire to put that money there-

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President. Mr. President. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. -and while I have indicated that, I 

know that Mr. Perzel has indicated that. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. Do you have a point to make, Senator 

Fumo? What is your point? 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, point of order. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state his point. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, the gentleman is misstating 

what he said. He said virtually no one in this General Assembly 
will vote for $75 million. The Philadelphians have said from day 
one we would vote that. I do not want him to tell people I would 
not vote for that. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, that is a matter of debate. 
Senator FUMO. No, Mr. President, it is a matter of him telling 

the truth. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, not any more than you 

quoted a number of us. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, he also impugned my integrity. 

He said I manipulated this. I did not. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, it is a matter of debate. Just 

as you quoted me, you quoted Senator Piccola. You have every 
right, after Senator Brightbill is done, to go up and correct the 
record as you see it. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I thought we were not allowed 
to impugn motives. He said I manipulated. All I did, Mr. 
President, was get up and offer an amendment for fairness. He 
calls that manipulation. I take offense to that. My feelings are 
hurt, and I think the Chair should tell him to stop that. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, it is a matter for debate. 
Senator Brightbill, you may continue. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Thank you, Mr. President. I really 

did-

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. For what point does the gentleman rise? 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, as a point of order. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state his point. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, does the word 

"manipulate" impugn the integrity of a Member? 
The PRESIDENT. I think it is a matter of debate. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I believe I said 

"maneuvered." 
The PRESIDENT. I do not believe the word "manipulate" 

was used. I think that is exactly the word that was used. 
Senator MELLOW. Does the word "misinformed," Mr. 

President, impugn the integrity of a Member? 
The PRESIDENT. I think that is Senator Brightbill's 

characterization, and Senator Fumo is entitled to get up and 

defend it. I, frankly, think we are getting a little bit sensitive at a 
late hour, and, Senator Fumo, I allowed you great license prior 
to this, and now Senator Brightbill wants the opportunity to 
respond. I am going to give him some latitude, too. I gave you 
great latitude, Senator, and you have every right to get up and, 
Senator Mellow, whoever, if you want to defend it in your 
response, you have a right to do that. In the meantime, it is 
getting late and we are getting a little edgy. Let us try to just keep 
things to the issue. I know it is a sensitive issue, I know it is an 
emotional issue, but we are going to allow some debate here as 
we allowed, frankly, Senator Fumo, when Senator Mellow was 
interrogating you, you went way beyond the interrogation, and I 
allowed that to happen. 

Senator Brightbill, you have the floor. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, as I was indicating, 

through the maneuvers of these amendments, we now have on the 
record the fact that virtually no Member of the Senate of the 
General Assembly of Pennsylvania is very enthusiastic about $75 
million being sent to Philadelphia. In fact, if my recollection is 
correct, and we do have the roll calls, I believe Senator Fumo 
was present as Senator Anthony Williams voted against sending 
$75 million to Philadelphia, if my recollection is correct. I am 
looking at the gentleman. Am I correct, Mr. President? 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I voted him. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, Senator Fumo said he 

voted him. Mr. President, the key here is that this process is one 
that we have engaged in in the past. We have not engaged in it in 
the recent past, but, Mr. President, the truth is that it does not 
make any sense to gut and totally eliminate all the economic 
development programs of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in 
an effort to basically try to create the perception that we are 
sending more money to our local schools. I notice that the Ben 
Franklin Partnership here is being eliminated by $29 million. I 
think Senator Dent indicated to me that both he and Senator 
Boscola sit on that board. It is located in Lehigh-Northampton, 
the Lehigh Valley, and all of these programs are there and all of 
these expenses are there because there is an important function. 
I see here there is $60 million for the Department of Public 
Welfare computer system, and I am told that, frankly, is the heart 
and soul of the Department of Public Welfare that is being 
gutted. As a result of that, they will not be able to issue checks. 
I mean, does anybody in this Chamber really think that we can, 
just like that, easily cut $60 million out of the Department of 
Public Welfare and not have some kind of an impact, probably 
more so to the constituents of Senator Fumo and other Members 
of the Philadelphia delegation? 

The point is, Mr. President, that when we do a budget, we 
have to very carefully balance the various needs of the citizens 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and the truth is, as we go 
into those balances, we may make some cuts in these line items, 
$1 million here, $5 million there, and we are going to make every 
effort to drive as many new dollars as possible to our public 
school system. The bill that was introduced by Senator 
Thompson and myself drives out an additional $50 million, for 
a total of $90 million, but it does not set forth the formula for 
which that is driven out. And I noticed that at certain points 
Senator Fumo made certain assumptions, and I am not sure that 
we should be making assumptions, but it is possible that we 
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could drive out that additional money, particularly if we were 
giving an additional $75 million to the city of Philadelphia. We 
could drive it out without putting an additional dollar of that $50 
million or $60 million into Philadelphia. 

The important thing here is this, Mr. President. Tonight we 
are going to vote amendments. Hopefully, we are going to vote 
the bill tomorrow, send the bill to the House of Representatives, 
and we are going to continue to move this process forward, 
because it is important that we do that. I am going to be a "no" 
vote on this amendment, not because I do not support some form 
of tax reform, and not that I do not support our public schools, 
but simply because this is not an honest, realistic proposal, in my 
judgment. 

I would note, by the way, that these numbers tend to be 
deceiving, and in the amended amendment it talks about driving 
out another $174 million to be transferred to school districts for 
the purposes of tax reform. That is about a 2.5-percent reduction 
in real estate taxes across the board, so that residential people 
would get that reduction, commercial people, farmers, 
manufacturers, and of course we would all like to see those real 
estate taxes go down, but it is a once-and-done appropriation. It 
is a 1-year potential dip. As Senator Rhoades has noted on this 
floor, he has a very realistic, a very solid proposal that we are 
moving forward, trying to come to some form of tax reduction, 
meaning real estate tax reduction. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to ask for a negative vote, with 
the understanding being that we are going to be moving ahead 
and we are going to attempt to attract and accommodate the 
needs of all the citizens of the Commonwealth, including the 
needs of the citizens of Philadelphia. And I would note, having 
listened to Senator Fumo's quote, which Senator Dent read, that 
as I understood what he said, it does not make any sense to send 
more money to Philadelphia if you do not start to deal with the 
bureaucracy that exists there. Well, Mr. President, this General 
Assembly is now beginning to try to deal with that bureaucratic 
operation. The commission that is now in place is doing cuts and 
beginning to take some steps which we believe are necessary to 
provide better education. So, Mr. President, I am going to ask for 
a negative vote on this amendment. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, would the gentleman stand for 

brief interrogation? 
The PRESIDENT. Senator Brightbill? 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I will be happy to. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I believe the gentleman said 

that my taking the computer money out of the Department of 
Public Welfare was taking out the, and I quote, "heart and soul" 
of the Department of Welfare. Does the gentleman know how 
much in his bill the Department of Welfare got as a total 
appropriation? 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I know that it is 
billions. The key here is, and I am told that the information 
system is, in essence, what is needed to drive out the checks, and 
it is something that is needed to get the information as to where 
to drive those checks out. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I did not ask the gentleman 
about checks, but I was going to ask him that next. It is about $3-
plus billion, and this is about $75 million. I am shocked to hear 
that is the heart and soul of the department, but if that is what the 
gentleman believes, that is what he believes. 

Could the gentleman answer the question as to whether or not 
the Department of Welfare checks did get put out last year, and 
are they still going out today? 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I would not have any 
personal knowledge about that, but I have not heard any 
complaints, so I would believe that that system is working just 
fine. 

Senator FUMO. Thank you, Mr. President. That is what I 
thought as well. I just thought that he said that we in Philadelphia 
were not going to get our checks because of this. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I just want to correct the 

record. The appropriation is $6.8 billion. I thought the gentleman 
would know it since he wrote the bill, but it is $6.8 billion. We 
took out $75 million, with a little "M," instead of a big "B." 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Wagner. 

Senator WAGNER. Mr. President, I rise to speak about the 
amendment, and I have purposely stayed out of this debate so far, 
but, Mr. President, I intend to vote for this amendment, because 
as Senator Fumo indicated earlier, and he is absolutely right, that 
at the end of the day the additional $75 million will be in the 
budget. 

Therefore, the amendment in front of us today, right now, and 
I forget the number of the amendment, is the only amendment by 
which we are going to see any equity within the budget for all 
school systems in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
President, we all know that. That original amendment was the 
only amendment that represented fairness and equity. 

Mr. President, I just want to back up a minute here to talk 
about this issue. This issue all began when the Governor 
proposed his budget and proposed funding for one school system 
at 12 percent and the others at 1 percent in the Commonwealth 
of Pennsylvania. The proposal was not to fund all poor school 
systems, all systems with failing children, and somehow we lost 
in the debate of this issue the children of Pennsylvania, and that 
is really the issue, Mr. President. The issue has not been 
discussed properly, and that is unfortunate, because in fact, there 
are many, many other poor school districts in Pennsylvania that 
desperately need funding also. And again, Senator Fumo's 
amendment is the only one that begins to address that. One is in 
my senatorial district, the Sto-Rox School District. I know 
several of my colleagues have districts: Wilkinsburg, Duquesne, 
Clairton, Aliquippa, Chester-Upland, and I could go on and on, 
Mr. President, and the problem is that the original proposal that 
was put forth in the budget did not address all the children who 
live in poor school districts where they are having serious 
educational problems, and it simply singled out one, and one 
only. If a fair plan were put forth, and it really is the job of this 
General Assembly to demand that a fair plan be put forth, I 
believe that all Members of the General Assembly would support 
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the plan, including assistance and help to the school district of 
Philadelphia. 

The problem is, Mr. President, that the line was drawn in the 
sand long ago. And we are not talking here about taking away 
money from opportunity grants, computer systems, or anything 
else. We are talking about the basic, fundamental duty of 
everyone in the Senate and the House and, yes, the Governor's 
Office, to make sure that the children of Pennsylvania in total, all 
children, who need help in the educational process, get help. The 
original Governor's proposal did not address that issue. The vote 
that we took, the last vote to take out the $75 million from 
Philadelphia, did not address the issue. The only proposal that 
has been put forth so far has been Senator Fumo's proposal that 
begins to address the issue. And somehow, some way we have 
never gotten to the real issue, and the real issue is children and 
quality education in Pennsylvania. And unfortunately, Mr. 
President, that is unfortunate, I should state, because that is the 
issue. 

Now, Mr. President, if we really want to talk about education, 
we should listen to the Partnerships for Children, a report that 
was put forth by Joan Benso today, the president and CEO, to 
talk about really how to address or how to help children in 
Pennsylvania. Several of us, I know Senator Schwartz was there, 
Senator Earll was there, Senator Williams was there, I believe 
Senator Murphy was there for a while, and several others, and we 
heard Joan Benso talk about early childhood education and the 
benefits of early childhood education, and the fact that when you 
have poor school districts, when you have children who are 
failing in the educational process, that there is a proven way to 
begin to address that problem, and that is by identifying those 
children at a very early age and making sure that they have 
preschool programs available to them. 

Mr. President, it is predictable. It is predictable in first grade, 
in second grade, where the children in what school districts are 
going to have problems. Pennsylvania is one of only nine States 
in America, Mr. President, that does not fund preschool 
education. Let me repeat that, because we keep talking about it, 
but we do not do anything about it, and I know Senator Rhoades 
was there also earlier today, and he is well aware of this issue and 
has put forth some legislation, along with Senator Schwartz and 
many others. If we want to be fair, if we want to be open, if we 
want to begin to address the educational problems in the poor 
school districts in Pennsylvania, well, let us put up and put some 
money and some effort to preschool education, or let us begin to 
fund Head Start to some degree. Again, we are one of nine States 
in America that does nothing. But we stand here and we talk 
about budgets and we talk about inequity in education, when we 
have all the information available to us but we do not address the 
problem. 

And that is really the problem here tonight, that again the 
Governor drew the line in the sand, he asked everyone to support 
a proposal, the proposal was not fair, the proposal was not 
equitable, and it was given to the General Assembly. Well, Mr. 
President, it is time that the General Assembly take that proposal 
and make it fair and make it equitable for all the children of 
Pennsylvania, especially the children in the poor districts, 
especially the children who are failing, the children who are 
dropping out of school. 

Mr. President, I heard a statistic, and it is factual, about 
Pennsylvania children. There are 21,000 Pennsylvania children 
dropping out of school every year in public education, 21,000, 
not just every year but accumulative over 5 years, that is in 
excess of 100,000 children. The question is, what are we going 
to do about it? Are we going to begin to address that problem? 
That number is not going down. Those 100,000 children over 5 
years are the ones who end up with serious problems later in life. 
Some are incarcerated. Eighty percent of the people in State 
prisons do not have a high school education, have never 
graduated from high school. We know the issue, Mr. President, 
but we are not doing anything about it. We are standing here 
arguing and fighting about putting money in and taking money 
out. Let us come up with a fair and equitable proposal, and that 
is precisely what Senator Fumo's amendment was all about. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 
Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, I rise to support this 

amendment, and I do commend my colleague from Philadelphia, 
Senator Fumo. This amendment will not only distribute more 
State funds more fairly to the school districts that I represent in 
the Lehigh Valley and the Pocono area, but as well across the 
State. But it is also going to provide more State funds to help 
local school districts reduce local property taxes. School taxes 
are probably the most unfair tax that homeowners across 
Pennsylvania must pay. In fact, it is so unfair, especially to our 
senior citizens, that I am convinced local school property taxes 
must be eliminated altogether and we start from scratch, but that 
is another vote for another day. So until that time, this is a good 
step in the right direction. It is a good amendment, and I ask for 
an affirmative vote. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, just a couple observations 
that I would like to make in response to some of the debate that 
took place on the floor. 

