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The Senate met at 11:30 a.m., Eastern Daylight Saving Time 

The PRESIDENT (Lieutenant Governor Jim Cawley) in the 
Chair. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Reverend JAMES A. McCAULLEY, Pastor of 
Bible Baptist Church, Indiana, offered the following prayer: 

Thank you. It is an honor to be here today to serve you in this 
capacity. Shall we pray. 

Eternal God, our refuge and our strength, our very present 
help in time of trouble, we come to You today with thanksgiving 
to make our request known unto God. We have so much for 
which to be thankful, for we are so richly blessed. We are 
blessed to live in this great land, and more to the point this day, 
we are blessed to live in this great Commonwealth. We are 
blessed to gather in this place, where those who represent this 
State of Pennsylvania gather to tend to the affairs at hand. Our 
request is very simple. Scripture says that if any man lacks wis-
dom, let him ask of God. So we lift our eyes unto the hills from 
whence cometh our help this day, for we stand in need of Your 
blessing, Your wisdom, and Your guidance. 

And Father, for those who are gathered here today to deal 
with the business at hand, I ask that You would grant each one 
wisdom to understand the process and what needs to be done. 
Then, Father, I pray that You would grant them the courage of 
their convictions to stand true, and that as a result of the business 
at hand this day, we will be so much the better for having been 
in this place. This is our prayer this day, in the name of Christ, 
my Savior. Amen. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair thanks Pastor McCaulley, who 
is the guest today of Senator Don White. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

BILLS INTRODUCED AND REFERRED 

The PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following Senate 
Bills numbered, entitled, and referred as follows, which were 
read by the Clerk: 

October 26, 2011 

Senators WILLIAMS, KITCHEN, STACK, HUGHES, 
WASHINGTON, FARNESE and TARTAGLIONE presented to 
the Chair SB 1301, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in assessments of persons and 
property, further providing for definitions; and providing for applica-
bility. 

Which was committed to the Committee on FINANCE, 
October 26, 2011. 

Senators WILLIAMS, KITCHEN, STACK, HUGHES, 
WASHINGTON and FARNESE presented to the Chair SB 
1302, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of August 26, 1953 (P.L.1476, 
No.433), referred to as the Philadelphia City-County Consolidation 
Act, further providing for powers of the council. 

Which was committed to the Committee on URBAN AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING October 26, 2011. 

Senators WILLIAMS, KITCHEN, STACK, HUGHES, 
WASHINGTON, FARNESE and TARTAGLIONE presented 
to the Chair SB 1303, 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 dis-
tress in school districts of the first class. 

Which was committed to the Committee on EDUCATION, 
October 26, 2011. 

Senators ARGALL, PIPPY, SCARNATI, WARD, M. 
WHITE, RAFFERTY, SCHWANK and BOSCOLA presented 
to the Chair SB 1307, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of December 21, 1989 (P.L.672, 
No.87), known as the Health Club Act, further providing for em-
ployee available to administer cardiopulmonary resuscitation. 

Which was committed to the Committee on CONSUMER 
PROTECTION AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSURE, Octo-
ber26, 2011. 

Senators ARGALL, ORIE, FONTANA, M. WHITE, 
ALLO WAY, MENSCH, FOLMER, YUDICHAK, WAUGH 
and FERLO presented to the Chair SB 1309, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 53 (Municipalities Generally) of the 
Pennsylvania Consolidated Statutes, in consolidated county assess-
ment, further providing for appeals by taxing authorities. 

Which was committed to the Committee on FINANCE, 
October 26, 2011. 



1100 	 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 
	

OCTOBER 26, 

Senators ORIE, SOLOBAY, RAFFERTY, WARD, 
FONTANA, KASUNIC, BROWNE, HUGHES, ALLOWAY, 
BOSCOLA, ERICKSON, SCHWANK, TARTAGLIONE, 
YUDICHAK, FOLMER, FERLO and EARLL presented to 
the Chair SB 1311, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of July 10, 1981 (P.L.214, No.67), 
known as the Bingo Law, further providing for definitions, for rules 
for licensing and operation, for revocation of licenses and for penal-
ties. 

Which was committed to the Committee on FINANCE, 
October 26, 2011. 

Senators SCHWANK, FONTANA, M. WHITE, RAFFER-
TY, TARTAGLIONE, HUGHES, FARNESE, WASHING- 
TON and FERLO presented to the Chair SB 1313, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of May 17, 1921 (RL.682, No.284), 
known as The Insurance Company Law of 1921, providing for physi-
cal therapy benefit design. 

Which was committed to the Committee on BANKING 
AND INSURANCE, October 26, 2011. 

Senators FARNESE, WILLIAMS, HUGHES, STACK and 
TARTAGLIONE presented to the Chair SB 1314, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of April 16, 1992 (P.L.155, No.28), 
known as the Assessors Certification Act, further providing for 
nonapplicability. 

Which was committed to the Committee on CONSUMER 
PROTECTION AND PROFESSIONAL LICENSURE, Octo-
ber 26, 2011. 

HOUSE MESSAGES 

HOUSE BILLS FOR CONCURRENCE 

The Clerk of the House of Representatives presented to the 
Senate the following bills for concurrence, which were re-
ferred to the committees indicated: 

October 26, 2011 

HB 1091, 1827 and 1862 -- Committee on Transportation. 
HB 1603 -- Committee on Judiciary. 
HB 1893 -- Committee on Community, Economic & Rec-

reational Development. 

BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES 

Senator BRUBAKER, from the Committee on Finance, 
reported the following bills: 

SB 746 (Pr. No. 1720) (Amended) 

An Act amending the act of March 4, 1971 (P.L.6, No.2), known 
as the Tax Reform Code of 1971, in realty transfer tax, further pro-
viding for definitions, for excluded transactions, for documents relat-
ing to associations or corporations and members, partners, stockhold-
ers or shareholders thereof and for acquired company; and, in inheri-
tance tax, further providing for transfers not subject to tax. 

SB 1150 (Pr. No. 1721) (Amended) 

An Act providing tax credits for the rehabilitation of historic 
structures. 

SB 1263 (Pr. No. 1627) 

An Act amending the act of April 9, 1929 (P.L.343, No.176), 
known as The Fiscal Code, in general budget implementation, further 
providing for the Department of Labor and Industry. 

SB 1267 (Pr. No. 1722) (Amended) 

An Act authorizing abatement of real estate taxes because of de-
struction or damage of property by Hurricane Irene or Tropical Storm 
Lee, or the refund of the amount of such taxes by certain political 
subdivisions; and authorizing assessment of properties retroactive to 
August 1, 2011, and a limited moratorium on the increase of certain 
real estate taxes. 

Senator GORDNER, from the Committee on Labor and 
Industry, reported the following bill: 

SB 1310 (Pr. No. 1700) 

An Act amending the act of December 5, 1936 (2nd Sp.Sess., 
1937 P.L.2897, No.!), known as the Unemployment Compensation 
Law, further providing for the definition of "wages," for determina-
tion of contribution rate, for additional contribution for interest, for 
collection of contribution and interest and injunctions, for Interest 
Fund, for recovery and recoupment of compensation; and providing 
for unemployment compensation solvency bonds and for unemploy-
ment compensation amnesty program. 

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 Mcllhinney. 

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

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

JOURNAL APPROVED 

The PRESIDENT. The Journal of the Session of September 
26, 2011, is now in print. 

The Clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the Session of 
September 26, 2011. 

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I move that further read-
ing of the Journal be dispensed with and that the Journal be 
approved. 

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-49 

Alloway Erickson One Vogel 
Argall Farnese Piccola Ward 
Baker Ferlo Pileggi Washington 
Blake Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Boscola Fontana Robbins White Donald 
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Brewster Gordner Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Browne Greenleaf Schwank Williams 
Brubaker Hughes Smucker Wozniak 
Corman Kasunic Solobay Yaw 
Costa Kitchen Stack Yudichak 
Dinniman Leach Tartaglione 
Earil Mcllhinney Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Mensch Vance 

NAY-0 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Journal is approved. 

RECESS 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
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. 

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

Senator COSTA. Mr. President, Senate Democrats will 
meet in the rear of the Chamber. 

The PRESIDENT. For purposes of Republican and Demo-
cratic caucuses, without objection, the Senate stands in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

CALENDAR 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 1 (Pr. No. 1711) -- 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, in opportunities for edu-
cational excellence, further providing for definitions and for concur-
rent enrollment agreements; in charter schools, further providing for 
definitions; establishing the Charter School Funding Advisory Com-
mittee; further providing for powers of charter schools, for charter 
school requirements, for powers of board of trustees, for establish-
ment of charter school, for contents of application, for terms and 
form of charter, for State Charter School Appeal Board, for facilities, 
for enrollment, for funding for charter schools, for annual reports and 
assessments, for causes for nonrenewal or termination and for provi-
sions applicable to charter schools; providing for effect on existing 
charter schools; further providing for powers and duties of depart-
ment, for assessment and evaluation, for school district and interme-
diate unit responsibilities and for establishment of cyber charter 
school; repealing provisions relating to enrollment and notification; 
further providing for applicability of other provisions of this act and 
of other acts and regulations; providing for opportunity scholarships 
and for educational improvement tax credit; and repealing provisions 
of the Tax Reform Code of 1971 relating to educational improvement 
tax credit. 

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

HUGHES AMENDMENT A5824 OFFERED 

Senator HUGHES offered the following amendment No. 
A5824: 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 24, by inserting after "scholarships': 
for hope academies 

Amend Bill, page 113, line 4, by striking out "AN ARTICLE 
and inserting: 

articles 
Amend Bill, page 113, by inserting between lines 4 and 5: 

assessment or another test established by the State Board of Educa-
tion to meet the requirements of section 2603-B(d) (10) (1) and re-
quired under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Law 107-
110, 115 Stat. 1425) or its successor Federal statute or required to 
achieve under other standards established by the Department of Edu-
cation under 22 Pa. Code § 403.3 (relating to single accountability 
system). 

'Department." The Department of Education of the Common- 

b) Hone Academies 
Section 1710-C. Hope Academy Pilot Program. 

(a) Establishment--The Hope Academy Pilot Program is estab-
lished as a four-year pilot program to require a school district that 
experiences any reduction in student enrollment at a school due to 
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education of all students in the hope academy student assignment 
area. 

(2) Operate in the same school facility where the school 
previously operated, where feasible. 

(3) Operate utilizing minimum standards governing annual 
increases in the academic performance indicators that are established 
by the school district. 

(4) No later than 30 days following the initial startup of a 
hope academy, conduct ongoing assessments of student performance, 
including an initial baseline assessment of knowledge and skills in 
each grade level and academic content area in which instruction will 
be provided. 

(5) Establish data-driven instructional programs. 
(6) Provide curriculum that is aligned with State academic 

standards contained in 22 Pa. Code Ch. 4 (relating to academic stan-
dards and assessment). 

(7) In the case of a school that provides kindergarten in-
struction, provide a full-day kindergarten program. 

(8) Provide appropriate educational programs for students 
who are eligible for special education and related services, English 
Language Learner services and mentally gifted services. 

ceed 15 students to I teacher for elementary grades and 20 students 
to I teacher for secondary grades. 

(12) Provide for appropriate school staffing that includes 

(ii) Professional development. 
(iii) Coordination with community partners. 
(iv) An increase in extracurricular activities for hope 

academy students. 
(b) Required elements.-- 

(1) A school district shall operate a hope academy. 
(2) (i) Staff at a hope academy shall be employees of the 

school district who are selected by the school district for employment 

sharing of information between families and teachers and who is 
available to meet with parents after normal school hours. 

(v) Provision of supports to families for students most 
at risk of academic failure, truancy and dropping out of school by 
school-based social workers and home and school visitors. 

NO Programs to improve parent and student satisfac-
tion, which may include programs to improve communications with 
parents and provide parents with opportunities to provide feedback to 
the school. 

(15) Programs to improve access to intensive social ser-
vices for hope academy students and their families, which may in-
clude family counseling services, home, school and community 
safety programs and substance abuse treatment. A hope academy 
may provide such services or work with community providers or 
public or private institutions to refer students and families to these 
services. 

(16) Formulate and implement programs designed to im-
prove the learning environment and school culture, which shall in-
clude measures to ensure the safety of students and staff, and may 
include the following: 

(1) Positive behavioral supports. 
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school that incorporates the standards established under paragraph 
UI 

(4) Negotiate with the representative of the employee orga-
nization for the establishment of a new supplemental agreement to 
the collective bargaining agreement to establish agreed-upon criteria 
for the continued employment of the school's teachers in the hope 
academy and to provide for the continued employment of those 

"Hope academy." A hope academy established under Article 
XVII-C. 

Amend Bill, page 156, by inserting after line 30: 
(e) Hope academy.-- 

(I) A hope academy may submit an application to the de-
partment on a form provided by the department. 

(2) No later than May I of each year, the department shall 
annually distribute such sample forms, together with any forms on 
which the reports are required to be made, to each hope academy on 
the list established under subsection (g). 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 1, by striking out "j" and inserting: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 3, by striking out "Q" and inserting 
a comma: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 3, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 
TION" where it occurs the second time: 

or hone academy 
Amend Bill, page 157, line 4, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 

TION": 
or hope academy 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 5, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 
TION": 

or hope academy  

Amend Bill, page 157, line 7, by striking out "IE1" and inserting: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 9, by striking out 'Q' and inserting 
a comma: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 9, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-
TION" where it occurs the second time: 

or hope academy 
Amend Bill, page 157, by inserting between lines 24 and 25: 
(C) Hope academy.--A business firm must apply to the depart-

ment for a tax credit. A business firm shall receive a tax credit if the 
hope academy appears on the list established in section 1713-C. 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 25, by striking out 'Q" and insert- 
ing: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 27, by striking out "Q" and insert-
ing a comma: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 27, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-
TION" where it occurs the second time: 

or hope academy 
Amend Bill, page 162, line 8, by striking out "" and insert- 

ing: 
67.5% 

Amend Bill, page 162, line II, by striking out "j"  and insert- 
ing: 

21.5% 
Amend Bill, page 162, line 14, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-

TIONS.": 
No less than 11% of the total aggregate amount of all tax credits ap-
proved shall be used to provide tax credits for contributions from 
business firms to hope academies established under Article XVII-C, 
until such time as the expiration of Article XVII-C. 

Amend Bill, page 165, line 27, by striking out "ARTICLE" and 
inserting: 

Articles XVII-C and 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Mcllhinney has returned, and 
his temporary Capitol leave is cancelled. 

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

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

Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, very simply, what 
amendment No. A5824 does is introduce reform of our 
worst-performing schools across the Commonwealth. This is, 
without any question, any hesitation, reform legislation in its 
purest sense. It basically says that any school that is in the bot-
tom rung of the targeted schools that exist in Senate Bill No. I, 
our 143 worst-performing schools across the Commonwealth, 
if there are students who utilize vouchers or tuition scholar-
ships who leave those schools, those schools automatically 
become something which are called Hope Academies. Hope 
Academies are really not a new concept, Mr. President. They 
borrow and utilize proven academic success stories that exist 
not just in Pennsylvania, not just in the United States, but 
throughout the world. 

What it does, very simply, Mr. President, is those 143 
schools, which would be left after students transfer out of them 
by utilizing vouchers, would automatically become Hope 
Academies. Very simply, what would happen is that those 
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schools would do what we know works for all children with 
respect to academic achievement and success. These concepts 
relate to poor children. These concepts relate to rich children. 
These concepts relate to all of our children. 

When our children are not learning well, what we do is we 
ask them to spend more time in class. We ask them to spend 
more time studying. We ask them to spend more time studying 
after school. We ask them to spend more time studying on Sat-
urdays. We ask them to spend more time studying on the 
weekends. What Hope Academies do, Mr. President, is basi-
cally add additional time on task. It essentially adds about 150 
to 200--and in some cases 250--hours into the school year. So, 
school days would be longer, school years would be longer, 
academic support would be offered on Saturdays, in addition 
to more time on task. 

What the Hope Academies concept does, Mr. President, is 
it reduces the number of students in the class. We have ele-
mentary schools where there would be 15 students per class. 
For the high schools, there would be up to 20 students per 
class, a dramatic reduction in class size, in addition to more 
time on task. More hours during the day, more days during the 
week, and more months during the school year focused on aca-
demic achievement in our worst-performing schools. Given 
the fact, Mr. President, these schools are also, as we all know, 
mostly in communities where additional socially-related prob-
lems exist. 

What we say with Hope Academies is that in addition to 
dealing with the academic side of the equation, we should also 
address the other issues that those students may be confronting 
outside of the school. And what we do in Hope Academies, 
Mr. President, is we co-locate social service programs inside 
the school. What that does is it adds more adults inside the 
school building, adds more services and resources inside the 
school building, helps to partner the teachers with the social 
service providers and the healthcare professionals. Everyone 
who is involved in the child's success is located inside the 
school building. 

Now, what that also does is reduces some of the costs that 
may be incurred by merging services together inside one loca-
tion. It provides for ongoing assessments, a much more inten-
sive assessment process for those students. It increases the 
level of tutoring that occurs for those students. It puts those 
students in an environment where their success becomes para-
mount, and that focus on success is supported not rhetorically, 
but is supported by additional services provided to these stu-
dents. This is reform legislation at its best. 

The concept of Hope Academies has been tried in different 
names and in different ways across the State, across the nation. 
and across the world and has been met with significant suc-
cess. Our Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, supports the 
idea of longer school days. Boston has a 3-year initiative to 
add 300 hours of school time in about 24 of its schools and are 
reporting positive results. 

The concept of Hope Academies is somewhat drawn off of 
what has been utilized in the city of Philadelphia called Prom-
ise Academies, which has received a lot of attention over the 
past several months. There has been significant success in aca-
demic achievement with the concept of Promise Academies. In 
fact, the success has outpaced the other reforms that have oc-
curred across the State over the past 8 to 10 years. 

