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WEDNESDAY, JULY 8, 2009

SESSION OF 2009 193RD OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY No. 53

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, July 8, 2009

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Senator John C. Rafferty, Jr.) in
the Chair.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Reverend DAVID BISER, of Crosspoint
United Methodist Church, Harrisburg, offered the following
prayer:

It is an honorable time of the year, as we spend just 4 days
after the Fourth of July recognizing the freedom that our nation
has received through the work of many people 233 years ago.
And so today, we bow our heads before the very same Lord and
God whom they bowed their heads before all those years ago.
Let us join together in a word of prayer.

0 God of heaven and earth, You are the King and Lord over
all things, and we recognize that today as we stop and focus our
attention on You. We come to You today encouraged by the
things we have been able to achieve in this room and excited
about the possibilities for the future. We are here today to shine
for You before the people of our Commonwealth. Your purpose
and Your plans have made this day come to pass. And so with
humble hearts, we offer our lives to You once again and say,
thank You.

We ask today that You continue to bless our nation so that we
can stay the course of being a nation that blesses others. We lift
to You all of our men and women who are serving our nation and
our State, who have served in every branch of our country's mili-
tary and are currently in harm's way. We also bring to Your
throne all those who are in need today in some way or form. We
know who they are. We see their faces, and we know their
names. Be with them, 0 Lord, we pray.

We offer to You our special prayers for our President, our
Governor, and all of us who are Your leaders in this place. Raise
us up to the challenge of the position You have called us to as we
work diligently on a new budget for the people of this State.
Grant us wisdom, knowledge, and discernment in all we do and
say today. Grant us Your presence and direction, now and al-
ways, so that we might stand strong as a mighty nation set upon
a hilltop, shining the light of the world, Your light, a light of
hope, of salvation, and of peace.

In recognition and respect for all religions in all places, in the
name of the One who gave His life for all, we pray to You,
bringing our lives, this room, and all of our decisions to Your

throne, not by our power but by Your strength and grace. And all
of the people of God said, with one voice, Amen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thanks Reverend
Biser, who by special request is the guest today of Senator
Piccola. Thank you, Reverend.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

(The Pledge of Allegiance was recited by those assembled.)

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOVERNOR

RECALL COMMUNICATION
LAID ON THE TABLE

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the follow-
ing communication in writing from His Excellency, the Governor
of the Commonwealth, which was read as follows and laid on the
table:

SECRETARY OF CONSERVATION
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

July 8, 2009

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

In accordance with the power and authority vested in me as Gover-
nor of the Commonwealth, I do hereby recall my nomination dated
April 27, 2009, for the appointment of The Honorable [sic] John H.
Quigley, 527 Colony Road, Camp Hill 17011, Cumberland County,
Thirty-first Senatorial District, as Secretary of Conservation and Natural
Resources, to serve until the third Tuesday of January 2011, and until
his successor is appointed and qualified, vice The Honorable Michael
F. DiBerardinis, Philadelphia, resigned.

I respectfully request the return to me of the official message of
nomination on the premises.

EDWARD G RENDELL
Governor

HOUSE MESSAGE

HOUSE CONCURS IN SENATE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

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

Weekly recess.



892 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE JULY 8,

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Delaware, Senator Pileggi.

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a temporary
Capitol leave for Senator Alloway, and a legislative leave for
Senator Scarnati.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator Pileggi requests a tem-
porary Capitol leave for Senator Alloway, and a legislative leave
for Senator Scarnati. Without objection, the leaves will be
granted.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

Senator PILEGGI asked and obtained leaves of absence for
Senator BAKER and Senator WARD, for today's Session, for
personal reasons.

Senator O'PAKE asked and obtained a military leave of ab-
sence, pursuant to Senate Rule XXI(3), for Senator STACK.

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS
JOURNAL APPROVED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Journal of the Session of
June 29, 2009, is now in print.

The Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the Session of
June 29, 2009.

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I move that further reading
of the Journal be dispensed with and that the Journal be ap-
proved.

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

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

YEA-47

Alloway Ferlo Musto Tomlinson
Argall Folmer O'Pake Vance
Boscola Fontana One Vogel
Browne Gordner Piccola Washington
Brubaker Greenleaf Pileggi Waugh
Comm Hughes PiPPY White, Donald
Costa Kasunic Rafferty White, Mary Jo
Dinniman Kitchen Robbins Williams
Earl! Leach Scarnati Wonderling
Eichelberger Logan Smucker Wozniak
Erickson Mcllhinney Stout Yaw
Famese Mellow Tartaglione

NAY-0

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Journal is approved.

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS
GUEST OF SENATOR ROBERT WONDERLING

PRESENTED TO THE SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Montgomery, Senator Wonderling.

Senator WONDERLING. Mr. President, it is indeed my plea-
sure and honor today to introduce a fine young gentleman who
hails from the Coopersburg, Lehigh County, portion of my Sen-
ate district. Mr. Jeffrey Pinto is serving time with us--boy, that
sounded like a prison sentence--he is serving with us for the con-
stituents of the 24th District in our Quakertown office this sum-
mer and has spent the day here learning about the legislative
process and touring this beautiful Capitol complex. Jeffrey is
currently in his junior year at DeSales University as a political
science major. He is a budding baseball player and hopes to pitch
in the bigs someday. If not, I am sure we will see him on the
floor of the U.S. Senate or the United Nations or some other
august body in which he will intend to serve. So, Mr. President,
let us please offer our warm welcome to Mr. Jeffrey Pinto. Thank
you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would the guest of Senator
Wonderling please rise so the Senate may give you its traditional
warm welcome.

(Applause.)

GUEST OF SENATOR JEFFREY E. PICCOLA
PRESENTED TO THE SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Dauphin, Senator Piccola.

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I would like to take this
opportunity to reintroduce to the Senate our Chaplain today,
Reverend David Biser. Dave is a familiar face here in the Senate.
He has been Chaplain of the Senate on a number of occasions. I
take this opportunity to reintroduce him because, first of all, he
is a terrific pastor. His church is situated only about 5 miles due
east of here. He has transformed the Crosspoint United Method-
ist Church into a wonderful sanctuary and place of worship and
activity here in the Harrisburg region. But the real reason that I
want to reintroduce him today is somebody told me that he is
celebrating his birthday today. So I would like to reintroduce
Pastor Dave and ask everybody to wish him a happy birthday.

Thank you, Mr. President.
(Applause.)
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thank you, Senator Piccola.
The Senate gives its traditional warm welcome to you, Pastor,

and is always happy to see you, because you come in toward the
end of the budget to close it for us.

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Delaware, Senator Pileggi.

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a recess of the
Senate for the purpose of a Republican caucus to be held in the
Majority Caucus Room immediately. I expect the caucus to last
approximately 1 hour.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Lackawanna, Senator Mellow.

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, I make the same request,
that the Democrats report to our caucus room at the rear of the
Chamber, please.

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



YEA-46

Alloway Fohner O'Pake Vance .
Argall Fontana One Vogel
Boscola Gordner Piccola Washington
Browne Greenleaf Pileggi Waugh
Brubaker Hughes PiPPY White, Donald
Corman Kasunic Rafferty White, Mary Jo
Costa Kitchen Robbins Williams
Dinniman Leach Scamati Wonderling
Earl! Logan Smucker Wozniak
Erickson Mcllhinney Stout Yaw
Farnese Mellow Tartaglione
Ferlo Musto Tomlinson

NAY-1

Eichelberger
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AFTER RECESS

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Joseph B.
Scarnati III) in the Chair.

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES CANCELLED

The PRESIDENT. Senator Scarnati and Senator Alloway
have returned, and their respective leaves are cancelled.

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Delaware, Senator Pileggi.

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a temporary
Capitol leave for Senator McIlhinney.

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi requests a temporary
Capitol leave for Senator McIlhinney. Without objection, the
leave will be granted.

CALENDAR

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION
AND FINAL PASSAGE

HB 92 (Pr. No. 1705) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending Title 34 (Game) of the Pennsylvania Consoli-
dated Statutes, in hunting and furtaking licenses, further providing for
license costs and fees.

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:

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.

BILL AMENDED

HB 109 (Pr. No. 913) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act authorizing Lower Merion Township, Montgomery County,
to sell and convey certain Project 70 lands free of restrictions imposed
by the Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act, in return for the
imposition of Project 70 restrictions on other land to be acquired by the
township.

On the question,
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration?
Senator M.J. WHITE offered the following amendment No.

A2366:

Amend Bill, page 1, line 5, by inserting after "township":
; and authorizing the City of Warren, Warren County, to sell and con-
vey certain Project 70 lands free of restrictions imposed by the Project
70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act

Amend Bill, page 1, line 8, by striking out "Authorization" and
inserting:

Lower Merion Township, Montgomery County
Amend Bill, page 1, line 9, by inserting before "Pursuant":

(a) Authorization.--
Amend Bill, page 1, line 14, by striking out "section 3" and insert-

ing:
subsection (c)

Amend Bill, page 1, line 18, by striking out "section 4" and insert-
ing:

subsection (d)
Amend Bill, page 2, line 1, by striking out all of said line and in-

serting:
(b) Freedom of restrictions.--
Amend Bill, page 2, line 2, by striking out "lands" and inserting:
land
Amend Bill, page 2, line 2, by striking out "section 3" and insert-

ing:
subsection (c)
Amend Bill, page 2, line 4, by striking out "lands" and inserting:
land
Amend Bill, page 2, line 6, by striking out all of said line and in-

serting:
(c) Land to be released from restrictions.--
Amend Bill, page 2, line 8, by striking out "are" and inserting:
is
Amend Bill, page 3, line 10, by striking out all of said line and

inserting:
(d) Use of sale proceeds.--
Amend Bill, page 3, line 14, by striking out "act" and inserting:

section
Amend Bill, page 3, line 16, by striking out "section 3" and insert-

ing:
subsection (c)

Amend Bill, page 3, line 19, by striking out "act" and inserting:
section

Amend Bill, page 3, line 22, by striking out all of said line and
inserting:

(e) Remedies.--
Amend Bill, page 3, line 23, by striking out "section 4" and insert-

ing:
subsection (d)

Amend Bill, page 3, line 28, by striking out all of said line and
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inserting:
(f) Project 70 deed clause.--
Amend Bill, page 4, line 5, by striking out all of said line and in-

serting:
(g) Costs and fees.--
Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 7 and 8:

Section 2. City of Warren, Warren County.
(a) Authorization.--Pursuant to the requirements of section 20(b)

of the act of June 22, 1964 (Sp.Sess., P.L.131, No.8), known as the
Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act, the General Assembly
hereby authorizes the release of Project 70 restrictions and sale of the
lands owned by the City of Warren which are more particularly de-
scribed in subsection (c) for a consideration of $81,500 which repre-
sents the fair market value of the property as determined by an ap-
praisal.

(b) Freedom of restrictions.--The lands described in subsection (c)
shall be free of restrictions on use and alienation imposed by the Project
70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act upon conveyance of the lands
to Warren General Hospital.

(c) Lands to be released from restrictions.--The lands to be re-
leased from Project 70 restrictions are situated in the City of Warren,
Warren County, and more particularly described as follows:

Parcel No. 1
All that certain piece or parcel of land, generally referred to as the

"Musante Field," being that lot identified on the Warren County Assess-
ment Map as WN-578-1184, and consisting of a rectangular-shaped
level and open piece of land whose dimensions approximate 100 feet by
200 feet for a total of 20,000 square feet or 0.46 acre.

Parcel No. 2 -
All that certain piece or parcel of land being that lot identified on

the Warren County Assessment Map as WN-578-119 and consisting of
a triangular-shaped piece of land whose dimensions approximate 190
feet by 130 feet by 232 feet for a total of 12,350 square feet or 0.28
acre.

(d) Use of sale proceeds.--The consideration of $81,500 from the
sale of the land shall be deposited in a special account established by
the City of Warren for acquisition or development of park land, to in-
clude a ballfield, parking lot and access road. Use of funds from the
special account must be approved by the Department of Conservation
and Natural Resources. Any funds remaining in the special account
after five years of the date of deposit by the City of Warren shall be
paid to the Commonwealth for deposit into the Project 70 Land Acqui-
sition Sinking Fund.

Amend Bill, page 4, line 8, by striking out "8" and inserting:

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

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

amended?
Senator MUSTO offered the following amendment No.

A2504:

Amend Bill, page 1, line 5, by inserting after "township":
; and authorizing the City of Wilkes-Barre, Luzeme County, to convey
a fee interest in certain Project 70 lands free of restrictions imposed
under the Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act

Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 7 and 8:
Section 8. City of Wilkes-Bane, Luzerne County.

(a) Authorization.--The provisions of section 20(b) of the act of
June 22, 1964 (Sp.Sess., P.L.131, No.8), known as the Project 70 Land
Acquisition and Borrowing Act, authorizes the General Assembly to
release land from Project 70 Use Restrictions, including, but not limited
to, three parcels within a 33+/-acres tract of land now owned by the
City of Wilkes-Bane and more fully described in Luzeme County Deed
Book 1707 page 703 et seq. commonly known and designated as the
Coal Street Park.

(b) Release from Project 70 Use Restrictions.--For and in consider-

ation of the submission and substitution of other adjacent lands of the
City of Wilkes-Barre to the Project 70 Use Restrictions in place thereof,
said land being more particularly described in subsection (e) (Replace-
ment Lands) the General Assembly hereby releases and forever dis-
charges from the date of this action, all those certain tracts of land pres-
ently owned by the City of Wilkes-Bane, which is more particularly
described in subsection (d) (Released Lands). The Replacement Lands
have a fair market value which is equal to or greater than the fair market
value of the Released Lands, all as determined by an independent certi-
fied appraisal.

(c) Submission.--For and in consideration of the release of the
Released Lands, the City of Wilkes-Bane hereby submits the Replace-
ment Lands to the same restrictions previously imposed upon the Re-
leased Lands, said Project 70 Use Restrictions to be placed of record in
the Office of the Recorder of Deeds in and for Luzerne County within
thirty (30) days following adoption of this act.

(d) Lands to be released from restrictions.--The lands to be re-
leased from Project 70 restrictions are situated in the City of Wilkes-
Barre, Luzeme County, and more particularly described as follows:

Parcel One
ALL that certain piece or parcel of land situate in the City of

Wilkes-Bane, County of Luzeme and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
bounded and described as follows, to wit:

BEGINNING at a point in lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane (DB
1707 Pg 703) from which the southwesterly comer of said lands at the
intersection of the northerly right-of-way line of Sherman Street with
the easterly right-of-way line of Coal Street bears South 41° 42' 34"
West distant four hundred ninety-two and ninety-nine hundredths
(492.99) feet as shown on a plan titled "Coal Street Park Land Develop-
ment Plan - Building Lease Plan" dated January 7, 2009 and prepared
by Acker Associates, Inc.;

Thence through said lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane (Grantor,
herein) the following thirty-six (36) courses and distances:

1. North 12° 47' 38" East one hundred twenty-four (124.00") feet
to a point,

2. South 77° 19' 18" East eighteen and sixty-two hundredths
(18.62') feet to a point,

3. North 12° 40' 42" East thirty-two and eighty-seven hundredths
(32.87') feet to a point,

4. South 77° 19 18" East nineteen and eighty-five hundredths
(19.85') feet to a point,

5. North 12° 36' 30" East thirty-nine and forty-four hundredths
(39.44') feet to a point,

6. South 77° 35' 21" East nineteen and eighty-two hundredths
(19.82') feet to a point;

7. North 13° 04' 23" East nineteen and eighty-five hundredths
(19.85) feet to a point,

8. South 77° 33' 32" East nineteen and seventy-nine hundredths
(19.79') feet to a point,

9. North 13° 26' 14" East nineteen and ninety-six hundredths
(19.96') feet to a point,

10. South 77° 32' 32" East forty and six hundredths (40.06') feet to
a point,

11. North 12° 40' 42" East twenty and fifty-six hundredths (20.56')
feet to a point,

12. South 77° 19' 18" East two hundred forty-two (242.00') feet to
a point,

13. South 12° 40' 42" West twenty-six and twenty-five hundredths
(26.25') feet to a point,

14. South 77° 19' 18" East thirty-one and sixty-six hundredths
(31.66') feet to

15. South
a point,
12° 40' 42" West sixty-one and thirty-three hundredths

(61.33') feet to a point,
16. North 77° 19' 18" West thirty-one and sixty-eight hundredths

(31.68') feet to a point,
17. South 20° 33' 04" West forty-seven and twenty-five hundredths

(47.25') feet to a point,
18. North 77° 19' 18" West two hundred nineteen and five tenths

(219.50') feet to a point,
19. South 12° 40' 42" West two and twenty-seven hundredths

(2.27') feet to a point,
20. North 77° 19' 18" West twenty-five hundredths (0.25') feet to

a point,
21. South 20° 40' 42" West sixteen and sixty-seven hundredths
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(16.67) feet to a point,
22. South 77

0
 19 18" East twenty-five hundredths (0.25) feet to a

point,
23. South 20

0
 40' 42" West five and twenty-three hundredths

(5.23') feet to a point,
24. South 77° 19' 18" East twenty-eight and sixty-seven hundredths

(28.67') feet to a point,
25. South 20° 40' 42" West twenty-six hundredths (0.26') feet to a

point,
26. South 77° 19' 18" East twenty-nine and seventy-four hun-

dredths (29.74') feet to a point,
27. South 20° 40' 42" West sixty-three and seventy-four hun-

dredths (63.74') feet to a point,
28. South 77° 19' 18" East twenty-six hundredths (0.26') feet to a

point,
29. South 12° 40' 42" West thirty-four (34.00') feet to a point,
30. North 77° 19' 18" West thirty-eight and thirty-three hundredths

(38.33') feet to a point,
31. South 12° 40' 42" West twelve (12.00') feet to a point,
32. North 77° 19' 18" West twenty-seven and thirty-three hun-

dredths (27.33') feet to a point,
33. North 12° 40' 42" East twelve (12.00) feet to a point,
34. North 77° 19' 18" West seven and sixty-seven hundredths

(7.67') feet to a point,
35. North 12° 40' 42" East twenty-six hundredths (0.26') feet to a

point, and
36. North 77° 26' 22" West one hundred twenty-six and sixty-seven

hundredths (126.67') feet to the point of BEGINNING
CONTAINING 66,524 square feet of land being the same, more or

less.
BEING-PART of the same premises conveyed by the Hollenback

Coal and Land Company to The City of Wilkes-Bane by deed dated
November 18, 1970 and recorded in Luzeme County Deed Book 1707
Page 703.