Mr. President, it was stated that this particular proposal will 
take money from the opportunity grants, it will take money from 
the infrastructure development used for business, it will take 
money from the Ben Franklin Partnership, and others. Mr. 
President, in the amendment that was offered by Senator Dent, to 
exclude the city of Philadelphia to participate in the proposal, 
had he reduced the amount of money of $424 million initially 
proposed in Senator Fumo's amendment by the same amount of 
money that he is suggesting that the school district in 
Philadelphia should not receive, then he appropriately would 
have been able to restore the money to the economic 
development programs that we talked about before, of the 
opportunity grants and of Ben Franklin. Mr. President, keep in 
mind that the community economic development programs 
basically are the programs that under the previous administration 
we used to refer to as WAMs. Under this particular 
administration, Mr. President, after WAMs were done away with, 
they were more appropriately referred to as RIDGIES. So it is 
not like these are automatic things that various operations depend 
on receiving. These are grants, Mr. President, and grants have to 
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fluctuate based on what is happening with the economy at the 
particular time. 

Mr. President, $228 million of this $424 million is to have one 
computer speak to another computer, and that may be fine for 
those individuals who want to work with computers, but we have 
public schools in Pennsylvania, which was previously stated 
before, that do not even have computer labs. We believe it is 
more important to guarantee the children in Pennsylvania, the 
greatest natural resource that we have, that in their next school 
year that each and every school district in Pennsylvania, public 
school district, all 501 of them and including the Philadelphia 
School District, will have the opportunity, Mr. President, of 
participating and having computers in their schools. We on this 
side of the aisle believe it is more important to have children 
leam what is taking place with computers in this technology 
boom today than it is to have bureaucrats be able to speak to one 
another on computers here in Harrisburg for a 1-year period of 
time. 

Mr. President, we think it is equally as important to start to 
advance some cause with regard to tax reduction for the people 
of Pennsylvania through some type of reform, meaningful 
reform, of property tax. Back several years ago Act 50 was 
passed right before the election in the late 1990s, I believe it was 
1998 when the particular bill was passed, and it was passed, I 
believe, and I am just stating this for myself, for one particular 
thing, to be a political document, to allow people the opportunity 
to say right before a general election that I was able to vote for 
a bill in Harrisburg that will reform your taxes and therefore 
bring about some kind of a tax reduction. This is the first time, 
Mr. President, we are going to have the opportunity to be able to 
reduce taxes this particular fiscal year that will begin July 1 for 
individuals who pay property taxes, for businesses that pay 
property taxes, for corporations that pay property taxes, Mr. 
President. So in essence, we are not only having a reduction in 
property taxes for the individual taxpayers themselves, we are 
also going to have a reduction of taxes for the corporations and 
for the business interests in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, if you take the entire pot of money that has 
been requested in the particular amendment of $424 million, and 
you break down where that money is coming from, $228 million 
of that $424 million, Mr. President, or more than half of that 
money comes from the computerization program that has been 
advanced by this administration to have one computer talk to 
another computer. We think right now it is very important, at 
least for this fiscal year that we are trying to establish a budget 
for, to put that program aside and to put those computers in 
schools. 

Secondly, Mr. President, the original budget as proposed by 
Governor Schweiker proposed a 1-percent increase for school 
districts, or $41 million into the ESBE program. The bill that was 
reported out of the Committee on Appropriations yesterday, Mr. 
President, added an additional $50 million into that program, or 
a total of $91 million in addition to the $228 million that would 
allow one computer to talk to another computer. Now, if Senator 
Dent did his amendment in the proper fashion with regard to the 
$75 million that he wants to take away from Philadelphia, then 
we could have subtracted $75 million from the $424 million that 
was put in the original amendment and we then could fund the 

Ben Franklin Partnership or we could fund the opportunity grants 
or we could fund infrastructure development, but that is not what 
was done. 

Mr. President, if the reason for the amendment was to punish 
the city of Philadelphia School District and to punish the over 
200,000 students who attend that school district, then Senator 
Dent accomplished exactly what he set out to do. If the reason 
was to be political on the floor of this Senate and to run against 
the Philadelphia School District by those who do not live or 
reside or represent Philadelphia, then Senator Dent's amendment 
was the right thing to do. If fairness was the driving force behind 
Senator Dent's amendment, and I believe perhaps that is what he 
was trying to accomplish, then it would be incumbent upon the 
Majority Leader of this Senate not to take a position against the 
amendment, based on the types of expenditures and types of 
programs that are going to be cut back for the purpose of flmding 
public education and to give the people of Pennsylvania their 
much-needed relief from property taxes, then the Majority 
Leader should take a very strong position in support of this 
amendment, because the pot of money to fund this educational 
opportunity is here. It is not one-time expenditures, it is not 
one-time revenues. There is money, sufficient money, Mr. 
President, that will allow school districts to pass budgets this year 
without increasing taxes, furthermore, will allow the school 
districts to give some form of a tax rebate back to the individual 
taxpayer and to the business interests within those school 
districts. 

Mr. President, the only fair and appropriate vote, if you have 
the best interests of the people you represent, all 240,000 people 
who reside in your senatorial district, is to vote affirmatively on 
this amendment, and the people of Pennsylvania will have the 
opportunity of finding out just exactly who did vote for their 
school districts, who did vote to reduce their taxes, who did vote 
to put computers in their classrooms, and who those individuals 
in this body who have decided, for whatever their own personal 
reasons may be, not to vote for the students in Pennsylvania and 
for the taxpayers of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I request an 
affirmative vote on the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, the hour is late, but this 
is a serious issue. The way the amendment was proposed 
originally by Senator Fumo has been changed, obviously 
dramatically, by eliminating or withdrawing Philadelphia from 
the mix of a potential 10-percent increase for public education 
funding in the Commonwealth. It is not the preferable way to be 
voting on this amendment. It is clear to me that we do have to 
deal with hopefully meeting the Governor's commitment, his 
personal commitment, the commitment he has put in writing in 
a memorandum of understanding, to put $75 million into 
Philadelphia schools, and I was very pleased the Majority Leader 
spoke about his own commitment to funding $75 million for the 
school district of Philadelphia. Now that the State actually is 
responsible for the school district of Philadelphia, that certainly 
is a commitment I hope that we will meet. It is, I hope, not the 
only commitment. I think there may be other ways that we 
obviously need to help the Philadelphia School District and 
Philadelphia children. 
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I will support this amendment, not because I am happy about 
Philadelphia being taken out of the mix, I am not. I am somewhat 
reassured by the public statements about the commitment for $75 
million, and I will work very hard myself to make sure that does 
happen, because it is time for us to stand up and say that public 
education has to be a top priority for this Commonwealth. It has 
not been for 7 years. Yes, there have been some favorite 
programs or even some programs I have liked. Some of the 
Link-to-Leam has been helpful, some of the Read to Succeed has 
been helpful, but the fact is that for the last 7 years I have been 
standing on the floor of this Senate saying that we ought to be 
putting in $100 million, $200 million in resources into our public 
schools across this Commonwealth, and we have not. And we see 
the consequences of that, and they are not pretty. Senator Wagner 
talked about the Partnerships for Children's Report. That is one 
of many. But they said this morning that 44 percent of fifth 
graders in Pennsylvania-this is not Philadelphia, in 
Pennsylvania-score below proficiency in reading, 44 percent. 
Forty-seven percent of fifth graders score below proficient in 
mathematics. That is not something we can be proud of. Those 
are not numbers we can be proud of. 

So we can stand up and say Philadelphia should be dealt with 
differently, and I think maybe it should because it is now run by 
the State, that obligation is special, it might mean additional 
dollars for Philadelphia, and because those children are in 
particular need, many of them because they are poor and because 
we have neglected urban school districts for many years. But the 
fact is that all of our schools across Pennsylvania are saying to 
us, we need more help from the State. My own school districts in 
the new part of my district said they would love to do full-day 
kindergarten. We are a wealthy school district, but it is hard for 
us to find money for that additional teacher, it just is, without 
raising property taxes. And taxpayers are saying, where is the 
State? Why is the burden all falling on local property taxpayers? 
It is not right. We should have been doing 10-percent increases 
across the State, as we did for special education in just the last 
couple of years, for basic education for years now, and then 
maybe we would see job growth in Pennsylvania be a little higher 
than we have seen it in the last number of years. Maybe we 
would not be ranked in the low 40s out of 50 States in the 
number of new jobs. Maybe companies would be coming here 
because they would see the skilled workforce that Pennsylvania 
was always known for is going to be true in the future, not just in 
the past. 

So, Mr. President, I do not necessarily fully expect this exact 
amendment to stay in the budget. I do not. I am not even sure this 
amount will stay in there. I think 10 percent is actually not really 
realistic. Do I think we ought to do it? I do. Do I think we may 
not be able to? I do as well, but I will vote for it because I want 
it to be on the table, I want it to be a part of the discussion that 
our commitment to our children and their education and our 
future is our top priority in Pennsylvania. It is about time. Our 
public education system has been treading water, and it is time 
for us to get out there and have some Olympic swimmers, and we 
do not yet. So even though we have some wonderful schools and 
even though we have some children succeeding, we are not doing 
enough across the board to make sure that all of our children 
succeed, and so, yes, this is maybe a bit too ambitious for this 

year's budget, but I will vote for it because it makes a statement 
and it makes a point, and I hope it makes a point to those budget 
negotiators that education being funded at 1 percent across the 
board for the school districts of Pennsylvania is not acceptable, 
and we have to reach higher in Pennsylvania if our children are 
going to succeed and if they are going to be prepared to compete 
in the global economy of the future. It is not happening now, Mr. 
President, and until we get serious about this, and it is more than 
just about the political wranglings at 1:00 in the morning on the 
floor of the Senate, it is serious about funding public education 
from the State and relieving local property taxpayers, our 
children will not be able to keep pace with their peers in other 
States and their peers within different school districts. 

So, Mr. President, I am going to vote for this bill. It is 
imperfect, this amendment is imperfect, and the budget at this 
point is imperfect. It needs a lot of work, but our statement has 
to be that our kids and their education is our highest priority. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I feel compelled to speak on 

my amendment, even though it has been adulterated to a very 
interesting point. Mr. President, I am going to vote for the 
amendment as amended, and I am going to vote for it as a 
Philadelphian, because I know my money is coming, and I think 
it is important that we make sure that we do this in a fair and 
equitable way. I heard the gentleman, the Majority Leader, get up 
and say why this is not a good idea, and we would all like to do 
good things just by an amendment. 

Mr. President, why are we here at a quarter to 1:00 in the 
morning? We are here drafting legislation, we are here voting on 
issues because the people who elected us sent us here to do this. 
Now, you may not think it is a serious process. I do. That is why 
we are here. You know, there is an old story about a guy who 
goes to his neighbor-and it has a million variations, so I know 
you have heard it in one way or another-to borrow a shovel, and 
his neighbor says no. And he asks, why? And he says, because it 
is dark out. And he asks, what has that got to do with it? And his 
neighbor says, nothing really, but when you do not want to do 
something, one excuse is as good as the next. 

What we have before us is a choice, it is a statement. Budgets 
are, after all, statements of philosophy about what we care about. 
I tried to do something here tonight that was fair and equitable to 
all the districts of Pennsylvania. If you do not want to do that, 
and I know, I have been around here long enough to know that 
when the Majority Leader says I would like a "no," you vote 
"no." So I know the power of the gentleman. As I said, I am just 
a little kid from South Philly, but I have seen that power operate. 
But I am going to tell you something, by voting on this 
amendment one way or the other, you are saying to your 
constituents at home, as well as to all the people in Pennsylvania, 
that you are going to make a choice. If you vote "yes" for this 
amendment, what you are saying is that your choice is for two 
things: It is for fairness and equity in educating our children, and 
it is for reducing local property taxes in those districts where they 
have had to raise those taxes higher and higher and higher. If you 
vote "no," what you are saying is that your priority, instead of 
education, instead of property tax reform, instead of the children, 
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are some cockamamie lines about opportunity grants and about 
the heart and soul of the Department of Welfare, a computer 
program the gentleman already told me where checks are still 
going out without this money. 

Now, you may want to vote that way. Maybe in your districts 
people are telling you they would rather you gave a computer to 
every damn bureaucrat in Harrisburg than educate our kids. And 
maybe in your districts people are telling you they would rather 
have some program called opportunity grants in the Department 
of Community and Economic Development than lowering my 
property taxes. Now, maybe that is the message you are getting, 
because I know we all get different messages in different areas of 
the Commonwealth. That is certainly not the message I am 
getting in Philadelphia, and that is certainly not the message that 
my Members are telling me that they are getting in their districts. 
You know, with all those economic development programs we 
have been pushing out the door in the last 8 years, I cannot 
remember when we got above 45 percent in new job creation, 
and the reason why we are not getting new job creation is 
because we are not educating our kids. Senator Schwartz just 
gave you the appalling statistics statewide of how our kids are 
doing. Now, maybe you think it is more important in your district 
that you give some kind of opportunity grant to somebody than 
to educate your kids. That is okay. 

Also in this budget, we were not allowed to touch it or go near 
it, there is still $91 million for a big business Capital Stock and 
Franchise Tax. And maybe in your district your people who are 
paying real estate taxes are telling you they would rather pay 
those real estate taxes and they would rather see their local taxes 
increased rather than cut that giveaway to big business. Now, 
maybe that is what they are telling you, and I could be wrong. I 
can only say what we are hearing on this side of the aisle. We are 
not getting that message. There is a judgment day for all of us, 
and it is not when we die, but it is when we go back and stand 
before our constituents and stand up to them and say, I think it is 
more important that we have opportunity grants somewhere in 
that bureaucracy than lowering your taxes, and I think it is more 
important that every bureaucrat in Harrisburg gets a new 
computer than to educate our kids. I hope that works for you. I 
have a feeling it is not going to. But that is what you will put on 
the line for your Majority Leader. And I must admit, I admire 
your courage, your forthrightness, in following the leader. And 
I am voting for this, as I said, because I know I am getting my 
$75 million. I do not know what you are going to get. If you are 
going to buy a pig in a poke, go right ahead. This was one way 
to make sure that every school district got its fair share. If you do 
not want to do that, that is up to you. I do not represent your 
districts, so I do not care if Allentown gets more money or any of 
those other districts, Harrisburg and all the other ones I talked 
about, Pocono Mountain, that I never heard of before, but it is 
out there. I do not care if they get more money, if you do not 
care. I know I am getting mine. I just tried to do something that 
would have made sure that we all were on a level playing field. 
So if this goes down, I know what your priorities are: Leadership 
first. I only wish our guys would listen to leadership as well as 
your guys do. 