So, Mr. President, what we are saying, finally, with this 
concept of Hope Academies, with this concept of trying to 
deal with the real issue of reform, is that we are taking reform 
to its ultimate level. We are borrowing and utilizing proven 
concepts that have shown academic success across the State, 
across the nation, and internationally. The idea of more time 
on task has shown dramatic results in just about every environ-
ment in which it has been utilized. The idea of adding addi-
tional support services has shown success in just about every 
environment in which it has been utilized. The idea of taking 
these 144 targeted schools and saying, we are for you, school, 
we are not just for those students who may use a voucher com-
ing out of their school, but we are for the 95 percent of the 
other students who are left behind in that school and that we 
want to also help you. 

Some percentage of students may utilize the voucher, but 
the rest of the students, the 90 to 95 percent of the students 
who do not utilize a voucher, there is support for them. They 
will be in an academic environment that is aggressively fo-
cused on their academic success, by reducing class size, add-
ing more time on task, having a longer school day, a longer 
school week, a longer school year, and adding additional sup-
port services inside that school. 

So, in the end, Mr. President, what you have is a piece of 
legislation, if this amendment is passed, which has, some 
would say, a smorgasbord of reform, reform from across the 
board, almost a cafeteria-style concept of reform. In this 
amendment, in Senate Bill No. 1, if passed, EITC tax credits 
will be expanded. There will be reforms in our charter school 
environment. There will be school tuition vouchers. There will 
be, for the 90 to 95 percent of the students who do not have 
access to those vouchers, academic reform that is, in my per-
spective, the best kind. It is reform that has worked when tried 
in schools across the State and across the nation. 

That is what we are proposing here with amendment No. 
A5824, the ultimate reform legislation. When it comes to try-
ing to improve the outcome of the students of the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, trying to respond to the cry of the 
Greater Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce at its annual 
breakfast, where Bill Hankowsky, the chairman of the board, 
stood up and said, education is going to be our number-one 
priority. Some of the other Members may have been there to 
witness that. He stood there and said that. Well, this is the way 
to achieve it, in every sense of the word. 

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

from Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I rise to ask for a nega-

tive vote on the gentleman's amendment No. A5824. I do not 
know if there is a fiscal note to this particular amendment, but 
I do know that a number of interest groups have been combing 
the Capitol and providing information, erroneous information, 
I might add, that the voucher program will cost hundreds of 
millions of dollars. I can assure this Chamber that if this con-
cept of Hope Academies is mandated into our law, it will cost 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

I am familiar with the concept of Hope Academies and, in 
fact, the gentleman referenced the fact that this concept has 
been, at least to some small degree, partially implemented or 
in some cases, wholly implemented in a few schools in the city 
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of Philadelphia, and he is accurate on that. I have actually vis-
ited one or two of those schools in Philadelphia, and on the 
surface, they are beautiful schools, but they cost a lot of 
money. They do not service all of the kids who previously 
went to those schools. They only take the teachers whom they 
want. They hire the teachers based upon merit. There is not 
anything, really, in our State Education Code that prevents any 
school in any school district from implementing all of these 
concepts, except perhaps a few of the labor provisions. 

The cost is what makes this prohibitive. The former super-
intendent of the school district of Philadelphia, Dr. Arlene 
Ackerman, for whom I have great respect, implemented a few 
of the Promise Academies, which use the Hope Academies 
concept, and spent a number of years in Philadelphia attempt-
ing to internally implement these reforms but had to cut back 
on the Promise Academies because of their cost. They were 
simply too costly. More importantly, after attempting to imple-
ment this kind of so-called reform internally, Dr. Ackerman 
came to the conclusion that reforming education from the in-
side was impossible. Last week, maybe many of you read her 
op-ed piece--I believe it was in The Philadelphia In-
quirer--where she said, and I quote, 'Real reform will never 
come from within the system because too many powers that be 
(the teachers' union, politicians, consultants, vendors, etc.) 
have a vested interest in maintaining the status quo that is fail-
ing our children." Dr. Ackerman had her eyes opened when 
she had to deal with that system. This legislation, providing 
for parental choice in education, is right down the alley that 
Dr. Ackerman is espousing in this op-ed piece. 

Hope Academies are not the answer. Promise Academies 
are not the answer. Choice, real parental choice in education, 
is the answer, because as Dr. Ackerman said, real reform can-
not come from within the system. The gentleman's effort 
would require extremely costly reform, totally dependent on 
the system. It will not happen. It is a false hope. This amend-
ment needs to be defeated. 

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

from Philadelphia, Senator Hughes. 
Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, I thank the gentleman, 

who has in fact spent a considerable amount of time coming to 
the city of Philadelphia and visiting a number of schools. In 
fact, he and I spent some time together in my district at one of 
the Mastery Charter Schools, and we had a very good experi-
ence there. The enthusiasm and excitement of the children, the 
teachers, and the parents--the gentleman might remember a 
number of the parents who were there while we were visiting 
the school--I think, was wonderful, was heartening, and was 
very inspiring to see those parents, the children, and everyone 
fully engaged in their academic success. 

My concern with respect to the cost issue, and having been 
somewhat engaged in trying to find the appropriate support 
from the Commonwealth for the school district of Philadelphia 
and for all school districts across the Commonwealth, is that 
the reason why the Promise Academies could not be expanded 
in Philadelphia is because the State failed to support public 
education in this past budget year. The State cut $1 billion in 
basic education support to public education across the Com-
monwealth. In this particular conversation, with respect to the 
concept of Promise Academies and with respect to the concept  

of Philadelphia, the State failed to step up and provide support. 
I might add, the State still has an outstanding responsibility, 
because it did not respond to the charter school reimbursement 
cost issue that it left hanging out there. The fact is that if the 
State had stepped up and provided the additional support, we 
could have expanded Promise Academies in Philadelphia, 
where the positive test score results have outpaced those of the 
other schools across the city. 

Now, we say we are for academic reform. We say that we 
are for the success of these children. We say that when we 
have an example that has proven itself to work, that it is the 
way we need to be going. I assume that we want to invest in 
programs and concepts that have an evidence base of success. 
We do not offer this amendment lightly. We do not offer this 
amendment in the context of, well, it might work, it could 
work, maybe it has worked in some other places. This thing, 
this concept, this idea, has worked. And for these particular 
students who have not been responded to, whose success we 
have not fully addressed, this targets these students like a la-
ser, to say we are going to intensify what we know works, 
what has been shown to work, and we are going to make sure 
that these students get the support that they need. 

Now, in this past budget year, the funding problem for 
Promise Academies was largely a result of the State walking 
away from its commitment. Consequently, those Promise 
Academies that existed in the school district of Philadelphia 
are continuing on. However, the opportunity to expand the 
concept of Promise Academies, which I might say is a hybrid 
of the Hope Academies concept, is something we were not 
able to do. Dr. Ackerman was not able to expand on the num-
ber because the money did not exist, largely because the State 
did not step up. In fact, as we all know, over a billion dollars 
of funding for basic education was cut across the entire State, 
specifically in Philadelphia. 

So, with that being said, I understand the gentleman's con-
cern about cost, and it is legitimate. I believe that the cost is-
sue of all of the aspects of Senate Bill No. I, from the EITC 
tax credits, to the various reforms in other areas, to the 
voucher concept, all of that will have to be addressed when we 
do the State budget. The State budget will be addressed when 
the Governor does his Budget Address on the first Tuesday in 
February, and when we deal with the budget through hearings 
and by June 30 of next year, we will be able to figure out how 
to pay for all of this when we get to that point. But we cannot 
miss this golden opportunity that is in front of us right now 
that simply says that we are going to reform how we educate 
children. 

This opportunity focuses on a number of children who are 
connected to the EITC. This opportunity that is embodied in 
Senate Bill No. 1 is focused on the 10 percent or so of the chil-
dren who are going to be impacted by tuition vouchers. What 
we are saying is that we want to extend the reform to the other 
students who are in those 144 worst-performing schools, and 
all of those children who have been suffering so much for so 
long, that they get an opportunity to receive some attention in 
this process. If we want reform for one segment, which winds 
up being a small segment, why do we not create reform for a 
larger segment of students who deserve our assistance, who 
deserve our support? And if we say we are committed to all of 
those students, then let us put it forward when it comes to bud- 
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get time. Let us support them financially at the hour of the 
State budget. That is all we are saying here, Mr. President. It 
did not extend itself because the State abdicated its fiscal re-
sponsibility last budget cycle to support that. 

Now, we are in a situation where we have a reform environ-
ment for thousands of students who are in the same schools in 
which those students who receive vouchers--I mean, you have 
a situation where little Johnny, in second or third grade, is go-
ing to be sitting next to little Jane. And Jane may get the 
voucher and go off to some other school, but Johnny will not 
get that voucher. Johnny will still be sitting there in that class-
room with, in fact, fewer resources available to that school. 
Why not give Johnny an opportunity, too? Why not make sure 
that he also has a chance to get something different? If we say 
we are committed to all of those students, why not say, 
Johnny, we are going to help you, too. Jane is going to get a 
voucher, and she is going to go. Johnny, you also deserve a 
little help. If we say we want to make sure that all of these 
children have an opportunity. 

Now, if we do not want all of them to have an opportunity, 
then just say it. But if we want all of them to have an opportu-
nity--one goes off with a voucher and goes to another school, 
and that is good. But another child should have the same op-
portunity to get something different happening for them aca-
demically in that school, which we have designated as a 
school that is not performing up to par. We have done that in 
this legislation. Let us make sure that all of the children have 
an opportunity to transform their lives, not just a handful. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

YEA-20 

Blake Famese Kitchen Tartaglione 
Boscola Ferlo Leach Washington 
Brewster Fontana Schwank Williams 
Costa Hughes Solobay Wozniak 
Dinniman Kasunic Stack Yudichak 

NAY-29 

Alloway Erickson Pileggi Ward 
Argall Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Baker Gordner Robbins White Donald 
Browne Greenleaf Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Brubaker Mdllhinney Smucker Yaw 
Comian Mensch Tomlinson 
Earl One Vance 
Eichelberger Piccola Vogel 

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

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

SCHWANK AMENDMENT A5817 OFFERED 

Senator SCHWANK offered the following amendment No. 
A5817: 

Amend Bill, page 140, line 20, by inserting after DISTRICT: 
subject to the provisions of subsection (a. 1), 

Amend Bill, page 140, by inserting between lines 22 and 23: 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Berks, Senator Schwank. 

Senator SCHWANK. Mr. President, my amendment would 
place a limit on the financial loss that school districts would 
experience if students leave their public school for alternative 
education. Currently, Senate Bill No. 1 says that all basic edu-
cation funding and subsidies would leave with the students 
who transfer to another school through the voucher plan. My 
amendment would limit that total financial transfer to only the 
first 10 percent of the districts enrollment. If more than 10 
percent of the students transfer, then half of the basic educa-
tion funds and subsidies would go with the additional transfer-
ring students, but only if that school district is complying with 
its school improvement plan. If the district is not complying, 
then 100 percent of the funding would get transferred. 

Mr. President, I have been in those schools that are on the 
list of poorly-performing schools in the Reading School Dis-
trict in the 11th Senatorial District. I have been in them for 
more reasons than to just give certificates. I have also been 
involved in offering enrichment programs as a Penn State ex-
tension agent, so I think I know those schools to a certain ex-
tent. When we talk about providing the best opportunities for 
our schoolchildren, we really have to understand what is hap-
pening in those schools. We cannot punish the children, who 
either do not apply, whose parents do not have the where-
withal to apply for the program, or those who do not get ac-
cepted. Those who stay behind are going to be punished. Al-
ready in this fiscal year, we have cut the Reading School Dis-
trict by $17 million. This was a significant hit to an urban 
school district that truly has been working hard to use those 
funds appropriately. This amendment is a more fiscally re-
sponsible way to allocate funds to school districts, and the stu-
dents who transfer under school choice legislation. 

Mr. President, there are aspects of this bill that I whole-
heartedly support, like enhancements to the EITC. Reform 
measures for the operation of charter schools are good mea-
sures that should be supported by everyone, but I see flaws in 
this voucher system that will significantly impact the students 
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who are left behind. What is our plan for them? What is our 
plan for students who are left back? We do not have one, and I 
am seriously concerned about that. 

For many of the students in my school district, English is 
their second language. I submit to you, Mr. President, that if I 
had to take a proficiency test in a language with which I was 
only familiar for perhaps a few months, I would fail. In fact, I 
think all of us here would fail. This system of using a test to 
determine who is failing, I think, is sincerely flawed as well. I 
am very concerned about the fallout from this aspect of Senate 
Bill No. 1, and I urge my colleagues to vote "yes" on this 
amendment. 

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

from Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I rise to ask for a nega-

tive vote on this amendment. The gentlewoman's amendment 
is based upon the myth that children are somehow hurt be-
cause one of their classmates decides to exercise their right to 
take a voucher and use it at another school, that voucher being 
an amount up to the amount that the Commonwealth appropri-
ates to that school district for the education of a child. 

First of all, let us assume that the gentlewoman's amend-
ment was applicable and that 50 percent of the State's share 
would continue to flow to that school district. There is nothing 
in her amendment and nothing in the School Code that would 
make any guarantee that that school district would use that 
money in that school. They can use it in another school. They 
can move it around. They can hide it. They can do all kinds of 
things with it. So the notion that you are even attempting to 
help this school that is losing a State share is no guarantee. 
School districts can use that money anywhere they want to use 
it, and you never know if they are going to use it in that 
school. In fact, one argument that I have heard--and I do not 
know if it is true or not because I have not done the analy-
sis--is that some school districts intentionally divert money 
away from some of these schools and would probably continue 
to do so. 

The second reason to oppose this amendment is, if you read 
the bill, in the first year that a child exercises their right to use 
a voucher or opportunity grant to go to another school, that 
school district continues for 1 year to receive the entire 
amount of the State appropriation designated to educate that 
child. So the school district has, certainly, a year to accommo-
date itself to the fact that it is going to have one fewer child--in 
fact, it will have one fewer child--and will have to figure out 
how to appropriately budget for the next year, still having that 
money in that current fiscal year. 

Thirdly, with the voucher, you are only affecting the State's 
share. That school district continues to raise money locally 
through the property tax, the 511 taxes, the wage tax, et cetera. 
They continue to receive Federal dollars that go to those 
school districts, all of which they keep. They are not affected 
one iota by the voucher program. And I submit, Mr. President, 
in some of these failing schools, and I will highlight Harris-
burg, because it is in my district, where they are spending 
$17,000-plus per child, it would lose $8,000, maybe $9,000 of 
that at most, if a child elected to go to another school. They 
still have maybe $9,000 or $10,000 to educate a child who is 
not even there. Now, the city of Philadelphia, and I do not  

want to pick on them, but they have 70,000 open seats in 
schools that continue to be open. Now, if some of the city fa-
thers of the Philadelphia School District, through the SRC, 
would get working and close some buildings that are not pro-
ductive educationally or efficient economically, so much more 
of this money could be made up. 

Finally, Mr. President, at budget time, when the Senate, the 
House, and the Governor appropriate a line item of $5 billion 
or $6 billion to basic education, we are not appropriating that 
money to build a building or supply the heat to that building. 
We are not appropriating that money to hire teachers and other 
staff to staff those buildings. We are not appropriating money 
to buy pencils and papers. We are appropriating that money to 
educate a child. And it is about time--and that is the purpose 
for this bill, not just the voucher provisions but the EITC pro-
visions and the charter school provisions. The underlying pur-
pose of this bill is to reorient our thinking, in this Chamber and 
in this government, about why we appropriate all of this 
money for education. It is to educate a child, my child--not 
anymore--my grandchild, your child, your grandkids, the chil-
dren of all Pennsylvanians. And if we are going to continue to 
grant this proprietary right of systems, school districts, to hav-
ing a claim on money, we are defeating the underlying purpose 
of this bill, and I urge this amendment's defeat. 

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

from Berks, Senator Schwank. 
Senator SCHWANK. Mr. President, I appreciate my col-

league's passion and advocacy. Obviously, the gentleman has 
spent a considerable amount of time working on this, but the 
flaw is that one size does not fit all. The gentleman knows his 
school district, and I know my school district, and I know that 
in the schools on that list, there is considerable progress. It is 
not necessarily a failure of a school, per se. There are so many 
other factors. So many of these children who come to these 
schools are coming from families without enough food on the 
table, without the wherewithal to really provide their children 
with a background to come to school prepared to learn. 

When you talk about communities as well, the School Dis-
trict of Reading, of course, is part of the city of Reading, 
which is an Act 47 community. It is not a community where 
we are necessarily going to find an awful lot of courage to 
raise property taxes so that we can put more money into the 
schools for what the State is taking away. All I am asking in 
this amendment, and for the consideration of it, is that we give 
school districts the opportunity to work through this system 
and to use it most appropriately, and they cannot do that, even 
in the second year, if we are cutting funding significantly, 
which, by the way, we will probably continue to do despite 
this program. Thank you. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a legislative 
leave for Senator One. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi requests a legislative 
leave for Senator One. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 
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And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the amendment? 

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

YEA-19 

Blake Farnese Kitchen Tajiaglione 
Boscola Ferlo Leach Washington 
Brewster Fontana Schwank Wozniak 
Costa Hughes Solobay Yudichak 
Dinniman Kasunic Stack 

NAY-30 

Alloway Erickson Pileggi Ward 
Argail Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Baker Gordner Robbins White Donald 
Browne Greenleaf Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Brubaker Mcl]hinney Smucker Williams 
Corman Mensch Tomlinson Yaw 
Earli One Vance 
Eichelberger Piccola Vogel 

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

RECESS 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a recess of the 
Senate for the purpose of a meeting of the Committee on Ap-
propriations to be held in the Rules room immediately. 

The PRESIDENT. For the purpose of a meeting of the 
Committee on Appropriations to be held in the Rules room 
immediately, without objection, the Senate stands in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a legislative 
leave for Senator Earll. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi requests a legislative 
leave for Senator EarlI. Without objection, the leave will be 
granted. 