Said property is located within the Property Identification Number
of H1OSW4-004-025.

The aforesaid premise being generally referred to as a portion of
"Coal Street Park" that contains an existing ice rink arena whose dimen-
sions are 38,000 square feet with a proposed 25,000 square feet of new
construction.

Parcel Two
Beginning at a point in the northeasterly side of Coal Street, said

point being North 32° 35' 00" East a distance of 25.28' from a stone
monument at an angle point of Coal Street near Grant Street and S 46°
00' 00" East a distance of 542.00 feet along the northeasterly side of
Coal Street being 50 wide to a point along the northerly right-of-way
line of North Sherman Street and N 41° 42' 34" East a distance 397.34'
and S 77° 12' 22" East a distance of 45.61' to the place of beginning.

Thence through lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane through the
same, North 12° 47' 38" East a distance of 72.00' to a point,

Thence through the same, South 77° 12' 22" East a distance of
135.00' to a point,

Thence through the same, South 12° 47' 38" West a distance of
72.00' to a point,

Thence through the same, North 77° 12' 22" West a distance of
135.00 to a point, the place of beginning.

CONTAINING 9,720 square feet of land being the same, more or
less.

BEING a Parking Lease Area inside lands of The City of Wilkes-
Barre.

BEING PART of the same premises conveyed by the Hollenback
Coal and Land Company to The City of Wilkes-Bane by deed dated
November 18, 1970 and recorded in Luzeme County Deed Book 1707
Page 703.

Said property is located within the Property Identification Number
of HlOSW4-004-025.

The aforesaid premise being generally referred to as a portion of
Coal Street Park that is for a proposed 9,720 square feet of new parking
space to service tenants of Parcel One.

Parcel Three
All that certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the City of

Wilkes-Barre, County of Luzeme and State of Pennsylvania, more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the northeasterly side of Coal Street, said

point being North 32° 35' 00" East a distance of 25.28' from a stone
monument at an angle point of Coal Street near Grant Street, said point
also being in the southwesterly line of lands of the City of Wilkes-Barre
as described in Luzeme County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703:

Thence along lands now or formerly of The City of Wilkes-Barre,
North 62° 59' 00" West a distance of 31.72' to a point;

Thence along the same, North 29° 19' 00" West a distance of
550.42' to a point at the southeasterly corner of lands now or formerly
of Con Ed Realty Company, said point also being the southwesterly
corner of lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane as described in Luzeme
County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703:

Thence along other lands now or formerly of Con Ed Realty Com-
pany, North 60° 46' 00" East a distance of 9.42' to a point;

Thence through lands now or formerly of the City of Wilkes-Bane
as described in Luzeme County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703, South 29°
20' 56" East a distance of 375.13' to a point;

Thence through the same, a distance of 87.20' measured along the
arc of a curve to the left having a radius of 300.58', a chord bearing of
South 37° 39' 38" East a distance of 86.90' to a point;

Thence through the same, South 45° 58' 20" East a distance of
631.16' to a point;

Thence through the same, South 63° 59' 31" East a distance of
37.12' to a point along the northwesterly right-of-way line of North
Sherman Street;

Thence along the northwesterly right-of-way line of North Sherman
Street, South 61° 03' 00" West a distance of 51.08' to a point along the
northeasterly right-of-way line of Coal Street;

Thence along the northeasterly right-of-way line of Coal Street,
North 46° 00' 00" West a distance of 542.00 to a point, the place of
beginning.

Containing an area of 29,608.24 Square Feet or 0.68 acres of land,
more or less.

Being a portion of Lands of the City of Wilkes-Barre as described
in Luzeme County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703.

Said property is located within the Property Identification Number
of HlOSW4-004-025.

Also being all of a 0.68 acre parcel shown as lands to be conveyed
to the City of Wilkes-Bane for Coal Street Right-of-Way as shown on
Plan No. V-0801 dated 02-16-09 as prepared by Pennoni Associates,
Inc. 100 North Wilkes-Bane Boulevard Suite 409, Wilkes-Barre, Pa.
18702.

The City of Wilkes-Bane with the cooperation of Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation has proposed the construction of a new
roadway within the above described premises.

The City of Wilkes-Barre will replace the parcel through a land
exchange.

(e) Replacement lands.--
Parcel One-
All that certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the City of

Wilkes-Bane, County of Luzeme and State of Pennsylvania, more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

Commencing at a point in the northeasterly side of Coal Street, said
point being North 32° 35' 00" East a distance of 25.28' from a stone
monument at an angle point of Coal Street near Grant Street and S 46°
00' 00" East a distance of 542.00 feet along the northeasterly side of
Coal Street being 50' wide, and North 61° 03' 00" East a distance of
51.08' to a point along the northerly right-of-way line of North Sherman
Street, thence through lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane as described in
Luzeme County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703, North 63° 59' 31" West
a distance of 37.12' to a point, thence through the same, North 45° 58'
20" West a distance of 631.16' to a point thence through the same, a
distance of 87.20' measured along the arc of a curve to the right having
a radius of 300.58', a chord bearing of North 37° 39' 38" West and a
chord distance of 86.90' to a point, thence through the same, North 29°
20' 56" West a distance of 375.13' to a point in line of lands now or
formerly of Con Ed Realty Company and along lands now or formerly
of Con Ed Realty Company, Michael Pasonick, Jr. & Arlene Pasonick,
ANM Properties, LLC, ANM Properties, Inc. and The City of Wilkes-
Barre, North 60° 46' 00" East a distance of 1166.69' to a point at the
northwesterly comer of other lands of the City of Wilkes-Barre as de-
scribed in Luzeme County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883 and the place
of beginning;

Thence along other lands now or formerly of the City of Wilkes-
Barre, North 60° 46' 00" East a distance of 156.91' to a point;
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Thence along other lands now or formerly of the City of Wilkes-
Barre, South 46° 18' 00" East a distance of 222.92 to a point;

Thence along the same, South 42° 17' 30" West a distance of 60.80'
to a point;

Thence along the same, South 47° 43' 30" East a distance of 405.67'
to a point along the westerly right-of-way line of Stevens Street;

Thence along the westerly right-of-way line of Stevens street,
South 23° 43' 43" East a distance of 258.71 to a point in line of Lands
now or formerly of the City of Wilkes-Bane as described in Luzerne
County deed Book 1707 at Page 703;

Thence along the dividing line of Lands now or formerly of the
City of Wilkes-Bane as described in Luzerne County Deed Book 1707
at Page 703, and other Lands now or formerly of the City of Wilkes-
Barre as described in Luzerne County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883
North 46° 18' 00" West a distance of 914.90 to a point, the place of
beginning;

Containing an area of 87,157.35 Square Feet or 2.00 acres of land,
more or less.

Being a portion of Lands of the City of Wilkes-Barre as described
in Luzerne County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883.

Said property is located within the Property Identification Number
of H10-000-14D.

Also being all of a 2.00 acre parcel shown as the northeasterly
replacement area to be consolidated with lands of the City of Wilkes-
Barre as shown on Plan No. V-0801 dated 02-16-09 as prepared by
Pennoni Associates, Inc. 100 North Wilkes-Bane Boulevard, Suite 409,
Wilkes-Bane, Pa. 18702.

Parcel Two
All that certain pieces or parcels of land situated in the City of

Wilkes-Barre, County of Luzeme and State of Pennsylvania, more
particularly bounded and described as follows:

Commencing at a point in the northeasterly side of Coal Street, said
point being North 32° 35' 00" East a distance of 25.28' from a stone
monument at an angle point of Coal Street near Grant Street and S 46°
00' 00" East a distance of 542.00 feet along the northeasterly side of
Coal Street being 50' wide, and North 61° 03' 00" East a distance of
51.08' to a point along the northerly right-of-way line of North Sherman
Street, thence through lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane as described in
Luzeme County Deed Book 1707 at Page 703, North 63° 59' 31" West
a distance of 37.12' to a point, thence through the same, North 45° 58'
20" West a distance of 631.16' to a point thence through the same, a
distance of 87.20' measured along the arc of a curve to the right having
a radius of 300.58, a chord bearing of North 37° 39' 38" West and a
chord distance of 86.90' to a point, thence through the same, North 29°
20' 56" West a distance of 375.13' to a point in line of lands now or
formerly of Con Ed Realty Company and along lands now or formerly
of Con Ed Realty Company, Michael Pasonick, Jr. & Arlene Pasonick,
ANM Properties, LLC, ANM Properties, Inc. and The City of Wilkes-
Barre, North 60° 46' 00" East a distance of 1166.69' to a point at the
northwesterly corner of other lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane as de-
scribed in Luzerne County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883, thence along
other lands of City of Wilkes-Bane (2.00 Acre Replacement Area) and
the southwesterly right-of-way line of Stevens Street, South 46° 18' 00"
East a distance of 1,040.08' more or less to a point, the place of begin-
ning;

Thence along the southwesterly right-of-way line of Stevens Street,
South 55° 05' 43" East a distance of 500.53' more or less to a point
along the northerly right-of way line of North Sherman Street;

Thence along the northerly right-of-way line of North Sherman
Street, South 43° 42' 00" West a distance of 76.53' more or less to a
point;

Thence along the dividing line of the City of Wilkes-Bane as de-
scribed in Luzerne County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883, and of the
City of Wilkes-Bane as described in Luzerne County Deed Book 1707
at Page 703, North 46° 18' 00" West a distance of 494.64' to a point, the
place of beginning.

Containing an area of 18,928 Square Feet or 0.43 acres of land,
more or less.

Being a portion of Lands of the City of Wilkes-Bane as described
in Luzerne County Deed Book 1883 at Page 883.

Said property is located within the Property Identification Number
of H10-000-14D.

Also being all of a 0.43 acre parcel shown as the southeasterly
replacement area to be consolidated with lands of the City of Wilkes-

Barre as shown on Plan No. V-0801 dated 02-16-09 as prepared by
Pennoni Associates, Inc. 100 North Wilkes-Bane Boulevard, Suite 409,
Wilkes-Bane, Pa. 18702.

(f) Costs and fees.--Costs and fees incidental to this conveyance
shall be borne by the grantee.

Amend Bill, page 4, line 8, by striking out "8" and inserting:
9

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

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

amended?
Senator MELLOW offered the following amendment No.

A2515:

Amend Bill, page 1, line 5, by inserting after "township":
; and authorizing the Borough of Old Forge, Lackawanna County, to
transfer, sell and convey certain Project 70 lands free of restrictions
imposed by the Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act

Amend Bill, page 1, lines 8 and 9, by striking out all of line 8 and
"Pursuant" in line 9 and inserting:
Section 1. Release of restrictions in Montgomery County.

(a) Authorization.--Pursuant
Amend Bill, page 1, line 14, by striking out "section 3" and insert-

ing:
subsection (c)

Amend Bill, page 1, line 18, by striking out "section 4" and insert-
ing:

subsection (d)
Amend Bill, page 2, lines 1 and 2, by striking out all of line 1 and

"The lands" in line 2 and inserting:
(b) Freedom of restrictions.--The land

Amend Bill, page 2, line 2, by striking out "section 3" and insert-
ing:

subsection (c)
Amend Bill, page 2, line 4, by striking out "lands" and inserting:

land
Amend Bill, page 2, lines 6 and 7, by striking out all of line 6 and

"The" in line 7 and inserting:
(c) Land to be released from restrictions.--The

Amend Bill, page 2, line 8, by striking out "are" and inserting:
is

Amend Bill, page 3, lines 10 and 11, by striking out all of line 10
and "The" in line 11 and inserting:

(d) Use of sale proceeds.--The
Amend Bill, page 3, line 14, by striking out "act" and inserting:

section
Amend Bill, page 3, line 16, by striking out "section 3" and insert-

ing:
subsection (c)

Amend Bill, page 3, line 19, by striking out "act" and inserting:
section

Amend Bill, page 3, lines 22 and 23, by striking out all of line 22
and "If' in line 23 and inserting:

(e) Remedies.--If
Amend Bill, page 3, line 23, by striking out "section 4" and insert-

ing:
subsection (d)

Amend Bill, page 3, lines 28 and 29, by striking out all of line 28
and "The" in line 29 and inserting:

(f) Project 70 deed clause.--The
Amend Bill, page 4, lines 5 and 6, by striking out all of line 5 and

"Costs" in line 6 and inserting:
(g) Costs and fees.--Costs

Amend Bill, page 4, by inserting between lines 7 and 8:
Section 2. Release of restrictions in Lackawanna County.

(a) Authorization.--Pursuant to the requirements of section 20(b)
of the act of June 22, 1964 (Sp.Sess., P.L.131, No.8), known as the



YEA-45

Alloway Folmer O'Pake Vogel
Argall Fontana One Washington
Browne Gordner Pileggi Waugh
Brubaker Greenleaf PiPPY White, Donald
Corman Hughes Rafferty White, Mary Jo
Costa Kasunic Robbins Williams
Dinniman Kitchen Scarnati Wonderling
Earll Leach Smucker Wozniak
Eichelberger Logan Stout Yaw
Erickson McIlhinney Tartaglione
Farnese Mellow Tomlinson
Ferlo Musto Vance
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Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act, the General Assembly
hereby authorizes the release of Project 70 restrictions and transfer of
the lands owned by the Borough of Old Forge which are more particu-
larly described in subsection (c) and the sale of said lands in accordance
with the Project 70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act for a consider-
ation of not less than $5,000, which sum represents a minimum fair
market value of the property as determined by an appraisal.

(b) Freedom of restrictions.--The lands described in subsection (c)
shall be free of restrictions on use and alienation imposed by the Project
70 Land Acquisition and Borrowing Act upon conveyance of said lands
by the Borough of Old Forge.

(c) Lands to be released from restrictions.--The parcel of land to
be released from Project 70 restrictions is situated in the Borough of
Old Forge, Lackawanna County, and is more particularly described as
follows:

All that certain piece or parcel of land being: in the Borough of Old
Forge, County of Lackawanna and Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
bounded and described as follows to wit:

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly side of Lawrence Street,
said point being eighty and sixteen one-hundredths (80.16) feet in a
southeasterly direction, along the westerly side of Lawrence Street from
the intersection of the westerly side of Lawrence Street and the south-
erly line of Centre Street, said point being also the northeasterly corner
of Lot 6, Block No. 12; Thence in a southeasterly direction along the
westerly side of Lawrence Street two hundred-forty and forty-seven
one-hundredths (240.47) feet, the southwesterly corner of Lot 16, Block
12; Thence in a southwesterly direction along the dividing line between
Lot 16 and Lot 18, Lot 18 conveyed to Mrs. Dick, for a distance of one
hundred seventy-three and one-tenth (173.10) feet to a 28 foot wide
alley; Thence in a northwesterly direction along said alley two hundred
forty (240) feet to the northwesterly corner of Lot 6; Thence at right
angles in a northeasterly direction along the dividing line between Lot
4 and Lot 6 one hundred fifty-eight and one-tenth (158.10) feet to the
place of beginning. Containing 39,744 Square Feet, more or less, and
being Lots 6, 8, 10, 12, 14 and 16, Block No. 12 of the Lawrenceville
Section of Old Forge, as shown on MAP OF THAT PORTION OF THE
WILLIAM CONNELLS LAWRENCE PROPERTY LOCATED IN
OLD FORGE, LACKAWANNA COUNTY, PA recorded in the Office
of the Recorder of Deeds in and for Lackawanna County January 6,
1901, in Map Book 1 Page 101.