Thank you, Mr. President, and I urge an affirmative vote. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I ask for a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Bodack. 

The PRESIDENT. Without objection, Senator Bodack will be 
granted a temporary Capitol leave. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to amendment No. A2188, as amended? 

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

YEA-37 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 
Helfrick 

Greenleaf 
Holl 
Kasunic 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 
Murphy 

Hughes 
Jubelirer 
Kitchen 

Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stout 
Tomlinson 

NAY-12 

Madigan 
Piccola 
Stack 

Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Tartaglione 
Thompson 
Wenger 

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

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

amended? 

OTAKE AMENDMENT A2107 

Senator O'PAKE offered the following amendment No. 
A2107: 

Amend Sec. 211, page 55, line 10, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 24,882,000 
Amend Sec. 228, page 133, line 6, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
State appropriation 352,894,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Berks, Senator O'Pake. 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, this is an easy one. It passed 
the House of Representatives 198-0. What it does is makes 
possible a college scholarship to 10,000 additional students in 
Pennsylvania. Specifically, it takes $10 million, less than 1 
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percent of the Corrections budget, and shifts it by adding $10.1 
million to the PHEAA budget, the Pennsylvania Higher 
Education Assistance Agency. As we all know, dollar for dollar, 
every dollar that is appropriated for this program goes directly to 
students in Pennsylvania. PHEAA pays all the administrative 
costs. One hundred and fifty-five thousand students this year are 
receiving grants so that they can further their higher education, 
and we all know the importance of higher education for the 
future of Pennsylvania. The maximum grant now is $3,300 a year 
for a full-time student. This scholarship program provides a 
choice for many deserving students so that they can choose the 
college to pursue a higher education or a professional or 
vocational technical school. 

Mr. President, since 1966, all of us have watched this program 
be increased to the point where now $4 billion in State grant 
fimds have been awarded to nearly 1.7 million needy 
Pennsylvania students, allowing them to pursue their higher 
education goals. Unfortunately, the proposed 2-percent increase 
in the bill now before us, Senate Bill No. 5, will not allow all of 
our current recipients to continue receiving grants for the next 
academic year. In fact, the program may be unable to assist 
approximately 7,000 students who are currently receiving funds. 
And as Senator Rhoades, who is a member of the board, knows, 
the PHEAA board has decided that unless the 2-percent increase 
is substantially hiked, as this amendment does, to 5 percent, we 
will have to reduce awards by 5 percent where the total family 
income is $38,000 to $44,999 a year, and we will have to reduce 
by 10 percent the scholarship awards for those whose total family 
income is $45,000 a year or higher. 

So basically, all this seeks to do, Mr. President, in light of the 
substantial tuition increases that we are facing in most of our 
colleges next year if this budget is adopted, we are trying to 
allow more students to take advantage of the scholarship 
opportunity, or at least not cut back on 7,000 or 10,000 students 
who are now able to pursue their higher education based on their 
ability. 

So as I said, it is very simple. It is only $10 million. It brings 
us up to a 5-percent increase rather than the proposed 2-percent 
increase. This is still below what we have done in past years. For 
a string of years, the increase for PHEAA has been 10 percent. 
This year the Governor proposes 2 percent, and we are saying do 
not penalize our young people who could not afford to go to 
college but for the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance 
Agency scholarship program. It is a very worthwhile program. 
The more money we put in education, the less we will need to put 
in jail, so I urge this as the right thing to do, just as the House did 
yesterday. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Luzerne, Senator Lemmond. 

Senator LEMMOND. Mr. President, I rise to speak in favor 
of that amendment. PHEAA is probably one of the best run 
agencies in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. I think that the 
good it does goes beyond our imaginations at this hour of the 
evening, and it is so worthwhile and it is a strong board. Many of 
us serve on it and it does good. We discussed at the last meeting 
that this percentage increase would improve the access and the 
choice available to those who administer the program, and I 
heartily support this 5-percent increase in the appropriation. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I rise to urge a negative 
vote on this amendment. This amendment is bogus, irresponsible, 
endangers the public safety of the people of Pennsylvania, and it 
should be defeated. This is the first of a couple of amendments 
that the other side of the aisle is going to attempt to strip out of 
the Department of Corrections to pay for programs that 
everybody would like to pay for. We would love to fund it if we 
had the money to do so, but Corrections is an easy target because 
criminals are not very popular, and I agree with that. They are 
not very popular. People want them locked up. People want them 
kept behind bars, and if you take $10 million out of the general 
governmental operations of the central office of the Department 
of Corrections, you will strip that agency of one-third of its 
administrative budget, one-third of its $30 million budget. And 
do you know what that means? That means there will be no 
coordination, no communication between correctional 
institutions. There will be very little communications in terms of 
how prisoners are transported from one place to the other. Mr. 
President, this kind of bogus budgeting has to stop, and it should 
stop right now. 

Mr. President, the Department of Corrections spends $1.3 
billion, and the line item for which this amendment is taking 
money is a $30 million administrative item that goes to the 
central office that keeps those 29 correctional institutions 
running, provides them with payroll, provides them with records 
of inmates, provides them with communications and 
coordination. If we take this $10 million out of this budget, Mr. 
President, and supply it to PHEAA, which I would love to do 
because I like PHEAA, PHEAA is a great program, if we take 
this out of this budget, Mr. President, you are endangering the 
public safety of the people of Pennsylvania. I do not think, Mr. 
President, that your constituents want the people who have been 
locked up in our State correctional institutions to be released 
because the Department of Corrections cannot administer its 
system. Mr. President, this is a public safety issue. I urge a 
negative vote. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. I would like to answer the gentleman, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. President, if I were going to use the words "bogus," 
"irresponsible," and "dangerous," I would think perhaps I was 
addressing a mass murderer and not the students of this great 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania who are attending either our 
State System of Higher Education or private schools either in 
Pennsylvania and other places in this great country of ours for the 
purpose of trying to advance their own personal education. These 
people, Mr. President, are not bogus, they are not irresponsible, 
and they are not dangerous. Furthermore, Mr. President, the 
Department of Corrections has a budget of $1.3 billion-with a 
capital "B"-dollars. This program will cost $10 million, less than 
1 percent of the entire Corrections budget. Now, Mr. President, 
as they say, you can pay now or you can pay later. Is it not an 
unfortunate commentary that in this Commonwealth over the last 
7 years we have put a greater emphasis on incarceration than we 
have on education? Is that the kind of legacy that we want to 
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leave to our children, or our children's children, or to the students 
of this great Commonwealth of ours? Do we want to tell people 
that we think it is more important to lock them up and throw 
them away and to incarcerate them in prison than to provide for 
the proper type of money to guarantee their education so they 
will not end up in prison? It is very, very difficult to even 
comprehend how anyone in their right mind could imagine that 
we would be identifying students in Pennsylvania as bogus, 
irresponsible, and dangerous, but what else could we expect from 
the Republican Party in Pennsylvania, especially Members of this 
Senate? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, I rise to support Senator 
O'Pake's amendment. During the past few months, I have 
received letters from parents who are really concerned about 
being able to afford college for their son or their daughter. And 
the people who write to me do not expect a handout or free 
college tuition. In fact, they generally take it for granted that their 
kids will have to work to help pay for their college education. 
But, Mr. President, the rest of the money has to come from 
somewhere, and whether that money comes in the form of grants 
or student loans, it usually comes from PHEAA. Mr. President, 
to help lessen the financial burden of college, it has been PHEAA 
that working-class families turn to for help, and under this 
budget, PHEAA will only get a 2-percent increase. And not only 
is a 2-percent increase insufficient, it comes at the wrong time. 
This amendment that would increase PHEAA from 2 to 5 percent 
is a good investment. It is a wise investment, and I would ask for 
an affirmative vote on this amendment. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Schuylkill, Senator Rhoades. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, would Senator OTake 

submit to interrogation? 
Senator O'PAKE. Yes, Mr. President. 
Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, this is amendment A2107. 
Senator O'PAKE. Correct, Mr. President. 
Senator RHOADES. Okay, Mr. President, and the gentleman 

had another amendment, A2120, which was for $6 million, which 
increased PHEAA by 4 percent, which was a $6 million number. 
He is asking for $10 million. Being on the PHEAA board, I 
remember we wanted to double it because there would be about 
7,100 kids primarily from the privates and independents. I am 
trying to figure out now between the $6 million and the $10 
million, he is asking for $4 million more. I am trying to figure out 
what the difference is. 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, we are asking for precisely 
what the PHEAA board is asking, and that is to increase from 2 
percent to 5 percent, which translates into about $10 million 
moving from Corrections to make life less comfortable for 
convicted criminals to provide a higher opportunity grant for kids 
who want to go to college. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, I am not worried about 
the Corrections part, what I am looking for is the reason for the 
5 percent. 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, it is a 3-percent increase, up 
to 5 percent, over the present 2 percent that is recommended in 
the bill. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, is it $10 million to go that 
far? 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, to add 3 percent costs $10 
million, and that is exactly what PHEAA needs to not cut about 
7,100 existing college student scholarships. 

Senator RHOADES. Okay, Mr. President. One other 
clarification on that, because I thought on the last teleconference 
we had on that matter, what they were saying was we need a 
doubling to save us from losing 7,100 kids, but I did not think it 
was $10 million, I only thought it was another $6 million. A 
doubling is about 6.3. 

Senator O'PAKE. Well, Mr. President, no, the board, and the 
gentleman participated by teleconference, decided that we 
needed to go from 2 percent to 5 percent, and that costs $10 
million. 

Senator RHOADES. Mr. President, would that also include, 
would that enable us then to go up and save the 7,100 and go to 
10,000, right? What was that, option B? 

Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, the 10,000 is figured by 
cutbacks in existing college scholarships, and approximately 
another 7,100 who would not qualify at all, as I understand it. 

Senator RHOADES. Well, Mr. President, I am trying to 
remember the options that we did. There was one on the basis of 
need, and I think maybe that is where the gentleman is adding the 
additional $10 million or $4 million. 

Senator O'PAKE. Well, Mr. President, the option is, if we 
accept the 2-percent level increased funding, we have to cut 5 
percent where the total family income is between $38,000 and 
$44,999, and we have to cut 10 percent in the scholarship awards 
where the total family income is $45,000 or higher. That is what 
we have to do, unless we add this 3 percent that I am suggesting 
in this amendment. 

Senator RHOADES. Good, Mr. President. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Berks, Senator O'Pake. 
Senator O'PAKE. Mr. President, I have to respond to the 

"bogus," "dangerous," and "irresponsible" statements made by 
my friend. I think it is a sad commentary from the other side of 
the aisle when they are willing to spend $28,000 a year to house 
a convicted criminal, and yet they want to reduce the maximum 
scholarship award for a struggling, working-class family below 
$3,300 a year. Where are their priorities? Twenty-eight thousand 
dollars to house a convicted criminal per year, $3,300, the 
maximum scholarship grant for somebody who wants to get 
ahead but his family cannot afford it. 

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

The yeas and nays were required by Senator O'PAKE and 
were as follows, viz: 
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YEA-40 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 
Jubelirer 

Greenleaf 
Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 

Madigan 
Piccola 

Mellow 
Mowery 
Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 

NAY-9 

Thompson 
Waugh 

Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 
Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
White, Donald 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 
White, Mary Jo 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I request a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Anthony Williams. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Mellow requests a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Anthony Williams. Without objection, 
that leave will be granted. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Lebanon, Senator 
Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I ask for a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Punt. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Brightbill requests a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Punt. Without objection, that leave will 
be granted. 

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

amended? 

BOSCOLA AMENDMENT A2200 OFFERED 

Senator BOSCOLA offered the following amendment No. 
A2200: 

Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,057,025,000 
Amend Sec. 227, page 132, line 8, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
State appropriation 466,346,000 

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

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, if we could just stand 
at ease. 

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

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

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator PICCOLA. Point of order, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state his point. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, the way I read amendment 

A2200, which is the amendment being offered by the lady from 
Northampton, this amendment cuts $13,852,000 from the State 
correctional institution line item, but spends an additional 
$27,165,000 on the State System of Higher Education. It is my 
understanding that this is out of order since it is not expenditure-
neutral under our temporary rule. 

Senator MELLOW. Could we be at ease, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDENT. The Senate will be at ease. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 

AMENDMENT A2200 WITHDRAWN 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, I am going to withdraw 
this amendment and have it redrafted. 

The PRESIDENT. Thank you. 

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

amended? 

WAGNER AMENDMENT A2201 

Senator WAGNER offered the following amendment No. 
A2201: 

Amend Sec. 207, page 39, by inserting between lines 2 and 3: 
Transfer to the State Lottery Fund to support PACE reinstatements 

through December 31,2003, pursuant to section 2306 of the act of June 
26, 2001 (P.L.755, No.77), known as the Tobacco Settlement Act. 

State appropriation 19,190,000 
Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 1,050,877,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Wagner. 

Senator WAGNER. Mr. President, amendment A2201 adds 
a new appropriation in the Department of Aging, transferring 
$19.19 million to the Lottery Fund to support the extension of the 
moratorium on considering Social Security COLAs when 
determining PACE eligibility authorized by the tobacco 
settlement legislation. Mr. President, the law expires 12-31-02. 
The amendment supports an extension to 12-31-03. Mr. 
President, a change in statutory law other than an appropriation 
act will be required to provide for the extension, so I realize there 
is another action that has to be taken. Mr. President, this simply 
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adds the money, and the money is taken out of the Department of 
Corrections. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, again, the amendment 
attempts to strip money out of the Department of Corrections to 
fund an ostensibly worthwhile program, and the Members of the 
Senate should be aware that when they vote to strip money out of 
the Department of Corrections, specifically the SCI line item, 
they are impacting on the bed space of our State correctional 
institutions. This kind of cut, almost $20 million, could very well 
prevent the opening of the SCI Fayette that is supposed to house 
406 inmates by the end of this year. It is an institution that will 
house, when it is completed, 2,000 inmates. It would prevent the 
opening of the new cell block for SCI Crescent for 230 inmates. 
It could have an impact, and probably will have an impact, on the 
therapeutic community treatment programs that are being 
implemented at SCI Laurel Highlands and Graterford, and it 
would prevent the department from purchasing equipment 
necessary for security systems and security fences. In addition, 
it would have an impact on the 350-bed new housing unit at SCI 
Laurel Highlands, which would go unfunded. 