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILL ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE CONTINUED 

SB 1 (Pr. No. 1711) -- 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, in opportunities for edu-
cational excellence, further providing for definitions and for concur- 

rent enrollment agreements; in charter schools, further providing for 
definitions; establishing the Charter School Funding Advisory Com-
mittee; further providing for powers of charter schools, for charter 
school requirements, for powers of board of trustees, for establish-
ment of charter school, for contents of application, for terms and 
form of charter, for State Charter School Appeal Board, for facilities, 
for enrollment, for funding for charter schools, for annual reports and 
assessments, for causes for nonrenewal or termination and for provi-
sions applicable to charter schools; providing for effect on existing 
charter schools; further providing for powers and duties of depart-
ment, for assessment and evaluation, for school district and interme-
diate unit responsibilities and for establishment of cyber charter 
school; repealing provisions relating to enrollment and notification; 
further providing for applicability of other provisions of this act and 
of other acts and regulations; providing for opportunity scholarships 
and for educational improvement tax credit; and repealing provisions 
of the Tax Reform Code of 1971 relating to educational improvement 
tax credit. 

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

LEACH AMENDMENT A5821 OFFERED 

Senator LEACH offered the following amendment No. 
A582l: 

Amend Bill, page 117, line 7, by striking out "OR ATTITUDE 
OR STATUS AS A HANDICAPPED PERSON" and inserting: 

aptitude, sexual orientation or status as a person with a dis-
bllit 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Montgomery, Senator Leach. 

Senator LEACH. Mr. President, my amendment would do 
two things. The first thing it would do is enact a technical 
change, which would change the reference of a group of peo-
ple from "handicapped' to "disabled' in the legislation. Be-
yond that, and I will say, first of all, that this amendment, I 
believe, has the support of the prime sponsor of the legislation. 

The second thing it would do, the more substantive thing it 
would do, is it would add sexual orientation to the list of those 
who may not be discriminated against under this bill. This bill 
already enumerates certain groups of people who may not be 
discriminated against. We already tell private schools that they 
may not discriminate on race, they may not discriminate on 
color, they may not discriminate on the status as a "disabled" 
person, if this amendment passes. It is "handicapped" cur-
rently. You may not be discriminated against on the basis of 
achievement or aptitude. All this does is add sexual orientation 
to those categories. 

These categories are based on protecting groups that have 
historically been the victims of discrimination. It simply says 
that you cannot refuse a child because -- the law says that you 
cannot refuse a child because they are black or Asian and, with 
my amendment, because they are gay. This does not prohibit 
any punishment or any prohibition of any conduct whatsoever. 
It just relates to sexual orientation. And I will say this, Mr. 
President, this is not marriage. This is nothing like that which 
is very controversial. This simply prohibits rank discrimina-
tion. This prohibits signs that say, no gay people need apply to 
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this school. It prohibits expelling students if it becomes sus-
pected that they might be gay or if it is found out that they are 
gay. It says to treat gay children like everybody else. 

I urge my colleagues to support this. I urge them to con-
sider whether they want a vote on their record saying it is okay 
to discriminate against gay people in Pennsylvania, and it is 
okay to discriminate, particularly with regard to participation 
in a government program. I also do not think we would want 
to defend a law, if this becomes law, before the court when the 
Supreme Court has already said that gay citizens are a suspect 
class and a protected class in numerous cases that it has de-
cided. We would not want to go before the court to defend a 
law that says it is okay to discriminate against this class of 
people. 

Mr. President, this is an issue of simple human decency. In 
this era, when we have seen a rash of bullying, even suicides, I 
am urging my colleagues to step up and say, no, that is not 
acceptable. Keep in mind, these are students. They are just 
kids. It is important that we do right by them and protect those 
who might be vulnerable to discrimination and worse. 

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

from Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, for the record, the prime 

sponsor does not, I repeat, does not, support any of this 
amendment. The gentleman, who is a Member of the Commit-
tee on Education, is aware--at least with regard to this Session, 
I do not think he was on the committee last Session--but I am 
sure he is aware that the Committee on Education, over the 
past year to year and a half, has spent untold numbers of 
hours, especially in public hearings, on this issue. Senator 
Dinniman and I and Senator Williams, when he joined the 
committee, and other Members of the committee, have spent, I 
would guess, in excess of 25 hours of public hearings on the 
issue of school choice, specifically opportunity grants. 

The issue of discrimination comes up periodically, and the 
committee has considered it at every juncture. And the com-
mittee, in its wisdom, believes that the way we have addressed 
discrimination is proper, appropriate, and sufficient as it is 
presently contained in the bill. It is addressed in two different 
areas of the bill, one in the definition of nonpublic schools, 
where, and I will read from page 115 of the bill, "A school, 
other than a public school, located"--this is the definition of a 
nonpublic school--within this Commonwealth where a Com-
monwealth resident may legally fulfill the compulsory school 
attendance requirements of this act --the act is the School 
Code--"and that meets the applicable requirements of Title VI 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964....' 

Then, further, we put certain strictures on the nonpublic 
school to be eligible for the voucher, that "The nonpublic 
school does not discriminate in its admission policies or prac-
tices with respect to opportunity scholarship applicants on the 
basis of measures of achievement or aptitude or status as a 
handicapped person, provided, however, that an applicant may 
be required to meet established eligibility criteria for participa-
tion in magnet schools." 

Mr. President, we have more than adequately and suffi-
ciently provided for nondiscrimination in the underlying bill. I 
urge that this amendment be defeated. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Montgomery, Senator Leach. 

Senator LEACH. Mr. President, with all due respect, the 
chairman of the Committee on Education is incorrect. Senator 
Williams does support this amendment. He will be voting for 
this amendment. Further, Senator Dinniman, the Democratic 
chair of the Committee on Education and the cosponsor of this 
bill, also supports this amendment and will be voting for this 
amendment. Number one. 

Number two, the chairman of the Committee on Education 
neglected to mention page 130, section (C)(2), "...which pro-
hibits discrimination in enrollment on the basis of race or 
color." He was correct in his citing of the other section, which 
prohibits discrimination on the basis of being disabled and the 
other things that he enumerated. So we have, in this legisla-
tion, prohibited discrimination against people, but sexual ori-
entation, gay people, are not mentioned, and they have histori-
cally been the victims of discrimination. 

Further, I did not hear an argument on the substance of the 
issue from the chairman of the Committee on Education about 
why we should not pass this amendment. As I understood his 
argument--perhaps I did not understand it clearly--he did not 
say this is a bad amendment, he did not say we should dis-
criminate against gay Pennsylvanians. What he said was, well, 
we passed some other stuff, and that has taken care of the is-
sue. So, at worst, this would be redundant, according to his 
argument. Now, I do not think it would be redundant, because 
the term "sexual orientation" does not appear in the statute. So 
I think it would have a very significant effect, but I have not 
heard that it is a bad effect from the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Education. And I will reiterate that the prime sponsor of 
the bill does support this amendment. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

YEA- 19 

Blake Farnese Kitchen Washington 
Boscola Ferlo Leach Williams 
Brewster Fontana Schwank Wozniak 
Costa Hughes Solobay Yudichak 
Dinniman Kasunic Tartaglione 

NAY-30 

Alloway Erickson Pileggi Vogel 
Argall Folmer Rafferty Ward 
Baker Gordner Robbins Waugh 
Browne Greenleaf Scarnati White Donald 
Brubaker Mdllhinney Smucker White Mary Jo 
Corman Mensch Stack Yaw 
Earil One Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Piccola Vance 

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

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
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FERLO AMENDMENT A5830 OFFERED 

Senator FERLO offered the following amendment No. 
A5830: 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 24, by striking out for opportunity 
scholarships" 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 25, by striking out "AND" 
Amend Bill, page 113, line 6, by striking out "OPPORTUNITY 

SCHOLARSHIPS AND" 
Amend Bill, page 113, line 11, by striking out "OPPORTUNITY 

SCHOLARSHIP AND" 
Amend Bill, page 113, lines 13 through 30; pages 114 through 

145, lines 1 through 30; page 146, line 1, by striking out all of lines 
13 through 30 on page 113, all of lines 1 through 30 on pages 114 
through 145, and "Q" in line 1 on page 146 and inserting: 

Ik 
Amend Bill, page 162, line 2, by striking out '2014-2015" and 

inserting: 
2013-2014 

Amend Bill, page 162, lines 6 and 7, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting: 

2012-2013 and 2013-2014 Not to exceed $138.000.000 
Amend Bill, page 162, line 30, by striking out "2015-2016" and 

inserting: 
2014-2015 

Amend Bill, page 163, line 4, by striking out "2015-2016" and 
inserting: 

2014-2015 
Amend Bill, page 163, line 14, by striking out '2014-2015" and 

inserting: 
2013-2014 

Amend Bill, page 163, lines 19 and 20, by striking out all of said 
lines and inserting: 

2012-2013 and 2013-2014 Not to exceed $12,000,000 
Amend Bill, page 163, line 22, by striking out '2015-2016" and 

inserting: 
2014-2015 

Amend Bill, page 165, line 27, by striking out "(B)" and insert- 
ing: 

(c) 
Amend Bill, page 165, line 28, by striking out IMMEDI- 

ATELY" and inserting: 
July 1, 2012, or immediately, whichever is later 

Amend Bill, page 165, lines 29 and 30; page 166, line 1, by 
striking out "THE ADDITION OF ARTICLE XXV-B(C) OF THE 
ACT SHALL" in line 29, all of line 30 on page 165 and "(3)" in line 
I on page 166 

Amend Bill, page 166, line 3, by striking out "(4)" and inserting: 
(3)  

Amend Bill, page 166, line 5, by striking out "(5)" and inserting: 
(4)  

Amend Bill, page 166, line 7, by striking out "(6)" and inserting: 
(5)  

Amend Bill, page 166, line 8, by striking out "(7)" and inserting: 
(6)  

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

QUESTION DIVIDED 

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

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, I move to divide the 
question on amendment No. A5830 by voting on page 1, lines 
I through 13, and then page 1, line 14, through page 3, line 6, 
separately. 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, we have no objection to 
the motion. 

The PRESIDENT. It is the Chair's ruling that the amend-
ment is divisible. 

Therefore, before the Senate for consideration first will be 
page 1, lines 1 through 13, of amendment No. A5830. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to part I of amendment A5830? 

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

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, for the information of 
the Members, lines 1 through 13 on page 1 of the amendment 
removes the scholarship program from the bill. 

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

Senator FERLO. Mr. President, may we be at ease? 
The PRESIDENT. The Senate will be at ease. 
(The Senate was at ease.) 
The PRESIDENT. We will return to consideration of the 

amendment. Again, we are considering page 1, lines 1 through 
13. 

The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from Northampton, 
Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, for the Members, a 
"no" vote would mean that you want vouchers retained in this 
bill. 

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

Senator FERLO. Mr. President, I submitted amendment 
No. A5830. The intent was to eliminate or strike out the sec-
tion of the bill creating the new so-called voucher program and 
substantially increase the EITC program. This would be in 
amounts reflected in fiscal years 2012-13 and 2013-14, in-
creasing that amount from $100 million in the present piece of 
legislation to $150 million. Then, in the out-years of 2014-15, 
the EITC program would begin to increase by 5 percent, each, 
if more than 90 percent of the tax revenue had been used in the 
previous year. So I just want to make it clear that-- 

POINT OF ORDER 

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, point of order. 
The PRESIDENT. The gentleman will state his point. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, what is the question be-

fore the Senate? 
The PRESIDENT. The question before the Senate is the 

portion of amendment No. A5830 that includes lines 1 through 
13 on page 1. 

Senator PICCOLA. My point of order, Mr. President, is the 
gentleman is discussing the second part of that amendment, 
and I do not think that is in order at the present time. 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman is correct. 
Senator, please reserve your comments to lines 1 through 

13 at this time. 
Senator FERLO. Mr. President, I will defer to my other 

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

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I vigorously oppose this 
portion of the Ferlo amendment. As the gentleman, I believe, 
has indicated, this portion of his amendment would remove the 
opportunity scholarships/vouchers from the bill. As those of 
you who have followed the history of Senate Bill No. 1 know, 
this bill started out as a comprehensive bill that would ulti-
mately, in 3 years, implement a statewide voucher program. 
We have significantly and dramatically scaled that down to a 
voucher program aimed at rescuing, or allowing their parents 
to rescue, kids who are in the lowest 5 percent academically of 
the schools in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. It is about 
143 school buildings throughout the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania. Some have advocated for a pilot program. I submit 
that this is a pilot program, because we have narrowed the fo-
cus to those 143 school buildings. If this amendment passes, 
those kids lose their opportunity to take a grant and get an edu-
cation suited to their needs in another private, nonpublic, or 
other public school. 

Mr. President, a number of the Members in this body may 
have been here 12 years ago when this legislature enacted edu-
cation empowerment. We essentially focused on the same 
school buildings. And Senator Dinniman and I have shared 
that discussion, publicly and privately, on many occasions. 
While our focus was government-oriented 12 years ago and 
did meet with success, we are still focused, essentially, on 
those same lowest 5 percent of the school buildings that have 
not met the needs of the students whom they are charged with 
educating. We have changed our focus, in large measure, be-
cause of the driving force of Senator Williams, one of my part-
ners in this bill, that we have to empower parents. We have to 
empower parents. That is what this does, and by adopting this 
portion of the amendment, we are taking that empowerment 
away from parents in these failing schools. I strongly urge a 
negative vote on this amendment. 

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

Senator FERLO. Mr. President, I strongly urge all of my 
Democratic colleagues, as well as others on the aisle opposite, 
who truly care about supporting an expansion of the EITC pro-
gram to vote in the affirmative for the amendment that has 
been divided, the portion of the amendment that Senator 
Boscola has just now outlined and explained. So I am encour-
aging a "yes" vote to increase the EITC program to the $150 
million figure, recognizing that was one-half of my original 
amendment, amendment No. A5830. Hopefully, we will have 
a chance to vote "aye" on the latter part, which would also 
eliminate the vouchers. 

So in effect, we need a 'yes" vote on both, and the effect 
would be increasing the EITC, which would actually uni-
formly benefit all 67 counties and all 500 school districts, as 
opposed to this mishmash, unconstitutional voucher bill that 
we are being asked to support. 

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

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, the gentleman, with all 
due respect, is completely inaccurate. The amendment on 
which we are voting is simply to remove that portion of the 
bill that deals with the opportunity scholarship grants, or  

vouchers. Removing that from the bill is going to diminish, 
not increase, but diminish the availability of EITC dollars for 
students around this Commonwealth. Let me explain to you 
why. Every one of the students eligible for a voucher is more 
than eligible for an EITC scholarship grant from a qualified 
scholarship organization. There is a limited amount of those 
dollars, $75 million right now. If those kids continue to use 
that and are not going to get a voucher, that is going to dimin-
ish the availability of money for students all over Pennsylva-
nia, in every district represented on the floor of this Senate. 

So by voting for this portion of the amendment, you are 
actually diminishing the availability of EITC dollars, not in-
creasing it, for every student you represent. So if you want to 
increase the availability of EITC dollars, whether it is the ex-
isting $75 million or the $100 million that we hope to appro-
priate in the next fiscal year, you will vote against this amend-
ment, because, by taking out the vouchers, you are diminish-
ing the availability of EITC money to every student in this 
Commonwealth. I urge a negative vote. 

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 Brubaker. 

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

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to part I of amendment A5830? 

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

YEA-21 

Baker Fontana Leach 	Vogel 
Blake Gordner Schwank 	Wozniak 
Brewster Greenleaf Solobay 	Yudichak 
Costa Hughes Stack 
Famese Kasunic Tartaglione 
Ferlo Kitchen Vance 

NAY-28 

Alloway Earl Piccola Ward 
Argall Eichelberger Pileggi Washington 
Boscola Erickson Rafferty Waugh 
Browne Folmer Robbins White Donald 
Brubaker Mcllhinney Scamati White Mary J0 
Corman Mensch Smucker Williams 
Dinniman One Tomlinson Yaw 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Senate will now consider the sec-
ond part of amendment No. A5830, which starts with line 14 
on page 1, and extends through to line 5 on page 3. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate agree to part II of amendment A5830? 
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The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentlewoman 
from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 

Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, lines 14 through 21 on 
page 1 and the rest of the amendment, pages 2 and 3, increase 
the total aggregate amount of tax credits under the EITC pro-
gram from its current level in the bill to a total of $150 mil-
lion. It also provides $138 million for scholarship organiza-
tions and educational improvement organizations, and $12 
million for pre-K scholarship organizations. So a "yes' vote 
would mean that you are voting to increase the EITC. 

Mr. President, I would like to address this body on why I 
wanted the question divided and why I am supporting this as-
pect of the EITC increase. When the bill first came to us, there 
was a voucher program and EITC increases in the bill. I al-
ways felt it should be separated because there was going to be 
a different vote on vouchers as opposed to the EITC. We were 
not given that opportunity, but this kind of does give us that 
opportunity. As we went through the debate, I saw the hand-
writing on the wall, which means this body is voting for a 
voucher program. But I think we have an opportunity right 
now to increase the EITC, which is what I really care about in 
the district I represent. 

In the school districts I represent, there is not a single child 
who will get a voucher. They will not get one. But there are 
individuals in the Lehigh Valley, particularly in the 18th Sena-
torial District, who will benefit from a higher EITC. Mid-
dle-class families and some upper-middle-class families who 
already send their children to school, but who want to send 
their children to a private school, would now be eligible. That 
is how I felt we should always go. In a day and age when we 
have limited dollars, as was spoken about, and we have a ten-
dency to always think about the bottom rung of our society, 
who is looking out for those middle-class families who pay 
their taxes pretty consistently? They never get anything from 
government in return. All they are asking for is the same op-
portunity to send their child to a different educational system, 
if they want. And the only reason this works is because the 
EITC gives them that opportunity. 