Being Parcel 3 of the lands conveyed to the Borough of Old Forge
by Pitreal Corporation by Deed dated April 15, 1968, which Deed is
recorded in the Lackawanna County Recorder of Deeds Office in Re-
cord Book No. 667 at page No. 523 et seq.

(d) Use of proceeds.--The consideration received by the Borough
of Old Forge from the sale of land shall be deposited in a special ac-
count established by the Borough of Old Forge for the maintenance,
improvement and development of Pagnotti Park.

Amend Bill, page 4, line 8, by striking out "8" and inserting:
3

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 PILEGGI.

BILLS OVER IN ORDER

SB 143 and HB 263 -- Without objection, the bills were
passed over in their order at the request of Senator PILEGGI.

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION
AND FINAL PASSAGE

SB 628 (Pr. No. 673) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending Title 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure) of the
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in post-trial matters, prohibiting
the imposition of the death sentence in cases of mental retardation.

Considered the third time and agreed to,

On the question,
Shall the bill pass finally?

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman
from Venango, Senator Mary Jo White.

Senator M.J. 'WHITE. Mr. President, I will be brief. This body
has twice passed this legislation, and I am hoping the third time
will be the charm. Essentially, in 2002, the United States Su-
preme Court ruled in the Atkins decision that applying the death
penalty to persons with mental retardation was unconstitutional.
It left it up to the States to determine the process by which this
would be implemented. And I am a bit surprised. I thought the
difficult part would be coming to agreement on what constituted
mental retardation. That turned out to be something we were able
to resolve quite some time ago among the various parties of in-
terest.

What instead became a problem was a procedural issue as to
when this determination should be made and by whom. My bill,
that has twice passed this body, requires a judge to make a pre-
trial determination on the issue of mental retardation. It simply
does not make sense to me to go through all the cost and diffi-
culty of a capital trial only to ask a jury after that trial is over
whether in fact the person is retarded and there should not have
been a capital trial in the first place. We now have the endorse-
ment of the County Commissioners Association, who agrees
with that process. We do not collect very good information in
Pennsylvania on the costs of capital trials, but other States have,
and the County Commissioners Association has sent all of you,
I believe, a letter outlining the significantly higher costs of a
capital case as opposed to a regular case, a murder trial, for ex-
ample.

It is important to note that this is not determining competency.
In other words, a person who is found to be mentally retarded
will still stand trial and can still be sentenced to life imprison-
ment for a capital crime. They simply cannot be executed by
order of the United States Supreme Court. So I ask my col-
leagues to support this bill once again. We have new leadership
in the House, we have many new Members in the House, and I
am very optimistic that this time, we can give our courts the
guidance that they have asked for. 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:
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NAY-2

Boscola Piccola

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 746 -- Without objection, the bill was passed over in its
order at the request of Senator PILEGGI.

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR

BILLS OVER IN ORDER

HB 115, SB 303, HB 348, SB 369, HB 416, SB 491 and SB
492 -- Without objection, the bills were passed over in their order
at the request of Senator PILEGGI.

BILL LAID ON THE TABLE

SB 624 (Pr. No. 1195) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of March 10, 1949 (P.L.30, No.14),
known as the Public School Code of 1949, further providing for school
athletics, publications and organizations.

Upon motion of Senator PILEGGI, and agreed to by voice
vote, the bill was laid on the table.

BILLS OVER IN ORDER

SB 825, SB 881, SB 891, SB 899 and SB 900 -- Without ob-
jection, the bills were passed over in their order at the request of
Senator PILEGGI.

BILLS REREFERRED

SB 908 (Pr. No. 1094) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of June 23, 1931 (P.L.932, No.317),
known as The Third Class City Code, in civil service, further providing
for rules and regulations and examinations and for selection of ap-
pointee from a certified list of applicants.

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

SB 909 (Pr. No. 1231) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of June 24, 1931 (P.L.1206, No.331),
known as The First Class Township Code, further providing for general
provisions relating to examinations, for rejection of applicant and hear-
ing, for manner of filling appointments, for probation period and for
physical examinations.

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

SB 910 (Pr. No. 1232) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656,
No.581), known as The Borough Code, as to civil service for police and
firemen, further providing for general provisions relating to examina-
tions, rejection of applicant and hearing, manner of filling appoint-
ments, probationary period and physical examination.

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

SB 911 (Pr. No. 1233) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of May 31, 1933 (P.L.1108, No.272),
entitled, as amended, "An act providing for the appointment, promotion,
reduction, removal and reinstatement of paid officers, firemen and
employes of fire departments and of fire alarm operators and fire box
inspectors in the bureaus of electricity in cities of the third class; defin-
ing the powers and duties of civil service commissions for such pur-
poses; and fixing penalties," further providing for civil service examina-
tions and eligibility lists.

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

SB 912 (Pr. No. 1234) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of June 1, 1945 (P.L.1232, No.427), enti-
tled "An act providing for and regulating the appointment, promotion
and reduction in rank, suspension and removal of paid operators of fire
apparatus in boroughs, incorporated towns and townships of the first
class; creating a civil service commission in each borough, incorporated
town and township of the first class; defining the duties of such civil
service commission; imposing certain duties and expenses on boroughs,
incorporated towns and townships of the first class; imposing penalties;
and repealing inconsistent laws," further providing for general provi-
sions relating to examinations, for rejection of applicant and hearing,
for manner of filling appointments, for probationary period and for
physical examinations.

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

SB 913 (Pr. No. 1235) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled:

An Act amending the act of June 5, 1941 (P.L.84, No.45), entitled
"An act providing for and regulating the appointment, promotion and
reduction in rank, suspension and removal of paid members of the po-
lice force in boroughs, incorporated towns and townships of the first
class maintaining a police force of not less than three members; creating
a civil service commission in each borough, incorporated town and
township of the first class; defining the duties of such civil service com-
mission; imposing certain duties and expense on boroughs, incorporated
towns and townships of the first class; imposing penalties, and repealing
inconsistent laws," further providing for general provisions relating to
examinations, for rejection of applicant and hearing, for manner of
filling appointments, for probationary period and for physical examina-
tions.

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

BILLS OVER IN ORDER

SB 929, SB 951, SB 968, SB 971 and HB 1533 -- Without
objection, the bills were passed over in their order at the request
of Senator PILEGGI.
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SENATE RESOLUTION No. 51, LAID ON THE TABLE

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 6
of the Calendar, Senate Resolution No. 51, entitled:

A Resolution claiming sovereignty under the Tenth Amendment to
the Constitution of the United States over certain powers, serving notice
to the Federal Government to cease and desist certain mandates; provid-
ing that certain Federal legislation be prohibited or repealed and direct-
ing distribution.

On the question,
Will the Senate adopt the resolution?

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

Senator FOLMER. Mr. President, at this time, I would like to
make a motion to table Senate Resolution No. 51.

The PRESIDENT. Senator Folmer moves that Senate Resolu-
tion No. 51 be laid upon the table.

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

in the affirmative.

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 62, ADOPTED

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 6
of the Calendar, Senate Resolution No. 62, entitled:

A Resolution urging spending of Federal economic recovery funds
on products that are made and services that are performed in the United
States.

On the question,
Will the Senate adopt the resolution?
A voice vote having been taken, the question was determined

in the affirmative.

SENATE RESOLUTION No. 127, ADOPTED

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 6
of the Calendar, Senate Resolution No. 127, entitled:

A Resolution urging the Commonwealth and all of its departments,
agencies, boards and commissions to procure and utilize, where possi-
ble, Pennsylvania remanufactured automobile parts and equipment to
perform their designated functions.

On the question,
Will the Senate adopt the resolution?
A voice vote having been taken, the question was determined

in the affirmative.

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED

RECONSIDERATION OF HB 92

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE

HB 92 (Pr. No. 1705) -- Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate do now reconsider the vote by which House
Bill No. 92, Printer's No. 1705, just passed finally.

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-45

Alloway Fontana One Vogel
Argil Gordner Piccola Washington
Boscola Greenleaf Pileggi Waugh
Browne Hughes PiPPY White, Donald
Brubaker Kasunic Rafferty White, Mary Jo
Corman Kitchen Robbins Williams
Costa Leach Scarnati Wonderling
Dinniman Logan Smucker Wozniak
Earl Mcilhinney Stout Yaw
Erickson Mellow Tartaglione
Famese Musto Tomlinson
Ferlo O'Pake Vance

NAY-2

Eichelberger Balmer

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.

REAL PROPERTY DISPOSITION PLAN No. 1
of 2009, RESOLUTION A, ADOPTED,

WITH EXCEPTIONS

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 7
of the Calendar, Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009,
Resolution A, entitled:

Resolved, That Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, trans-
mitted by the Governor under The Administrative Code of 1929 to the
General Assembly under date of June 11, 2009, which is incorporated
herein by reference be approved.

On the question,
Will the Senate adopt the resolution?

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Delaware, Senator Pileggi.

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I move that as to the Real
Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, as transmitted by the
Governor on June 11, 2009, the Senate approve the plan in part
by adopting Resolution A except as to item 1, as listed in the
table of contents for the Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of
2009. Item number 1 is the 185-acre tract in Greene Township,
Franklin County, known as the Scotland School For Veterans' -
Children.

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi calls up Real Property
Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, Resolution A, and moves that
the Senate approve the plan in part. Excluded from approval
would be item number 1 in the table of contents. That is the
185-acre tract in Greene Township, Franklin County, known as
the Scotland School For Veterans' Children.
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On the question,
Will the Senate agree to the motion to approve Real Property

Browne
Brubaker

Gordner
Greenleaf

Piccola
Pileggi

Washington
Waugh

Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, Resolution A, as amended by
Corman
Costa

Hughes
Kasunic

PiPPY
Rafferty

White, Donald
White, Mary Jo

stated exceptions? Dinniman Kitchen Robbins Williams
Earll Leach Scamati Wonderling

The yeas and nays were required by Senator PILEGGI and
Eichelberger
Erickson

Logan
McIlhinney

Smucker
Stout

Wozniak
Yaw

were as follows, viz: Farnese Mellow Tartaglione

YEA-47

Alloway Ferlo Musto Tomlinson
Argall Folmer O'Pake Vance
Boscola Fontana One Vogel
Browne Gordner Piccola Washington
Brubaker Greenleaf Pileggi Waugh
Corman Hughes PiPPY White, Donald
Costa Kasunic Rafferty White, Mary Jo
Dinniman Kitchen Robbins Williams
Earl Leach Scamati Wonderling
Eichelberger Logan Smucker Wozniak
Erickson Mclihinney Stout Yaw
Farnese Mellow Tartaglione

NAY-0

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

Ordered, that the Governor be informed accordingly.

NAY-0

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

Ordered, that the Governor be informed accordingly.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOVERNOR
REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE ON RULES

AND EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS

Senator ROBBINS, from the Committee on Rules and Execu-
tive Nominations, reported a communication from His Excel-
lency, the Governor of the Commonwealth, recalling the follow-
ing nomination, which was read by the Clerk as follows:

SECRETARY OF CONSERVATION
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

July 8, 2009
REAL PROPERTY DISPOSITION PLAN No. 1

of 2009, RESOLUTION B, ADOPTED To the Honorable, the Senate
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania:

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 7
of the Calendar, Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009,
Resolution B, entitled:

Resolved, That Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, trans-
mitted by the Governor under The Administrative Code of 1929 to the
General Assembly under date of June 11, 2009, which is incorporated
herein by reference be disapproved.

On the question,
Will the Senate adopt the resolution?

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I move that as to Real Prop-
erty Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, the Senate adopt Resolution
B as to item number 1 only, thereby rejecting the inclusion of the
Scotland School For Veterans' Children within the plan.

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi moves to adopt Real Prop-
erty Distribution Plan, Resolution B, as to item number 1 only,
thereby rejecting the inclusion of the Scotland School for Veter-
ans' Children in the plan.

On the question,
Will the Senate agree to the motion to approve Real Property

Disposition Plan No. 1 of 2009, Resolution B, item number 1?

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

YEA-47

In accordance with the power and authority vested in me as Gover-
nor of the Commonwealth, I do hereby recall my nomination dated
April 27, 2009, for the appointment of The Honorable [sic] John H.
Quigley, 527 Colony Road, Camp Hill 17011, Cumberland County,
Thirty-first Senatorial District, as Secretary of Conservation and Natural
Resources, to serve until the third Tuesday of January 2011, and until
his successor is appointed and qualified, vice The Honorable Michael
F. DiBerardinis, Philadelphia, resigned.

I respectfully request the return to me of the official message of
nomination on the premises.

EDWARD G RENDELL
Governor

NOMINATION RETURNED TO THE GOVERNOR

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I request that the nomina-
tion just read by the Clerk be returned to His Excellency, the
Governor.

A voice vote having been taken, the question was determined
in the affirmative.

The PRESIDENT. The nomination will be returned to the
Governor.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEE

Senator CORMAN, from the Committee on Appropriations,
reported the following bills:

Alloway Ferlo Musto Tomlinson SB 917 (Pr. No. 1108) (Rereported)
Argall
Boscola

Folmer
Fontana

O'Pake
One

Vance
Vogel An Act amending the act of August 14, 1963 (P.L.839, No.407),

entitled, as amended, "An act creating a county records committee;
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imposing powers and duties upon it; authorizing the Pennsylvania His-
torical and Museum Commission to assist and cooperate with it; defin-
ing county records; and authorizing the disposition of certain county
records by county officers in counties of the second to eighth class,"
increasing the membership of the committee.

SB 925 (Pr. No. 1115) (Rereported)

An Act amending the act of October 9, 2008 (P.L.1438, No.118),
known as the Massage Therapy Law, further providing for qualification
for licensure and for other professions.

HB 703 (Pr. No. 776) (Rereported)

An Act amending the act of January 24, 1966 (1965 P.L.1527,
No.535), known as the Landscape Architects' Registration Law, further
providing for application for license and qualifications and experience
requirements of applicants and for continuing education.

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following resolu-
tions, which were read, considered, and adopted by voice vote:

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Lillian Herren
by Senator Alloway.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs.
John L. Konopczyk, Mr. and Mrs. Andrew Kleban, Mr. and Mrs.
Joseph Dogal and to the United Hebrew Institute of Kingston by
Senator Baker.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Thomas C.
Benway and to John Heinsey by Senator Brubaker.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs.
Norman B. Taylor, William Douglas Hostler, Bernard E. Howard
and to Donald LeRoy Fogleman III by Senator Corman.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Honorable
Leonard Lynch and to the Fayette County Firemen's Association
by Senator Kasunic.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Very Rev-
erend Monsignor John T. Sekellick, Jessup High School Class of
1959, Saint Mary of the Mount Church of Mount Pocono and to
the Scranton Jewish Community Center by Senator Mellow.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended . to Shannon
Doyle by Senator Musto.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Michael S.
Lebo by Senator O'Pake.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs.
Joseph Balogh, Mr. and Mrs. Richard Wehner, Mr. and Mrs.
Samuel Domidica, Mr. and Mrs. Howard Whatmore, Mr. and
Mrs. Pat C. Roseto, Mr. and Mrs. Robert Eugene Merrill, Mr.
and Mrs. Skip Hocker, Mr. and Mrs. George Simon, Mr. and
Mrs. James F. Preuss, Sr., and to Mr. and Mrs. Stanley P. Rhoads
by Senator Wozniak.

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and Mrs.
Dan White and to Mr. and Mrs. Ronald Alkire by Senator Yaw.

CONDOLENCE RESOLUTION

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following resolu-
tion, which was read, considered, and adopted by voice vote:

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of the
late Dr. Kenneth Dennis Hines by Senator Baker.

PETITIONS AND REMONSTRANCES

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Lycoming, Senator Yaw.

Senator YAW. Mr. President, I rise to call upon the adminis-
tration and the leadership of the House of Representatives to put
a budget bill on the floor of the House. On May 6, 2009, the
Senate passed a budget bill. Since then, this bill has been criti-
cized but absolutely no legislative counterproposal has been
offered. That is over 2 months of legislative inaction.

Senate Bill No. 850 provided the opportunity for all Members
of the Senate to express their opinions. On that day, we listened
to more than 3 hours of comments. While we may not agree, all
Members of the Senate had the opportunity to state their posi-
tions publicly on a budget bill.