Mr. President, it is all well and good to want to put this money 
into prescription drugs, but the question is, what are we going to 
do with these inmates who either will not be sentenced or will, 
because of lack of security, escape, or because of a court order 
because of overcrowding will be released before their time? 
Again, we are endangering the public safety of the citizens of 
Pennsylvania. I urge a negative vote. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Wagner. 

Senator WAGNER. Mr. President, I will be brief. Mr. 
President, the budget is a discussion of priorities, and we know 
that the Department of Corrections' increase this year was 
substantial. If I am not mistaken, Mr. President, it was $130 
million. Now, I have been through more prisons in the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania than the previous speaker, and 
I believe that the priority of helping seniors get pharmaceutical 
drugs through the continuation of this COLA is a greater priority. 
Mr. President, it will save at least 20,000 seniors in the PACE 
program with this amendment added to the budget if it stays in 
the budget, Mr. President, and I think this priority, quite frankly, 
is far greater than the priority that the gentleman referred to. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, people on the other 

side keep saying that this is a discussion of priorities, and I really 
wish that it could be that easy and we could just sit here and kind 
of wish for things to happen and wish that we could spend more 
money for scholarships and education and health care and 
pharmaceuticals for seniors and less money for prisoners. But a 
budget is also a discussion of realities, and the reality is that over 
the past 20 years the people of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania have strongly sent a message that they want 
violators of the law, they want dangerous people locked up in 
jails. They do not want to have to deal with these folks. And you 
know, there is a lot of discussion about declining crime rates, and 

the only real way to explain the declining crime rate is to look at 
incarceration rates. 

I actually know a little more about this. Maybe I have not seen 
as many of the insides of jails as Senator Wagner, and I am not 
sure where and how he got his experience, but I have been a 
district attorney and I have been an assistant district attorney, and 
as a district attorney, it was my job basically to sentence every 
one of the criminal defendants who came up in Lebanon County, 
and this was between 1978 and 1982, and when I would sentence 
these people, it was pretty much based on guidelines that were 
sent by our courts, because we did not have sentencing 
guidelines. And what was happening at that time across the State, 
and I remember this very clearly, is that the people of 
Pennsylvania were unhappy with the sentences that were being 
imposed by the judges, and I look here at Senator Greenleaf and 
others who have been involved in this, and because they were 
unhappy with these sentences, this General Assembly began 
creating sentencing guidelines. 

So now here we are 20 years later and, lo and behold, we are 
being criticized by gentlemen like Senator O'Pake, who says this 
is just because we want to be nice to prisoners. Now we are being 
criticized because we are doing a better job of incarcerating 
prisoners. 

Well, incarceration is expensive, and in my world I would 
much rather see us send kids to college than to incarcerate 
prisoners, and I would much rather provide a moratorium to 
senior citizens on COLAs than to incarcerate prisoners, but this 
is a discussion of realities, and the reality is we cannot stand 
here, amendment after amendment, strip out $10 million, $10 
million, $10 million and get our job done doing incarcerations. 
Senator Boscola was going to strip money out and is redrawing 
her amendment to do another good thing. 

Now, it is 20 minutes before 2:00 in the morning. Let us get 
real. The gentleman from Allegheny, Senator Wagner, is running 
around this State telling everybody that he is good enough to be 
Lieutenant Governor. He is good enough to sit as chairman of the 
Board of Pardons. Let us get real, Mr. President. 

POINT OF ORDER 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President. Mr. President, point of 
order. 

The PRESIDENT. Let us have order. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I think the gentleman has 

gone entirely too far with regard to the discussion of an 
amendment that would expand or at least continue an existing 
program for senior citizens, when he is questioning the character 
and the integrity and the motives of Senator Wagner in his bid to 
run for a statewide office. I do not see where the relevancy is, 
Mr. President, with regard to the debate of the issue. 

The PRESIDENT. Gentlemen, if we could confine ourselves 
to the amendment. Senator Brightbill, if you would, I think it 
would be appropriate just to keep it - where Senator Wagner 
goes I am not sure is germane to the issue. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Thank you, Mr. President, and I will 
talk about one other thing, which is the COLA moratorium. I 
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look across this Chamber and I look at Senator Mellow, and I 
would say that if there are two people in this General Assembly 
who were responsible for the COLA moratorium 1 year ago, it 
was he and I. It came out of many discussions that we had out of 
the problems that faced our senior citizens, because what 
happens is that as a senior citizen gets small increases in their 
income, they move from maybe receiving $13,990 to over 
$14,000. And, Mr. President, there is no one more than I who 
would like to say, let us do this moratorium one more year. And 
I can tell you this, that it is going to be a priority as we approach 
this budget, but we are not going to be able to get the money by 
simply cutting appropriations to the Department of Corrections. 
So whoever wants to vote "aye" in this Chamber tonight, you can 
do it and you can go home and you can tell everybody that you 
support the COLA moratorium, and that is nice to say and nice 
to do, and you support this and you support that, but let us face 
it, we are not being real. This is a discussion of realities, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Wagner. 

Senator WAGNER. Mr. President, let me get real. Let me deal 
with reality. And I will debate this issue with the Majority Leader 
and anyone in this Chamber all night long, and if you want to go 
with me across the State, come with me and you will hear what 
I have to talk about, because what I am talking about is reality. 

Now, I have had a bill in this Senate for four consecutive 
Sessions - Senate Bill No. 1240,1995-96; Senate Bill No. 1400, 
1997-98; Senate Bill No. 388, 1999-2000; Senate Bill No. 254, 
2001-02. Mr. President, do you know what it does? It puts a 
permanent COLA into the PACE program. So I have lobbied for 
7 consecutive years for this to happen, 7 consecutive years. And 
I have not done it for political reasons, Mr. President, I have 
done it for the seniors of Pennsylvania. And no one is going to 
get on this floor and tell me that I am doing this for political 
reasons. I am fighting for the seniors of Pennsylvania. Now, 
maybe someone else had the idea, and that is okay, but I had the 
original idea, and maybe someone else did also. But I am fighting 
for the seniors of Pennsylvania. 

It is an issue of priorities. Do you know why, Mr. President? 
They are splitting pills in half. They are not taking pills because 
they cannot afford them. They are going to the doctor, Mr. 
President, getting prescriptions that they cannot have filled. They 
are falling off the ranks of the PACE program to the tune of 
10,000 a year, an excess of 20,000 will fall off at the end of this 
year, and we as a General Assembly have to find a way to correct 
that. I put an amendment on the floor that deals with reality. And 
true, the Majority Leader makes a good point. What is the 
priority in the budget? That is what this discussion is all about. 
What is the priority? I personally believe in my heart, Mr. 
President, in my heart and soul, that the priority for seniors for a 
life-sustaining product is of far greater importance, and that is the 
way I am going to vote, and I encourage all my colleagues to do 
the same. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, it was suggested a few 
moments ago that it was 20 minutes before 2:00 in the morning, 
and we have been here quite a while. Well, Mr. President, there 

is no one particular issue that can get my juices flowing, like it 
just got Senator Wagner's juices flowing, when it comes to trying 
to protect the needs and the rights of our senior citizens. 

Mr. President, Senator Brightbill is correct when he said that 
he and I, along with Senator O'Pake, worked to try to bring this 
about last year with the tobacco settlement money. But, Mr. 
President, on this side of the aisle, this is what we had to settle 
for, because we wanted to go much further but we could not get 
it considered. 

Mr. President, back in October, I beheve, of the year 2000, we 
on this side of the aisle introduced a package called FAIRx. It 
was introduced under the sponsorship of Senator Costa, with 
every Member of this Democratic Caucus supporting that 
package. Mr. President, that proposal would not cost the 
taxpayers of Pennsylvania one dime. It would cost the 
pharmaceutical companies that do business in Pennsylvania 
money on a rebate program based on their sales in Pennsylvania, 
based on the number of people who were provided for in a 
prescription drug program that were involved and worked for the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. But since October of that year, 
Mr. President, which October of this year will be 2 full years, all 
that we have heard is that we have a program that is coming, we 
have been able to study the issue, that the Democrats are giving 
false promises and false hope to senior citizens for what in fact 
may take place, and that there is no free lunch. That is the 
rhetoric that came from the other side of the aisle, and we said to 
them over and over and over, it is our program, it has been our 
initiative, it has been our idea. If the program does not work, it 
is going to be our blight, it is going to be shame on the part of the 
Democrats of the Senate if FAIRx in fact will not work. But for 
some reason the Republicans in the Senate of Pennsylvania 
would not give us that opportunity to try to present that program. 

Mr. President, I am shocked at some of the speakers, some of 
the previous speakers, on the other side of the aisle and not the 
Majority Leader. I am shocked at the way they want to protect 
the rights and to guarantee that prisoners in Pennsylvania will be 
treated in an appropriate fashion with regard to recreation at the 
expense of the senior citizens of this State. And to say that if we 
pass this proposal and cut X number of millions of dollars from 
the Corrections program, that therapeutic programs for prisoners 
will be in jeopardy. Well, what about therapeutic programs, Mr. 
President, for senior citizens who are in jeopardy? What about 
the senior citizens in Pennsylvanians who in January of this year 
will lose their benefits because of having received a very small 
increase in Social Security that they must accept that will make 
them ineligible to collect in the PACE program? What about the 
lack of activity on the part of this General Assembly and this 
body in trying to preserve the rights and to guarantee senior 
citizens that they will not have to make the decision to choose 
between buying their food on one particular day and purchasing 
their medicine on another day and having to split a pill that was 
never meant to be split or to go to a doctor and beg the doctor to 
give them samples. 

Mr. President, where have we lost our focus? The line item for 
the State correctional institutions, known as the SCI line item, is 
increased in this budget, and I hope people can see it, if anybody 
at this hour would be even interested in watching. It has been 
increased by $120 million, 12.64 percent of the budget, Mr. 
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President. That is what the increase is. All we are asking for is to 
eliminate the cost-of-living increase on Social Security for those 
very poor, very elderly, very sick senior citizens that will make 
them ineligible to be able to collect the PACE program, which 
they are entitled to as residents of this great Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. President, it is a shame and it is unfortunate that in the 
presidential campaign of 2 years ago that both candidates for 
president campaigned on the promise that there would be a 
prescription program for senior citizens that would be enacted by 
the Federal government. Well, to this day nothing has happened, 
and we cannot allow, we cannot tolerate, we cannot, in the best 
interest of our parents, our grandparents, and for us in the fiiture, 
we cannot allow a program that helps senior citizens be put aside 
for the purpose of providing, as was said by the other side, 
therapeutic programs for prisoners. Where is our priority? As far 
as I am concerned, gentlemen and ladies of the Senate, I will 
always come down on the side of the senior citizens, even if in 
fact it means taking some money away from the Department of 
Corrections, because we have put a greater emphasis in this State 
on incarceration than we have on education. We have put a 
greater emphasis in this State on incarceration than we have on 
taking care of the needs of the people. We have put a greater 
emphasis on incarceration than we have on trying to preserve the 
lives of our senior citizens of the greatest generation of this 
country, and that is a shame on every Member of the Senate if we 
allow that to happen. 

I ask for a roll-call vote. 
The PRESIDENT. Senator, you certainly will receive a 

roll-call vote, as everybody else does. 

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

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

YEA-41 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-8 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 
White, Mary Jo 

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

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

amended? 

KASUNIC AMENDMENT A2187 

Senator KASUNIC offered the following amendment No. 
A2187: 

Amend Sec. 206, page 36, line 7, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,300,000 
Amend Sec. 215, page 86, line 23, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
State appropriation 2,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Fayette, Senator Kasunic. 

Senator KASUNIC. Mr. President, as we all know by now 
from previous speakers, our State budget is a book of priorities. 
There is nothing we would like better than to say "yes" to every 
single budget request, but that is not possible. So we must 
prioritize so that spending does not exceed our limited revenues. 
This is a pretty simple lesson for a very tough year. This will be 
a tight budget, and many hard choices need to be made. 
Unfortunately, Mr. President, the budget proposal we have 
before us is wrong on priorities, it is wrong on direction, and 
wrong for Pennsylvania. Amid trying economic times we need to 
make tough, hard choices, we need to make the right choices. 
This budget just does not do that. 

Here is an example of where priorities are wrong. Mr. 
President, this plan calls for a reduction in funding for regional 
cancer centers. The six regional centers located throughout the 
Commonwealth provide community outreach programs, clinical 
services, and support to Pennsylvanians diagnosed with cancer. 
Last year, Mr. President, we made a major, major commitment 
to the fight against cancer by devoting a portion of the tobacco 
settlement moneys to cancer research. Now, Mr. President, we 
must continue the battle by taking that research and putting it to 
use in saving lives. I could understand the proposal to cut 
funding to these institutions if someone, someone could point out 
to me the facts and the figures that show me that cancer is on the 
decrease. However, this is hardly the case, Mr. President. Serious 
medical and technological advances have truly enhanced 
treatment of this insidious disease, but we are not even close to 
a cure. In fact, the latest figures from the American Cancer 
Society show that only four other States - California, Florida, 
Texas, and New York - can anticipate more new cancer cases this 
year than Pennsylvania. The cancer mortality rates for 
Pennsylvanians rank among the nation's highest, and they exceed 
the national averages. Nearly 1.3 million Americans are 
diagnosed with cancer each year. More than 1,500 people die 
each day from this terrible and dreaded disease. Cancer causes 
one of every four American deaths. It is second only to heart 
disease among causes of death. Mr. President, the figures I have 
recited make it perfectly clear that we cannot and should not 
reduce funding for these centers. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask that the Senate restore funding 
for regional cancer centers to current levels and adopt this 
amendment. And, Mr. President, if regional cancer centers are a 
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part of this year's more serious budget negotiations that will take 
place later, I would suggest, in fact I would strongly suggest, that 
the decision should focus on increasing funding support and not 
decreasing it. 