I see where the voucher program is headed. In my district, 
nobody benefits from a voucher program, but they do benefit 
from an increase in the EITC. That is where we should have 
gone from the beginning. I was never really going to support 
vouchers. EITC, fine. Keep raising it. But now I see where this 
is going. We have to vote for vouchers. You vote for that, but I 
want an increase in the EITC to help all of those middle-class 
and upper-middle-class families who deserve the same educa-
tional opportunities. 

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

from Allegheny, Senator Ferlo. 
Senator FERLO. Mr. President, notwithstanding the divi-

sion of the question, which I obviously did support on proce-
dural and prerogative grounds, which allows people the maxi-
mum opportunity to vote their conscience on various aspects 
of the amendment--in fact, if the amendment had been pre-
sented in three parts, we could have voted separately and suc-
cessfully passed, even with support from this side of the aisle, 
two aspects of the amendment and probably would continue to 
vote in opposition to the voucher program. But since the ques-
tion was divided, I urge my Democratic colleagues to vote  

"yes" in support of an increase in the EITC program, as my 
colleague stated, an increase from $100 million to $150 mil-
lion. I think it is an important program, and unlike the voucher 
program, which is unconstitutional and violative in creating 
budgetary and educational anarchy in our school districts, the 
EITC program has grown to be respected and is a program that 
recruits and generates private sector, foundation, and corporate 
contributions because of the tax credit match. It is a program 
that has uniformity and is administered throughout the State, 
benefitting private, parochial, and public schools in various 
forms. So I urge a 'yes" vote to increase the EITC program. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Centre, Senator Corman. 
Senator CORMAN. Mr. President, I rise, respectfully, and 

maybe somewhat unfortunately, to oppose the amendment. I, 
as well as almost our entire Caucus, are strong supporters of 
the EITC program. In fact, this bill does call for an extra $25 
million to go into it. I think we would like to see it someday 
reach the level that this amendment calls for; however, that is 
ultimately going to be a budget decision next June. When we 
move forward in the 2012 budget, we will have to look at the 
revenues and where we are, as we do every year, and whether 
we can afford a larger tax credit. Right now, unfortunately, if 
you are reading the fall tea leaves, so to speak, the revenues 
have been down. As a matter of fact, we were about $100 mil-
lion behind last month, and October is a little soft as well. But, 
optimistically, we are hoping that revenues will pick up, and 
maybe we will be able to increase this tax credit when we get 
to the budget table in June. 

So, either way, whether we make it $25 million or $100 
million today, we will have to ultimately make that decision at 
the budget table next June. So as much as I think many of us 
would support it, although there may be a question as to 
whether there is a capacity for that $100 million to go to $200 
million at this time, I ask for a negative vote just on the pure 
cost of it at this time. If the revenues are better in June and we 
can afford to expand this program even further than what it is 
today, I think we will get bipartisan support for that. But for 
this particular piece of legislation, it does increase it by $25 
million, and I think that is about as far as we can go at this 
point in time. So, Mr. President, I respectfully, and somewhat 
regretfully, oppose this amendment and ask my colleagues to 
vote "no." 

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

from Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I share the views of the 

chairman of the Committee on Appropriations. In writing this 
underlying bill, we felt we had to approach it from three differ-
ent aspects, first, with vouchers, focusing on the lowest per-
forming school buildings in the Commonwealth, and thus by 
doing that, freeing up EITC money; secondly, comprehensive 
charter school reform legislation that actually--and we do not 
know this for a fact--could free up EITC money if more char-
ter schools become operational and more quality charter 
schools attract kids who are using the EITC money; and then 
an increase in the EITC money. EITC money, as the chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations indicated, is new money. 
It is not money that we have already appropriated, as is most 
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of the voucher money. Therefore, we have to be careful of the 
economics and the budgetary ramifications of that. 

We pushed the envelope, I believe, as far as we reasonably 
could, given what we know today on October 26, 2011. We 
increase the $75 million EITC to $100 million in the next fis- 
cal year, and then to $125 million in the year after that, in the 
current underlying bill, with a 5-percent increase in years 
thereafter. Again, as the chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations accurately said, all of us would like to see that go up 
even more. But we cannot make those judgments higher or 
lower until we get closer to budget time and we know what is 
available to this Commonwealth for expenditures. 

So I urge that this amendment be defeated with the expecta-
tion that we will be revisiting the amount of the EITC money 
every budget year for the foreseeable future. I urge a negative 
vote. 

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

from Philadelphia, Senator Williams. 
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I was not going to 

speak on this amendment, but there is a comment or two 
which concern me a great deal, and those are the comments 
about the middle class and the fact that some get and some do 
not. I have been in this Chamber for over 11 years now, and I 
have voted on a variety of initiatives that have not affected 
anybody in my district. I want to assure you that I am a sup-
porter of the EITC and have been a proponent of it when it 
was not popular. I was not one of those who now stands and 
gets those letters from parents who are happy to receive the 
EITC tax credits, even though I voted against it. No, I voted 
for it before it became popular, just as I voted for many of 
those charter schools, to which many of the public officials run 
and cut ribbons. So I am proud to participate in the voucher 
conversation. 

But what troubles me the most is to suggest that we are not 
a Commonwealth, that if it does not affect my district, then I 
cannot be for it. Well, I want to assure you, in this conversa- 
tion that we are having today, it is about the Commonwealth 
and the benefit of all Pennsylvanians. Whether you get a 
voucher in your district or not, trust me, you are going to pay 
for the outcome one way or the other. I met with a group of 
business owners the other day who are deciding whether to 
stay in Pennsylvania because we do not have an educated 
work force that supports new-wave technology and biotech-
nology. Many of these new companies will not come to Penn-
sylvania because we do not have the workforce to keep pace 
with them. 

And yes, I have sat on this floor and supported Governor 
Ed Rendell's historic rise in public education. I supported ev-
ery penny that went to traditional public education and its in- 
crease. While some school districts apparently did quite well 
with that money, mine did not, although there are certainly 
schools in Philadelphia County which are excellent and doing 
quite well. And even with the influx of those additional dol-
lars, there are still schools that sit on a list which are persis-
tently dangerous and academically failing. 

So I am proud that I supported that. It went to some Mem-
bers districts, and it had a great effect and helped those stu- 
dents. And I will do it again. I only ask in this conversation 
that we decide that we are a Commonwealth as opposed to 

individual legislative districts, and then we decide that we 
have a responsibility to, at some point in time, say that I will 
extend an arm to you because I will benefit by the process. 
Because if we decide that 50 of us are going to come together 
on legislation each time that only affects my district, I guaran-
tee you there will not be one bill, not Senate Bill No. 1, that 
passes this building, because we will decide that we are indi-
vidual fiefdoms as opposed to a Commonwealth and a general 
population. 

So while I stand here today, and I was frankly baffled by 
the comment, I was more prepared to support an increase in 
the EITC, but because it apparently does not help my district 
enough, I should not vote for it. And I certainly have EITC 
parents in my district, because I remember that they called 
me--and you should remember that--and thanked me for voting 
for it when it was not popular. But it concerns me that we have 
a perspective, that if it does not affect me and mine, then I can-
not support it. That is a decision you will have to make, not 
me. 

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

from Northampton, Senator Boscola. 
Senator BOSCOLA. Mr. President, when I asked for this 

amendment to be divided, I did it because I recognized vouch-
ers were going to pass this General Assembly, and that is why 
I voted "no." Okay? A majority of the Members want vouch-
ers. And I thought, okay, then I agree with that, if that is what 
you want, but here is what I think will really help people in my 
district as well. So if there is a miscommunication, I apologize. 
We are helping certain districts, and I am saying an increase in 
the EITC would help my students even more. 

So I was hoping for the same respect that I just gave the 
other side with its vouchers, and I am saying I need an in-
crease in EITC to help other students. Now look, there was a 
decision made here, because when you talk about the money 
for vouchers, where is it coming from? Well, the money from 
vouchers is coming from the money that the State is going to 
give to the school districts. So we made a policy decision here 
with current State dollars. You chose to put it toward vouch-
ers, and then to EITC. I would have preferred to have it go 
fully into the EITC. But I am respecting your vision about 
vouchers. I want you to respect mine about the EITC. And you 
cannot tell me that there is not money out there. I would take it 
right away from our Department of Corrections budget be-
cause I think it is bloated, and there are ways we could find 
dollars here in the Commonwealth. 

So when somebody says we do not have the capacity to pay 
for this, you made the decision to have the capacity to pay for 
the vouchers, but you are choosing not to have the capacity to 
pay for an increase in the EITC, which would help many, 
many, many other students, especially those in the middle 
class, maybe even the upper middle class, who are trying to 
make those same decisions that the Members who are voting 
for vouchers are trying to respect with those children. That is 
all this was about, respecting what you want to do. I was hop-
ing you would respect what I am trying to do. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to part II of amendment A5830? 
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The yeas and nays were required by Senator FERLO and 
were as follows, viz: 

YEA-21 

Blake Ferlo Leach 	Williams posted on the Department of Education's publicly accessible Internet 
Boscola Fontana Schwank 	Wozniak website. The term does not include a charter school, cyber charter 
Brewster Greenleaf Solobay 	Yudichak school, area vocational-technical school, a public school that does 
Costa Hughes Stack not draw its student body from a particular attendance boundary or a 
Dinniman Kasunic Tartaglione school with a specialized academic program that has specific admis- Farnese Kitchen Washington 

NAY-28 

Alloway Eichelberger Piccola Vance 
Argall Erickson Pileggi Vogel 
Baker Folmer Rafferty Ward 
Browne Gordner Robbins Waugh 
Brubaker Mcllhinney Scarnati White Donald 
Corman Mensch Smucker White Mary Jø 
Earl One Tomlinson Yaw 

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

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

HUGHES AMENDMENT A5823 OFFERED 

Senator HUGHES offered the following amendment No. 
A5823: 

Amend Bill, page 1, line 24, by striking out "opportunity schol- 
arships" and inserting: 

hope academies 
Amend Bill, page 113, line 4, by striking out "AN ARTICLE" 

and inserting: 
articles 

Amend Bill, page 113, by inserting between lines 4 and 5: 
ARTICLE XVII-C 

HOPE ACADEMIES 
(a) Preliminary Provisions 

Section 1701-C. Short title. 
This article shall be known as and may be cited as the Hove 

Academy Pilot Act. 
Section 1702-C. Legislative intent. 

It is the intent of the General Assembly, in enacting this article, 
to study and determine the potential for increased student academic 

area. 
(2) Operate in the same school facility where the school 

previously operated, where feasible. 
(3) Enter into an agreement with the school district that es-

tablishes minimum standards governing annual increases in the aca-
demic performance indicators that are agreed upon with the school 
district. 

(4) No later than 30 days following the initial startup of a 
hope academy, conduct ongoing assessments of student performance, 
including an initial baseline assessment of knowledge and skills in 

system). 
"Applicant." A qualified charter school operator that submits an 

application and plan to operate a hope charter school to a school dis-
trict. 

"Department." The Department of Education of the Common- 
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students and provide professional development for all instructional 
and support staff. 

(13) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1327, pro-
vide for a minimum of 1,100 hours of elementary instruction or 1,190 
hours of secondary instruction, as applicable, which may include any 
of the following: a lengthened school day, an extended school year, a 
minimum of four weeks of summer school and Saturday instructional 
classes. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 1502(a), a hope 
academy may conduct instructional classes on Saturday. 

(14) Provide programs to improve narental involvement, 

hope academy and its curriculum. 
(iv) Establishment of a school liaison to ensure the 

sharing of information between families and teachers and who is 

(15) Programs to improve access to intensive social ser-
vices for hope academy students and their families, which may in-
clude family counseling services, home, school and community 
safety programs and substance abuse treatment. A hope academy 
may provide such services or work with community providers or 
public or private institutions to refer students and families to these 
services. 

(16) Formulate and implement programs designed to im-
prove the learning environment and school culture, which shall in-
clude measures to ensure the safety of students and staff, and may 
include the following: 

(1) Positive behavioral supports. 
(ii) Professional development. 
(iii) Coordination with community partners. 
(iv) An increase in extracurricular activities for hope 

academy students. 

(C) Staff compensation at a hope charter school shall 
be determined by the board of trustees of the hope charter school and 

school. 

school. 

Section 1714-C. Duties of school districts. 
A school district shall have the following duties: 

(I) Within five days of notification under section 1713-C(a) 
(I) (ii), develop standards for the operation of hope academies to in-
clude the following: 

(1) Requirements contained in section 1711 -C(a).  
(ii) A minimum annual increase in academic perfor-

mance indicators to be incorporated into a charter for the operation of 
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of the 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 school years, a school 
district and an operator of a hone charter school shall submit to the 
department such information as required by the department in the 
manner indicated by the department on the academic performance 
indicators agreed upon between a hope academy and the school dis- 

tablished under section 1711 -C(a). 
(d) Proposals.--Where a school district receives one or more 

proposals from an applicant for the conversion of a school to a hope 

cle. 
Section 1719-C. Study. 

(a) Performance information.--Within 30 days of the conclusion 

Section 1732-C. Expiration. 
This article shall expire December 31, 2015. 
Amend Bill, page 113, line 6, by striking out "OPPORTUNITY 

SCHOLARSHIPS AND' 
Amend Bill, page 113, line 11, by striking out "OPPORTUNITY 

SCHOLARSHIP AND" 
Amend Bill, page 113, lines 13 through 30; pages 114 through 

144, lines 1 through 30; page 145, lines 1 through 30, by striking out 
all of said lines on said pages and inserting: 

(b) (Reserved) 
Amend Bill, page 148, by inserting between lines 7 and 8: 
"Hope academy." A hope academy established under Article 

XVII-C. 
Amend Bill, page 156, by inserting after line 30: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 1, by striking out '" and inserting: 
in 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 3, by striking out "Q" and inserting 
a comma: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 3, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 
TION" where it occurs the second time: 

or hope academy 
Amend Bill, page 157, line 4, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 

TION": 
or hope academy 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 5, by inserting after "ORGANIZA- 
TION": 

or hope academy 
Amend Bill, page 157, line 7, by striking out "s" and inserting: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 9, by striking out "Q" and inserting 
a comma: 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 9, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-
TION" where it occurs the second time: 

or hope academy 
Amend Bill, page 157, by inserting between lines 24 and 25: 
(C) Hope academy.--A business firm must apply to the depart-

ment for a tax credit. A business firm shall receive a tax credit if the 
hope academy appears on the list established in section 1713-C. 

Amend Bill, page 157, line 25, by striking out "IQ" and insert- 
ing: 

-I 
Amend Bill, page 157, line 27, by striking out "Q" and insert-

ing a comma: 
Amend Bill, page 157, line 27, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-

TION" where it occurs the second time: 
or hope academy 

Amend Bill, page 162, line 8, by striking out "" and insert- 
ing: 

67.5% 
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Amend Bill, page 162, line 11, by striking out 	and insert- 
ing: 

21.5% 
Amend Bill, page 162, line 14, by inserting after "ORGANIZA-

TIONS.": 
No less than 11% of the total aggregate amount of all tax credits ap-

proved shall be used to provide tax credits for contributions from 
business firms to hope academies established under Article XVII-C, 
until such time as the expiration of Article XVII-C. 

Amend Bill, page 165, line 27, by striking out "XXV-B(A) AND 
(B)" and inserting: 

xvII-C 

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

The PRESIDENT. The Chair, to recognize his birthday, 
calls on the gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator Hughes. 

Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, if I get a birthday vote 
Out of this deal, that would be great. Any consideration, we 
would utilize, all right? 

The PRESIDENT. The gentleman should not count on it. 
Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, amendment No. 5823, 

quite similar to the first amendment that I introduced earlier in 
this conversation, probably about an hour or so ago, quite sim-
ply, adds the concept of Hope Academies, which I discussed 
earlier, for those 143 lowest-performing schools. It adds that 
concept, a significant bump, I might add, for the EITC, and it 
removes the concept of vouchers in this program. 

We are doing that for two reasons. From the academic side 
of the equation, Mr. President, we know that all of the con-
cepts embodied in Hope Academies have a track record of 
success in all kinds of schools, all across the State, across the 
nation, and across the world. We are not clear, Mr. President, 
on the idea of vouchers and whether it has been proven that 
there has been any success related to this academic program. 
So consequently, the idea is to focus on what we know works, 
and leave what does not work aside. 

But also, Mr. President, this amendment that I introduced, 
amendment No. A5823, responds to the issue that was raised 
earlier in a significant way, which was the cost that exists as it 
relates to the utilization of Hope Academies or, in their previ-
ous form, Promise Academies. It was said by one of the earlier 
speakers that the cost of Hope Academies is extensive and 
there is no money available to pay for that. What we do, Mr. 
President, in amendment No. A5823, is we take the funds that 
would be utilized by taking the dollars that would be saved 
from the voucher program by not implementing the voucher 
program, and direct those dollars toward the Hope Academies. 
In other words, the school district and the State save dollars 
from not having to utilize a program or a concept that has no 
proven track record of success, then they are shifted to a pro-
gram that has a significant track record of success, especially 
in the school district of Philadelphia, which has the most num-
ber of Hope Academies. 

We know that the number that would be utilized for vouch-
ers, if utilized for the Hope Academy concept, would dramati-
cally increase the number of Hope Academies/Promise Acade-
mies across the city of Philadelphia and, consequently, across 
the State of Pennsylvania. We could probably double the num-
ber of schools that would be in this kind of high-level, inten-
sive, academic environment, with longer school days, longer  

school weeks, longer school years, and intense social support 
matching the academic support that would go into these 
schools. They have rigorous high expectations, rigorous aca-
demic programs, intensive support with tutoring, everything 
that we know that works. 