The administration and the House leadership have continued
to deny the duly-elected Representatives the opportunity to be
heard and counted as to where they stand on the budget issues.
The residents of Pennsylvania deserve to know where their
elected Representatives stand. The Pennsylvania House of Rep-
resentatives is the largest full-time House of Representatives
body in the United States, and it is being muzzled. In today's
environment of promoting an open and transparent government,
we should all ask, why not allow the House membership to pro-
pose, discuss, and vote on a budget bill?

We have heard calls that Senate Bill No. 850 is not balanced
and it must be revised. This is a red herring to divert attention
away from the fact that the administration does not want an open,
public debate on the budget issue in the House. Instead, the ad-
ministration wants to continue the practice of backroom deals.
Mr. President, we need to bring the budget process to the light of
day. The House of Representatives needs to consider a budget
bill openly. Members need to have the opportunity to be heard.
They are elected representatives, and the citizens of Pennsylva-
nia have the right to know where all of their Representatives
stand. When the position of the House of Representatives is
known, real budget discussions can occur.

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

Lancaster, Senator Smucker.
Senator SMUCKER. Mr. President, before coming to the

Senate, I owned and operated a small business for 25 years. Old
habits dying hard, I tend to think about taxing and spending is-
sues in economic terms rather than political terms. Given the
tough economic and fiscal circumstances confronting families,
communities, and the Commonwealth, our decisions in the com-
ing weeks need to reflect hard economic realities rather than
political wishing and hoping that things work out.

Mr. President, one thing you quickly learn around here is that
State government does not much resemble a business. But State
government could benefit very much from the application of
sound business practices. Outside of government, any business
where the money going out the door is more than the money
coming in will not be in business very long. Obviously, State
government is not going out of business, but spending beyond
reliable revenue receipts will cause economic harm.

Many of us ran for office promising taxpayers that we would
do things differently. We may not have expected the biggest test
to come so soon, but here it is, a record budget deficit. So this is
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our time to make our actions match our words. In the modern
era, Mr. President, Pennsylvania has never tried to deal with a
severe budget crisis by spending less. If there has been a sure
thing in Pennsylvania politics, it is that when revenues go down
in a big way, State taxes are increased in a big way - in 1977, in
1983, in 1991, and in 2003. Each time, State taxes were in-
creased substantially, and each time, Pennsylvania was relatively
slow to experience economic recovery. There is a connection. It
is not just coincidence.

The track record on tax hikes shows it is time to try cutting
spending instead. Too much spending is an aggravating factor in
economic distress. In 1991, the most notorious budget crisis prior
to this one, State spending was kicked up over 14 percent. It was
a huge gamble that the economy would pick up and that revenues
would start rolling in again, but our job growth did not match
that in other States. Mr. President, this time there is zero revenue
growth projected for the fiscal year just underway. We surely
cannot afford to increase taxes to fuel spending and end up fur-
ther weakening the economy. To prevent tax hikes, to encourage
economic growth, we must spend much less than Pennsylvania
has in recent years. Pennsylvania's tax structure already makes
it harder to hold jobs and to attract new enterprises. So if State
taxes would be increased when many States are closing their
budget gaps without general tax increases, our disadvantage gets
worse. This is not just a theory. We have all heard that imposing
a severance tax now, as Governor Rendell desperately wants to
do, would throttle the anticipated development of the Marcellus
Shale and stunt a promising expansion of a major industry.

In my district, saying "no" to tax increases is an easy sell. The
majority of people believe that State government is too big, that
our taxes are too high, and that there is too much spending. Be-
ing hit by higher energy costs, higher transportation costs,
healthcare costs, education costs, just about everywhere they
turn, people,are in no mood to have Pennsylvania pile on with
higher taxes.

As we work to responsibly solve this budget problem, Mr.
President, there are a few points to remember that have nothing
to do with numbers. Nothing we do or say suspends the laws of
economics. It does not matter that the deficit is deep or that in-
tentions are good or that Governor Rendell finds novel ways to
frame the argument. Big tax increases will have serious eco-
nomic consequences.

Economic recovery depends on the spending decisions made
by millions of consumers and investors. Their decisions are
partly economic calculations and partly confidence. If in this
budget crisis we make the same mistakes that were made during
previous crises, then that will reduce public confidence in Penn-
sylvania and in the future. Raise taxes and expect to see spending
diminished, investment discouraged, and recovery pushed off.

Those who criticize our no-tax-increase position try to chalk
it up to politics or philosophy, but it is really practical econom-
ics. Most people want this budget settled consistent with their
pocketbook conceins, not our political concerns.

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

Lackawanna, Senator Mellow.
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, this obviously is a very

difficult topic to deal with, and the two previous speakers, who
have had the opportunity of being in the Senate for the first time
in a budget cycle, have tried to explain to the Members of the

Senate the historical significance of what has taken place in pre-
vious budgets. And I would challenge, at least the one speaker,
Mr. President, to actually be able to verify some of the things
that were just said.

I would like to inform them that I have been here awhile, and
I have had the opportunity of serving in 1977, when there was an
increase by Governor Milton Shapp; and in the early 1980s,
when there was a tax increase by Governor Thornburgh; and in
1991, when there was a tax increase by Governor Casey, includ-
ing others.

I would like to also, Mr. President, be very clear about the
1991 tax increase. For those who were not here and for those
who do not have the opportunity of being able to at least research
the record as to what did take place, and the unprecedented
growth that took place in Pennsylvania after 1991, and how that
related itself, Mr. President, into outstanding, tremendous reduc-
tions of business taxes in Pennsylvania for the next half a dozen
years, because the true benefactor of the tax increase in 1991 was
Pennsylvania business. And if you would do a little bit of re-
search, you would find out that Pennsylvania businesses, during
the 1990s, received tax benefits in excess of $5 billion--with a
capital "B," billion dollars--when we had unprecedented growth.
Perhaps it was because of the policies of the Federal government
at that time, the policies of President Clinton that gave us an
economy in this great country of ours that was not seen before
and has not been seen since, and therefore gave us the same type
of economy in Pennsylvania. But let us make sure we have a
clarification of the record. The tax increase of 1991 gave us the
kind of surpluses for the next 6 years in State government that
allowed us to reduce taxes to businesses by $5 billion, and I chal-
lenge anyone in this Senate, any of the other 49 Members in this
Senate, to show where I am not right and where I am incorrect.
And if they do, then they can make a phone call to Governor
Tom Ridge, who was the Governor at the time, who presided
over those tax reductions, and I am sure that he would verify
exactly what I am saying. So let us make certain over the next
several weeks that we at least try to be--not only do we want to
be politically honest, we also want to be intellectually honest.

Now, there were two sayings that were used that are quite
sensational. The first one was, do not refer to Senate Bill No. 850
as a deficit and show that red herring. Anybody who would look
at Senate Bill No. 850--and I would never want to refer to it as
a red herring--but would want to stand on the floor of this Senate
and say that it does not, right now, represent a shortfall of $1.5
billion, Mr. President, then either does not know what he or she
voted for in Senate Bill No. 850, or for some reason does not
want to understand exactly what the facts are as they exist today,
July 8, in Senate Bill No. 850. It is $1.5 billion in arrears.

Furthermore, Mr. President, that anyone -- and there was a lot
of discussion on May 6 when Senate Bill No. 850 was passed. I
can specifically recall the students of the Classrooms for the
Future who were in the gallery that particular day. And they were
introduced in such glowing terms about the great Classrooms for
the Future and what we have done in the budget to be able to
bring such programs about, but they were not told that Senate
Bill No. 850 would eliminate, in the future, any additional visits
to Harrisburg for those students who are part of the Classrooms
for the Future. And I believe there were 38 school districts, Mr.
President, that were here at the time.
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And I also can vividly remember that day, because it is not
that many days ago, the people who took to the floor of this Sen-
ate and said this is not the bill on final passage. And if you go
and read the legislative history, you will find out exactly who
those individuals were and what they said and how they wanted
us to believe that this was something to carry to the next level, to
move it on to the House of Representatives. Well, we also
pointed out on that particular day, Mr. President, by a number of
speakers, including Senator Costa, the Democratic chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, that that bill at that particular
time was just short of $1 billion out of balance.

Now, for those of you who have been elected and have never
had the opportunity of reading the Constitution, you should be
aware of the fact that the Constitution is very clear that we
should pass a budget and that we have no authorization to spend
money beyond July 1 of that particular fiscal year. And also that
the budget that we pass must be in balance. Well, the budget that
was passed on May 6 here in the Senate was not in balance, and
is, furthermore, way out of balance as of today.

Now, Mr. President, if we talk about what took place in the
political wish-hunting--I think that was a word that was used, the
political wish-hunting that took place in Senate Bill No. 850 if
you follow it through its purest terms and what it would really
mean, it would mean that we would have to cut back money for
the Children's Health Insurance Program. I do not know if any-
body wants to deliver that message to the families that have chil-
dren today on the CHIP program because we did not make the
money available to fund the program for those who are on the
benefit today, but I can tell the two previous speakers, I do not
want to be in a position to do that. It cuts back, basically, Mr.
President, the adultBasic coverage for adults who are members
Of the working poor, who work multiple jobs but do not have
health coverage. We are going to lose people who are, today,
currently receiving benefits on the ABC program. I do not want
to be the individual who goes to those families and say, even
though we have covered you in the past, we are not going to
cover you in the future.

Mr. President, government is not a business, and it is not
meant to be a business. Nobody, and I repeat, nobody owns
50.00001 percent of government - not you as Republicans and
not we as Democrats. This is the people's business. Government
and people elected in government have been elected to do the
right thing by the people they represent, and the right thing is not
monolithic. It is not just one group of individuals. It is everyone.
It is everybody who resides in this great Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania.

Sometimes, Mr. President, it is appropriate to deal with social
welfare issues. Sometimes you have to deal with issues of
Medicaid. Medicaid is not that individual who does not want to
go to work and wants to collect a social welfare check. Medicaid,
for those who, again, may not understand what State government
is all about, is a program that basically takes care of the needs of
the elderly who worked for a living, who today are in nursing
homes, who do not have a family that is prepared to help them
take care of themselves, and therefore, they basically depend on
a Medicaid program supplemented by Medicare through the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania to provide for their existence.
They are not some do-gooder, no-good program that you must
give away.

Sometimes, Mr. President, saying "no" to more is not saying
the right thing. Sometimes you have to belly up to the bar and
you have to realize that you have an elected responsibility, and
that elected responsibility is not to run some major corporation.
If that is what you want to do, if you want to run a private busi-
ness, you do not belong here in the Pennsylvania Senate. In the
Pennsylvania Senate, you are running the people's business, the
12-plus million people who cover all walks of life, all types of
diversity, and all kinds of problems. They are the people whom
we have to consider and do the right thing by them also, not only
those individuals who do not need the help of government.

But make no mistake about it. In 1991, when we had an in-
crease in State income tax and an increase in a number of taxes,
done on a bipartisan basis in both the House and the Senate, it
led directly to the tremendous recovery that took place in Penn-
sylvania and to the $5 billion tax reduction, State tax reduction,
to Pennsylvania businesses that ensued over the next 6 years.

Mr. President, I really did not want to get involved in a dis-
cussion like this yet today, because I realize that we are going to
be here for several weeks, maybe even several months if some
people have it the way it is explained that they want to have it.
I had a person yesterday tell me that we will not pass a bud-
get--not a Member of the Senate, I want to make that very clear,
but an elected official in Harrisburg who does not work in this
body, but works in the other one--tell me point-blank that there
is a political move on in Harrisburg to pass no budget until the
end of August, to come back in the last week of August or the
first part of September, force down the throat of Democrats in
the House of Representatives a personal income tax increase, and
then use that in the election of 2010 for the Republican Party to
take control of the State House of Representatives. And it was
explained to me by a person who said to me very clearly, this is
not what I want to do, this is not what I am interested in, but this
is what some Members of our Caucus on the other side of the
aisle in the House of Representatives want to do to try to guaran-
tee that the Republican Party can control the House of Represen-
tatives after the election of 2010.

Mr. President, this is not about who controls a Chamber in
Harrisburg. This is about the rights of the people of Pennsylva-
nia. This is about the rights of the children in Pennsylvania. Are
we going to guarantee the greatest natural resource that we have,
the children of Pennsylvania, are we going to guarantee them a
quality education where they are going to be able to grow in a
global economy, or are we going to be the first ones to take to
the floor of the body next year, when some school districts may
not, under the competitive exams, have received the scores that
they should have received, and then be very critical of those
particular school districts because they did not receive the scores
that they were supposed to receive?

Are we going to say, well, Senate Bill No. 850 is all we
should do, even though it is $1.5 billion out of whack, and throw
the burden back on local school districts because we have abdi-
cated our responsibility, right here in Harrisburg, to address the
issues that we have been elected to do and to say that this is a
political wishbone or it is a red herring? This is not a red herring.
This is the people's business. This is a very important job that we
have, and if you do not view it that way, then you should not
participate in what we are doing today in this democracy.

I do not want to be the one who is going to go back to the
people I represent and say to them, I did not do my job in Harris-
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burg. Therefore, you are going to have to increase your local
property taxes to be able to educate the children in the 501
school districts that we represent, or you are going to have to
have 30 children in a classroom and one teacher that will com-
promise the quality of education.

That is not why I was elected. I do not want to tell people on
Medicaid - the working poor, our grandparents, if you will, some
of them our parents, who today are in nursing homes - that they
cannot afford to stay in that nursing home because we have
pulled the plug on them, because they are not going to fund
Medicaid appropriately to keep them there and give them the
quality of life that they so richly deserve.

So let us not play that shell game and say we are not going to
do it in Harrisburg, we are going to make you do it back in the
local district, and then hold your hands up and say, well, I did not
vote to increase taxes; I did not vote to add more money to the
budget; I think we should fund government only through the
revenues we have today, and then throw it back on the local
school districts and the local municipalities and the local police
departments and the local judiciaries in the various counties that
we represent.

Let us not be intellectually dishonest. If you have a philosoph-
ical disagreement that you should not vote for taxes, say it, and
I will understand that and I will respect that. But do not go
ahead, darn it, and say Senate Bill No. 850 is a bill that is in bal-
ance when we know full well, each and every one of us in this
room knows full well that Senate Bill No. 850 is not in balance,
that you either have to come back with an amendment to Senate
Bill No. 850, cut it by $1.5 million, send it to the Governor.

You can do it. You have 30 votes in the Senate. You only
need 26. You can leave four people off the hook. You can put 26
votes up. You can bring back Senate Bill No. 850, or a form of
Senate Bill No. 850. You can cut it by an additional $1.5 billion.
You can go back in your districts, like some people have done
now, and say, well, we passed Senate Bill No. 850, but that is not
going to be the final bill that we are going to consider. We are
going to consider another budget, so do not look at that.

Go back and tell your libraries what you are going to do. Go
back and tell your public television stations exactly what you are
going to do, and everyone else whom you have tried to mislead
over the last 2 months. But let us not take to the floor of the Sen-
ate and mislead people right here. Let us not be intellectually
dishonest. If you are against a tax increase, all you have to do is
say that and cut Senate Bill No. 850 by $1.5 billion. The vote
will probably be 30 to 20, or whatever you put up. All you need
is 26. Send it over to the House of Representatives and let them
deal with a budget that is somewhere in balance with the reve-
nues that we have to consider.

Or you can do what the Governor has asked for, and that is to
increase personal income tax by one-half of 1 percent, which will
still make us the third-lowest State with a personal income tax in
the United States. And if you make $50,000 a year, so there is no
question about it, the tax is $250. If you break that down, it is $5
a week. If you break it down further, it is 72 cents a day. You
cannot go and buy a small cup of coffee in Dunkin Donuts for 72
cents. So that is what we are talking about. And if you itemize
your deductions on your Federal tax return, you can take it as an
itemized deduction against your Federal taxes. So let us lay the
cards on the table. Let us be open, let us be honest with people,
but let us not be intellectually dishonest.

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Centre, Senator Corman.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, there is a lot there to go
over. I certainly respect the Leader of the Democratic Caucus,
from Lackawanna County. He has been here a few more years
than I, a lot of experience. And one thing I have been told
through a lot of these budget negotiation sessions is we need to
remember our history. And so I certainly have a great deal of
respect for those who have served here longer than I have and
have that perspective.

I was not here in 1991, Mr. President. And if I follow the
logic, I suppose we could do what they did in 1991, and we
could raise business taxes across the table, like the capital stock
and franchise tax. We could almost double the CNI tax. We
could raise the personal income tax. We could do all that. And
then, over the next 5 or 6 years, we could lower them, and tell
them how we are lowering taxes for the people of Pennsylvania.
We are lowering taxes. Now, we raised them billions of dollars
to get there so we could lower them, but we are lowering taxes.
I am sure the people of Pennsylvania and the business climate of
Pennsylvania will be thrilled to hear how we are lowering taxes
here in Pennsylvania. We could do that, Mr. President.