Thank you very much, Mr. President, and I ask for an 
affirmative vote on this amendment. 

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

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

amended? 

LOGAN AMENDMENT A2197 

Senator LOGAN offered the following amendment No. 
A2197: 

Amend Sec. 209, page 46, line 15, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 27,500,000 
Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 1,035,877,000 

Amend Sec. 225, page 131, by inserting between lines 9 and 10: 
For a grant program for volunteer fire companies, volunteer 

ambulance services, water and vehicle rescue squads and municipal fire 
departments. 

State appropriation 45,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Logan. 

Senator LOGAN. Mr. President, amendment A2197 to Senate 
Bill No. 5 is obviously revenue-neutral. More importantly, Mr. 
President, this amendment upholds our commitment, it upholds 
our promises, and it upholds our responsibilities that we have as 
State government to the men and women who protect us on a 
daily basis. And as I said here so many times before, no matter 
if it is raining or snowing, or 2 o'clock in the morning, when that 
bell goes off, whether you need an ambulance, an EMT, or a fire 
truck, those folks come out and respond to us. In the interest of 
time, Mr. President, I will not review a time line that I set and 
assembled of the promises and commitments that the folks in this 
body made, the folks in the House made, and certainly the folks 
in the administration have made over the last 2 years. I could go 
into the time line detail by detail, show letters, talk about events, 
talk about rallies where these folks have made commitments and 
these folks have made promises to those 70,000 people who 
protect us every single day. 

It is simple. We take $45 million and help those folks who 
help us every day. We help the volunteer fire companies. There 
are roughly 2,376 of them. We help the municipal and combo 
departments that everybody in this Chamber has, and I will 
explain that difference between a volunteer fire company and a 
municipal and combo department. I have the cities of Clairton, 

McKeesport, and Duquesne in my district, where they might have 
a paid chief but a volunteer base. Two years ago, under Act 66, 
those departments were left out. In this bill, they are included. 
We also include volunteer and nonprofit ambulance companies, 
and some of those were left out, Mr. President. And also it offers 
$100,000 for PEMA to implement this program. 

I see my colleagues across the aisle writing feverishly, so I 
know they are going to tell us we cannot do it, there are other 
mechanisms to fund these departments. What is their excuse 
going to be? I can read their minds. I know what they are going 
to say: We have a homeland security initiative and there is $38 
million in this budget for it, and whatever money we do not use 
there, we will transfer to the volunteer fire companies, and that 
is nonsense. If you look into the budget and find out what that 
$38 million is appropriated for, those are things that you cannot 
change. The additional State Police that everybody pushed for, 
that is a high number, you cannot change that. A statewide public 
safety radio system, you cannot change that. Capitol Police 
staffing and security equipment, you cannot change that. So what 
are we going to do when there is money left over? We are going 
to give these people who respond first the scraps. And if we go 
back to Flight 93 on September 11, it was not the FBI, it was not 
the State Police, it was not the DEA, it was not any homeland 
security organization. It was the volunteer fire department in 
Senator Kasunic's district, led by Chief Terry Shaffer of the 
Shanksville Volunteer Fire Department. They were the first on 
the scene, no other organization, but I know somebody is going 
to get up on the other side of the aisle and say we have money in 
homeland security, and if there is money left over, we will give 
it to them. That is going to be one excuse, Mr. President, and I 
know we are going to hear, let us wait until the Federal 
government does it. I know everybody in this Chamber knows 
the Federal government cannot do anything better than we can do 
at the State government. I know somebody is going to get up and 
say there is FEMA money, and there is FEMA money, and let us 
review how much FEMA money there is. 

Last year, 2001, we had 19,000 applications countrywide, 
19,000 applications, totaling over $3 billion in requests, $3 
billion in requests countrywide. We had over $100 million 
allocated. This year, 2002, the new numbers are over 20,000 
applications, almost $3 billion in requests again. They have 
bumped it up to $360 million. You can see, Mr. President, that 
money is not going to filter down to our first responders. They 
are not going to filter down to our volunteer fire companies. 
They are not going to filter down to the EMTs. 

Mr. President, I would like to refer to the Senate Journal of 
January 29 of this year where our colleague, Senator Piccola, was 
quoted as saying, and I quote, "I wholeheartedly agree that we in 
State government should do whatever we can to support our 
volunteer fire companies whenever and wherever and however 
we can, particularly after the events of September 11, which have 
demonstrated not only to Pennsylvania but to the world how 
important these hometown heroes are to their various 
communities." Senator Piccola, we can do it right now. He goes 
on to say "...that we in State government are already responding 
to many of the needs of our volunteers through a variety of 
programs, one in particular, the Community Revitalization 
Program." He goes on to say about the Community Revitalization 
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Program, "Now not all of that, and not even a majority of that 
goes to our volunteer fire companies..." But that is just one 
mechanism. I look at Senate Bill No. 5, and that money last year 
was $80 million. In Senate Bill No. 5 it is cut back to $20 
million. You do the math. Even if 100 percent of the CRP money 
was allocated for volunteer fire companies, that would not be a 
drop in the bucket for them, it would be a slap in the face to 
them. And if you look at the Governor's budget, after all he did 
after September 11, after his inauguration, we stood out in front 
of the Capitol, he brought Chief Terry Shaffer up to Harrisburg 
and puppeteered him around, it was the biggest charade. And he 
made him stand up and said, Chief Terry Shaffer is a volunteer. 
Can you believe he is a volunteer and they put zero dollars in the 
budget? That is embarrassing. Let us hope that Senator Piccola's 
words do not become real. 

In closing, I will again quote from the Senate Journal on 
January 29: The community should support their fire 
departments. "Support the chicken barbecues, support the 
spaghetti dinners. When the mail solicitation comes, throw in an 
extra $5...." That is what Senator Piccola said. Well, if this 
amendment fails, I guess I will stand up and offer another 
amendment. It will be very simple, that we in State government 
buy every volunteer fire company, every ambulance department, 
a barbecue grill and a big stock pot so they can have chicken 
barbecues and they can have spaghetti dinners to pay for millions 
and millions and millions of dollars' worth of equipment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Chester, Senator Thompson. 
Senator THOMPSON. Mr. President, the gentleman was 

right, I was writing. What I was writing down on my pad was 
$3.5 billion, that is with a big "B," that has been proposed in the 
Federal budget for homeland security. Of that $3.5 billion, with 
a "B," 75 percent is directed to go to first responders and local 
emergency services people. Not only is that money earmarked for 
that, the emergency responders themselves will be part of the 
planning group, which will determine how that money is spent in 
each State. So while we are not increasing the amount of money 
to the extent that the gentleman would like to in the 
Commonwealth budget, there will be a significant amount of 
money coming from the Federal coffers for this particular much 
needed service. 

And just as Everett Dirksen would say, $10 million here, $15 
million here, $1 billion here, it starts to add up. Up to now, all of 
these amendments that we have taken out of the Department of 
Corrections' budget now total $65 million, and I think they will 
be going up even more as we go along. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Logan. 

Senator LOGAN. Mr. President, I do not think we should 
mislead whoever is watching at 10 after 2:00 in the morning. 
There is only $360 million of Federal money approved at this 
time, and we know, I read the numbers, over 20,000 applications, 
almost $3 billion in requests, and only $360 million has been 
allocated. 

Mr. President, I was not going to get into the time line, but I 
am going to get into the time line. I did not, after Act 66 was 
passed or when it was passed, and it was about September or 

October of 2000, that is where we are going to start. It is an 
important date to remember because there was an election going 
on. And Mr. President, as you know, I had an election going on 
in my district. Then-Lieutenant Governor Schweiker came down 
in the middle of my district in West Mifflin, five departments 
there, and had these checks, he was handing them out. Lieutenant 
Governor Schweiker said in September of 2000, and I quote, and 
I have quoted it here before, you ain't seen nothing yet. We are 
going to help you every year because you help us every day. That 
is a quote. I think he must have meant just in an election year, 
Mr. President. And then we had fiscal year budget 2001-02 
where I stood up, myself and Senator Kukovich, and voted 
against a budget because after they paraded around the State 
handing out these $9,900 checks, they forgot about them in the 
fiscal year 2001-02 budget. And then one of my favorites, Mr. 
President, in August of 2001, in one of my communities of 
Glassport, it was the Southwestern Pennsylvania Firemen's 
convention in Glassport, Pennsylvania, where all the fire 
companies get together from southwestern Pennsylvania and they 
share stories to see how they can help each other, and our 
Pennsylvania State Fire Commissioner, Ed Mann, came down, 
and I am going to quote Ed Mann, and this is just in August of 
last year: You are going to love what you see coming out of the 
Governor's Office. Now, your local governments might have to 
help, but you are going to love what you see coming out of the 
Governor's Office. So twice somebody from the Republican 
administration coming into my district promising my fire 
companies money, and the promises go broken. 

And then September 11, and I challenge anybody in this room, 
I challenge anybody in the administration, I challenge anybody 
in the House, I challenge any Page, any clerk, any mayor, any 
Congressman, who did not stand in front of somebody and praise 
volunteer firefighters after September 11. You would be lying if 
you did. We heard right here in the Senate Journal that Senator 
Piccola praised them. Everybody praised volunteer fire 
companies after September 11, and then we leave them out of the 
budget. Governor Schweiker gets up and says, because of 
September 11, I stand here before you today. I am the only 
Governor in the United States who holds his position because of 
September 11. Are those firefighters not great? Here is my 
inauguration. Let us bring in Chief Terry Shaffer again. We have 
a rally, everybody stands up there - Republicans, Democrats, 
Senate Members, House Members, row officers, gubernatorial 
candidates - everybody stands up there and praises the volunteer 
fire companies, because there are hundreds of them on the steps. 
We are going to help you, and what do you get? You get zero 
dollars in the budget, and you guys can sit there and say, do not 
take it out of Corrections, you can build all the jails you want, 
you can build all the schools you want, you can have all the 
community revitalization programs you want, you can have all 
the economic development you want, but when that bell goes off 
and that jail is on fire or that school is on fire or that house is on 
fire, who comes to the aid? Not the FBI, not PEMA, it is the 
volunteer fire companies. And it is a shame, it is a disaster, it is 
an embarrassment. Senator Piccola called the PHEAA grant 
program bogus. In other words, my God, this is bogus. The nerve 
of you folks standing in front of those volunteers and then 
leaving them out of the budget. 
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Mr. President, I request a roll-call vote on this amendment. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 
Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, I want to join my 

colleague, Senator Logan, in urging an affirmative vote on this 
amendment. In fact, a lot of the arguments, when you listen to 
him, you know that he is exactly right, and on the other side of 
the aisle, I have listened to Members over there say, well, you 
know, we cannot take money out of the Corrections budget. You 
know, this is too hard, this budget is too difficult, and I really 
think that if it is so hard and difficult, if the Democrats have the 
priorities of the volunteer fire companies, senior citizens, 
students, and if that is too hard for you, then give us the pen and 
let us do the budget, because our priorities are in a better place 
right now. Senator Logan is right, our volunteer fire departments 
and our rescue squads, they respond to emergencies in 
Pennsylvania every single day. They provide help when help is 
needed. They save lives that would have surely been lost, and 
they serve our communities without being asked to be paid and 
without expecting any special recognition. 

This year is a tough budget year for Pennsylvania, but every 
year is a tough budget year for Pennsylvania's volunteer fire 
departments and rescue squads. Now, this State budget needed 
some bizarre accounting tricks to make it balance. Our volunteer 
fire companies needed to hold bazaars and raffles and fund 
drives to balance their own budgets as well. There is no better 
way for us to recognize the everyday acts of heroism performed 
by our local volunteer firefighters and our emergency rescue 
teams than to provide help to them when help is needed. They 
need our help today, and this amendment will help them. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

YEA-42 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-7 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 

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

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

amended? 

WOZNIAK AMENDMENT A2186 

Senator WOZNIAK offered the following amendment No. 
A2186: 

Amend Sec. 207, page 38, by inserting after line 30: 
For grants to senior centers. 

State appropriation 2,000,000 
Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 1,068,877,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Cambria, Senator Wozniak. 

Senator WOZNIAK. Mr. President, I, too, have an 
amendment, and I, too, am taking it out of the Department of 
Corrections. I am not real happy about that, but earlier today 
Senator Gerlach took the money out of the Tuition Account 
Program, the propaganda piece that Barbara Hafer uses to 
advertise her Treasury Department, but this is only for $2 
million. I realize that what we are doing here tonight is a little 
confusing to the general public, but we want to make it clear that 
what we are attempting to do is that a budget is all about 
priorities and trying to place money where it can more 
importantly be used for the different people we serve. Obviously, 
different special interest groups tug us in different ways, and we 
have attempted to deal with the issues of education, we have 
attempted to deal with the issues of pharmaceutical drugs, we 
have attempted to deal with the issues of volunteer fire services, 
et cetera, et cetera. 

What my amendment does is places $2 million into the capital 
programs for improving our senior citizen facilities. Last year, $2 
million was allocated in our budget. To this date, only $1 million 
has been driven into our senior citizen activity centers, and 
requests of $18 million have been made. Folks, in rural 
Pennsylvania, some of the only places that our senior citizens 
have to go to are these senior citizen activity centers. And while 
I realize reaching into the big pocket of money of the Department 
of Corrections is probably wrong, I do not think there is any 
prisoner who has a pot inside their cell with the water dripping 
down because the roof leaks. I do not think they have to worry 
about the hinges coming off their doors. As a matter of fact, I am 
pretty sure they do not have to worry about the hinges coming off 
their doors. So I do believe that we can find $2 million from the 
Department of Corrections to take care of at least some of the 
more critical circumstances in our facilities that our senior 
citizens use to keep themselves hale and hearty, gregarious, and 
enjoined with society. 