Now, we know, Mr. President, that in our own personal 
circumstances and our own personal situation, when our chil-
dren have been struggling with their grades and books, more 
than likely, the first thing out of our mouths is, well, you 
know, you have to double down on this, you have to intensify 
the amount of time you are spending on your academic pro-
gram, and we know that usually is successful, from our own 
personal situation. What we are saying in this conversation, 
Mr. President, is to apply what we know works personally to 
the policy that we want to adopt here, which is more time on 
task, more time in the classroom, more focus on academic suc-
cess, higher levels of expectations by teachers and academic 
professionals, engaged parents, and an engaged school com-
munity with all the support necessary to create a successful 
environment. 

We believe that Hope Academies can work. We have seen 
evidence of that across the country. We also know that by sav-
ing the dollars by not implementing the voucher concept, there 
will be dollars available to pay for this, thereby allaying one of 
the arguments that was raised earlier, which was the fact that 
there was no money available to pay for this. 

So, Mr. President, I urge support for amendment No. 
A5823. Thank you very much. 

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

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, I ask for a negative vote 
on the gentleman's amendment. I will not spend a lot of time 
talking about the Hope Academies, as we have talked about 
that extensively in the past. But yes, it is true, they can be suc-
cessful if you are prepared to spend a lot of money, select the 
teachers based upon merit, and have some kind of an admis-
sions program to make sure that you get the right kinds of stu-
dents into that particular academy. We do not have the re-
sources, and we do not have the ability to select the teachers in 
most school districts. Philadelphia has some latitude in that 
because it has such a large district and it can move teachers 
around. 

The biggest objection to this proposal, however--and we 
just spent a large amount of time debating the EITC amend-
ment--is, in large measure, this program is expected to be paid 
for with EITC dollars. So I detected a great deal of support 
here on the floor of the Senate for EITC. If this amendment is 
passed, that program will be, I will not say decimated, but 
large chunks of dollars devoted to the EITC will be redirected 
to the so-called Hope Academies. 

Mr. President, this amendment needs to be defeated. Thank 
you. 

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

Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, there is nothing in this 
legislation, with all due respect to the chairman, that calls for 
this program to be paid for by EITC dollars. What the legisla-
tion calls for is utilization of the concept of Hope Academies, 
and in the utilization of that concept, by not putting in place 
the voucher concept, you save approximately $48 million 
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statewide that school districts can then utilize for other pro-
grams, and, in this case, can be driven toward the Hope Acad-
emies concept. 

So we are not asking for the utilization of EITC dollars, we 
are asking to save money on a program that does not have a 
track record of success, and shifting that money into a program 
that does have a track record of success. So, by not spending 
money on something that is experimental, and spending 
money on something that makes sense, it is a wiser use of our 
tax dollars and of the investment in public education. If we say 
we want to achieve academic results, we should invest in those 
things that have a proven track record of success and not in-
vest in those things that have no track record of performance. 

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

from Dauphin, Senator Piccola. 
Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, very briefly, I am going 

to read from page 10 of the gentleman's amendment because, 
in fact, it does require the use of EITC dollars to at least par-
tially fund these Hope Academies. I quote, "No less than 11% 
of the total aggregate amount of all tax credits approved shall 
be used to provide tax credits for contributions from business 
firms to Hope Academies established under Article XVII-C, 
until such time as the expiration of Article XVH-C." 

No less than 11 percent shall be used. By approving this 
amendment, you are making fewer dollars available to EITC 
recipients, and it is contrary to the whole concept of education 
reform. By directing dollars that we are using today to help 
individual children get an education, we are directing to insti-
tutions, systems, that may, and likely may not, work. 

Mr. President, this amendment needs to be defeated, espe-
cially if you support the EITC program. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes, under unanimous 
consent, the gentleman from Philadelphia, Senator Hughes. 

Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, just very briefly, I 
think--and we do not have to have a debate right now, we 
could meet in the middle of the floor and walk through the 
pages--I think it is really just a bit of an incorrect interpretation 
of that language that the gentleman is reading, which reflects 
how EITC dollars are spent, and that they are not to be spent 
on Hope Academies, but it talks about how they are to be 
spent in the context of EITC dollars. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

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

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

YEA-17 

Blake Fontana Schwank 	Wozniak 
Brewster Hughes Solobay 	Yudichak 
Costa Kasunic Stack 
Farnese Kitchen Tartaglione 
Ferlo Leach Washington 

NAY-32 

Alloway 	Earl! 	 One 	 Vance 
Argall 	 Eichelberger 	Piccola 	Vogel 
Baker 	 Erickson 	Pileggi 	Ward 

Boscola Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Browne (Jordner Robbins White Donald 
Brubaker Greenleaf Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Corman Mdllhinney Smucker Williams 
Dinniman Mensch Tomlinson Yaw 

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

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

Senator PICCOLA. Mr. President, the afternoon is late, and 
I will be as brief as I possibly can, but I must take this oppor-
tunity to urge adoption of Senate Bill No. 1, as the most signif-
icant effort at educational reform in well over a decade. We 
have heard a lot of talk about the voucher program, and I be-
lieve my colleague and cosponsor of this bill, Senator Wil-
liams, will have some remarks about the voucher program and 
why it is so important. He speaks passionately on this issue, 
and I want him to do so today. We talked about the EITC pro-
gram, which needs no explanation to this body. We are all fa-
miliar with the value of the EITC in all of our districts, and we 
know about the enhancement of the EITC under the provisions 
of Senate Bill No. 1 as it is presently drafted. 

What I want to talk about very briefly, Mr. President, are 
the provisions that deal with charter schools, because we have 
not talked about those, and I hope that means that there is a lot 
of consensus on charter schools. But let me just point to two 
major provisions of this bill that deal with charter schools that 
I think will improve them throughout the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania, enhance them, and make their availability, and 
therefore school choice, more available to students throughout 
the Commonwealth. 

First is accountability, ethics, and governance reform con-
tained in this bill. There is a large section, making sure that 
charter schools are held accountable for their practice, their 
operation, their academic performance, and to make sure that 
they operate within the constructs of our law, a major step for-
ward to improving charter schools and their governance here 
in the Commonwealth. 

But there is one section here dealing with charter schools 
that I want to emphasize--and actually, Senator Hughes re-
ferred to it, not directly, but rather indirectly, when he men-
tioned the fact that I visited a school in his district, and that 
was accurate. It was Mann Elementary School in Philadelphia 
in Senator Hughes's district. That school is a charter school, it 
is not a Promise or Hope Academy, it is a charter school which 
the school district of Philadelphia converted, almost overnight, 
to a charter school by turning it over to Mastery Charter 
School, as the gentleman indicated. The gentleman accurately 
described the situation when he said how engaged the kids 
were, how pleased and happy the parents and grandpar-
ents--who are sometimes the primary custodian of some of 
those kids--how great they felt about the educational opportu-
nities being afforded to the kids in that school. 
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More importantly, the kids in that school increased an en-
tire grade level in less than 4 months, because of the intense 
educational opportunity that was afforded to them. These were 
the same kids who were attending Mann Elementary School 
the year before, a school that, at that point, was failing misera-
bly. In this bill, we give that power to convert overnight to a 
charter school by a vote of the school board to every school 
district in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Right now, 
only Philadelphia has that power, and it has used it wisely on a 
few occasions, Mann Elementary being one of them. 

This is a challenge, again, as I challenged the school dis-
tricts 12 years ago when we passed the original charter school 
law. Take this provision of this law when it is enacted, and use 
it to escape some of the mandates that we impose on our pub-
lic schools, use it to improve your failing schools, use it to re-
duce the cost of public education, because we know charter 
schools can operate at 75 to 80 percent of the cost of our regu-
lar public schools. The academic performance demonstrated 
by Mann Elementary School, operated by Mastery Charter 
School, is phenomenal. 

These are the kinds of reforms that are contained in Senate 
Bill No. 1, reforms that are not aimed at funding a system, that 
are not aimed at building a system, that are not aimed at creat-
ing all kinds of rules and regulations about a system that most 
of our constituents cannot navigate through, especially if they 
are in low-income areas. They run into the bureaucracy of edu-
cation. This bill is designed to set these people free, to allow 
them to make the educational decisions about their kids them-
selves. It is an educational empowerment bill in that it empow-
ers parents. 

Mr. President, I cannot urge strongly enough an affirmative 
vote on Senate Bill No. 1. 

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

from Chester, Senator Dinniman. 
Senator DINNIMAN. Mr. President, I am going to try to 

explain the fundamental question we are dealing with in a little 
bit of a different way. You know, we talk with abstractions 
and educational policy, but let me ask this question, and later I 
will answer it. The question is, how do two elderly nuns, with 
a symbolic ruler, have all of their students meet Adequate 
Yearly Progress, AYP, keep order in the school, and have stu-
dents love themselves and understand service to others, where, 
one block down, the public school in the same neighborhood is 
in total chaos and no one is reaching AYP? Let us look at that 
answer a little later, but that is really a summation of the ques-
tion that we are asking today. 

First of all, let us get something clear. Public schools, for 
the majority of students in this Commonwealth, do an excel-
lent job. However, public schools are failing poor students, 
English language learners, and students who simply cannot 
march to the beat of the industrial-age synchronized school. 
That is why we have to think outside of the box. That is why 
we have to bring new ideas to education. 

Let me share with you, Mr. President, in support of this bill, 
some fundamental facts. Do you know if we total up all of the 
Federal, State, and local dollars we now spend in public edu-
cation in this Commonwealth, it would be over $27 billion? 
Not million dollars, Mr. President, $27 billion. Do you also 
know, Mr. President, that our own Department of Education  

tells us that for every five students who enter the ninth grade, 
only four will graduate? That means that we admit that 
one-fifth of our students will never graduate from high school. 
But the true number is not 20 percent, because the Department 
of Education does not look at the kids who dropped out in 7th 
and 8th grade, does not look or ask questions about the kids 
they cannot even find because they move from place to place. 
The true answer is that after you spend $27 billion, approxi-
mately one-third of the students in this Commonwealth never 
graduate from high school. If that is not a crisis, I do not know 
what is. It is a tragedy in the life of each and every one of 
those students, but it is also a tragedy in our mutual interest as 
citizens of this Commonwealth. 

You know, in this debate and in the discussions that we 
have had in our hearings with the Committee on Education, we 
have had many lobbyists who have come to visit us. I am sure 
many Senators had lobbying or interest groups call them last 
night or visit their offices this morning, but understand, the 
students who live in poverty in this State have no lobbyist. We 
have to stand up and represent those students. I thank Senator 
Williams and Senator Piccola for ignoring the lobbyists and 
focusing on the students, and I want to join them in that effort 
with resolve. 

If this bill was a bill that would require statewide vouchers, 
I would vote against it. But this is a very limited bill that is 
aimed to help students in 143 buildings out of the thousands of 
school buildings in this Commonwealth. In fact, we only have 
17 districts involved in this where we have the failing schools. 
Except for 19 of those 143 buildings, all the rest of the build-
ings, about 120 buildings, are in 5 school districts: Philadel-
phia, Pittsburgh, Allentown, Reading, and Chester. 

So, let us get real. We are not talking about a total change 
in the educational system of this Commonwealth through the 
vehicle of vouchers. We are talking about a pilot project to see 
if we can succeed in those 143 buildings that simply have not 
succeeded. Now, you know, it would be one thing if they did 
not succeed for 1 year or 5 years or 10 years, but, my friends, 
these same buildings are now in the fourth decade of not suc-
ceeding. We have seen generation after generation of students 
who have not been educated. 

In some of these schools, especially the high schools, up to 
73 or 74 percent of those students drop out. So, let us get real 
about this. Let us understand this. Money is not it alone. What 
has to happen is the very structure, the very culture of these 
schools, have to change. It is worth doing a model program 
like this. It is a program that is not greatly expensive. It is a 
program in which we will see if vouchers work in a combina-
tion of some rural schools, some small city schools, and in the 
big cities like Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. But, we need to 
understand, this is not a statewide voucher program, this is 
simply a pilot program to see if it would work. 

Two other things, Mr. President. I want to say that this is 
not antiteacher, this is not antiunion, and in fact, if we are re-
ally serious about educational reform, we will use everything 
in our arsenal. Listen, if you were on the Titanic and it was 
going down, you do not start to decide, well, I will use this or 
that, you do everything you can to save that ship. Do you not 
understand that the Commonwealth educational program is a 
Titanic going down, when one-third of the students do not 
graduate from high school and we spend $27 billion? This is 
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what we are about today. I understand that, again, our schools 
do very well. In my county, for example, which is middle class 
and upper class, those schools do wonderfully well, but they 
are failing the poor students of this Commonwealth, genera-
tion after generation. When each student goes down, we all go 
down because we are dependent on everyone being educated 
and working together. 

The Supreme Court made a decision on separate but equal. 
The truth of the matter is, after 40 years, we still have separate 
but unequal education in the Commonwealth based on poverty 
and where you live. Let me say one other thing, if I may, Mr. 
President. There is not one Senator here who would allow their 
kids to go to a school where there is violence, a school that is 
not teaching their young people. You know it and I know it, 
and all that the program in this bill is doing is saying, give ev-
ery kid in this Commonwealth the same opportunity you want 
to give your children. You know that your parents would have 
never let you be in that type of school. They would have 
scraped and put together every cent so that they could get you 
to another school. 

Let me tell you two stories that have come up in the Com-
mittee on Education to illustrate what I am talking about. 
There was a young girl who came before the Committee on 
Education who was being raised by her grandmother in a poor 
neighborhood in north Philadelphia. She was so bullied, so 
intimidated, not learning anything in her public school that she 
told the committee she considered committing suicide because 
she had no hope. She was in despair. She and her grandmother 
managed to scrape together enough money to get her into a 
parochial school, and part of it was that the diocese gave 
scholarships, but after 3 or 4 years, the diocese did not have 
any scholarships to give. Do you know what that girl's grand-
mother did? She held a bake sale, and everyone from the 
neighborhood came to contribute. Have we come to that, that 
kids and families who are poor and who do not live in the nice 
ZIP Codes of this Commonwealth have to have bake sales to 
get an education for their kids? We are trying, through this 
bill, to do something about that. 

Let me tell you a second story that occurred. In this same 
way, a mother came before our committee--and you know, we 
discuss all the issues of religion. Ultimately, the courts will 
decide on that because we already have a voucher program for 
private schools anyway. We give money for transportation, we 
give money for textbooks, and we give money for counseling 
and for technology. All we are doing now is giving money so a 
kid can get a total education. But the courts will decide that 
issue. But in this particular case, the mother said to us, you 
know, I am a Protestant and I am sending my kid to a Catholic 
school. I will teach religion at home because all I want as a 
mother is that my kid comes home in one piece and is not sub-
jected to violence and indeed learns. 

In fact, in north and west Philadelphia, the majority of Stu-
dents in parochial schools are not Catholic, they are Protestant, 
and we should be thankful for the Archdiocese for maintaining 
those alternative programs. In the city of Philadelphia, there is 
a waiting list of 30,000 students for charter schools, people 
waiting in line to get a chance at charter schools like we wait 
to pick up the newest iPod, or wait for a sporting event, or for 
movies. Come on. Is that what education has come to in our 
Commonwealth? 

Finally, Mr. President, two more important things to say. 
Listen, when your ship is going down and we are all on the 
Titanic, you use everything in your arsenal to save anyone that 
you can. I do not look at a model voucher program as the an-
swer, it is just one of the many answers, as are charter schools, 
and as are the improvement of public schools. 

I plan to introduce, within the month, various legislative 
initiatives that have been based on the PSEA document enti-
tled, "Solutions that Work," because many of these solutions 
in poor schools will not only work, Mr. President, but they do 
not cost much money. They are, for example, allowing teacher 
empowerment, allowing teachers, not administrators and con-
sultants, to deal with the classrooms, empowering teachers so 
that we have learning communities. They involve finding solu-
tions to violent and disruptive students. They involve parental 
involvement, they involve early childhood education, because 
every dollar spent in early childhood education is $17 saved 
later, and they involve consistency. 

One of the greatest problems in our poorer schools is that 
every 2 years, they decide to change the program and curricu-
lum because some new high-paid consultant, some new 
high-paid superintendent or assistant superintendent comes in 
and there is no consistency in the curriculum of any of these 
schools. 

So, Mr. President, it is a combination that will save the day 
for the public education of poor youngsters in this Common-
wealth. Improve public schools along the lines that PSEA is 
suggesting, and I will present the legislative program, too, 
about charter schools and, indeed, vouchers in this limited pi-
lot project. We need to also respect homeschooling, because 
so many students have gone to homeschooling to avoid getting 
beat up in school or going to and from school. 

Mr. President, some say that you cannot help one and leave 
others behind. I say, we create an arsenal which helps all. I 
grew up in a religious tradition that taught the following: that 
when you save one person, when you save one child, it is as if 
you are saving the world. Do not forget, when we hear the ar-
guments that you will only help some and not others, our ulti-
mate goal is to help all. But in the process, this bill provides 
immediate help for so many students, so many people in pov-
erty, and remember, as you vote--and hopefully vote in the 
affirmative--as you save one child, it is as if you save the 
world. 

I urge an affirmative vote because this is our chance, this is 
our opportunity to save that child. 

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

from Allegheny, Senator Costa. 
Senator COSTA. Mr. President, I originally intended to 

submit my remarks for the record, and I will do that. However, 
I want to address some of the comments made by my col-
league, for whom I have a tremendous amount of respect, his 
abilities and knowledge on the issue of education. 

Mr. President, in my opinion, we are not the Titanic. We 
are not failing in a manner that we should be compared to the 
Titanic. Today, we are talking about the bottom 5 percent of 
the schools that are not performing well. Mr. President, let me 
just share with you and my colleagues a number of 
facts--although I think we have heard a number of times over 
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the course, at least I have spoken about them a number of 
times over the last several years. 

First, Mr. President, since 2003, we are the only State in the 
country, for 9 years in a row, that has consistently improved 
their assessment and achievement scores over the course of the 
past 9 years. We are the only State in the country to do that. 
That tells me, if we are the Titanic, 49 other States have sunk, 
so that is not where we are. 