Mr. President, you know, we have heard a lot of semantics
about Senate Bill No. 850, and I think Senator Erickson led off
here yesterday very clearly, saying that Senate Bill No. 850 is
out of balance. There is no one on this side of the aisle who ar-
gues that. I would argue that it was in balance in May when we
passed it. Clearly, a couple of things have happened since then,
as I mentioned yesterday: A, the deficit is larger than what we
had anticipated in the first week of May; and B, the Governor
has expanded significant spending toward the end of the fiscal
year, which drove it even further out of balance. But again, we
are not arguing. It is clearly out of balance, and for it to meet the
constitutional mandate of a balanced budget, we need to make
alterations.

Now, as I said yesterday, clearly, by the discussions here in
the Senate and discussions in the House, the House leadership
and the Governor do not particularly support Senate Bill No. 850
and the cuts that we made. So our going back and finding more
cuts to bring it into balance does not seem to bring us closer to
a resolution. I think that is all we want to hear in this Chamber.
All the people of Pennsylvania want is a resolution. They want
a budget that is passed, signed by the Governor, and we can
move on. We would all like that. And so we can go through more
posturing and moving more pieces of legislation back and forth
that have no chance of being passed, saying we did this and we
did that. The point is, where does it get us, Mr. President? We
want to get to an end game. We want to ultimately pass a budget.

Now, Mr. President, as we said very clearly yesterday and we
will say again today, we are here to compromise. We have to
compromise to get an ultimate deal. There is no budget that is
going to pass the House without the Democratic support in the
House. There is no budget that is going to be signed by the Gov-
ernor. So we are one leg of a three-legged stool. Our parameters
are pretty wide, Mr. President: no broad-based tax increases,
spend less money than we did last year, and balance in the out-
years.

I was glad that the Governor made comments yesterday at his
press conference that this budget has to balance in 2 years or he
is not going to sign it. Let us keep that same principle for the
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third year, because his budget proposal has about a $4 billion
hole in the third year, $4 billion--that is "B," billion with a
"B"--in the out-years. So anyone who thinks this tax that he is
proposing would be temporary, with a $4 billion hole in the out-
years, I mean, that is just naive beyond belief.

You know, the previous speaker and the Governor like to talk
about how Senate Bill No. 850 would have forced children off
the Children's Health Insurance Program. That is not the fact,
Mr. President. State- funding provided in Senate Bill No. 850,
combined with the cigarette tax revenue, allowed for the continu-
ation of funding for the estimated June 2009 CHIP enrollment of
a 193,228 children. No reductions to the current enrollment
would be required. There is no waiting list with the current en-
rollment. The actual enrollment for the State subsidized CHIP
Program in June 2009 was 191,000. That is 1,700 children fewer
than is funded by Senate Bill No. 850. So the administration's
claim that it would force children off the CHIP program looks at
the average monthly number of children projected in the Febru-
ary budget requested for 2009-10 by the Governor, versus the
number of children actually funded under Senate Bill No. 850.

Mr. President, I think if you looked into the details--and many
of us went through it at the Governor's residence--if you look at
the details of some of the reductions in expenditures in Senate
Bill No. 850, which we are still advocating for, we were doing
away with particular positions that were not particularly--they
were not being filled right now by the administration. So when
the Governor talks about 800 layoffs, I do not know whether
there would be that many or not, but I can tell you that a lot of
those positions are not being filled. So we tried to cut the com-
plement of State workers down to a level which actually is being
filled currently, here in State government.

This is what we have to do. There is no room for any fat in
this budget anymore. We had to get down to the numbers. So we
can put up a number and say, you are cutting Children's Health
Insurance Program, or you can look at the actual number who are
enrolled in the program. We are funding actually above the num-
ber of people enrolled in the program. Now, it is not up to the
level that the Governor had suggested back in February, but we
are funding the people who are enrolled in the program, Mr.
President. Does that not seem to make some sense, to fund the
people who are actually in the program? Actually, even above
the amount of people in the program? Is that a cut? Is that people
being removed from the rolls? I do not think so. I do not think so.

You know, as the Governor's press secretary said most re-
cently, the Governor uses numbers to make a point. His numbers
are accurate, but they do not always tell the entire story. I am
sure I am paraphrasing, but that is really what we are down to.
That is what has been the frustration on this side of the aisle,
that--we certainly understand philosophical differences with the
approach we have taken. We respect that. But let us deal with, as
the previous speaker spoke about, let us deal with reality. Let us
not be intellectually dishonest. Let us look -- when we went
through a lot of those cuts that the Governor had beaten us up
about for 6 weeks over at his residence, he looked at us and said,
hmm, okay, maybe that does make some sense, and we found
some common ground in some areas. So we were looking to get
to a resolution.

A budget was passed out of the Senate of Pennsylvania back
in May. As I said here yesterday, the other Chamber has every
right to disagree with that. They have every right to vote it down,

as they did in committee. But let us understand, they have a Gov-
ernor's budget, the previous budget introduced in the House,
which is going nowhere, apparently. They have Senate Bill No.
850, which is a budget bill they could amend in the House, which
apparently is going nowhere. What are they doing? They have a
203-Member body, House of Representatives, the largest in the
country. They have not passed a budget bill. What is it today, the
8th? It is July 8. They have not even considered a budget bill
over there.

You know, the Governor has talked about a need for a tax
increase. Okay. All fiscal codes, revenue bills, start in the House.
Move a bill. We will wait for it. We will consider it. Do some-
thing. What are you doing? You are here. Yesterday, you did
some resolutions, some bridge naming. It is the 8th of July. It is
the largest House of Representatives in the country. Move a bill.
We will wait for it. But you have two budget bills, and all reve-
nue bills have to start in the House, and we are being challenged
to do something different? I mean, that is absurd. That is absurd.

So, you know, if the Governor, who controls the House of
Representatives, wants something moved to show support for his
philosophy, he has the power to do it. He has the Speaker. He has
the Majority Leader. He has the majority of Members. Move a
bill, send it over here. We will wait for it, and then we will con-
sider it and go at that point. But to sit there and still--you are still
traveling around the State of Pennsylvania looking for support.
You know, you were traveling around in February, and that did
not work. You were traveling around in March, and that did not
work. You were traveling around in April, and that did not work.
You traveled around in May, and that did not work. We did a bus
tour in June, and that did not work. Let us try one more in July.
Maybe that will work. Maybe that will convince the people of
Pennsylvania they need a tax increase.

I do not know, Mr. President. We are looking for a resolution.
We can pass another bill that they do not like, which we know
they will not like, or we could get to common ground. Common
ground is, again, pretty wide parameters: no broad-based tax
increase, which the vast majority of Pennsylvanians do not want;
spend less money than we did last year, because we are in a re-
cession--people keep forgetting that we are in a recession; and
balance it in the out-years. That is a pretty simple parameter for
a compromise that we are ready and stand here to make happen.
Until then, pass a bill, Mr. President. Pass a bill.

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

Philadelphia, Senator Williams.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am going to ask for a

little latitude, if I could be so privileged as to interrogate the
Majority chairman of the Committee on Appropriations.

The PRESIDENT. Will the gentleman stand for interrogation?
Senator CORMAN. Absolutely.
The PRESIDENT. He indicates he will. The gentleman is in

order to proceed.
Senator WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. President. And before

I start, I had an epiphany last night. My grandfather visited me
in my dreams. So I want you to know that part to start with. He
was much more calm than my grandmother, so I will try to cover
his demeanor, because he said to calm down. So I will try to do
that today. I do not know if it is going to work, but I will try.

There were several meetings after the budget was introduced
by the Governor. It is my understanding that all four Caucuses
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were a part of that meeting, so I want to clarify that the gentle-
man was a part of all of those caucus meetings that were leading
up to the introduction of Senate Bill No. 850.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, there were several -- we
met on, I think, almost a weekly basis leading up through April
and May as four Caucuses. Yes, we did. Whether that was all the
meetings or not, all the four-Caucus meetings, I did participate
in.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, as I understand it, in
those meetings, there were revenue analysts from each Caucus
who were members of those meetings. Would that be correct?

Senator CORMAN. I am sorry, Mr. President, I did not hear
the question.

Senator WILLIAMS. Revenue analysts.
Senator CORMAN. Oh, yeah. Yes, Mr. President. There were

revenue analysts--well, there were staff at the meeting. The staff
had revenue analysts meet away from us, not at the same time as
the Members met, to go over certain figures, absolutely. But in
the actual four-Caucus meetings, the revenue analysts, I do not
think were there.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, it is my understanding
that in the meeting prior to the introduction of Senate Bill No.
850, the week before, maybe that week, in fact, the revenue ana-
lysts were a part of those meetings, and they, in fact, explained
that Senate Bill No. 850 would be out of balance, before the
introduction of Senate Bill No. 850. Is that correct, Mr. Presi-
dent?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, that is not correct. Again,
I do not believe any revenue analysts were at any of the -- I
should not say "any." None of our revenue analysts were at the
four-Caucus meetings. Now, the executive director of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations was there, but not a revenue analyst.
But there was no discussion in any of those four-Caucus meet-
ings about Senate Bill No. 850, whether it would be in balance
or not.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there were discussions,
as I understand it, about the specifics about where the revenue
stood in those meetings. Would that be accurate?

Senator CORMAN. Yes, we had, Mr. President -- we did
have meetings, and we did go over the balance sheet, and came
to a four-Caucus agreement with what the balance sheet would
look like. Correct.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, so the assumptions,
which were--which we have heard a lot about on this floor in
February and in May, those conversations were part of that con-
versation that occurred in those meetings. In other words, there
were specific conversations in those weekly meetings that talked
about the projected revenues each week.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, each week, maybe not. But
clearly, the four Caucuses did agree, leading up to all the meet-
ings before the introduction of Senate Bill No. 850, on what the
revenues would be for Pennsylvania.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, so the question that sort
of confounds those of us who happen to be on one side of the
aisle versus the other side of the aisle--because we have heard a
lot about Senate Bill No. 850 and how effective and responsible
it was, and then of course from our perspective, it was very irre-
sponsible, because it was in deficit when it was introduced. And
there have been conversations, or comments made on this floor,
that indicate that was surprising to everyone, because there were

assumptions that led up to Senate Bill No. 850. But if I am fol-
lowing the logic, and I am trying to follow the logic of this pro-
cess, when you had those revenue meetings or discussions, the
revenues were presented, then Senate Bill No. 850 was dis-
cussed, and at that point in time, someone had to understand that
Senate Bill No. 850 would not be in balance with the revenues
which were a part of that conversation.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I did not quite get all of
the question. I was being spoken to. So if the gentleman would
just repeat a little bit of it for me. I think I know where the gen-
tleman is going, but I want to make sure I am accurate with my
response.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, okay, if I could get my
staff up here to help me with whatever I want to say, I would be
happy to do that.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I need a lot more handling
than the gentleman does.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am sure. I understand.
The point I am making is very basic. There were revenue esti-
mates for several months prior to the introduction of Senate Bill
No. 850. Then there was the introduction of Senate Bill No. 850.
Those meetings prior to Senate Bill No. 850 talked specifically
about where the revenues were. I have watched, I read the news-
papers, I have seen all the TV shows that everybody is doing,
their version of the truth or their perspective. And everybody I
have ever heard from who supported Senate Bill No. 850, they
were surprised that there was a deficit between what they were
introducing and then what they had to vote upon, because they
were making certain assumptions. But the evidence sort of sug-
gests otherwise. If anybody was in those caucus conversations
with the four Members, then they would have known, based
upon the actual facts and discussions in that meeting, that the
revenues, what they were, would be short of what Senate Bill
No. 850 would support. So I am trying to find out from you, one,
how they arrived at the spending numbers of Senate Bill No.
850, contrary to the actual facts of where the revenues were.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I believe the last revenue
balance sheet that was put together before the introduction of
Senate Bill No. 850 was based on a $2.6 billion deficit. That was
in mid-April. As a matter of fact, that is where we started to do
Senate Bill No. 850, with a $2.6 billion deficit. I remember very
clearly the Wednesday before we introduced the bill, my execu-
tive director of the Committee on Appropriations came in and
said, boss, have you seen the April numbers? They are awful.
And at that point in time, we had to move the deficit estimate up
to $2.9 billion, which was reflected in Senate Bill No. 850.

So that was a deviation from what we all agreed to prior to
that meeting, because at that point, we were based on a $2.6
billion deficit. Then the April numbers came in, so we moved it
to $2.9 billion. Unfortunately, it has gone even higher, to $3.2
billion. But the last time before Senate Bill No. 850 was intro-
duced, the revenue analysts got together, and we agreed, as four
Caucuses, on a balance sheet, we all agreed on $2.6 billion. Then
the April numbers changed all that.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, am Ito understand that
the gentleman is suggesting--and I am going to have to research
this a little bit--the gentleman is suggesting that what we have
been saying, specifically being the Democrats, that either we are
not telling the truth or somebody's eraser did not work on that
particular day. The gentleman is suggesting that Senate Bill No.
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850 was balanced upon its introduction. Because my contention
is this--and we are going to make sure this is a part of the re-
cord--my contention is that Senate Bill No. 850 was out of bal-
ance on that day and, in fact, that everybody from the four Cau-
cuses knew that it was out of balance on that day.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, first of all, there was zero
discussion, and I say zero discussion, on any details of Senate
Bill No. 850 in a four-Caucus meeting. There was none. I will
say to the gentleman, with my integrity here on the line, because
I am the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations and the
sponsor of Senate Bill No. 850, it was our belief, and still is to-
day, that when we introduced the bill and passed it, the budget
was in balance. Again, the reason We have gotten past out of
balance is we based it on a $2.9 billion deficit, and it went to a
$3.2 billion deficit. The Governor's spring supplement, we did
not take into account. That was significantly more spending than
what we had considered. And the other difference I remember is
we based it on a 0.97-percent increase in revenues for 2009-10,
which would be counter from what the four Caucuses agreed to.
We thought we would have a little more rosier picture because
we believed in the President and his stimulus package.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, then I am kind of con-
fused even more. The gentleman sort of slipped something in the
conversation. The Federal stimulus package has what to do with
what the gentleman's projections were?

Senator CORMAN. Yes, thank you, Mr. President. We based
Senate Bill No. 850 on a 0.97-percent increase in revenues for
next year, that our revenues would increase by a little less than
1 percent. Okay. Now, the four Caucuses, when they did their
numbers, had a zero-based increase in revenues for next year.
The Governor is still sticking by that zero percent.

I am just saying that when we based Senate Bill No. 850, we
based it on a little rosier picture than what the four Caucuses had
agreed to - just 1 percent, a little less than 1 percent. So I do not
think it is a big leap on our part to think that we might have a
little less than 1-percent growth in our revenues. We may be
wrong. I mean, revenue estimates are calculated decisions. Last
year, when the Governor and the Secretary of Revenue and the
Budget Secretary, when they certified the revenue estimate for
2008-09, I am sure it was in a good-faith effort on their part.
They did not know they would be $3.2 billion off.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am not talking about the
Governor.

Senator CORMAN. Well, Mr. President, I am just telling the
gentleman that the only difference we varied from the four Cau-
cuses is--

Senator WILLIAMS. 1 percent, Mr. President.
Senator CORMAN. A little less than 1 percent, Mr. President.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I got that.
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, because we thought it

would be a little rosier picture.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I understand the 1 per-

cent.
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, because of the stimulus

package, we know that--
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we will return to the

question of the 1 percent. I just want to get, for the record, that
what the gentleman's comment is is that, first, it was, no, we
attended all the meetings--and I understand that Senate Bill No.
850 was not raised in those meetings. I got that. What I got, also,

was that the gentleman was in a meeting where revenue esti-
mates were talked about and discussed openly amongst the four
Caucuses and, by the way, agreed to. The gentleman went back
and developed Senate Bill No. 850 and then added a little bit of
sauce to the recipe.

Senator CORMAN. Correct, Mr. President.
Senator WILLIAMS. Correct, Mr. President?
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, a little less than 1 percent.

Correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, because the revenue esti-

mates did not jibe with the spending of Senate Bill No. 850 with-
out that 1 percent. Would that be correct?

Senator CORMAN. Well, Mr. President, that is what we
thought was the best way to estimate the revenues. We may be
right. We will find out next July. We may be wrong. Just as the
Governor was wrong this year by $3.2 billion. We do not think
less than 1 percent--

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we are not the Governor.
We are the legislature.

Senator CORMAN. I understand, Mr. President. But the Gov-
ernor certifies the revenue estimate.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, with all due respect to
the gentleman, I am here in the Senate. I am not in the Gover-
nor's Mansion. And franldy, I think the voters want to know what
we are doing. They are going to hold him to account. He is leav-
ing in 18 months. We will be here 3 years hence, possibly, when
that other deficit that the gentleman is talking about a lot may
arrive.