I realize that the hour is late, I know that many other people 
want some things to go by, but I would appreciate it if you would 
give me an affirmative vote to show that there is at least a small 
concern for taking care of those who took care of us when we 
were young. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 
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The yeas and nays were required by Senator WOZNIAK and 
were as follows, viz: 

YEA-42 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-7 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 

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

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

amended? 

MUSTO AMENDMENT A2196 

Senator MUSTO offered the following amendment No. 
A2196: 

Amend Sec. 209, page 46, line 15, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 27,500,000 
Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 1,030,877,000 

Amend Sec. 213, page 78, line 21, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 100,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Luzerne, Senator Musto. 

Senator MUSTO. Mr. President, my amendment would add 
$50 million to the environmental stewardship fund of Growing 
Greener, and you would be surprised to leam that the money will 
be taken from Corrections, but I have been very considerate. The 
line item that I am taking money from is the State correctional 
institutions that have received an increase of 12-plus percent, so, 
Mr. President, when the final draft of Growing Greener was 
developed in December of 1999, former Governor Ridge agreed 
to insert language that required an annual appropriation of $100 
million in General Fund money in the Governor's proposed 
budget for 5 years. This year we see a shortfall, and there has 
been a commitment that has been made for our Growing Greener 
program, actually a model in the nation, and my amendment will 
restore $50 million to the program. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, this takes another $50 
million out of Corrections, as I understand it, or $40 million, 
which takes us to $110 million, and as this would prohibit the 
department from resuming full-year costs of lease purchase 
payments on five correctional institutions, it would require 
additional closings, furloughs, and the release of inmates and/or 
temporary housing for these inmates. All I will say to the 
gentleman is that here again. Growing Greener is something that 
I have been supportive of. We would like to deal with this as 
with many of the other issues, but some of us are going to vote 
"no" because right now we do not have the money available to 
pay for this. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Luzerne, Senator Musto. 
Senator MUSTO. Mr. President, the Growing Greener 

program has been very successful. DEP alone has contributed 
over $135 million in the last 3 years. As a result, thousands of 
acres of abandoned mine lands have been reclaimed, streams 
have been restored, and abandoned oil and gas wells have been 
plugged. These projects are too important to be deferred or 
delayed. Communities and local organizations, which have seen 
a renewed sense of stewardship under Growing Greener, are 
counting on us to keep our commitment. 

Mr. President, the proposed budget for Corrections is over 
$1.3 billion. If $100 million has been spent so far this evening, 
I think it is a small percentage for some very important programs. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I have some remarks on the 
bill. I just want to say something briefly, and then Senator 
Mellow wants to say something. We are getting ready to get our 
2:30 in the morning second wind. Mr. President, there has been 
a lot of discussion, and I want to tell the viewing public at 2:30 
in the morning again, get a life, but I think they are probably 
going to run this again at some other more appropriate time. 

Mr. President, we are not here to beat up Corrections. What 
the public has to understand is that we are forced to deal under 
an artificial rule that has been put in place by the Majority that 
does not let us have full access to the budget. There has been a 
lot of talk about these programs that we would all like to fund, 
that we do not have the money for, and we have said budgets are 
priorities. Well, there is another $91 million that the Majority has 
held sacrosanct out there which is the additional cut in the capital 
stock and franchise tax. Now, if you do not like hitting 
Corrections for some of these programs that we all admit are so 
worthwhile, we do not have to do that tax cut in a year when we 
are showing huge deficits. So I want the public to understand that 
we are not just here picking on Corrections. We are here dealing 
with a limited amount of access to the budget, and we are doing 
the best we can. 

If we were allowed to write this budget, yes, it would be a hell 
of a lot different, and we think it would be more in tune with 
what the people of Pennsylvania want. So when speaker after 
speaker gets up and has to go to that line, which we kind of think 
is a little bit fat as well, we do not want it to be interpreted by the 
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general public that we are soft on crime. And when they take 
those cuts, we are not saying just go let them out of jail, but 
maybe you do not buy them so many color TVs, or maybe you do 
not buy them weight sets, or whatever else they have in there. 
You know, I have a guy in Delaware County, Charlie Sexton, 
who could house these guys for a hell of a lot less than $28,000 
a year in the Delaware County facility. And if we gave him the 
job, he would build a bigger facility and we could probably 
house them and save hundreds of millions of dollars. 

So we are not saying we want to let people out of jail. They 
are in jail, they are not going anywhere, but we are trying to 
correct some of the inadequacies in this budget, some of the 
things that have to be funded and should be funded, and we are 
tired of some of the promises that we have gotten from the 
Majority in the last 8 years that the issues are going to be 
addressed. So we want to keep everybody in jail who belongs 
there, and these cuts are not going to hurt them and nobody is 
getting out of jail because we hit that line, we hit that 
12.5-percent increase. And if we were allowed to, we probably 
would go to capital stock and franchise and cut that big giveaway 
that you are planning on giving them. So maybe when this budget 
finally comes to conference, that one will be thrown out and we 
will have things like Clean and Green and the other programs 
that we talked about for senior citizen centers and drugs and 
everything else that we all voted for tonight. We are not soft on 
Corrections. We think they can tighten their budget a little bit on 
one hand, but on the other hand, we think there is other fat in the 
budget that we will eventually get at. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, it is the nature of the game. 

If I had my way of doing it, we would not be here at 2:30 in the 
morning talking about this issue, which is very important. We 
probably would have come back tomorrow to do it when people 
have had the opportunity of getting at least a few hours of sleep. 

Mr. President, since we first passed Growing Greener back in 
December of 1999, there has been a turnover in the Senate of 10 
percent, or five Members, and I guess it is for the five Members 
who were new since December of 1999 that I want to make these 
comments. Those individuals are Senator Orie, Senator Don 
White, Senator Scamati, Senator Connie Williams, and Senator 
Erickson. It is important for them to know that the idea of 
Growing Greener was first established by a bond issue, and the 
commitments that were made both in this body and in the other 
body were that we would fund this program by floating a bond 
issue. And the individual that asked us not to do that bond issue 
was Governor Tom Ridge, and Governor Ridge talked to me and 
he then did send me one of the few letters that was ever answered 
by the Ridge administration, which came on December 6, 1999. 
He did send me a letter on that. It followed up with a phone call 
when he asked me if we on this side of the aisle would pull our 
support from floating a bond issue for the purpose of funding 
Growing Greener, which incidentally started at $1 billion and 
then was reduced down to where it is of $625 million, that he 
would give us a letter committing his administration to including 
it in the budget for the remainder of his term as Governor, as 
shown in this letter, December 6,1999, in the third paragraph. It 

says, "I am committed to including this amount in each budget 
for the remainder of my term as Governor of Pennsylvania." 

His Budget Secretary then, Mr. President, was the same 
Budget Secretary as we have today. The Governor of 
Pennsylvania today was the Lieutenant Governor of Pennsylvania 
back in 1999, part of the Ridge administration. The Governor of 
Pennsylvania today has gone back on the word of the individual 
he was elected with as Governor, and as a commitment made by 
that Governor, Governor Ridge, and the Budget Secretary in a 
letter submitted to me as the Democratic Leader of our Caucus, 
that if we would withdraw our request for doing a bond issue, 
that we would not have to worry about the funding of the 
Growing Greener program as long as he was Governor. Well, 
Mr. President, it did not last very long that that commitment had 
been reneged upon. We need it, Mr. President, for the best 
interests of the environmental concerns of the people of 
Pennsylvania. This is not an area, this is not a program based on 
commitment, and if we do not live up to our commitments and 
we do not honor our word as Members of the General Assembly 
and as an administration, then, quite honestly, we once again 
have turned our backs on the people who have taken us for our 
word, they have supported us based on positions that we have 
taken legislatively, and a letter that was given by the Governor of 
the Commonwealth in December of 1999 guaranteeing us that 
during his term of office and his administration that Growing 
Greener would be fully funded. 

Mr. President, perhaps we made a mistake on that particular 
night and we should have insisted on the bond issue, because the 
bond issue had very strong bipartisan support and probably 
would have passed, but in agreeing with what the Governor of 
Pennsylvania asked us not to do, we pulled back on that bond 
issue based on that commitment that Growing Greener would be 
funded in the budgetary cycles. Governor Schweiker has turned 
his back on that commitment. He is part of that administration. 
The Budget Secretary is part of that administration. The 
individuals who are Members of the Senate, and basically it was 
Senator White and Senator Musto who were the two who were 
instrumental on the floor of this Senate for making sure that this 
proposal passed. 

Mr. President, it is incumbent upon the Members of this 
General Assembly and the House of Representatives and 
Governor Schweiker, representing the remainder of the term of 
Governor Ridge, that we live up to the commitment that was 
made by Governor Ridge and that this $50 million be restored to 
the budget, not only this evening to get us through the hour of the 
debate, but in the final analysis, when this budget is finally put 
together and many of these things tonight that have been inserted 
have been stripped out, this is one item that should never be 
stripped out of die budget, Mr. President. 

Mr. President, I ask for an affirmative vote. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 

from Venango, Senator M.J. White. 
Senator M.J. WHITE. Mr. President, I just rise to correct the 

record in one respect. Then-Governor Ridge was on record from 
day one of Growing Greener that he would not support a bond 
issue for Growing Greener. I believe what the gentleman was 
referring to was dedicated funding, which was an issue that had 
come up and was discussed among all of the supporters of 
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Growing Greener. I have heretofore resisted voting for most of 
the proposals that are offset by deductions from the budget of the 
Department of Corrections because I believe they are somewhat 
disingenuous, for the reasons voiced earlier by Senator Piccola, 
but in this case, I believe we should restore this item to the 
budget process, because the law as we passed it said that the 
Governor's budget for each of the 5 years would include the 
amount of $50 million. Now, that is not to say that it could not be 
taken out by the conference committee, if in their best judgment 
that had to happen, but it did say that the budget as submitted 
should include it. For that reason, I would ask that we restore this 
and let the conference committee give it their best effort. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lackawanna, Senator Mellow. 
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, just in conclusion, I do 

thank Senator M.J. White because she is absolutely correct, it 
was the dedicated source of funding that was requested after 
Governor Ridge took a position against the bond issue, but it was 
the dedicated source of funding that would guarantee the funding 
of the $625 million, and I appreciate that she made that 
clarification, and I am also very happy that she has indicated her 
support for the amendment on the floor this evening. 

Thank you. 

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

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

YEA-42 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-7 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 

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

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

amended? 

COSTA AMENDMENT A2185 

Senator COSTA offered the following amendment No. 
A2185: 

Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,068,877,000 
Amend Sec. 219, page 102, by inserting between lines 20 and 21: 
For respite care. 

State appropriation 2,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Costa. 

Senator COSTA. Mr. President, the amendment I have to 
offer would provide for a $2 million appropriation for the respite 
care program. Mr. President, the money comes from the 
Corrections budget. I am not surprised. Mr. President, we all 
know in this Chamber what the respite program is all about. For 
many of us it has been a very long day, a very long evening, and 
we all feel very tired, and some of us have pretty stifling 
headaches right now, but, Mr. President, that is exactly how the 
people feel who have to deal day in and day out with disabled 
children. Families with disabled children work very hard and 
work all day. We need to provide them a respite care program. 
That is what this appropriation does. I respectfully ask for an 
affirmative vote from the Members on this matter. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

amended? 

C. WILLIAMS AMENDMENT A2131 

Senator C. WILLIAMS offered the following amendment No. 
A2131: 

Amend Sec. 201, page 21, line 12, by striking out all of said line 
and inserting: 

State appropriation 6,627,000 
Amend Sec. 202, page 32, line 14, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
State appropriation 15,400,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Montgomery, Senator C. Williams. 

Senator C. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this amendment would 
increase the funding for the Council of the Arts as it was last 
year. It takes the money from the Governor's discretionary fimd 
for a $1.4 million increase. I wish I could say this would be the 
lullaby for tonight. We all know how very important arts are to 
our lives, our civilization, and our culture, and I hope that you 
will vote for this amendment. 

Thank you. 
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And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 
It was agreed to. 

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

amended? 

SCHWARTZ AMENDMENT A2106 

Senator SCHWARZ offered the following amendment No. 
A2106: 

Amend Sec. 209, page 47, line 1, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 600,000 
Amend Sec. 228, page 134, by inserting between lines 15 and 16: 
For child care loan forgiveness. 

State appropriation 1,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, this offers funding for 
an initiative that we have had going for several years in this 
Commonwealth. It provides PHEAA loan forgiveness for child 
care workers. I think, as we all know, child care is extremely 
important. What happens to children during child care and 
preschool is extremely important to their future development. 
What we know about brain development and about caring and 
attention during that time is extremely important. 

What we have worked on for many years in child care is to 
make sure it is affordable and accessible. More recently, we have 
been really concerned about the issue of quality. Nothing matters 
as much in quality as the skill and training and experience of the 
child care providers. Increasingly, there have been child 
development programs and people who go back and want to get 
their college degrees, sometimes associate's degrees, sometimes 
a bachelor's degree, but then they go out and work in child care 
and the pay is so low they find they have to make a choice 
between a career that they love and enjoy and have trained for 
and one that will sustain their lifestyle. 

One of the ways we have been able to help very skilled child 
care workers stay in the field is to provide loan forgiveness for 
their college loans. What we know, Mr. President, is that every 
year this has been zeroed out in the budget. It has been restored 
in every year since it began in 1993, except for 1999-2000, but 
every other year it has been restored at between the $100,000 and 
$300,000 level. Because it does not begin to approach the need 
out there, PHEAA has implemented a lottery system for being 
able to make decisions about who can get the loans. So 
unfortunately, there are a number of applicants. For example, in 
this year alone there were 280 applicants, 54 could receive 
funding. In the previous year there were 315, and again 54 could 
receive funding. The year before that it was zero, and the year 
before that there were 456 applicants, 46 could receive funding, 
and before that there were actually as many as 625 applicants and 
166 got it in the peak year, 1995-96. 