The second point, there is nearly 80-percent achievement in 
reading and math in this Commonwealth. Number three, we 
have narrowed the learning gap. We have narrowed the learn- 
ing gap between those individuals who are at poor schools, 
who are poor students and minority students, versus that of 
their peers. We have considerably narrowed that gap. To me, 
that is improvement and progress, and the heart of this issue is 
addressing those concerns. 

Last and not least, by no means least, our poorest perform- 
ing school districts and students, the number in the lowest 25th 
percentile, has been reduced by 25 percent. We have made 
gains. We are not the Titanic. We have challenges ahead of us, 
and this legislation attempts to address some of those chal-
lenges, and as I said in my remarks that will be provided, there 
are good aspects to Senate Bill No. 1. But, I felt that I needed 
to get up and extend to our Members and to all those families 
out there who have students in those 95 percent of the schools, 
that while we have issues we need to address going forward, I 
want to tell them that we have good things going on in this 
Commonwealth as it relates to public education. 

I just said four or five of them, there are countless more. Do 
we have challenges? Absolutely. Do we have concerns for 
safety in our schools? Yes, we do. Do we need to look differ- 
ently at the way we do things? That conversation will take 
place. But at the end of the day, again, we are the only State 
that is consistently improving. We are one of the only States at 
the 80-percent assessment scoring. We are narrowing the gap 
of the folks we are trying to address today. 

Finally, we are working toward reducing and eliminating 
the number of the lowest-performing students in schools. We 
are doing good things. We are not the Titanic. We have a re-
cord of achievement of which to be proud. As we move for-
ward working together on those issues that provide the tools to 
put in those tool boxes that those students, school districts, and 
families need, we will be far better off as we go forward. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote "no" on this legislation, my 
remarks are provided for the record, and I thank Senator 
Smucker for allowing me to line jump. 

The PRESIDENT. The remarks will be spread upon the 
record. 

(The following prepared remarks were made part of the 
record at the request of the gentleman from Allegheny, Sena-
tor COSTA:) 

Mr. President, I rise to speak briefly and make some comments 
about Senate Bill No. 1. First, I want to address what I see as some of 
the positive attributes in Senate Bill No. 1. I am pleased to see the 
charter school reform component in this bill. The provisions con-
tained in the legislation increase accountability. That is a good and a 
very meaningflul improvement. Anything that we can do to improve 
our schools as a whole deserves our attention. I am also heartened to 
see the Educational Improvement Tax Credit expanded and strength- 

ened in this bill. The EITC provides a wonderful opportunity for 
businesses to work in concert with our private and parochial schools. 
From experiences in my district, I know these relationships are im-
portant and meaningful. They provide exceptional educational oppor-
tunities for our children. 

Senate Bill No. 1 has undergone significant changes over the 
summer months. It is more reflective of a compromise, and it im-
poses less of an impact on the Pennsylvania taxpayer. It is marginally 
better, but it is still flawed. Those changes and the work that went 
into them, I applaud. That said, I am still concerned about the poten-
tial impact this legislation will have on our struggling public schools. 
Our public schools are already hobbled by upward of a billion dollars 
in budget reductions from last years budget battle. In addition to the 
significant and drastic cuts that they have already experienced, many 
districts are making contingency plans and bracing for more cuts in 
future budgets. With an expectation of imposing another $50-million 
loss on a local district with passage of Senate Bill No. 1, I do not 
know how, in good conscience, we can pass this piece of legislation. 
These costs, I remind you, are above and beyond the additional cost 
to the State. We cannot afford to create this additional, and costly, 
program in a time when Pennsylvania taxpayers are struggling, jobs 
are scarce, and school districts are experiencing pain from the huge 
budget cuts inflicted on them earlier this year. 

Yes, our struggling schools need help, and there are many poten-
tial solutions. We must act to address them. It does not necessarily 
mean this, in its entirety, is the solution. While there are many facets 
of this bill, which I outlined earlier, which I do support, I cannot vote 
for this bill. To me, on balance, this proposal is unfair to the tax-
payer, student, and school district. It makes promises that the pro-
gram and taxpayers will not be able to keep. It builds a situation 
where, potentially, the bulk of the children who need our help will 
not get a voucher and, as a result, will fall further behind. That is not 
fair, and it does not make our education system better. Let us help all 
those schools that are struggling, and let us help all the students. 

Thank you. 

The PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Lancaster, Senator Smucker. 

Senator SMUCKER. Mr. President, from the start, my view 
has been to support education wherever it takes place - public 
schools, private schools, religious schools, charter schools, 
home schools. Results, Mr. President, like student achieve-
ment, parental satisfaction, effective instruction, these results 
matter more than the system. 

My three kids are in public schools. We are quite satisfied 
with their educational experience, so my perspective is not that 
of someone disenchanted with public schools. Rather, mine is 
the perspective of someone firmly convinced of the virtues of 
competition and the benefits of choice. Since joining the Sen-
ate, I have spent an extensive amount of time visiting educa-
tional facilities and discussing education issues with individu-
als and professionals both inside and outside the public 
schools. I learned a lot, and in fact, found more positives than 
the headlines suggest. Yet, everyone concedes there are monu-
mental challenges in the day-to-day operations of our schools. 

Given that reality, it is hard to understand the time, re-
sources, and emotional intensity poured into stopping school 
choice. When you engage educators in a discussion that goes 
beyond the standard arguments, they do acknowledge that 
changes are coming because of advances in technology and 
advances in its application in the classroom or in distance 
learning, because of continuing research into how kids learn 
and how to better reach struggling students, and because of the 
limitations that the rough economy has imposed on traditional 
approaches to spending. 
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We appropriately give educators a lot of control over how 
schools operate. However, they do not have exclusive power 
to determine which changes are acceptable and which are not. 
With an increasingly diverse student population, with the eco-
nomic stakes of a good education rising, we should be about 
finding ways to match students with programs that improve 
their prospects for success. No single educational approach is 
going to fit all kids. Choice gives families of lesser means the 
opportunity to send their kids to a different school, an option 
that is currently available only to wealthier families, or to 
those who make incredible sacrifices. 

Opponents argue that choice is unfair, but where is the fair-
ness in pushing for funding for all sorts of new and expanded 
programs inside public schools, but contending we cannot af-
ford to do anything outside public schools? Right now, the 
vast majority of students in the Commonwealth attend public 
schools. If we pass this bill or something similar, the vast ma-
jority of students will still attend public schools. The rhetoric 
about privatizing education or banning public schools simply 
has no basis in the numbers. 

There is one thing that both sides do agree on: three provi-
sions in the State Constitution make it difficult to put together 
a permissible program. But those provisions are not rooted in 
noble principles. Their origin was in the prevalent anti-Catho-
lic bias of more than a century ago. Is that really the bedrock 
on which we want to structure our education policy today? 

One of Pennsylvania's greatest assets and advantages is our 
diversity of public and private colleges and universities. At the 
post-secondary level, we have school choice. It is impossible 
to explain why it works so well there, but would not at the pri-
mary or the secondary level. Anti-choice groups wave opinion 
polls indicating that a majority of Pennsylvanians oppose us-
ing tax dollars to support nonpublic education. No doubt, the 
questioners just forgot to point out that tax dollars have been 
used to support nonpublic education for decades, for textbooks 
and for transportation. 

Many in education are insisting on something called a level 
playing field. For 25 years, I owned a construction business. 
That world was highly competitive. No two firms are the 
same. The differences provided the competition. If different 
types of schools are made to look exactly the same, competi-
tion has been squeezed from the equation. The answer here is 
not to impose all sorts of requirements on nonpublic schools, 
rather, it is to loosen the straightjacket of excessive mandates 
with which public education is bound. 

There is another misconception in this debate. Defenders of 
the status quo assume that the kids denied the opportunity to 
change schools are guaranteed to stay in those failing or un-
safe schools. The real risk, Mr. President, is that they become 
dropouts. That comes at a much higher cost than any choice 
program. Being pro-competition does not equal being anti-
public education. Whatever benefits we hope to derive from 
our public schools, we depend on good teachers to deliver. 
The teacher bashing that is so prevalent these days is really 
counterproductive, for it discourages dedicated instructors 
from staying on and discourages emerging talent from entering 
the profession. 

This bill is certainly not the final answer for failing schools, 
for education options, for charter school accountability, or for 
any other education issue. The push for education improve- 

ment never concludes, but this bill does have an important pur-
pose - opening the doors for opportunities for families who 
feel their kids are not well-served by their public school. Giv-
ing a kid a fresh chance to learn and giving parents a fresh rea-
son to become involved in the schools surely is good policy 
and a worthy outcome. 

Today I would like to thank my colleagues - Senator 
Piccola, Senator Dinniman, and Senator Williams - for their 
work on this bill. I am very pleased to have the opportunity 
today to cast an affirmative vote. 

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

from Philadelphia, Senator Tartaglione. 
Senator TARTAGLIONE. Mr. President, I understand what 

the supporters of this bill are trying to accomplish. I have seen 
what innovation can do in our public schools. I know the chal-
lenges we face and the needs for new ideas. I represent hun-
dreds of young people who could take advantage of what this 
bill offers. But I also represent thousands, maybe tens of thou-
sands, of young people who will be left behind in struggling 
schools with fewer resources. 

Mr. President, Pennsylvania's Constitution requires us to 
provide a thorough and efficient system of public education. 
This bill is efficient, but it is far from being thorough. Of all 
the challenges we face in reforming education, by far the 
greatest is inequality. Success can be decided by your address. 
Opportunity can be decided by geography. This bill will not 
fix that. In fact, it makes it worse. Instead of students choosing 
schools, schools will be choosing students. The unchosen, 
children with disabilities, children with learning disorders, 
children trapped in unstable families, are blameless in their 
bad luck. The unchosen have been failed by fate, failed by 
families, failed by their community, and failed by their 
schools. Today, they are being failed by this General Assem-
bly. Today, they have little. Tomorrow, they will have less. In 
the battle to keep the world economy, we need reform in edu-
cation. This is not reform. This is a retreat. 

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

from Allegheny, Senator Ferlo. 
Senator FERLO. Mr. President, I have had the privilege of 

being in public office at the local level and now being an hon-
orable Member of the State Senate, collectively and cumula-
tively, for about 23 years. I have tried to evaluate all pieces of 
legislation, whether local ordinances or such profound pieces 
of legislation which recognize and potentially affect signifi-
cant change in the manner in which we fund and achieve our 
goal of quality public education in our Commonwealth. I try to 
view things always with a sense of collecting as much infor-
mation as possible, spending a lot of time talking to all stake-
holders, regardless of what inherently may be an apparent con-
flict in their views, philosophies, or ideologies. I try to just 
view things with common sense. 

In my own background, I grew up with 10 brothers and sis-
ters in a very low-income family, a proud Italian American 
family. They are not overly well-educated, to be honest. Most 
of my brothers and sisters are working-class people, bakers 
and contractors and carpenters, just basically middle-class, 
working-class folks, including small business entrepreneurs. I 
grew up in a house without any books. If you visit my house in 
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Highland Park, it is not a big house, but it is filled with books 
about literature, art, philosophy, history, from right to left. 
You will find Marxist literature, and you will find literature 
from Milton Friedman, and everybody else. I try to understand 
things broadly about the world around us. I am not so naive to 
think that any one individual or any one viewpoint is sacro-
sanct or somehow can override the views of others. 

There is strong passion and eloquence on every side of this 
issue today, and there has been for the preceding weeks and 
months, if not years. As the old saying goes, "We have met the 
enemy, and it is us." To some extent, I have to say that it was 
the State legislature, in the past, maybe more than 10 years 
ago, that created a powerful board, an overseeing board, in 
relation to our sister city of Philadelphia. In the example of 
Harrisburg, I think the State legislature also intervened to 
countermand the local stakeholders' decisionmaking process 
and put a lot of power under the hands of, I believe, the previ-
ous mayor. I think those powers and prerogatives also extend 
to the current mayor. I do not know if the State legislature has 
ever intervened in matters of changing the course of the man-
ner by which young folks are educated at the local level or has 
done anything very well other than the fact that we have taken 
a strong position and continually tried to fund public education 
in a more adequate and appropriate manner. 

So! have to look at this overall in terms of what! think will 
be the impact. I am not so naive to think that every school will 
be like it was in the early 1950s when I went to school. But I 
have to look both parochially in terms of what the impact will 
be to my respective school districts, the roughly 11 school dis- 
tricts that I have, and it will create a medicable woe in the 
communities I represent. And I apologize ahead of time to 
some of my colleagues, if that is being selfish or not looking at 
the total picture. I am trying to understand what the immediate 
impact is. I feel I have a moral, legislative, and fiduciary re- 
sponsibility to the immediacy of the districts and the constitu-
ents I represent, but I have always wanted to work and blend 
that with the overall obligations I have as an elected State Sen-
ator, representing the best interests, hopefully always, of the 
Commonwealth in toto. 

When I look at the impact of the budget cuts this year 
alone, to those 11 school districts, in excess of $37 million, 
basically, we did a whack job on public schools across the 
Commonwealth, and in particular, I am pointing out the school 
districts which are varied in my Senate district demographi- 
cally by income, or if you want to describe it as class, race, 
any characterization. I have a very upper-income community, 
probably the second- or third-wealthiest community in the 
State, Fox Chapel, and I have the inner-city districts of the 
school district of Pittsburgh as well as Wilkinsburg, a strug-
gling Act 47 community. When you add up all those signifi- 
cant budget cuts, what I describe as the whack job this year in 
the budget, it really sets the clock back on the progress that we 
had made in the previous 8 years of the Rendell administra- 
tion, supporting things that I think a lot of us believe strongly 
enhance public education - smaller classrooms, pre-K, early 
childhood initiatives, technology in the classroom, I could go 
on and on. But that is a significant amount of money that has 
been eliminated. In the Pittsburgh School District alone, we 
saw over $26 million in budget cuts, and in struggling 
Wilkinsburg, $1.2 million and more. 

So again, in the context of this debate, discussion, and 
eventual vote on the creation of school vouchers, I only see 
taking away and further exacerbating the budgetary cuts that 
we have made to the public school systems in the districts all 
around the Commonwealth. That is of concern to me, and ob-
viously, it would violate the very core of why I would ever 
want to be voting in favor of this, which I obviously will not 
be doing. But when you look at those cumulative cuts, over 
$850 million across the Commonwealth, there is no way I 
could support this experiment of vouchers. Getting to the root 
cause--I know many of my colleagues like to take that little 
U.S. Constitution out of their pockets all the time. I see one of 
my colleagues has left the Chamber temporarily. But there is 
another Constitution, and I think we all took an oath to abide 
by not only the United States Constitution--in the past, the lo-
cal Home Rule Charter for the city of Pittsburgh for me--but 
certainly our own Pennsylvania Constitution. 

Maybe I did not learn English enough or properly, and 
maybe I have a hard time with essay comprehension, but when 
you look at Article III, Section 15, of the Pennsylvania State 
Constitution, and I quote explicitly, "No money raised for the 
support of [the] public schools of the Commonwealth shall be 
appropriated to or used for the support of any sectarian 
school." Now, most modern dictionaries will describe the 
word "sectarian" as meaning relating to, involved with, or de-
voted to a single religious group or denomination. I really do 
not know how this bill--again, I spoke in the committee, being 
a member of the Committee on Education, on aspects of the 
bill increasing the EITC, improving transparency and account-
ability in charter schools, and more worthy initiatives that 
would be supported by myself and others. But that the bone of 
contention, and certainly in this bill on which we are about to 
vote, is the blatantly unconstitutional nature of the direct pub-
lic support, extracting revenues from our public school system 
and expropriating those public tax dollars to fund parochial 
and private education. I do not know how it meets constitu-
tional muster, and I guess at some point, that will be for a 
higher court to decide. 

When I think back, historically, we are always talking 
about original intent and what the Framers of any constitu-
tional provision -- but when you look back at William Penn, 
and I want to quote an excerpt from William Penn's Great Law 
of 1682, because we always get lofty and carried away in this 
Chamber about our religious beliefs, which I really do not 
think is the appropriate place to talk about that. We should 
respect everyone's religious views. Even William Penn, in his 
law, wrote, "...no person now or at any time hereafter living in 
this Province who shall confess and acknowledge one Al-
mighty God to be the Creator, Upholder and Ruler of the 
world, and thus professeth him or herself obliged in con-
science to live peaceably and justly under the Civil Govern-
ment, shall in any wise be molested or prejudiced for his or her 
conscientious persuasion or practice, nor shall he or she at any 
time be compelled to frequent or maintain any religious wor-
ship place or ministry...' And I think Senator Leach, in both 
the committee session and elsewhere, has eloquently and ap-
propriately explained the contradictions of public tax dollars 
going to fund parochial education and what will be present for 
that child to relate to in a religious educational classroom set-
ting. 
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Public education is important. Those parents who choose 
private and/or parochial religious education in particular, God 
bless them. That is their prerogative. That is their right. But it 
should not be funded by public tax dollars, and in this bill, we 
are waylaying and expropriating those dollars to fund religious 
education. As far as I am concerned, again, it will be a matter 
for a court of law later on. For all those reasons and more, 
again, I want to urge a "no" vote on this legislation. The bill 
does make substantial reforms and advancements in the areas 
of improving the amount of money under the EITC program. It 
does make important changes in transparency and accountabil-
ity in charter schools. And as Senator Williams always right-
fully points out, charter schools are public schools, and we 
will continue to be supportive of that effort. 