So let us just talk about what we are going to do, because
Senate Bill No. 850 was not the Governor's initiative. It was
from the Senate, which has 50 Members, not 203, not the Gover-
nor, 50 Members. Let us talk about Senate Bill No. 850 and how
we arrived at such responsible spending with Senate Bill No.
850. So that is what I want to talk about. I do not want to talk
about the Governor being wrong, because I heard all about that.
I understand that. Let us throw him under the bus. As a matter of
fact, back up four times. That is done.

Let us talk about Senate Bill No. 850. What I want to get clear
from Senate Bill No. 850, because we have heard about how
irresponsible we are because all we want to do is tax and spend.
I have heard that conversation forever. As a matter of fact, I have
even heard how absurd it is, how astonished--I have heard it, by
the way, from four or five different Members, so it is pretty re-
hearsed--how astonished they are that 203 Members have not
moved a bill. So I want to get to how wonderful Senate Bill No.
850 is going to be.

Now, Senate Bill No. 850 itself could not stand of its own
volition without that 1 percent. Is that correct?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, Senate Bill No. 850 spent
about $27.3 billion. The less-than- 1-percent revenue estimate
that we projected--you always project the revenue esti-
mate--probably makes up a little less than $250 million. So
again, that was our revenue estimate. Agree to disagree, the gen-
tleman is allowed, but that was our revenue estimate, which is
always a part of any budget, whether it is a positive revenue esti-
mate, a negative revenue estimate, or flat. That is all part of the
process of putting a budget together. So absolutely, Senate Bill
No. 850 was balanced based on a less-than-l-percent revenue
increase for next year, which makes for $250 million--
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Senator WILLIAMS. I have got it, Mr. President. By the way,
the four Caucuses come together to talk about revenue estimates
to have an understanding about real numbers. Would that be
correct?

Senator CORMAN. Correct, Mr. President.
Senator WILLIAMS. Okay, Mr. President. And the other

three Caucuses, they did not come up with this 1-percent number
that the gentleman is talking about, did they?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, the gentleman would have
to ask them.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am asking the gentle-
man. Were they a part of the discussion?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, in the four-Caucus discus-
sion, they came up with a flat revenue estimate.

Senator WILLIAMS. Right, Mr. President. So the other three
Caucuses were not a part of this 1-percent consideration that the
gentleman is talking about today, correct?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, that would be correct.
Senator WILLIAMS. Right, Mr. President. So we have Senate

Bill No. 850, which has a 1-percent number, either based upon
somebody else printing money or some money that we do not
know anything about. It is an assumption. Absent that, would it
be correct to state that there would be a deficit with the introduc-
tion of Senate Bill No. 850?

Senator CORMAN. No, Mr. President.
Senator WILLIAMS. Oh, Mr. President?
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, all budgets are assump-

tions. All revenue estimates are assumptions. We will not know
until next year whether our revenue estimate is correct or not.
Again, I do not think a less-than- 1-percent revenue estimate is an
outlandish revenue estimate for an increase in our revenues for
next year. We hope that we will do better than 1 percent.

Senator WILLIAMS. Well, Mr. President--
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, but, you know, 1 percent

is a pretty small number. So again, all budgets are assumptions,
and we are assuming that we get a little less than a 1-percent
increase in revenues next year and balance the budget on that.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask the gentleman if he
is aware that we are in a recession. As a matter of fact, it is the
greatest recession since the Great Depression. The gentleman is
aware of that?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, the gentleman is aware of
the recession.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, and in those time periods
when there was a depression, there was no growth. I am assum-
ing the gentleman is aware of that.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, the gentleman is aware.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, and in some recessions,

there is no growth. That is why they define it as a recession. Is
the gentlemen aware of that?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, the gentleman is aware.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, so that 1 percent, even

though it is nominal or minimal, that 1 percent, frankly, repre-
sents, you know, the mouse pushing the boulder up the hill, be-
cause there is no growth. We are in a recession. So while it may
be modest in its introduction, the facts would fly in the face of
fiction, because there is no ability for our economy to grow.

So I would like to understand, while it is small, while it is
nominal--by the way, the PIT that the Governor introduced was
half a percent. It was not even 1 percent. It was half of the 1 per-

cent that the gentleman talked about. But from all that I have
heard, a half a percent, in these extraordinary times, oh, my God,
we cannot even do that, because it falls on the backs of taxpay-
ers. But now I am hearing about 1 percent, it is a small, little
number. But none of the other three Caucuses have introduced it.
None of the four revenue analysts ever introduced it. And by the
way, in the middle of a recession--I do not know a lot; I am an
economics major, I know a little bit about this stuff--that is kind
of contrary to the situation which we are in.

So I would like to understand, who gave the gentleman this
1-percent number? What economist, what analyst from Wall
Street, who gave the gentleman this 1-percent number? Where
did it come from?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, again, the 1 percent that
we project--again, I think if the gentleman looks at many national
economists, some, not all, that is the problem with economists.
Some predict this, some predict that. Some predict that by the
fourth quarter of this year, which would be the second quarter of
our 2009-10 budget, that we could be coming out of the reces-
sion and moving forward. When we sat down as a Caucus with
our staff from the Committee on Appropriations and with our
analysts, we did not think that a less-than- 1 -percent rate of
growth was an overly optimistic point of view. Less than 1 per-
cent, even if we are wrong, is not that far off. We think it could
be better than that.

Now, to the gentleman's point, the PIT increase is a
16-percent increase and is also $1.5 billion as opposed to $250
million, just to compare and contrast the two that the gentleman
brought up earlier.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we can bounce numbers
around all day, but I want to talk about the gentleman's 1 percent.
So where did the gentleman get the 1 percent? I still--I mean, is
there a name attached to it? Is there an expert attached to it? I
just want to understand where it came from, because I still do not
hear that. I hear a lot of words around it. So, who gave us the 1
percent?

Senator CORMAN. I think, Mr. President, I said, the last time
the question was asked, that it was put together by the staff of the
Committee on Appropriations and the leadership staff, leadership
Members. When looking at the overall picture, we did not be-
lieve that a 1-percent increase in revenue was an overly optimis-
tic point of view. Next July, July 1, when we get here, the gentle-
man can come up here and say, boy, Senator, you are all wet. We
actually had a 2- or 3-percent loss, and the gentleman would be
right. But next July, we might be here, and we might have a
2-percent growth, and I will say, hey, that 1 percent was a little
conservative.

That is the problem with revenue estimates. They are projec-
tions. They are estimates, just like it was an estimate last year
that did not come true. We were off last year as well. The Gover-
nor was off. Revenue estimates are not a perfect science. And so,
by our staff that we put together internally here, we believed a
little less than 1 percent was clearly within the realm of possibil-
ity.

Senator WILLIAMS. . Well, Mr. President, I do not necessarily
want to wait until next year to come up and tell the gentleman
that he is all wet, because in the meantime, somebody may
drown. That is the problem. See, somebody is going to lose their
home based upon Senate Bill No. 850. Someone is going to lose
their job in some of these hospitals that you all think--as a matter
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of fact, some people talk on the floor and say, well, government
should run itself like a business. No, I have run a business. I have
owned a business. I have paid taxes on a business. I have worked
for a large corporation before. I understand what business does.
They raise the price. That is what they do. Or they run to the
Federal government like MG did and get a bailout. That is what
Wall Street did. That is what business does.

That sanctimonious attitude about--by the way, that is not
from the gentleman. I understand. My grandfather just spoke to
me. I need to calm down. But that attitude that business is effi-
cient in running corrective and self-righteous and perfect consid-
erations, now, that is absurd. That is absurd, because anybody
who is sitting in Pennsylvania today, if you poll them, they will
tell you how we got into this particular recession, close to de-
pression. It is because some people were too greedy, and they
dug into other people's pockets with their pension funds.

So I do not want to wait a year, because some people do not
have a year to wait. We do. We have lights. We have cameras.
We have health benefits. We have cars. We have salaries. We
have things we can do. But some other Pennsylvanians, they may
be a little bit put off by the consideration that we could wait an-
other year, because right now, they are all in my office, because
you guys are not taking visits. They are all in my office right
now saying, hey, do not close my school, and by the way, do not
raise my taxes any more in terms of property taxes. That is what
they are saying.

So what I understood is that the 1 percent did not come from,
necessarily, a Wall Street consideration or an economist of note
or somebody else who is internationally involved. It sort of came
from you guys and women sitting in a room on that side of the
aisle without consultation with the other revenue experts, and
said, hey, this sounds reasonable. One percent. Sort of makes
things work. Would that be accurate? Write that down for the
gentleman, please. Thank you.

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, first thing, I certainly am
cognizant and concerned, as the Senator is, about constituents.
He said that he does not want to wait a year because they might
drown in a year. I am not sure how our estimating $250 million
more of revenue that we can then spend on the people of Penn-
sylvania harms the people of Pennsylvania. And I would think
the Senator would want us to spend that $250 million, if not
more.

So the fact that we had a little rosier estimate of our revenue
gives us more money to spend and to provide the services that,
I think, the gentleman would like. So I am not sure how that
ultimately gets to people being harmed by our having a projected
less-than- 1-percent increase. Again, revenue estimates are just
that, estimates. Global insight usually gives us three estimates.
We try to pick something in between. I think back in May, when
we were discussing things with the gentleman's revenue analysts,
they had a 1.2-percent number at that point in time.

Again, the gentleman ultimately may be right. We will take
ownership of it. We believe there is a little less than a 1-percent
revenue estimate for next year. That is our best estimate. We
base it on data that we have. It gave more revenue for us to spend
on services, which, again, I would think the gentleman over there
would be happy about. So we will do our best and make a reve-
nue estimate for next year, and ultimately, the Governor decides
it. We do not decide it. We pass the budget, but ultimately, the
Governor is going to set the revenue. He sets the official revenue

estimate. We will give him our best advice, and we will base a
budget on that. Ultimately, the Governor, in consultation with the
Budget Secretary and the Secretary of Revenue, will set the reve-
nue estimate, and we will all live by that.

So for our projections of Senate Bill No. 850, which was to
pass a budget in May to get the conversation started so we could
try to be out of here by June 30--and you see how well that
worked--we projected a little less than a 1-percent growth.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, to respond to, before I
get to my next question, to respond to the rosy consideration and
being able to spend the other $250 million and thinking that I
would want to spend it, well, not here. Not here. Not anymore.
There are some Democrats who actually think that if you do not
have it, you cannot spend it. Contrary to popular perception, the
reality is this: projecting something in a recession that we know
is not going to occur is not only duplicitous, but it is very harm-
ful. One percent in a recession goes against all facts. I do not
care who sits in a room. Unless the gentleman can present to me
an economist who is suggesting that, for some obvious reason,
this economy is going to heat up in the next several months, that
1 percent is going to be hard-pressed to get to. So with all due
respect, I would love to have $250 million, but guess what? That
is a credit card purchase. That is not an actual dollar purchase.

But to the next question. We heard a lot about how the House
has not passed a budget, and that it is what has to happen for a
budget to occur. I draw the gentleman's attention to 1991. Is the
gentleman aware that in 1991, a budget came out of the Senate
and actually was the budget that was signed? There was not a
counter-budget, there was not anything passed by the House. Is
the gentleman aware of that?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, although there was a Jacob
Doyle Corman in the Senate in 1991, it was not I, so I do not
have all the facts and figures of 1991.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I--
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I have an expert here who

can tell me about 1991.
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, that is good.
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, nothing new to add.
Senator WILLIAMS. Well, Mr. President, actually, I was

wrong. It was from the House to the Senate, the Senate passed it,
and then it moved on. So this consideration that we actually have
to wait for the House to do something, with all due respect, we
do not have to wait for the House to do something. But that is
just a minor consideration in terms of the conversation. So I just
want to make sure that the gentleman is aware of that.

The other thing that I keep hearing a lot about is that Pennsyl-
vania falls into the 10th or the 11th most tax-burdened State in
America. But the personal income tax in Pennsylvania has us in
the 30s consideration in the States. I am not sure exactly what the
number is, but it is at that end of the scale. The tax burden -- how
do we get to 10 or 11 in terms of a tax burden? I am just curious.
I just want to understand that. Does the gentleman know?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I am not knowledgeable of
that exact statistic and how we got there. I know that Senator
Pileggi may be better to tell the gentleman that, since he is the
one who brought that into the conversation. I know it was done
by an independent taxing body in Washington, D.C. All the data
that they used to list us as 10th or 11th, I am not sure. All I know
is that people I represent feel they are overtaxed. And so, that is
just how I deal with that. Whether we are 10th, 20th, 40th, or
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50th, the people of Pennsylvania, at least in my district, feel like
they are overtaxed, and they are asking me not to raise their
taxes.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am really not respond-
ing to the emotions of the people out there. I am quite clear that
everyone I ran into over the holiday felt that they were overtaxed
also. I got that. But we also are here for a reason, to make sure
that they are aware of the facts. So the 10th or 11th, the gentle-
man is saying, can Senator Pileggi explain to us that number?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I do not want to speak for
the Senator. I know that he referenced it in one of his comments
recently. I did not reference it, so I do not have it in front of me,
so I cannot give the gentleman the exact computation of how
they got to 10th or 11th. It is the Tax Foundation, State and local
tax burden, 11th out of 50.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, so it is local taxes that
are probably driving that number. Would the gentleman agree?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, State and local, which, I
guess, is up to--I guess the ultimate thing is, whether I take it out
of your right pocket or whether I take it out of your left pocket,
you are not going to be any happier as long as I am taking it out
of your pocket.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, my point is that the State
consideration is not what drives us to 10th or 11th, because we
already agreed in this conversation that the PIT in this Common-
wealth is relatively low compared to other States, because it is
37, 38, whatever that number is. So if it is a combination be-
tween local and State, that is what the formula was, then I would
figure it might be local that might be driving that number. So I
am simply asking, does that make sense to the gentleman?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, certainly the local tax bur-
den is clearly part of it, but the PIT is not the only State tax. You
pay a sales tax. You pay a tax on liquor. You pay your
Johnstown Flood tax. You pay the capital stock and franchise tax
for businesses just go down to the consumer, you pay the C&I
tax. You can go on and on. There are a lot of State taxes. So to
just single out one tax and say that it is low, I think, misrepre-
sents the tax burden that the State pays. But the gentleman is
correct, local government drives us as well, and they have the
same responsibility that we do to keep taxes low.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, we would be grateful to
find out exactly what that formula looks like, because one of the
things that we are very concerned about is that local property
taxes will increase as a result of Senate Bill No. 850. I think the
gentleman has heard that conversation. So, to benefit us, if not
today, maybe tomorrow, because we are going to be here tomor-
row, the gentleman can present us the details of how they come
up with that number. But I would suggest, and I would assume,
that it is probably because of local taxes in the area supporting
education. And the gentleman, in terms of what I have heard
from the other side, that everybody is going to have a wonderful
day when it comes to public education because Senate Bill No.
850 increases the number, and the Federal stimulus money is the
way that that increase would occur. Would that be accurate?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, well, I think our point was
that, obviously, we are in a recession, so most State lines are
getting cut. The basic education subsidy of school districts is
being flat-funded, which, in a year when everything is getting
cut, is being treated higher than any other line, really, in State
government. Then, to help offset just the flat funding, there is a

significant amount of stimulus money that comes down strictly
to the school districts from the Federal government. So in a diffi-
cult recession year, which school districts are not immune to,
there is a decent amount of revenue still coming into the school
districts.

In fact, I believe the gentleman's school district, which he
represents the city of Philadelphia, has a subsidy north of $900
million in Senate Bill No. 850. So that is obviously a lot of
money. They have a lot of needs and issues down there as well.
They are trying to educate a lot of children, and so they need that
money. But my point is, in a recession, school districts are not
immune, counties are not immune. We all have to figure out how
to do with less and try to make things work a little better, be-
cause, quite frankly, the revenues are not there for any of us.

Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I just want to get for the
record--I need to understand the answer. And by the way, I am
proud to represent not only Philadelphia County but Delaware
County. So we can go through those numbers at a different time.
The question is, Senate Bill No. 850 flat-lines the spending ab-
sent Federal intervention through the stimulus program. I just
want to understand, is that accurate?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, it is accurate.
Senator WILLIAMS. Okay, Mr. President. So, we are--
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, can I clarify?
Senator WILLIAMS. Sure, Mr. President.
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, using some of the stimulus

money, just to be completely upfront with the gentleman, gets us
to flat-funding the basic education formula.

Senator WILLIAMS. Right, Mr. President. Okay. That ends
my period of interrogation, and I want to close with a few com-
ments, if the gentleman does not mind. If there is anything else
he wants to respond to?

Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I enjoyed it and look for-
ward to the next time.