The need has not gone away. The child care advocates and 
child care providers have said this is an extremely important 
initiative. I have taken funding out of CyberStart, which has been 
a bit controversial. There was several thousand dollars in 
CyberStart to continue to provide computers for child care 
centers, but in fact it would just take $1 million out and begin to 
approach the need and help more skilled providers stay in the 
child care field and do what we know is so important, giving our 
youngest children safe and quality care. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, my understanding is 

that there is not $1 million left in this fimd for this appropriation 
where she took this money. So, as with Senator Boscola earlier, 
the amendment is flawed. My understanding is there is $433,000 
left in the fund that she uses on amendment A2106. 

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

CORRECTED AMENDMENT A2106 

Senator SCHWARTZ offered the following corrected 
amendment No. A2106: 

Amend Sec. 209, page 47, line 1, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 8,000 
Amend Sec. 228, page 134, by inserting between lines 15 and 16: 
For child care loan forgiveness. 

State appropriation 425,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Philadelphia, Senator Schwartz. 

Senator SCHWARTZ. Mr. President, we have made a slight 
correction in the amendment, and I am calling for $425,000 to go 
into the child care loan forgiveness program coming out of 
CyberStart. Does that work? I believe that it is agreed to. 

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

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

YEA-42 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
White, Mary Jo 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 



1750 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL — SENATE APRIL 30, 

NAY-7 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Wenger 

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

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

amended: 

BOSCOLA AMENDMENT A2206 

Senator BOSCOLA offered the following amendment No. 
A2206: 

Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,057,025,000 
Amend Sec. 227, page 132, line 8, by striking out all of said line 

and inserting: 
State appropriation 453,033,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northumberland, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, the budget bill that is 
before us today cuts funding by 3 percent for the 14 universities 
that belong to our State System of Higher Education, and what is 
interesting is that this same budget calls for an almost 12-percent 
increase in the Department of Corrections' budget. And so I think 
we are going in the wrong direction, Mr. President, when we are 
cutting from the education budget and then just putting 12 
percent more into the Corrections budget. It is like we are not 
investing enough in our children, but we are willing to invest 
more in Corrections and prisoners. It just does not make sense to 
me. 

So when you talk about reducing the State System of Higher 
Education by 3 percent, that is a budget cut of $14 million. And 
this 3-percent cut in State funding comes at a time when the State 
system has actually come before us and requested a 5.5-percent 
increase in support under this General Fund budget. If this 
3-percent cut is allowed to stand, Pennsylvania's 14 State 
universities will instantly become part of a new State system, the 
State system of higher costing education. This 3-percent decrease 
in funding has forced the State System of Higher Education to 
raise tuition by 5.9 percent for the upcoming academic year. This 
represents the largest tuition increase in nearly a decade. And if 
you want to look beyond this coming academic year, because 
these are tough times, we are not making the future brighter for 
our high school graduates by making it harder for them to afford 
to go to college, and we are not helping to prepare men and 
women who will be part of tomorrow's workforce by voting 
today to reduce Pennsylvania's investment in our State System of 
Higher Education. 

Mr. President, you do not have to be the dean of the 
mathematics department to figure out that under this budget too 

many Pennsylvania students will wake up from the dream of 
college education and realize that it was just a dream, never to 
become a reality. And it may be the students at East Stroudsburg 
University in my district who are paying the price for this budget 
cut today by paying higher tuitions tomorrow, but ultimately, it 
is our Commonwealth that will pay a far higher price in years and 
years to come. 

Mr. President, this amendment restores the $14 million cut 
that was taken out of the State system and in effect provides a 
hold harmless level of funding equal to what they received last 
fiscal year, and I ask for an affirmative vote. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I just need to remind 
Members that we are now up to $222 million out of the $1 billion 
budget for the Department of Corrections. We would all just love 
to see that budget go down by even more than that, if we could 
get that to happen without furloughing officers and releasing 
prisoners. The overall inmate population grows at a rate of 200 
inmates per month, and each $10 million cut is equivalent to 
furloughing a couple hundred correctional officers. 

So while Senator Fumo talks about funding this by not 
providing the capital stock and franchise tax cut, I think that was 
proposed by the Governor at $89 million, and I guess the 
question that I have at this point in time is that all these 
institutions that we need to give an additional 3 percent or 4 
percent to, it seems to me that they must have surpluses, too, and 
that they would have the ability to sustain a bad year, which the 
General Assembly is now suffering, and would be able to ride 
this out just as other people do in the real world. It just seems to 
me that it is unrealistic now to be really talking about spending 
or cutting over 20 percent of the budget of the State correctional 
institutions. And I think that Senator Fumo's comments that we 
are going to eliminate color TVs, I do not think that would ring 
true with anyone. 

Here again, it is 5,000 people who will be laid off, not 
eliminating a couple of color TVs. So say what you want, but we 
are going to have to come back to the real world after we pass 
this bill tomorrow with these amendments in it and deal with 
some serious problems. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, you know, we have been 
talking about this all night, and as Democrats on this side of the 
aisle, we have been talking about investment in our children. We 
have been talking about relieving property tax homeowners of 
their burden, we have been talking about helping senior citizens, 
and all I hear on the other side of the aisle is we cannot do it, we 
do not have enough money, but it is a matter of priorities, and 
our Democratic priorities are very much different than what their 
priorities are. We would rather spend it on the children than on 
the prisoners. That is how simple this is getting. 

Thank you. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 
Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, this budget of the 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania is about $20 billion, and for 
some reason, the Democratic Caucus keeps offering amendment 
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after amendment that only takes money from the Department of 
Corrections, and now has taken $20 million. Now, our Members 
have voted for it because, frankly, they too share these priorities. 
We do not have people over here who are against senior citizens 
and against fire companies. We share those same priorities, but 
we also know that we have to be realistic. 

My question to the Senator is, why did she not take the money 
from someplace else? Why did she pick the Department of 
Corrections to fimd her program? 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, because it is the 
Department of Corrections that is getting almost a 12-percent 
increase in this State budget, while you are cutting education 
funding. That is why I am taking it out of the Department of 
Corrections. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, it is a fixed cost and it 
is being driven by our sentencing guidelines, which has us 
increasing the overall inmate population at a rate of 200 inmates 
a month. It is not like it is something that we want to do. It is 
something that the public has demanded over the past 20 years, 
and we are finally starting to get it right. And as distasteful as it 
is, until something better comes along, this is where we are going 
to have to be in this society. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, as I said before, these are 
artificial rules that we are dealing with tonight that forces us to 
go to the Department of Corrections' budget, but the gentleman, 
the Majority Leader, asked Senator Boscola why she did not go 
somewhere else and find another line to take the money from. 
Mr. President, I think the answer to that question is, why does the 
gentleman from Lebanon not find another line and offer us an 
amendment and we will agree to it? Let him find another place. 
If he agrees with this program but just does not like the 
Corrections cut and he wants to know why she did not go to 
another line, the gentleman has a large staff available to him, he 
could have easily drafted this amendment and picked from his 
special place where he would like to take $20 million. 

So I do not think the question was exactly fair to Senator 
Boscola. If the gentleman really believes that, we will wait. It is 
3 o'clock in the morning now, what the heck, 3:30 is no big deal. 
I will wait if the gentleman wants to offer an amendment. In fact, 
I would ask Senator Boscola to withdraw her amendment while 
we wait for his amendment. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I appreciate that. 
Senator Fumo also has a very large staff, so they have an equal 
ability. The simple answer is that coming up with an additional 
$400 million or $500 million of spending, which is what we are 
talking about here tonight, in a year in which we have a $700 
million shortfall, or more, just is not that easy. And believe me, 
if it were simply a matter of cutting a couple hundred million 
dollars out of Corrections and a couple hundred million dollars 
out of this and a couple hundred million dollars out of that, we 

would be doing it, and it would have been part of Senate Bill No. 
5 when it was introduced by Senator Thompson and myself. 

So, the gentleman knows the answer. He has been in this 
business and has done the appropriations side of this far longer 
than I have, and it just is not that simple. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. You have one more shot at it. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, budgets are always tough, and 

as we have said around here constantly all night long, they are 
about philosophy. Budgets are about what priority you want to 
put things in. And believe me, as Senator Boscola said earlier, if 
we were in the Majority and we had the pencil and we were 
drawing this budget, we would not have produced Senate Bill 
No. 5. We would have produced a budget that would not have 
needed this much tinkering tonight. I am at least glad to see that 
it has been bipartisan, and I hope that in the same bipartisan 
fashion in which we voted for these amendments, that when we 
go to negotiate this budget at some point in time with the House 
and with the Governor, we will protect the things we did tonight. 
We did not add additional spending tonight. We stayed within 
the artificial limits that the Senate rule provides. We did not 
spend any new money. 

This is not the House of Representatives where you are 
allowed to play around with $200 million on either side. There 
is a specific rule in the Senate: If you want to spend money, you 
have to take money away from somewhere else within this 
document. We have done that all night long. And we have picked 
Corrections because we are forced to and not allowed to go 
anywhere else. But we still believe, even with those cuts, that 
nobody is going to be let out of jail, that you are still going to 
have the same number of people there, even with the new ones 
coming in. They will just make do a little bit better. And you 
know, you might be surprised to hear this, but there are a lot of 
people in Pennsylvania who think government wastes a lot of 
money, and they do not understand why every year we just give 
bureaucracies a certain increase. No one has ever delved into the 
bowels of that bureaucracy over there, and I will admit that we 
did not do it when Casey was Governor, we did not do it when 
Thomburgh was Governor, and we did not do it when Ridge was 
Governor. Yet all I keep seeing is the payroll growing and the 
population declining, so let us not get into this hypocrisy here. 
All we are saying on this particular amendment is if the 
gentleman wants to go and find another line to take this money 
out of, I will ask Senator Boscola to withdraw her amendment, 
but if not, he should be man enough to vote for it now and then 
go fight for it when he sits down with his Republican colleagues 
in the House. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

Bell 
Bodack 

Helfrick 
Holl 

YEA-41 

Murphy 
Musto 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
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Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

OTake 
One 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

NAY-8 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Wenger 
White, Mary Jo 

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

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

amended? 

FUMO AMENDMENT A2202 

Senator FUMO offered the following amendment No. A2202: 

Amend Table of Contents, page 3, by inserting between lines 17 
and 18: 
Section 238. Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency. 

Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,060,877,000 
Amend Bill, page 138, by inserting between lines 21 and 22: 
Section 238. Pennsylvania Housing Finance 

Agency.-The following amounts are appropriated 
to the Pennsylvania Housing Finance Agency: Federal State 

For transfer to the Pennsylvania Housing 
Finance Agency for the Homeowner's Emergency 
Mortgage Assistance Program. 

State appropriation 10,000,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, this amendment addresses 
funding for a program called the Homeowner's Emergency 
Mortgage Assistance Program, it is HEMAP for short. What this 
program does is it allows for people who have lost their jobs to 
keep their families in their homes by getting a loan from State 
government at, quite frankly, high rates in today's market so that 
they can get through the hard times. When they get a job, they 
then pay this loan back. We have been funding this quite 
substantially over the years until Governor Ridge got here. He 
asked that we eliminate it; we did not do that. We fought to keep 
the money in a bipartisan fashion, and we did that, until finally 
2 years ago Governor Ridge was finally successful in zeroing out 
this program. And what has occurred since then, it is currently 
existing on the moneys from which it gets paid back, the 
mortgages that it has given out. The history behind this bill was 
back when we had interest rates through the roof, we had huge 
unemployment, banks really did not want to foreclose on 

properties and people really did not want to lose their homes. 
This was a win-win in that it provided gap financing to 
unemployed workers who had to meet strict qualifications so that 
they could keep their homes. 

Contrary to popular belief, the last thing that any bank wants 
to do is to foreclose on a house. All they want is their money 
back. They do not want to get involved in foreclosures, they do 
not want to turn people out. So we set up this program, and now 
when our economy is slipping, the demands on the program are 
increasing to the point that in 2001, there were 8,381 
applications, and only 1,710 families were able to be taken care 
of. At this rate, this program will go out of existence in the year 
2003. This is not a gift, it is not a grant, it is not a handout. It is 
a loan to working people who hit hard times, and I ask that we 
restore $10 million in that funding this year. I am sure we can 
find a way to fund this program. It helps so many people who I 
really think we should be helping. These are not deadbeats, these 
are working families with wives, kids, two people working, 
whatever, just plant shutdowns and everything else, lost then-
jobs. They are not people who have given up and gone on 
welfare, they are people who continue to seek and find work. 
They will find work, they will pay back these loans, and quite 
frankly, these loans are not inexpensive at today's rates. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 

Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I would just like to 

comment in two ways. First of all, we are up, if this amendment 
passes, to stripping out $232 million from the Department of 
Corrections, and if the calculations are correct, television sets to 
the contrary notwithstanding, at $28,000 an inmate, that means 
the release of almost 8,000 prisoners and the furloughs of 
thousands of correctional officers, and I do not care how you 
slice it, that is what you have to do, and you voted for it, so you 
are on the record. 

Now, the Homeowner's Emergency Mortgage Assistance 
Program does not need $10 million. In fact, it does not need any 
dollars. It is a program that is run by the Pennsylvania Housing 
Finance Agency which, for the next fiscal year, will run a 
surplus. It presently has cash in the bank. The anticipated 
expenses and the anticipated revenues for the next fiscal year, 
without any State appropriation, will result in a surplus by the 
end of the upcoming fiscal year. There is no need to put any 
money into this program, and this $10 million will serve no 
purpose whatsoever, other than to release a couple more 
prisoners from the Department of Corrections. I urge a negative 
vote. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Philadelphia, Senator Fumo. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, it is my unfortunate luck to 
have to be the last one hitting the Department of Corrections. We 
have already done, I guess, according to the gentleman's 
calculations, $220 million, so this $10 million is not going to 
make much difference, and I will bet the gentleman my house, 
which some people have seen and it is quite nice, that not only 
are we not going to release 8,000 people, we are not going to 
release anybody. And those kind of scare tactics really do not 
work well anymore. Come on. 
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Now, the gentleman may think that running a surplus is what 
this agency is about. It is not. It does not run surpluses. It takes 
money just like a bank. When it gets paid back, it then lends that 
money out. The problem is, and I will give the gentleman the 
numbers, I did not want to bore him with this, but in 1997, there 
were 5,928 applicants, and 35 percent of those people were able 
to be taken care of, 2,092 loans were given out. In 1998 when we 
started to cut funding, 6,400 applications were lodged with the 
agency, only 2,057, 32 percent, got loans. In 1999, when we cut 
off funding, 7,100 families, and these are families living in 
homes, let us paint a face on this, these are not deadbeats, 7,132 
families applied, only 1,800 got loans. In the year 2000, 7,622 
applied and 1,766 got loans, down to 23 percent. And in the year 
2001,1 already gave you that number, 8,381 applied, 1,710 were 
only the ones who got the mortgages. If you looked at the graph, 
it shows where we are headed. 