Again, I cannot in good conscience, not only on constitu-
tional grounds, but certainly on the grounds of decimating 
even further the significant cutback of this legislature in bud-
getary cutbacks in public education in all the 500 school dis-
tricts, and again, selfishly, the $35-plus million in my 11 dis-
tricts. This bill does not make any sense to me, and I just want 
to say, in the case of the Pittsburgh public school district, we 
have been on the cutting edge. We have a difficult situation, 
like other districts. We have an exemplary board that is chang-
ing, but the members of the board have always been active 
members of the community, a very vocal and very creative 
school board of elected officials. Our previous superintendent 
made some tough decisions about closing and consolidating 
facilities. Our new superintendent, Dr. Lane, hit the ground 
running with contentious decisions on changing the nature of 
the educational protocol and curriculum, continuing to grapple 
with facility issues. The board, to its credit, together with the 
union, the Pittsburgh Federation of Teachers, and the collec-
tive bargaining unit sat down and both agreed to lower their 
guard and to work together. We have been enhanced by signif-
icant dollars from the Gates Foundation and others. I hope that 
some of the changes that are being worked on in the Pittsburgh 
School District, especially as it relates to the prerogatives of 
labor through collective bargaining and reforms that are 
needed at the school level, will be a benchmark and an oppor-
tunity for other school districts to take advantage of that. So 
for all those reasons and more, I again rise to strenuously ob-
ject to the passage of Senate Bill No. I. 

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

from Montgomery, Senator Leach. 
Senator LEACH. Mr. President, I rise in opposition to the 

bill, and I am going to focus on the voucher portion of the bill 
that is before us. First, I want to start out by saying that I am 
not entirely opposed to vouchers as a concept. I mean, if there 
was some new money that came into the system for the pur-
pose of giving people money for private school tuition, might I 
think that is the best way to use the new money that was avail-
able? Maybe not, but I would not be viscerally opposed to the 
idea of using it for that purpose. If some rich philanthropist 
came and said, I am going to give the State of Pennsylvania a 
couple of hundred million dollars and I want them to use it to 
give kids private or parochial school tuition, that is fine. I have 
no problem with that whatsoever. What I object to is that this 
bill funds vouchers in a way that is unlike any other city or 
State virtually in the country in terms of how they fund their  

vouchers. Most cities and States that have vouchers fund them 
out of the General Fund. In other words, they write a check. It 
does not affect any other line item in the budget. Or they have 
a dedicated tax. One State actually uses an energy tax, but that 
is a subject for another day. 

What we do in Pennsylvania under Senate Bill No. 1 is we 
take every dime of that voucher that a student uses away from 
the poor public school from where that student came. And 
when I say the poor public school, I mean, literally, the poor 
public school. I will talk more about this, but if you look at the 
144, quote, "failing schools," coincidentally, every single one 
of them, 100 percent of them, are in economically distressed 
areas. 

There is not one of those schools in a wealthy area in a 
property tax base that can sustain a high level of education 
funding. Every single one of them is in a poor neighborhood. 
So we take a school which is grossly underfunded--and when I 
say grossly underfunded, that is not me saying that, that is the 
costing-out study, a bipartisan study which says we are 
underfunding our school systems by billions of dollars, and the 
underfunding is disproportionately and overwhelmingly at the 
low end of the economic spectrum. They say that these schools 
are underfunded. So we are taking a child out of an 
underfunded school, and taking every penny that school gets 
for that child from the State, and we are sending it with that 
child and giving it to a private school. The problem, of course, 
as I articulated previously, is that the old school does not save 
that money. If you give $10,000 to a child to go to a private 
school, the old school does not save $10,000. That is because 
the costs are fixed. If a kid leaves a school, you will not be 
able to hire fewer teachers, you will still have to hire a princi-
pal, a maintenance guy, you still have to turn the lights on, you 
still have to heat the building, and have a security guard. Ev-
erything remains the same. Now, if 100 kids left a school, you 
probably could get rid of a couple of teachers and buy fewer 
textbooks, but you are not going to save anything close to the 
amount of money that you are taking away from the school. 

I had a discussion about this during a hearing with the Dep-
uty Secretary of Education, who admitted that. I said, well, 
how much money would the school save if 5, 10, or 100 kids 
left? That information does not exist. I said, should we study 
that? She said, yes, we should. I said, should we study that 
before we pass this bill? I believe we should, but we have not. 
But we do know that if a kid leaves the school, that $10,000 is 
going with that kid. That old school has less money. The prob-
lem, of course, with that is--and everyone admits this, whether 
it is the fiscal note, whether it is the supporters of the bill, 
whether other States, everyone says the same thing--over 90 
percent of the kids are still going to be at the old school. They 
are just going to have less resources to try to eke out an educa-
tion, less dollars per child. I think one of the Senators said ear-
lier, well, they will still have some money from other sources. 
Mr. President, there is no mathematical way you can say that 
we are going to take an underfunded school that is 
underfunded today, and we are going to take some kids out of 
the school, and we are going to take money out of the school 
greater than the school saves by losing those kids, and that 
school will be better off. That is not my opinion, that is simple 
mathematics. That is a tautology. The school will have less 
money per pupil to educate kids than it did previously. 
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What does that result in? That results in schools that are 
already -- and when I say schools are underfunded, it is impor-
tant to know what we mean by that. What does that look like? 
Because people who do not go to these schools may not know. 
We are talking about some schools that have one textbook per 
class, public schools that have one textbook per class. The 
teacher reads that textbook. The kids do not have their own. 
No computers, no SMART Boards. I have talked to kids, par-
ents, teachers, and administrators in schools who say that the 
only time their kids get paper and pencils is when teachers pay 
for it out of their own pocket. When we had hearings on this, 
one woman came in and said that her public school did not 
have heat. That is what we have done so far in terms of doing 
right by our children in poor neighborhoods. On top of all that, 
we are going to take more and more of their resources away. 

It is interesting, because I have gotten a lot of e-mails, as I 
am sure that we all have, on this issue on both sides. I reply to 
these e-mails, and a good percentage of the people who write 
to me saying I should support vouchers, when I explain the 
funding mechanism, they say, my God, I had no idea that is 
how we are funding it. We should not be sacrificing other kids 
to give a few an advantage. I suggest you talk to some of your 
constituents as well. People do not understand how we are 
funding this. They just think there is a pot of money some-
where that is going to these kids. And who can be against giv-
ing kids an opportunity to go to private school, if they want? 

I also want to make a point about the term 'school choice," 
which is a term that has been kicked around. This is 
not--because again, some parents have written to me. Every 
parent should have a right to decide where their child goes to 
school, whether it be public, private, parochial. This bill does 
not do that. This bill is not parental choice, this bill is literally 
the school's choice. No school is required to admit anybody. 
They can deny admission for a whole variety of reasons, for 
no reason at all, or because the kid will not pray to a God, or at 
least go through the motions of praying to the God that they 
want them to, or because the kid is gay, as we learned from 
my amendment earlier today, or for a variety of reasons. The 
fact is that no public school is going to take kids and educate 
them for far less than they pay for their own kids. That is just 
not politically possible, and there is not going to be any pub-
lic-to-public voucher movement. 

Most private schools charge $20,000, $25,000, and a 
$9,000 or $10,000 voucher is not going to cover tuition, and 
they will not make up the tuition. What is going to happen is 
what has happened in other States. The only schools that par-
ticipate in this are the parochial schools, because they are sub-
sidized by their church, which is fine, but they are the only 
schools that are going to participate in this. 

First of all, I want to say a word about who is eligible for 
this. What we are told is that the kids who are eligible for this 
have to be rescued from failing schools. What do they mean 
by failing schools? Failing schools are defined in this bill, as I 
understand it, as the bottom 5 percent of schools as they per-
form on the PSSA tests. The interesting thing about that is, of 
course, there will always be a bottom 5 percent. If every 
school in the State was excellent, there would still be a bottom 
5 percent. So this program never dissipates or goes away if 
public schools improve. There will always be that 5 percent. 
That does not mean that they are failing in any objective sense. 

Now, some of them may be and some of them may not, but 
that is not how this bill defines it. Keep in mind, if you are 
talking about parochial schools, there is always going to be a 
bottom 5 percent of parochial schools, too. Except under this 
bill, they would continue getting taxpayer dollars. It is only 
public schools that would not get taxpayer dollars. 

Now why are these, quote, "failing schools," taking their 
definition, why are these public schools failing? Is it because 
the kids are bad, because the teachers are bad, because the par-
ents are bad? Everyone says, I am not blaming the teachers, I 
am not blaming the kids. And they should not, because, at the 
end of the day, when we put resources in, kids in the worst 
neighborhoods, the poorest neighborhoods, the most chal-
lenged neighborhoods, absolutely excel. They can learn, they 
can do well, and we have seen that in schools that have been 
given the resources. It is all about being given the resources. 
The reason they are failing is because they have been 
underfunded. 

Now, under the Rendell administration, we changed that. 
He did not get everything he wanted, but he got half a loaf ev-
ery year during the budget negotiations. We put several hun-
dred million dollars into public schools, predominantly poorer 
schools. It did not come close to making up what was called 
for in the costing-out study. But let me just quickly read to you 
what the results are. This is a sheet put out by Senator 
Dinniman, the Democratic Chairman of the Committee on Ed-
ucation, who talks about this. '...struggling school districts 
have been provided resources to invest in proven strategies 
such as providing full day kindergarten, reducing class sizes in 
the lower grades and providing greater tutoring assistance to 
those students who most need it." 

What are the results? We always hear, we poured millions 
of dollars into these schools, and we have not seen any results. 
Well, we put money into the schools, so what are the results? 
Student performance at the low-basic level was cut in half. 
Students scoring advanced in math increased 20.3 percent, and 
12.2 percent in reading. African American students scoring 
proficient or above has increased 25.9 percent in math, and 
20.6 percent in reading. Hispanic students scoring proficient, 
again, about 25 percent in both math and reading. Economi-
cally disadvantaged students scoring proficient or above have 
increased 25.4 percent in math, and 19.4 percent in reading. 
Students scoring advanced or proficient on the PSSAs in fami-
lies whose income falls into the lowest economic bracket have 
closed the gap over those who fall into the highest economic 
bracket by 25 percent. Those are dramatic results. 

It has made Pennsylvania the most improved State in the 
nation in terms of education because we put resources into the 
school. We are now abandoning this. We are abandoning that 
approach. We are doing it in several ways: we are doing it 
with budget cuts, almost $900 million in budget cuts, and now 
we are doing it with vouchers. The budget cuts disproportion-
ately affect poor schools, and now the vouchers will dispro-
portionately affect poor schools. We are providing an in-
creased opportunity for 5 percent of the kids at the expense of 
the other 95 percent. What becomes of the kids left behind? 
How are they going to be made better by this voucher bill? 
There is absolutely nothing in the bill that addresses this. 

Again, I talked to people, school district administrators, and 
this is what they tell me: if this goes through, they will have to 
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fire teachers, they will have to fire tutors. No more sports, mu-
sic, art, or afterschool programs. There will be an end to early 
childhood education programs, an end to full-day kindergar-
ten, in some cases, firing guidance counselors, and class sizes 
going up to 40 students per class. 

What do we expect from these schools if we continue to do 
nothing but defund them, if our only policy toward these 
schools is to defund them? We are punishing them for not be-
ing funded. It is like taking a baseball team that has a losing 
record because they have the lowest salaries in the nation of all 
the teams, and saying, we are going to take $10 million off of 
your salary allotment next year, now go improve. That is just 
not going to happen. This is a death spiral for public educa-
tion. 

What do we expect from the kids? With poor instruction, 
poor facilities, poor nutrition, poor equipment, we are going to 
see lower test scores, we are going to see fewer in college, and 
we are going to see more cuts in the future which will com-
pound all of that. This is condemning kids to a lifetime of suf-
fering because we do not have the guts to spend the money to 
fix their schools. The 95 percent of the kids who are still there 
get nothing out of this except more despair and poorer schools. 

I also want to say a word on another topic about religion. 
Under this bill--and I offered an amendment to this bill to say 
that if you go to school on a voucher, and the school wants 
you to participate in a religious service, you have the right to 
opt out of that religious service. If your parents send you there 
on their own dime, the school can make you do whatever they 
want, it is a private school. But this bill will allow schools to 
require children to participate in a religious service. Keep in 
mind, this is the first time in generations that you have to go 
through the motions, at least, of praying to a specific God to 
take advantage of a government program. If the separation of 
church and State means anything, it has to mean that we do not 
do that. Plus, these schools are not required to follow any cur-
riculum. They can teach that the earth is 6,000 years old, they 
can teach that gay people are bad and going to hell, and that 
other religions are bad and going to hell, all on taxpayer dol-
lars, to which we all contribute. 

I also want to make a point on the constitutional issue. I 
know it has been raised, and I think Senator Ferlo did a good 
job, but I would just add to that by saying that the Pennsylva-
nia Supreme Court has been very clear. This is not the first 
amendment, which has vague language about establishment of 
a religion. This is very specific language in three separate sec-
tions read by others, that very specifically says you cannot 
give State money to private religious schools. You cannot do 
it. Now, the Supreme Court has ruled on this numerous times. 
In the Rhoades case, it upheld a program where students were 
bused with State dollars to a religious school. What Justice 
Musmanno said was that that is acceptable because not one 
penny goes into the coffers of the religious school, and not one 
penny goes to the teaching of religion. That is why this busing 
is okay. But here, every penny goes into the coffers of the reli-
gious schools, and every penny goes to a program which can 
teach religion. The Supreme Court said it does not rescue these 
programs because you do not give it directly to the school, but 
you give it to the parent, or someone else who has to give it to 
the school. They call it a subterfuge, and they say that it is try- 

ing to do something indirectly which the Constitution prohibits 
you from doing directly. 

I will just say, I know some of my colleagues have said, 
well, the courts will rule on this, and inevitably they will, but 
we are the first line of defense in terms of constitutional mat-
ters. We took an oath. This is the oath we took: "I do solemnly 
swear that I will support, obey and defend the Constitution of 
the United States and the Constitution of this Common-
wealth...." We have taken an oath not to vote for bills that are 
unconstitutional. So it is not enough to say that we are going to 
vote without regard to the constitutionality of these bills, and 
we will let the courts decide it. The fact is, if you read the 
bills, the language is plain. 

Finally, Mr. President, we have never done right by kids in 
poor areas. We have never done right by them. We have al-
lowed their schools and their futures to crumble. Some say that 
justifies continuing neglect and continuing indifference. Well, 
I was that kid in a poor school. The only reason I made it is 
because people took an interest in me and tried to make a dif-
ference in my life. Some of us will continue to fight for the 95 
percent of the kids left behind who have to somehow eke out 
an education, even for those who are not among the lucky few 
who will get a voucher to go to a private school and wave 
good-bye to everyone left behind. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

RECESS 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request a recess of the 
Senate for purposes of a meeting of the Committee on Rules 
and Executive Nominations to be held in the Rules room im-
mediately, to be followed by a meeting of the Committee on 
Banking and Insurance also to be held in the Rules room. 

The PRESIDENT. For purposes of a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Executive Nominations, to be followed by 
a meeting of the Committee on Banking and Insurance, with-
out objection, the Senate stands in recess. 

AFTER RECESS 

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

CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR RESUMED 

THIRD CONSIDERATION CALENDAR RESUMED 

BILL ON FINAL PASSAGE CONTINUED 

SB 1 (Pr. No. 1711) -- 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, in opportunities for edu-
cational excellence, further providing for definitions and for concur-
rent enrollment agreements; in charter schools, further providing for 
definitions; establishing the Charter School Funding Advisory Com-
mittee; further providing for powers of charter schools, for charter 
school requirements, for powers of board of trustees, for establish-
ment of charter school, for contents of application, for terms and 
form of charter, for State Charter School Appeal Board, for facilities, 
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for enrollment, for finding for charter schools, for annual reports and 
assessments, for causes for nonrenewal or termination and for provi-
sions applicable to charter schools; providing for effect on existing 
charter schools; further providing for powers and duties of depart-
ment, for assessment and evaluation, for school district and interme-
diate unit responsibilities and for establishment of cyber charter 
school; repealing provisions relating to enrollment and notification; 
further providing for applicability of other provisions of this act and 
of other acts and regulations; providing for opportunity scholarships 
and for educational improvement tax credit; and repealing provisions 
of the Tax Reform Code of 1971 relating to educational improvement 
tax credit. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

Senator BREWSTER. Mr. President, I rise to comment on 
the bill. After hearing the dialogue and the comments from my 
colleagues, I feel obligated to give some disclaimer. So, I will 
tell you that right out of college I did teach school, and I have 
three children, two of whom graduated from Catholic school, 
Central Catholic to be exact, and one from McKeesport High 
School. While I have not been here for 10 years, 20 years, or 
30 years, I have been here 11 months, and I must tell you, I 
have been honored to be part of some very serious legislation. 
I am, however, disturbed and have mixed emotions about this 
bill. 

I think it is important that I at least comment on my col-
leagues, particularly on this side of the aisle, who I know have 
worked hard, Senator Dinniman, Senator Williams, and Sena-
tor Piccola and others. I mean no disrespect with my com-
ments, but I have heard many times today that we are thinking 
about the children. I hope and believe that is the case in this 
Chamber. But, it is difficult to ignore the trend that we see 
around the nation, when I see what is happening in the State of 
New Jersey, Ohio, I wonder what the agenda might be with 
regard to public education and teachers in general. 

So, I submit to you, if we are sincere about helping chil-
dren, we should talk about the functionality of the bill. I have 
heard all of the analysis and we have heard all of these statis-
tics, now we should talk about how this works. In my mind, I 
have tried to grasp exactly the functionality of it, and here is 
what my mind's eye has seen. 

A young child wants a voucher, exercises his or her right 
and goes to a school within 10 miles, but they cannot find a 
school that will accept them, you pick the reason. They go 
back from whence they came. Another student, who may be a 
problem student, who may not have the guidance at home, or 
know what a voucher is, never takes the opportunity or leaves. 
So, I am trying to get from my colleagues what happens to that 
environment whenever the process does not work. Because the 
reality of it is, it will not work in 100 percent of the cases. We 
know that. 

Let us talk about the numbers for a moment. I will not get 
into the details on my colleagues, but some of us made a com-
mitment to our constituents that there will be no tax increases, 
and when we pass legislation, we somehow turn a blind eye to 
that statement. I will tell you, as a 27-year banker, I can assure 
you that when this program kicks in, it will, in fact, be a de 
facto tax increase in somebody's community throughout this 
Commonwealth. 