Senator WILLIAMS. I thank the gentleman very much.
Mr. President, I am glad I listened to my grandfather last

night, God rest him. He said, Tony, your grandmother is right.
She just wants to have plain conversation and a plain understand-
ing of all these big numbers that we are talking about, and all this
"his fault, her fault, their fault" back and forth. But what I want
you to do, Tony, is try to approach it from a different vantage
point. Get somebody to explain it to you who may know a little
bit more than you do. As a matter of fact, why do you not talk to
the person who created the bill?

So I talked to the chairman of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. And what I heard was that Senate Bill No. 850, as ex-
plained by Senator Mellow on that date in May, he said for the
record that Senate Bill No. 850 was in a deficit of almost $900
million. Is that accurate? And no one refuted it on that day. So
we revisited history. So today, I asked the question, you know,
there were all these meetings which occurred, and there were
several conversations which occurred, and all the revenue ana-
lysts were in the meeting and they put the numbers in front of us,
and so, guess what? We cannot introduce Senate Bill No. 850
without making up a number. So guess what? We added 1 per-
cent and we balanced Senate Bill No. 850. The problem with that
1 percent--and I hope that everyone appreciates this--Senate Bill
No. 850 was in deficit, minus the projection of 1 percent of
money that we currently do not have; currently do not have. That



2009 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 911

means 1 percent of an economy that is not growing at 1 percent,
because we are in a recession.

And do not believe me. You know, when the Senator spoke
to the fact, he said, you know what, people do not want us to
raise taxes. They also do not want to lose their homes. They also
want their school districts to be funded properly, without, by the
way, the Federal government printing more make-believe money,
printing stimulus -- we are depending upon someone else's
checkbook? That is what the gentleman said.

And in response to all these kinds of fiscal conservatives,
these Blue Dog Democrats, these Red Dog Republicans, these
pink pig people who sit in the middle, I mean, whatever it is, all
these polka dots -- the response to this is that we present a fis-
cally responsible budget that is out of balance. And then we get
lectured to. People tell us that we are the ones at fault. We get
lectured to. By the way, they come on television, and they say,
Senate Bill No. 850 is a bit off now, we recognize that, and we
want to go back and revisit this, and we want to come back with
another Senate Bill No. 850-style budget.

Well, I do not know how it works in your household. I know
when my grandparents loaned me the car, when my grandfather
loaned me the car and I wrecked it, I ran it into a tree, I did not
get to run it into a tree again. I do not want to see another Senate
Bill No. 850-style budget that makes up numbers out of some-
place. I do not want to see another budget that, all of a sudden,
well, 1 percent does not work; well, then 2 percent. Yeah, that
might work. I do not think that is what Pennsylvania needs nor
wants.

I do not think anybody who is chasing the gentleman or chas-
ing me saying, hey, be careful about those taxes, but I also want
to make sure my school district is run properly, I also want to
make sure my hospital remains open, I also want to make sure
my highways are paved--you know, what they are looking for is
a little honesty and integrity in this process. They just want to
know what the truth is, and the truth is that whether it be Senate
Bill No. 850 or the Governor's proposal, we have a lot of work
to do, because both of them need money.

But the difference between the Governor's proposal and Sen-
ate Bill No. 850 is the Governor pays for his honestly. It may not
be popular. It may not be their cup of tea. But it does tell you
where real money is. It does not come up with some fictitious
Mickey Mouse number, that somebody, at 12 o'clock at night
who was tired and had their last piece of pizza, said, look, we
cannot cut anymore; we need money. That is what they said.
They said it, not us. They said it. They keep talking about what
the Governor has said and what the House has said, and send me
a budget that increases taxes. They put 1 percent into a budget
made up out of the sky because they needed money. They needed
money.

So what seems to be the most obvious thing is that all of us
know we need additional revenues. We all know we need addi-
tional revenues. So can we put that to rest? I do not want to have
any more lectures given to us about how the Governor is trying
to gouge pockets and drive people into bankruptcy because we
are going to put a tax burden upon them. They did too, if we are
going to have that kind of conversation. What it seems to me is
that the Governor had an honest commentary on what was neces-
sary. That is more revenues.

And when he said, hey, if it is not mine, you come up with
one, they came up with some obvious creation of a 1-percent

growth. I do not think that is very responsible. I do not think I
want to see another Senate Bill No. 850-style bill. I think what
I want to see is that the analysts who are paid by the Republican
Caucus--those people who actually know what they are talking
about--that they come into a room with our analysts and come up
with real numbers, not a guesstimate, not a plea, not a Hail Mary,
not because we have to make this bill work for television, not
because we want to look like we are the responsible ones, be-
cause in the meantime, most of Pennsylvania gets run over sev-
eral times.

What I would like to have happen is that we actually get into
a room, have an earnest conversation about how we need reve-
nues because all of our proposals fall short. Whoops, I guess I
slipped on a banana. Whoops, we made a mistake. No, that is not
going to work. Get into a room with the experts and allow re-
sponsible government to participate. Go back to your districts,
tell people honestly, this is why I am doing what I am doing, the
same as they did when they created a new stadium in Pittsburgh
and a new stadium in Philadelphia, in which two championships
were won.

But there was a lot of hullabaloo about that, because by the
way, big business then got their tax credits. Two large corpora-
tions got the benefit of our votes then. When Comcast showed up
and they needed tax credits to build their buildings, oh, we found
a way to support them. But now, when it comes to the little guy,
mom and Joe, who have paid for those things, for some reason,
we have run out of money. For some reason, the Governor is
now a bad guy. No, Senate Bill No. 850 did it. The Governor did
it. Let us get to the business of being responsible.

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

Centre, Senator Corman.
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, just really briefly, and then

I will turn it over to the next speaker.
Mr. President, the Senator made reference to Senate Bill No.

850 being out of balance when we started. And I do recall the
Democratic Leader referring to it as $884 million out of balance
when we passed it. We did not refute that at the time. It was at
the end of a long day.

But clearly, our balance sheet does show, at the end of
2008-09, an $884 million deficit. But on the balance sheet, if you
look carefully, we carried it to the top of 2009-10 as a deficit and
then balanced it within the 2009-10 spending year, since we were
doing the 2009-10 budget year, and we ultimately end up with a
$1.5 million surplus at the end of 2009-10; the same technique
used by the Governor in his latest document, where he shows a
$400 million deficit at the end of 2008-09 and then moves it up
to the top of the 2009-10 year as a deficit and then balances it in
the 2009-10 year. So I do not know if there was some confusion
on the other side of the aisle, but clearly--and I will submit this
balance sheet for the record--clearly, you know, not that it really
matters at this point, and it is not getting us any closer to a reso-
lution, but clearly, Senate Bill No. 850 did balance in May when
we put it together and passed it.

And just for the record, I know the gentleman is very con-
cerned about our little less-than- 1-percent increase for our pro-
jections in Senate Bill No. 850. I believe a staff member from
their Caucus by the name of John Raymond, I believe is his
name, predicted a 1.2-percent growth in 2009-10 on May 27. So,
you know, revenue estimates are just that, again, Mr. President.
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I hope Mr. Raymond is correct, because that is even rosier than
ours, and that means the economy will start to come back. You
know, whether it is 1.2 percent, whether it is a little less than 1
percent, or whether it is flat, clearly, they are all estimates, and
we will just have to wait, ultimately, until next year to find out
how accurate we were.

But this just goes to show you how, you know, we did not just
pull it out of the sky to balance the budget. We used the best
information we had.

Thank you, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT. Without objection, the document will be

spread upon the record.

(The following document was made part of the record at the
request of the gentleman from Centre, Senator CORMAN:)

S.B. 850
Balance Sheet

FY 08/09 FY 09/10

Beginning Balance 585,296 (884,083)

Revenue Estimate (Governor's 28,784.400 26,484.40(1 0.00%
Budget Document)

SR Revenue Adjustments 5/1/2009 (2,900A00) (350,1001

Adjusted Revenue Estimate 25,884,000 26.134.300 0.97%

Suspension of Tax Credits 250,000

Miscellaneous toed Transfel s 28.566

Cigarette Tax - redirect 25 cents per pack from 198,900
HCPRA to General Fund

Tranice from ()LI (ii tease Fund ( Mat Leila, 174.00))
Shale I Las Rei enact

'flimsier of I epdattve Surplus to Genet al Fund 100,000

Adjusted Revenues 26,158,000 26,611,766 1. 73%

Less: Refunds (1.125.000) (1.130,000)

Plus: Prior Year Lapses 91,000

Funds Available 25,709,296 24,59703

Expenditures:

Appropriations 28.206,930 24,596,110 -II .02%

Less: FY 2008-09 Supplemental Appropriation (1.116.742)
Reductions (Governor)

Less: Governor's Current Year Freezes/Lapses (556,809) 0

Total Expenditures 26,593,379 24,596,110 -7.51%

Adjusted Ending Balance (884,083) 1,573

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

Senator ORIE. Thank you, Mr. President.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDENT. For what reason does the gentleman rise?
Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, parliamentary inquiry.
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state it.

Senator MELLOW. Mr. President, we have a tradition in this
body that the Chair recognizes one party and then the other party,
back and forth. Since Senator Corman just finished, it would now
be Senator Dinniman's opportunity. Plus, we also have a tradition
here that you can only speak twice on the same subject, but we
do not care if you do or do not follow through on that. But we
think it is important, based on tradition, that after an individual
from one party speaks, it goes, then, back to the other party.

The PRESIDENT. The Chair was allowing the gentleman to
rebut the Senator from Philadelphia. The gentleman is correct in
that procedure, and I was allowing him to answer the interroga-
tor.

Senator MELLOW. Pardon me, Mr. President. I appreciate
that. I just wanted to make sure.

The PRESIDENT. Absolutely. The gentleman is correct.
Senator MELLOW. Thank you very much, Mr. President.
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from

Chester, Senator Dinniman.
Senator DINNIMAN. Mr. President, there is an expression

that all that glitters is not gold. Mr. President, if this were ever
true, it is in the education part of Senate Bill No. 850. Both sides
of the aisle have mistakenly told their school boards about all the
additional funds they are going to be getting as a result of the
stimulus money being rolled into the basic education formula.
And these school districts assume this is good news. But again,
all that glitters is not gold, because if you really begin to under-
stand what is happening in education, you will see that we are
creating a tremendous crisis for the majority of school districts
within this Commonwealth.

For example, part of the stimulus funding which school dis-
tricts will get directly--because remember, the argument is that
between what you get directly and between us folding in the
discretionary money, the State money, into your BEF, your basic
education formula, you are going to come out wonderfully. But
here is the problem. First of all, the money that they are getting
directly falls into two categories, either in Title 1 or in special
education. What Senate Bill No. 850 does not recognize is that
55 of the districts in this Commonwealth will get no Title 1
money because they do not qualify for the 5-percent poverty rate.

And what Senate Bill No. 850 does not recognize in terms of
direct money going in is even though all school districts will get
special education funding, that special education funding can
only be used for special education activities, just as those dis-
tricts that do get Title 1 funding can only use it for that. So yes,
I have this money, but I cannot spend it on other areas of my
budget. So it appears that I am getting a lot, it appears that I will
not have to raise my taxes, but in the end, I will have to, as a
school district.

But this gets even more difficult under what Senate Bill No.
850 does, because remember, you only get that special education
funding from the Federal government and Title 1 from the Fed-
eral government one time. So if you add it into the first year as
an increase, the truth of the matter is you are only getting half of
that increase, because it has to be for 2 years. And if you even
look at funding, such as special education moneys, and you say,
wow, I am in good shape, you had better remember that there is
no increase this year or next year under Senate Bill No. 850 in
terms of the State funding of special education. So you had better
take what you thought you were going to get as an increase in
special education, and you had better take and reduce that money
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and understand that there is no increase. This one-time Federal
expenditure has to make up for any State increases in special
education funding.

It is the same thing with the basic education formula. You
think this is a lot of money coming in the first year, but remem-
ber, it is only for 2 years. And remember that the Federal money
is for 2 years. And remember that the basic education formula
goes back not to last year but goes back to 2005-06.

All I am saying, Mr. President, is that those school districts
and those Senators who are saying to our school districts, hey,
man, you are getting the gold - you are not getting the gold. You
are getting something that people are telling you is gold and that
may glitter like gold, but it is not gold in the end, because in the
end, you are going to be losing money, as compared to the Gov-
ernor's bill or the compromise bill that our own Caucus, the
Democratic Caucus, has developed.

Because once again, understand this, and those who are
watching, I know this is a little complicated, but the basic prem-
ise is this: We get Federal funding to our local school districts.
If you are in a well-to-do school district, 55 in this Common-
wealth, you get no Title 1 Federal funding. And remember, you
get your special education funding, but you had better count that
money carefully, because the State is not increasing your special
education funding over the next 2 years, and you had better re-
duce that amount from what you have. And you had better also
understand that any of this Federal money that is targeted di-
rectly to school districts can only be spent on special education
and can only be spent on Title 1. You cannot put it in other areas
of the budget.

And then you had better understand that the money the State
is giving you, you had better cut that in two in terms of percent-
ages, because that is not going to increase over time, either, in
the next 2 years. And you had better understand that when 2
years is up, understand you have had no increase in special edu-
cation State moneys. You have had no increase in your BEF
based on State moneys. In fact, your BEF is based on 2005-06.
And then, my colleagues in this Chamber love to talk about the
cliff. Boy, is there going to be a cliff that we are going to have to
make up in this legislature, or the school districts across this
Commonwealth are going to have to raise their property taxes
sky-high just in order to survive.

And finally, Mr. President, what has to be taken into consider-
ation as we talk to our school districts is that $154 million of
categorical cuts have been made and are a part of Senate Bill No.
850. So if your school district depended on money as reimburse-
ment to charter schools or for certain special programs or for
dual enrollment or early childhood education funding, that is
either gone or cut by 50, 60 percent.

My concern is clearly this, Mr. President: that our school dis-
tricts need to understand the full implications of Senate Bill No.
850 as it involves education. They have to understand that what
they think is a lot of money, in the end, is limited money that can
only be spent in specialized areas. They have to understand the
categorical cuts that are being added onto this. And they had
better prepare for the cliff in 2 years, when the State has taken
the Federal discretionary money, and then it is no more, there is
no more money except for one time that comes directly to the
district, and then how are they going to pay for anything? And
what will happen to property taxes at that time?

So finally, Mr. President, my concern is that we can go and

wave our flag and go out of here triumphantly and say we have
saved taxpayers money, but in the end, in school district after
school district in this Commonwealth, starting next year, and
especially in 2 years, they are going to see such an increase in
property taxes. And we, in part, if we vote for Senate Bill No.
850, are going to be responsible for that significant increase in
property taxes. So let us get realistic. Let us not assume that Sen-
ate Bill No. 850 is going to help these school districts on a per-
manent basis.

You know, finally, we often talk about tax reform in this
Chamber. And let me tell you that Senate Bill No. 850 is a very
unusual way of going about property tax reform when, in the
end, it is going to cost much more for property tax than ever
before for school district after school district.

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

from Allegheny, Senator One.
Senator ORIE. Mr. President, I would just like to make some

brief remarks to respond to some of the comments made by my
colleagues. The Minority Leader put up a challenge to this au-
gust body for somebody to respond to the impact of the 1991
taxes on Pennsylvania and Pennsylvania's business climate and
Pennsylvania's growth. I never look away from a challenge. I am
pretty competitive, and I would like to step up to the plate on
behalf of our Caucus to speak directly to that.

In 1991, the legislature raised the corporate stock and fran-
chise tax from 9.5 percent to 13 percent. We became one of the
top in the nation when we did that. In 1991, the corporate net
income tax was raised from 8.5 percent to 12.25 percent. Pres-
ently, it is 8.9 percent. We are not even back to where we were
in 1991.

And one of the things I want to share about that is, when you
look at that, the taxes that were raised in 1991, it begs the ques-
tion: Where does Pennsylvania rank in regard to business
growth? And when we talk about taxes in Pennsylvania, let us
face it, it is these taxes that grow our economy, that enable us to
fund programs in Pennsylvania. Let me share with you some of
the national treatises and foundations, and where they rank Penn-
sylvania--and I would say that stimulates from the 1991 tax.

Forbes Magazine ranks Pennsylvania 41st in a new report on
the best States for businesses. In addition to that, my colleague,
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, referred to
The Tax Foundation - State and local tax burden, we are 11th out
of 50 States. The Small Business and Entrepreneurship Council
Business Tax Index of 2008 ranks us at 28, and number 1 is the
best. The Beacon Hill Institute's State Competitiveness Report
for 2008 ranks us at 34, and 1st is the best. The ALEC-Laffer
State Economic Competitiveness Index ranks us at 44th on eco-
nomic performance, out of 50, and 37th for economic outlook,
1st being the best. The Small Business and Entrepreneurial
Council, on policy environment for entrepreneurship, ranks us
24th, with number 1 being the best. The Tax Foundation, for
State business climate, ranks us 27th out of 50. Chief Executive,
the CEO magazine, for best States to do business, ranks us 37th.