In the year 2003, not only will there just not be a surplus, but 
there will not be any money left to lend anybody to keep their 
homes. Now I say this, and when I started this, we did not get 
much attention around here. It was one of those boring, dull 
things, and unless you were losing your house, you did not care, 
nobody cared, until I reminded people that we were paying for 
Governor Ridge's family to live in the mansion, and the Governor 
did not even lose his job, he got a better job. But yet we as 
taxpayers pay to protect his family. I did not think that was 
necessarily a bad thing, I was angry because he was the one who 
cut the program out for other families who did not get better jobs, 
who happened to lose their jobs and were being thrown out of 
their houses. And now I find out today that we as a State 
government are still paying for security for a Federal employee's 
family. Nobody wants die family in jeopardy, but it should be the 
Federal government's responsibility now. But I am still not 
saying anything about it. All I want to make sure is that those 
people who are not fortunate enough to change jobs, to get a 
better job, but rather got laid off, working men and women in 
your district, in my district, in everybody's district, all we are 
saying to them is you do not have to get your kids and move out 
of your house. We are going to lend you money, not give you 
money. We are going to lend you money, and you are going to 
pay it back at substantial interest rates. And now that bank has 
run out of cash because it has not gotten any more money to put 
into it. And $10 million is not what it used to get. It used to get 
$18.5 million a year. So $10 million saves families from having 
to move. 

Now, that might not be a priority with the gentleman because 
he has not lost his job. We live here, we get paid very well, we 
are not complaining about us, but there are a lot of people out 
there who are not as fortunate as us and do not have the benefits 
that we have, that have to get up at 5 o'clock in the morning and 
go to work and they lose their jobs, and his answer to them is get 
out. Get out of the house so we can sell it, and then maybe we 
will get a decrepit neighborhood in the bargain when we throw 
enough of them out. 

The gentleman asks about priorities and philosophies, yeah, 
this is crystal clear. We are worried about working people. We 
are worried about working people who fell on tough times who 
are going to come back. That is what we are worried about, and 
they do not want a handout, they want a damn loan from their 

government. And the banks do not want to throw them out either. 
But go ahead, try to scare me, 8,000 people are going to get out 
of jail. Who the heck does the gentleman think he is kidding? But 
I will tell him who is going to be thrown out of their abode; 
working men and women and their children. So go ahead and 
vote "no." It is on the gentleman's conscience, not mine. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, there is no need for 
Senator Fumo and I to wager houses because I know and he 
knows that no one at the Department of Corrections is going to 
be laid off, no one is going to be released because of these 
irresponsible budget votes this evening. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator FUMO. Objection, Mr. President. Point of order. 
The PRESIDENT. State your point. 
Senator FUMO. Mr. President, not one amendment that I have 

voted for and the majority of this Senate has voted for is 
irresponsible. He may not agree with them, but to castigate the 
entire Senate as being irresponsible is uncalled for. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Fumo, you have already answered 
it. It is a matter of debate. In his eyes, it is irresponsible. The vote 
is there for everybody to see, and he can characterize it how he 
wants. That is fair debate. You have characterized some things 
here tonight arid you have had extraordinary leeway, including 
your last remarks. 

Senator FUMO. Mr. President, I do not think the voting 
majority of this Senate, including Members of his Caucus, are 
irresponsible. 

The PRESIDENT. Well, that is your right to say that. Senator 
Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, as I said, this bill will most 

likely pass the Senate, go to the House, some other vehicle or this 
vehicle will ultimately become the budget, and responsible heads 
will govern and the cuts that have been put into this budget with 
respect to the Department of Corrections laying off correctional 
workers and furloughing them and releasing prisoners, almost 
8,000 prisoners, will not take place because cooler and more 
responsible heads will prevail in the long run. 

On the Homeowner's Emergency Mortgage Assistance 
Program, I did not object to the implications of the Senator 
indicating that somehow by not funding this program, we are 
throwing people out of their homes unnecessarily. As I said, there 
is no need to put General Fund money into this program because, 
as the gentleman indicated, it operates like a bank - it makes 
loans, takes repayments, and loans that money out again - and it 
has a balance, and it will have a balance projected throughout the 
next fiscal year. 

Now, the question as to why there are fewer application 
approvals does not lie with the amount of money that is available, 
it lies with the fact that the applicants are not eligible to receive 
the loans. They do not qualify Back in 1998 we enacted Act 160, 
specifically designed to protect the Commonwealth assets that we 
put into this program, and that act established criteria under 
which the Homeowner's Emergency Mortgage Assistance 
Program would operate. It was designed to make sure that we 
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loan money to people who will not default, and protect 
Commonwealth assets. That is what it is all about. So to take $10 
million, or whatever amount of dollars he is taking, from the 
Department of Corrections and sticking it into the Homeowner's 
Emergency Mortgage Assistance Program is just rhetoric, 
because the $10 million will sit there, no more or fewer people 
will be accepted into the program because it is based on the 
provisions of Act 160, not the amount of money that is in the 
program. I do not know what the issue is. I think it is for the 
benefit of being able to criticize Governor Ridge for remaining 
in the mansion for a few extra months, I think justifiably so, and 
make an issue out of that. I think that is what is behind this 
amendment, not to help homeowners, not to help working people. 
Deserving, qualified working people will be helped with this 
program. There is money there to do that. Adding $10 million 
adds absolutely nothing except giving somebody an issue to talk 
about here on the floor of the Senate and elsewhere. 

I urge a negative vote. 

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

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

YEA-41 

Bell 
Bodack 
Boscola 
Conti 
Costa 
Dent 
Earll 
Erickson 
Fumo 
Gerlach 
Greenleaf 

Armstrong 
Brightbill 

Helfrick 
Holl 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Kukovich 
LaValle 
Lemmond 
Logan 
Mellow 
Mowery 

Jubelirer 
Madigan 

Murphy 
Musto 
O'Pake 
Orie 
Punt 
Rhoades 
Robbins 
Scamati 
Schwartz 
Stack 
Stout 

NAY-8 

Piccola 
Thompson 

Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Wagner 
Waugh 
White, Donald 
Williams, Anthony H. 
Williams, Constance 
Wozniak 

Wenger 
White, Mary Jo 

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

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

amended? 

WAGNER AMENDMENT A2199 

Senator WAGNER offered the following amendment No. 
A2199: 

Amend Sec. 211, page 56, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 
inserting: 

State appropriation 1,070,234,000 
Amend Sec. 212, page 66, line 5, by striking out all of said line and 

inserting: 
State appropriation 26,392,000 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Allegheny, Senator Wagner. 

Senator WAGNER. Mr. President, I believe this is the final 
amendment of the evening, but it certainly is not the least 
important. Mr. President, the schools for the blind and the deaf 
in Pennsylvania, of which there are four, are flat-lined in the 
budget, which means, Mr. President, there is zero increase for 
funding. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

And the question recurring, 
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 

consideration. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
REPORT F R O M C O M M I T T E E 

Senator MURPHY, from the Committee on Aging and Youth, 
reported the following bill: 

HB 2213 (Pr. No. 3791) (Amended) 

An Act establishing the Pennsylvania Long-term Care Council and 
providing for its powers and duties; and making a repeal. 

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
resolutions, which were read, considered, and adopted by voice 
vote: 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Scott M. 
Grim, Zachary R. Lysek and to DeniseMarie Quinones by 
Senators Boscola and Dent. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the 
Campbelltown Lions Club by Senator Brightbill. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Dr. Simon C. 
Abelson, Michael P. Vaughan and to J. Lee Fulton by Senator 
Erickson. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Michael 
Altiero, Michael D. Hazeltine, Ryan Anthony Trexler, Andrew 
John Buczewski, Andrew Roger Moyer, Ellis William Fuller 
Stoneback and to Robert Merle Fuller Stoneback by Senator 
Gerlach. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Linda K. 
Gaugler, Ellen A. Bucher, Jane A. Pupo, Marilyn M. Attinger, 
Dianna C. Fister, Joyce Troutman, Catherine J. Zimmerman, 
Barbara J. Morgan, Maryann T. Dembinsky, Edwin E. Kams and 
to Bertha Agnes Zaleski by Senator Helfrick. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Dolly Craig 
and to Jordan Fazzari by Senator Holl. 



2002 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL — SENATE 1755 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Reverend 
John Edward McCullough by Senator Kasunic. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Hikmah 
Gardiner by Senators Kitchen and Tartaglione. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Sister Jean 
Mohl, Rebecca Betts, Molly Campell, Amanda Rabuck, Ashley 
Lynn Smith, Leigh Ann Tarbutton and to Leadership Tioga 
County's Youth Leadership Program Class of 2002 by Senator 
Madigan. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Michael 
Wesley Greenfield, Kevin Dubina and to Stephen John 
Belsterling by Senator Murphy. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Richard 
Browdie by Senator Murphy and others. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to John Wamick 
and to the Greater Pittston Ambulance and Rescue Association 
by Senator Musto. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Judson Porter, 
Kevin Lyons, Eric Olson, Lindsay Metkler, Benjamin C. 
Howland, Richard L. Todd, Eric C. Mozzetti, Kristy L. Hiben, 
John R. Hiben and to the Vincentian Academy Girls' Basketball 
Team of Pittsburgh by Senator Orie. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs. 
Robert M. Galloway by Senator Punt. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs. 
Paul K. Brown, Bryan V. Schutt, Adam R. Shutter and to Aron 
R. Shutter by Senator Rhoades. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Christopher 
Lipnichan, Jason McConnell, Matthew Schepp, Shawn Ligo, 
Kenneth Butler Lucas and to William C. Magee by Senator 
Robbins. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Edith 
Shusman and to Estelle Goodman by Senator Schwartz. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Jenna Mattox, 
Joseph Mooney and to the Philadelphia Section of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers by Senator Stack. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Reverend 
Daniel J. Sullivan by Senator Tartaglione. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Brandon 
Raffensperger, Nicholas Lane and to Adam Schaum by Senator 
Wenger. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Robert A. 
DiCola by Senator D. White. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs. 
Russell N. Christy, Mr. and Mrs. Edward Bums and to Nathaniel 
Aaron Wilson by Senator M.J. White. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Epilepsy 
Foundation of Western/Central Pennsylvania and to the Epilepsy 
Foundation of Eastern Pennsylvania by Senator C. Williams. 

CONDOLENCE RESOLUTION 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
resolution, which was read, considered, and adopted by voice 
vote: 

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of the 
late Eugene H. Jones by Senator D. White. 

BILLS ON FIRST CONSIDERATION 

Senator WAUGH. Mr. President, I move that the Senate do 
now proceed to consideration of all bills reported from 
committees for the first time at today's Session. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The bills were as follows: 

SB 763, HB 330, HB 402, HB 641, HB 1326, HB 1327, HB 
1328, HB 2005, HB 2213 and HB 2223. 

And said bills having been considered for the first time, 
Ordered, to be printed on the Calendar for second 

consideration. 

HOUSE MESSAGE 

HOUSE CONCURS IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 
TO HOUSE AMENDMENTS TO SENATE BILL 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives informed the 
Senate that the House has concurred in amendments made by the 
Senate to House amendments to SB 907. 

BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following Senate 
Bills numbered, entitled, and referred as follows, which were 
read by the Clerk: 

April 30. 2002 

Senators JUBELIRER, MELLOW, CORMAN, MUSTO, 
LEMMOND, TARTAGLIONE, D. WHITE, MOWERY, 
GREENLEAF, BOSCOLA, HELFRICK, DENT, THOMPSON, 
M. WHITE, TOMLINSON, ROBBINS, LAVALLE, BELL, 
KITCHEN, SCARNATI, GERLACH, KASUNIC, WENGER, 
C. WILLIAMS, BODACK, CONTI, A. WILLIAMS, WAUGH 
and SCHWARTZ presented to the Chair SB 1421, entitled: 

An Act protecting the free exercise of religion; and prescribing the 
conditions under which government may substantially burden a person's 
free exercise of religion. 

Which was committed to the Committee on JUDICIARY, 
April 30,2002. 

Senators ERICKSON, TOMLINSON, COSTA, CONTI, 
BELL, GERLACH, GREENLEAF and LEMMOND presented 
to the Chair SB 1423, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of August 5, 1932 (Sp.Sess., P.L.45, 
No.45), referred to as the Sterling Act, providing for crediting of certain 
taxes paid by nonresidents. 

Which was committed to the Committee on URBAN 
AFFAIRS AND HOUSING, April 30,2002. 

BILL SIGNED 

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Robert C. Jubelirer) 
in the presence of the Senate signed the following bill: 
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SB 907. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SECRETARY 

The following announcement was read by the Secretary of the 
Senate: 

SENATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

COMMITTEE MEETING 

TUESDAY. MAY 7. 2002 

9:30 AM. COMMUNICATIONS AND HIGH Room 461 
TECHNOLOGY (to consider Main Capitol 
Senate Bills No. 1401,1403 and 
1406; and House Bill No. 1546) 

ADJOURNMENT 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Lebanon, Senator Brightbill. 

Senator BRIGHTBILL. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
do now adjourn until Wednesday, May 1, 2002, at 11:30 a.m., 
Eastern Daylight Saving Time. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 
The Senate adjourned at 11:59 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving 

Time. 