When you look at this, you can obviously see the impact the
1991 business taxes had on Pennsylvania. And again, my col-
leagues have referred to the fact that government should not run
like a business. They may have a point there, but what govern-
ment does impacts business, impacts the growth of Pennsylvania,
impacts jobs in Pennsylvania. So I would like to say that.
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In addition, my colleague, Senator Williams, referred to why
we projected an under 1-percent rate of growth. If you recall, and
I can recall vividly, the President spoke about the stimulus mon-
eys and how the economy is going to kick in--come September,
it is going to kick in. The Senate Republicans put in this under
1-percent rate of growth, and every national economist said, one
after the other, it is going to kick in as of September. We listened
to them. We listened to the President, the Vice President. And
just this week, we hear from the President and the Vice Presi-
dent, oops, we overestimated the growth. We overestimated the
impact of the stimulus. So to point the finger at the Senate Re-
publicans for something like this is a stretch.

And I do want to share one last thing. You know, I hear my
colleagues across the aisle saying that we are so dogmatic in our
philosophy, no new taxes," that we are so dogmatic and we
have to walk away from this philosophy. Let me just share these
two quotes with you, Mr. President.

The first quote says: The worst economic crisis of our life-
time has dramatically re-ordered priorities in Washington, in
Harrisburg, and most importantly, around the kitchen tables in
homes all across our Commonwealth, where families are asking
themselves questions that were unthinkable just six months ago."

The second quote is: "...in an economy like this, the last thing
we should do is raise taxes on the middle class."

Mr. President, do you know who made those statements? The
first one, by Governor Rendell--now he has flip-flopped--and the
second, by President Obama. So this is not a dogmatic philoso-
phy, that we are stuck in stone. This is something that Democrats
and Republicans have learned, especially in Pennsylvania after
1991. The last thing you want to do in this economic climate is
raise taxes. If you raise taxes as suggested, and some of the PIT,
if you look at these treatises, I guarantee you Pennsylvania will
move even more dismally below where we are.

Those are the hardcore facts. That is the quest that my col-
league, the Minority Leader, put to us. And there you have it, the
cold facts showing Pennsylvania is dismal as a result of what we
did in 1991. Thank you, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Senator John C. Rafferty,
Jr.) in the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from Philadelphia, Senator Hughes.

Senator HUGHES. Madam President, well, you know what,
in 1991, my son was 1 -- excuse me, Mr. President. I am sorry,
Mr. President. It is so good to see the gentleman up there.

In 1991, my son was 1 year old. Now, he is headed off to
West Point. Okay? That is ancient history. Ancient history. In
1991, he was 1 year old. Ancient history. I was a member of the
House of Representatives. That dog does not hunt, Mr. President.
It does not even get off the porch.

The truth of the matter is that the policies that we have
worked under the last 6 years of this administration have helped
Pennsylvania stave off this economic crisis that we are now in-
volved with. If you look around the State of Pennsylvania, you
will see the hell that New Jersey has been in, the hell that New
York has been in economically, and all the other States around
us. But we have been able to push it off because we have had
thoughtful economic policies that have allowed us to stave off
the nonsense, the nonsense that preceded that.

There was a huge administration prior to the administration of
Governor Rendell that created policies that basically helped one
constituency and did nothing for the average person here in the
Commonwealth. So we have had good policies over the last 6
years that have put us in a good position. The crisis that we are
in right now, Mr. President, is a crisis not of your making, not of
my making. It is not a Senate Republican crisis. It is not a Senate
Democratic crisis. It is not the crisis of the Governor. It is a na-
tional recession and an international recession that we are deal-
ing with that has finally come home to roost in the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania. It has been brought to us by forces out-
side. Outside.

So now we have to figure out how we are going to deal with
this. And some of the conversation has been, as I said a week
ago, we cannot do this, we cannot do that, we cannot do this, we
cannot do that. We cannot, cannot, cannot, cannot, cannot, can-
not, cannot. We have to go back to life as it was 3 or 4 years ago.
We have to live within our means. If we were a business, we
would have to operate under some of those philosophies. Well,
you know what? Government is not a business. And that is a
good thing, because government was created to be flexible
enough to be able to respond to the needs of the people, in the
economic condition and the social condition that we are in right
now.

So here we are in a situation. We were presented with Senate
Bill No. 850, and soon after it passed, I will not say immediately
when it passed, but soon after it passed, that document not only
was a bad budget, it became a bogus budget, because soon after
it passed, it was $1.5 billion in deficit. That is the deal. But I am
not going to get lost in whether there was a deficit, or whether it
is the Houses responsibility to do something, or whether it is the
Senates responsibility to do something. I am going to talk about
what Senate Bill No. 850 offered up on its face.

In one particular area that I have a deep concern about, as the
Democratic chairman of the Committee on Health and Wel-
fare--and these are not numbers that I brought up, I thought up,
or that our own staff did research on. This comes from informa-
tion from the Hospital Association of Pennsylvania. Now, the
hospital community is an incredibly important constituency and
community in Philadelphia, Montgomery County, and southeast-
ern Pennsylvania. The Presiding Officer knows that. He is a resi-
dent of that area. We know how important these hospitals are.

Some of the finest hospitals not just in this State, some of the
finest medical providers not just in the country, some of the fin-
est medical providers in the entire world reside right in our own
backyard, are partners in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
and they thrive and do well and provide incredible services right
in southeastern Pennsylvania. Well, the Hospital & Healthsystem
Association provided a document about a week or so ago that
talked about what the Medical Assistance cuts would mean, as
proposed in Senate Bill No. 850, what they would mean for the
hospital community all across the Commonwealth. A potential
impact of over 13,000 jobs; 13,000 jobs, Mr. President.

And we have to take this conversation that we have been hav-
ing, which is, it is the House's responsibility, it is the Senate's
responsibility, it is the Governor running around the State talking
to people -- God forbid that the Governor go around the State
and educate people about what is going on. My goodness, that is
a terrible thing. The Governor goes around and talks to people,
just like when we go around to our own districts and we talk to



2009 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 915

people. But that is another story. The Governor going around the
State - it is not about that.

We get lost in some of this conversation about whose this and
whose that. Let us talk about what it means, not my numbers, but
Senate Bill No. 850's. Senate Bill No. 850, on its face, before it
morphed into this bogus budget that is an extra $1.5 billion out
of whack, had the impact of causing direct hospital job loss in
southeastern Pennsylvania. That is Philadelphia, Bucks County,
Montgomery County, Delaware County, and Chester County.
Philadelphia, Delaware County, Chester County, Montgomery
County, and Bucks County. A potential job loss, direct hospital
jobs lost in Senate Bill No. 850, on its face, 1,927 jobs lost.

And then the report indicates that there is a ripple effect of
jobs lost because the hospital community is so important and so
vital. That ripple effect becomes 1,900 to 3,600 jobs. Three thou-
sand, six hundred thirty-four jobs. It is right here, black and
white, directly from the Hospital & Healthsystem Association:
A dollar impact of $174 million lost, 1,927 direct jobs, 3,634
jobs lost in southeastern Pennsylvania.

What are we talking about? $174 million lost. Well, let us run
down some of the names of some of these institutions:

Thomas Jefferson University Hospital system, $11.7 million
lost in Medical Assistance cuts as a result of Senate Bill No. 850;
Hahnemann University Hospital, $14 million lost, and there are
jobs related to that, in addition to the fact that there are services
that will be denied people because of the loss, because of what
is in Senate Bill No. 850; Temple University Hospital, Inc., $47
million in total cuts they would feel if Senate Bill No. 850, on its
face, Mr. President, became law; Presbyterian Medical Center,
$4 million.

Children's Hospital of Philadelphia, recognized as the num-
ber-one hospital in the nation, if not the world--there are count-
less numbers of individuals who work on the floor of this Senate,
who work in the House of Representatives, who have come to
me and some of my colleagues and said, can you hook me up
with Children's Hospital? Can you get me a doctor or service
provider at Children's Hospital? Because they are the best, and
I need help. And these are individuals, Mr. President; who are
not from southeastern Pennsylvania. These are some of my col-
leagues. Children's Hospital, one of the finest institutions in the
world, loses $12 million; Mercy Hospital of Philadelphia, $4.6
million loss; Hospital of the University of Pennsylvania, $11.1
million loss.

We could go on and on and on with the list. We go outside of
the city - Lancaster General Hospital, $1.3 million loss. On and
on and on. Milton S. Hershey Medical Center, $4.1 million loss;
Pinnacle Health Hospitals, $1 million loss. And there are more.
So many more.

Now, that is what this thing is all about. And I put those num-
bers out there because I need folks to understand something in
direct--and this is where it gets a little bit complicated, but I am
going to keep it as simple as I can. Senate Bill No. 850 was out
of balance within weeks after it left here. Some say it was out of
balance when it left here. I did not vote for it. But some say it
was out of balance when it left here. But we know, within weeks
after it left here, it was $1.5 billion out of balance.

So now, what you have to do, Mr. President, because all those
numbers I just read are numbers that relate to Senate Bill No.
850, now you have to say, all right, now we have Senate Bill No.
850, which is $1.5 billion in the hole. So now you have to look

at, well, here is Senate Bill No. 850, and now we have to find
$1.5 billion more to cut. Because remember where the conversa-
tion is now, it is in the "cannot." We cannot find new revenues.
So now we have to cut back more.

So all these numbers, Mr. President--Temple University Hos-
pital, Inc., is $47 million in the hole. Now, you have to find $1.5
billion more. That means that number is going to go up. If we do
not find new revenues, that number is going up. Mercy Hospital
of Philadelphia, $4 million. That number is going to go up. It is
not going to go down. That hole is going to get bigger. It is not
going to get smaller. It is going to get bigger. Abington Memo-
rial Hospital, $1.3 million in the hole. That number is going to
get bigger, probably well over $2 million. Albert Einstein Medi-
cal Center, a hugely important facility throughout southeastern
Pennsylvania, that number is $16 million. That number is going
to get bigger.

And that is what this is all about. There are real people at the
end of all these numbers. They work at these facilities. They get
services from some of these facilities. We cannot be about the
business of just casually casting them aside and saying, well,
they do not mean anything, they have no value, they will just
close down for a little bit, they will just contract some of the
services that they are providing. These hospitals are already op-
erating on the border. These are the institutions that are not mak-
ing money. They are operating within a slight margin. They only
have a little bit that they can spare. If they go down, if they get
hit and they get hit bad, there is a ripple effect, based on the in-
formation from the Hospital & Healthsystem Association.

There are jobs that are going to be lost. Real lives are going
to be impacted, and real services will be denied people. Where
do you go now in the southeast to have a baby? Who provides
those services? Well, if you yank the heart out of this hospital
community that employs so many people, that is such a huge
driver--those few facilities, those few hospitals that provide OB
services, they will not be operating anymore. Where does an
expectant mother go to have her child?

I just talked to two people within a 3-hour period earlier to-
day, Mr. President, and you know how it works. You are on the
phone getting information from folks, talking to people, trying to
address their problems, to address their issues. Within 3 hours,
I had two separate conversations about what is happening in the
emergency rooms in our hospitals right now. The emergency
rooms, for those who do not know or are not paying attention,
the emergency rooms are in overflow status right now, and they
have already been filled up. They are in overflow status.

Now, Mr. President, these happen to be two individuals who
know their way around the system. You know what I am talking
about. They know how to navigate the system. They know how
to make the right phone calls, get the right connections. And they
do not usually get frustrated when there are issues. They figure
out their way around the system. But they are in an overflow
situation because unemployment is going up, more people are
out on the street looking for jobs, and they do not have health
services, which is an issue we still have not dealt with, so they
had to go to the emergency room to get dealt with. One of them
waited in the emergency room for probably about 18 hours. An-
other one waited so long that they could not take it anymore, and
they had to figure out another way to get the services that they
needed.
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Now, it is not about the House had it, and then the Senate had
it, and then it was shuffled off in a technical maneuver to the
Governor so that he could do this, and arrange for an amendment
to go over there to stop the flow, and then create an understand-
ing of what the new revenues were going to be. That is all inside
baseball. That is all inside politics. Those are some of the rele-
vant footnotes in a book that is long and deep and involved,
which this one is.

We have to act in a different way about this thing. Real peo-
ples lives are at the end of the line on this, and I am not just
talking about my colleagues here. I am talking about those folks
who have the responsibility to pay attention to what it is that we
do. They have shirked their responsibility. They have spent their
time looking the other way, not paying attention, not focusing on
what it is that we are really talking about here.

When you talk about thousands of jobs being lost in one in-
dustry that is hugely vital to a region, when you are talking about
the services lost, services denied, services shuttered, when you
talk about that, you are talking about impacting real lives. When
you talk about, well, let us just throw it back 3 or 4 years and
make it like it was in the good old days. Shoot, sometimes those
days, they may have been old, but they were not too good.

• These are real lives we are dealing with here, real concepts we
are dealing with here. We have to be adult about this. We have
to understand that we cannot cut our way out of this and that we
are not a business. We are a government of the people, we repre-
sent the people, and we need to make decisions that are in the
best interest of all the people. It is not "cut, cut, cut," and it sure
is not "tax, tax, tax." But we cannot do this. We cannot solve this
problem in a responsible, thoughtful way without coming to
some real agreement. July 17 is right around the corner, and I am
not going to be in the position, nor will I allow any of my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle to be in a position where we
stand up and say we did not do anything or we did not educate
people about what is going on. Because on July 17, people are
going to open up their paychecks or look in their checking ac-
counts, and that direct deposit is going to come up short, and that
paycheck is going to come up short.

The Governor has already talked about laying off 800 people,
and if you do what is represented in Senate Bill No. 850, if you
do what is represented in the manifestation of Senate Bill No.
850, with an extra $1.5 billion worth of cuts, then more people
are going to be lined up in the unemployment line, more people
are going to be laid off, more people are going to be out of work,
and more people are going to receive fewer services.

Service cuts. Job cuts. That is what is ahead of us. We have
to be thoughtful. We have to be responsible. We have to talk
about what is happening in the here and now. We have to reflect
on what the reality is, not get caught up in some nonsense about,
the bill was over here and the bill was over there and who did
this and who did that. We have to come together and solve this
problem and understand that we are so far, so far in a negative
situation, so far out of balance, out of whack--Senate Bill No.
850, this bill, that bill, all of them, are so far out of whack that
the only things that are available to find dollars from, if we keep
on cutting, are some of our more sacred institutions.

And that is the final point here, Mr. President. There are some
sacred institutions that exist in this Commonwealth, important
institutions, vital institutions. Well, they may wind up on the
chopping block if the conversation is "cut, cut, cut." If the con-

versation about our major institutions that are now receiving a
significant largesse around this Commonwealth, we are going to
have to look at--if the conversation is about "cut, cut, cut," we
are going to have to look at those institutions to see whether they
can cut the mustard or whether we should continue to fund them.

Should our major higher education institutions get all the
money that they get? That is going to be the next question if the
conversation is about "cut, cut, cut." Our major institutions are
huge, important drivers for this Commonwealth. They help us to
stand up and stand out among some of the best institutions in the
country - Penn State; Temple; the University of Pittsburgh; Lin-
coln University, one of the oldest historically black colleges and
universities in the nation. They are the ones. They are next. If the
conversation is just "cut, cut, cut, cut, cut," they are next. And
the only way to get to this out-of-balance, out-of-whack number
that exists, that we have to meet, is to look at those institutions.

Mr. President, there are real lives at the end of these numbers,
real people who can lose their jobs, real services that will be
denied, and they are really important to a whole lot of folks
around here. Let us change this dialogue, and let us get this thing
done. Let us not walk down a path, a precipice that could lead us
to do some things that are unnatural for where it is we need to go
with respect to trying to move this State forward.

We are trying to move forward. We are not trying to move
backward, and moving forward requires a certain amount of
courage and intellectual honesty that forces us to make tough
decisions in difficult times. And now we are challenged to do
that. The question will be, will we step up to the challenge or
will we walk away with our heads in our hands?

Thank you, Mr. President.

ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE SECRETARY

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

SENATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

COMMITTEE MEETINGS

THURSDAY, JULY 9, 2009

Off the Floor RULES AND EXECUTIVE Rules Cmte.
NOMINATIONS (to consider certain Conf. Rm.
executive nominations)

FRIDAY, AUGUST 7, 2009

1:00 P.M. EDUCATION (public hearing on St. Francis
School Consolidation) University

117 Ever-
green Dr.
Loretto, PA

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the gentle-
man from York, Senator Waugh.

Senator WAUGH. Mr. President, I move that the Senate do
now recess until Wednesday, July 9, 2009, at 10 a.m., Eastern
Daylight Saving Time.

The motion was agreed to by voice vote.
The Senate recessed at 4:50 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving

Time.