Now, I cannot tell you which one, nor can anyone else in 
this room tell you how many students from a particular school 
will exercise his or her right to take a voucher. But, if we work 
with the number $10,000 as the price of educating a student, 
and if 50 students leave the school, you can do the math, that 
is how much money that school district will have to make up. 
They only have one way to do it. Guess what, they have al-
ready laid off teachers and cut them because of the cuts in the 
budget to public education. 

I wonder out loud if those cuts were not a segue to this leg-
islation. And I further wonder out loud if this was not a segue 
to performance appraisals for teachers, if that is not the next 
thing we do. And then I further wonder, well, is this about the 
teaching profession or is it really about the kids? I wonder if I 
will not be sitting here in 2 weeks or 2 months to talk about 
another program out of the Committee on Education regarding 
the evaluation of teachers. That is okay, because we should 
talk about it, but let us not just say that this is all about the 
children, because I do not think that is the case in everybody's 
mind. 

But, let us talk about the teachers for a moment. I heard the 
rhetoric that everyone has produced in the last several months, 
for the last hundred years, hundreds of thousands of people 
have gone through the public education system, many of them 
sit in this room. Very successful. Many of them poor. So the 
system does work. The whole functionality of choice, you 
have that. EITC--Senator Ferlo has produced a bill that did not 
get as much as a twinkle in someone's eye to increase that pro-
gram, which is there for the public schools, private schools, 
and the parochial schools. 

So, if you really wanted to have choice, all you would have 
to do is open your eyes. You have choice, and we have an op-
portunity to expand it. We have not done that. So, I wonder in 
my mind's eye what is really the real agenda. I suppose we 
will find out. But, I can tell you one thing, as a teacher, not 
one time, not for one second, have I heard anybody mention in 
any piece of legislation parental accountability, discipline, and 
the tools that teachers need to teach. 

For those who have taught--Senator Schwank has, I know 
in her background--if you sat in a school room, middle-class 
America, and looked in the eyes of 25 students, knowing that 
20 of them have a mother and father helping them with home-
work, reading books, making sure they are inside when the 
Street lights go on, but there are 5 students sitting there who do 
not have that. When those cultural issues, those behavioral 
issues, and all the issues that exist in poor families' 
homes--and not necessarily poor, middle class--when that kid 
goes home and realizes that the clothes he had on were not as 
good as the people sitting next to him, and when those chil-
dren talk about their mother and father helping them with an 
essay, and that student did not have that help at home, this 
voucher system will not help that student because we have not 
helped the situation. 

Now, I am not suggesting that there are not good pieces to 
this bill. I want to applaud my colleagues for the reform of 
charter schools, a great idea. The inclusion of EITC, a great 
idea. But when I read in the paper that we are going to evalu-
ate teachers, and that the teachers will not be invited to the 
table to talk about that evaluation, am I to believe--are any of 
us to believe--that over 200,000 public school teachers in this 
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State do not have one good idea on how to do their own evalu-
ations? 

I wonder what would happen if there was an audience out 
there that determined our future and reviewed our perfor-
mance. See, it is starting to get a little bit scary. When we in-
troduce bills, do they really work? Has someone come back 10 
years from now and said, Senator Wozniak, that bill did not 
work. What happens to him? He moves on to the next bill. 
See, I wonder when we start evaluating professions--and Sena-
tor Wozniak is my friend, by the way. I think we need to be 
careful about legislation that controls people's lives and their 
careers. I think we should include them, make them a part of 
the process. Talk to the young people, talk to the parents. 

Who speaks for the children where there is a single parent? 
Maybe they are born into a household with substance abuse. 
Who is going to guide them down the path of vouchers? When 
you go 10 miles from your home, if you are lucky enough to 
get into a school and you happen to be in a community that has 
issues, cultural issues, maybe bullying, do you think going 10 
miles away to a school is going to change that homelife? Ii 
does not. These are the functional things of the bill. It will not 
make a material difference. 

I will conclude, because there has been enough said, and 
my colleagues have done a great job on both sides of the issue. 
I want to applaud the sponsors of the bill. But, it struck me 
when I listened to the dialogue--and you have all probably 
seen the movie "Lean On Me" starring Morgan Freeman. I will 
remind you that the movie was based on a true story. In that 
movie, Morgan Freeman takes on the testing system, he ac-
knowledges that, get the scores up. He takes on the politicians, 
he takes on the parents, and he takes on the disruptive stu-
dents. He gives the teachers an opportunity to do their job, and 
he takes on teachers who do not perform. If you watch the 
movie--I have watched it 20 times--it is a classic example of 
what we should be working on. 

Now, we are about halfway there. I am going to ask for a 
negative vote on the bill only because we are halfway there, 
and I would hope that a negative vote would not stop the prog-
ress, but give us the encouragement to go forward and fix the 
things we have not talked about yet. 

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

from Philadelphia, Senator Hughes. 
Senator HUGHES. Mr. President, I appreciate the opportu-

nity to speak on this because I am, ultimately, really clear that 
change is necessary when it comes to how we deal with the 
academic success of our children, especially those children 
who have been structurally left out, locked out, and left behind 
for a whole bunch of reasons, in addition to struggles in the 
classroom. 

Social reality, lack of economic success, lack of dollars, 
lack of resources, neighborhoods that are just generically un-
healthy because of the food they serve, because of the environ-
mental issues, and all kinds of reasons which have probably 
put these 144 schools that we are targeting in a difficult envi-
ronment to have academic success, especially for those who 
are the most defenseless and especially for those who most 
need us to stand up for them. We must have change. That is 
clear. We must have reform. 

What is working has had a modicum of success only as a 
result of new investments and a focused strategy, but not 
enough success to make us all happy, to make us feel satisfied, 
to make our families feel good about the circumstance, or to 
make the business community be comfortable with the new 
potential series and set of entrepreneurs that may come their 
way or the workers they may employ. We must have change. 

But I submit to you, Mr. President, the concept in front of 
us today is not the change that we must have. Now, part of the 
legislation with which we are confronted is the EITC concept 
and the expansion of that. I am in support of that and have ad-
vocated, in fact, for a larger increase in support for the EITC. 
It has been a good program, it has worked well, it has satisfied 
the needs of thousands of students across the Commonwealth, 
but that is about the only thing that works for me in this legis-
lation. We must have change. 

Those 144 schools--as we work out the details--need extra 
support, need extra help, and in Senate Bill No. 1, there are 
certain academic facts that we just cannot ignore as we exam-
ine this legislation. First and foremost, Mr. President, there is 
no track record of success anywhere on the concept of vouch-
ers. None at all. There is no concept, no place anywhere that 
has had any dramatic increase in academic performance for the 
students who participated in the program. 

In Milwaukee, Wisconsin, which has the oldest voucher 
program in the United States, with almost two decades of 
vouchers, recent test scores have shown that students who re-
ceive vouchers do not perform any better on State standardized 
testing. A review of the Washington, D.C., voucher program 
after 3 years of the program shows no appreciable increase in 
student test scores. One real criticism is that students who 
transfer to private and parochial schools have less access to 
tutoring programs than students in traditional public schools. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Federal Reserve Bank of Chi-
cago, along with Princeton University, did a study, and their 
best research today indicates, to date, relatively small achieve-
ment gains, almost nonstatistical achievements for students 
offered education vouchers. So there is real concern, Mr. Pres-
ident, about the academic facts that exist with respect to the 
vouchers program and concept. There is no real indication that 
it has had success for the students who have been involved in 
the system. You cannot ignore that. We have to come to grips 
with that. I stand ready to view and analyze information that 
may show better information, but we have not seen it yet. 

There are some budgetary facts that we cannot ignore ei-
ther, Mr. President. We cannot ignore the fact that the largest 
school district in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has been 
confronted with a $600 million budget cut just this past year. 
The largest school district in the Commonwealth of Pennsyl-
vania, that will have over half of all of the voucher schools, 
there was a $600 million budget cut. School personnel had to 
be terminated, laid off, and relieved. Thousands, I believe, al-
most 3,000 school personnel - teachers, academic supporters, 
classroom supporters, and other individuals who worked in 
school - had to be let go. Those 3,000 people were part of the 
14,000 school personnel across the Commonwealth who had 
to be let go because of a huge budget cut. 

In Philadelphia, there is a $600 million budget cut. In addi-
tion to that, in last year's budget, we passed a charter school 
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bill that allowed for charter schools but did not provide any 
provisions for reimbursement for those charter schools. My 
folks in the Appropriations office indicate to me that it was 
about a $110 million expense just for the school district of 
Philadelphia. So the district has been confronted with a $600 
million cut on one side, and another $110 million bill that they 
are going to have to pay because there is no lifeline coming. 
So now we are over $700 million in that one school district, 
and now we want to add another expense that that school dis-
trict will have to confront, which is a $29 million cost as it 
relates to the implementation of this program. 

We cannot escape the budget reality that exists in this con-
versation. A huge cut of $600 million, an additional cut of an-
other $110 million for charter school reimbursement, and a 
$29 million cut because of having to pay for a voucher bill, in 
other words, school district money that will have to be sent to 
private schools to pay for the loss of those children. What this 
all means, Mr. President, is that there is a dramatic loss in dol-
lars for these students in Philadelphia, which is where the pre-
ponderance of vouchers will occur, and across the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania. 

Most of these school districts that received huge cuts in this 
last budget cycle were very similar to the school district of 
Philadelphia in that they were low-income school districts. 
They received dramatic cuts across the board, no additional 
help, no additional support, and now they are being asked to 
take on another burden budgetarily. 

Now, the school district of Philadelphia has few individuals 
in central office. Probably 2 percent of all individuals who 
work for the school district of Philadelphia work in central 
office, which means that mostly everyone else is in a school 
building, in a classroom, one of the lowest percentages of any 
major school district in the nation. So now we have a situation 
where you are not cutting individuals out of central office, out 
of the main administrative office, but you are cutting to the 
bone what happens in the classroom, almost three-quarters of a 
billion dollars when you add all the numbers up for this one 
school district. 

What that means is that there are fewer resources going to 
the classroom, fewer dollars that are provided for the academic 
success of those children. And what we have in this situation, 
Mr. President, is an environment where, as a result of that, 
there may be some children who get some help when they re-
ceive a voucher. They may go to another school. More than 
likely, it will be a parochial school. More than likely, it will 
not be one of the high-achieving schools in the Common-
wealth, because the voucher does not total up to the cost of 
those schools. So, 3 kids out of a class of 30 may wind up in a 
voucher school. The rest of the students, the other 27 students, 
will be in an academic environment where there will be less 
resources for them to succeed. Fewer dollars available in that 
classroom for the other 27 students, while a few students get to 
go away. That is a very small amount of students. 

So, now you have an environment where a handful, less 
than 5 percent of the students, will be involved in a voucher 
program. At best, maybe 10 percent. The other 90 to 95 per-
cent of students will be left behind in an academic environ-
ment that has fewer resources. There is no provision in this 
legislation to hold that school district harmless. There is no 
provision in this legislation that allows these kids to go to a  

different kind of academic environment that, for example, has 
had great success, and they are called Promise Academies. 
These are all children who are locked in an academic environ-
ment that is not geared and prepared for their academic suc-
cess, and, in fact, has fewer resources to allow them to be suc-
cessful. 

Mr. President, we have a good 8 to 10 years of work that 
indicates that when we focus on the things that have been re-
searched nationally and internationally, there can be success, 
even for those children who are in the most difficult environ-
ments. When we drive resources to instruction, when we drive 
resources to additional time on task, additional class time, 
when we drive resources to making sure that we have the best 
teachers and the most appropriate academic situations, when 
we focus on early childhood and on the things that have a 
track record of researched academic success, then there will be 
dramatic improvement for all students, especially for those 
who have a history of being the most difficult, the most chal-
lenged, to have success. There are 10 years of research, right 
here in this State, that have proven to be successful. Ten years 
of research--Senator Leach spoke about it earlier--in reading 
skills, in math skills and testing, in overall performance. We 
have increased the academic success by tremendous rates, by 
focused, thoughtful investments in well-researched and well-
documented programs that have track records of success. 

Where we need to be in this conversation, Mr. President, 
right now is, if you will, being much more aggressive about 
driving that track record of success, about investing in that 
track record of success. Yet, in this conversation, we want to 
turn away from that, turn away from what has worked as op-
posed to doubling down and investing more in the success of 
our students. 

So, we are here in an environment, Mr. President, where we 
are about to vote on something that, based on research, has no 
track record of success, which budgetarily puts the children 
who have been struggling in these difficult schools in a much 
more difficult circumstance. Ninety to ninety-five percent of 
them will be in a much more difficult circumstance because 
they will have fewer resources with which to learn in a broader 
environment where there have been almost $700 million in 
budget cuts for these schools, at least in Philadelphia, and a 
broader billion-dollar cut in basic education funding across 
this State, in a proposed budgetary environment that we could 
only imagine will occur in February, where there would be 
even further reductions in basic education spending coming 
from the Governor's budget proposal. Here we are setting up 
this certain group of children to be even more unsuccessful 
than they already have been. We fail them if we try this pro-
gram. We fail them when we lose the will to be intellectually 
smart about this and invest in those things that we know have 
a track record of success. 

Mr. President, I rise to say that we must have change, we 
must have reform, but this is not the change nor the reform 
that we must have. This is the wrong direction for not just the 
children of this Commonwealth, but for the future of this 
Commonwealth. It fails our business community, it fails our 
innovative community, it fails our entrepreneurial class to cre-
ate a new group of folks who can compete at a 21st-century 
level. It seems to me that as the rest of the developing world - 
China, India, Brazil - makes conscious decisions to invest dra- 
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matically in the academic situation of their young people, we 
choose a concept and a program that disinvests in their poten-
tial success. This is the wrong change at the wrong time. 

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

from Columbia, Senator Gordner. 
Senator GORDNER. Mr. President, I have remarks to sub-

mit for the record. 
The PRESIDENT. Without objection, the gentleman's re-

marks will be spread upon the record. 

(The following prepared remarks were made part of the 
record at the request of the gentleman from Columbia, Senator 
GORDNER:) 

Mr. President, today the Senate is poised to consider Senate Bill 
No. 1. While I appreciate the significant amount of time, effort, and 
deliberations that have gone into this bill, I am unable to support it 
because of my constitutional concerns with one of the components of 
it. 

Senate Bill No. I addresses the issue of school vouchers, the Ed-
ucational Improvement Tax Credit (EITC), and charter school re-
form. My concern is with the voucher component, which will result 
in public moneys flowing to sectarian schools. There are several pro-
visions of the Pennsylvania Constitution that are relevant: 

• Article III, Section 14 
The General Assembly shall provide for the maintenance 

and support of a thorough and efficient system of public education to 
serve the needs of the Commonwealth. 
• Article 111, Section 15 

No money raised for the support of the public schools of the 
Commonwealth shall be appropriated to or used for the support of 
any sectarian school. 
• Article III, Section 29 

No appropriation shall be made for charitable, educational 
or benevolent purposes to any person or community nor to any de-
nominational and sectarian institution, corporation or association: 
Provided, That appropriations may be made for pensions or gratuities 
for military service and to blind persons twenty-one years of age and 
upwards and for assistance to mothers having dependent children and 
to aged persons without adequate means of support and in the form 
of scholarship grants or loans for higher educational purposes to resi-
dents of the Commonwealth enrolled in institutions of higher learn-
ing except that no scholarship, grants or loans for higher educational 
purposes shall be given to persons enrolled in a theological seminary 
or school of theology. 
• Article III, Section 30 

No appropriation shall be made to any charitable or educa- 
tional institution not under the absolute control of the Common-
wealth, other than normal schools established by law for the profes-
sional training of teachers for the public schools of the State, except 
by a vote of two-thirds of all the members elected to each House. 

Specifically, I will focus on Article III, Section 29. This consti-
tutional provision was amended in 1963 to allow for "scholarship 
grants or loans for higher educational purposes." This amendment 
was pursued to allow for PHEAA grants and loans to individuals and 
families for private and religious colleges and universities. If it was 
deemed necessary to amend the Pennsylvania Constitution to allow 
for grants or "vouchers" to students of higher education, does it not 
seem necessary to amend the Pennsylvania Constitution to allow for 
grants or 'vouchers" to students to attend private and/or religious K-
12 schools? Therefore, I cannot vote in support of a bill that I believe 
is unconstitutional. 

Let me add that I wholeheartedly support the provisions of Sen-
ate Bill No. 1 that increase the limits for the EITC program. This pro-
gram was started 10 years ago and has been extremely successful. 
Last year, we increased the limit of the EITC to $75 million, more 
than double the amount of the original EITC. 

The United States Supreme Court recently upheld an EITC type 
of bill from another State as valid under the United States Constitu-
tion. Further, I believe that the program has been crafted and drafted 
in a manner that would be upheld under the Pennsylvania Constitu-
tion. 

The Pennsylvania House of Representatives passed House Bill 
No. 1330 on May 10, 2011, by a bipartisan vote of 190-7. This legis-
lation contains one main provision to raise the limits for the EITC 
program to $100 million in FY 2011-12 and $200 million in FY 
2012-13. 

The EITC program has bipartisan support in the House and Sen-
ate and is supported by Governor Tom Corbett. There is no doubt 
that even if Senate Bill No. 1 is passed by the House and Senate and 
signed into law by Governor Corbett, it will face years of appellate 
litigation on the issue of constitutionality. Would it not be prudent 
and best to pass House Bill No. 1330 and allow for immediate assis-
tance to those individuals who avail themselves of this program? 

In conclusion, I cannot support Senate Bill No. I because I be-
lieve that the only manner to adopt a "voucher" type of program is by 
amendment to the Pennsylvania Constitution and not by general leg-
islation like this bill. 

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

Senator WOZNIAK. Mr. President, I will be brief. For the 
folks watching out there, we are dealing with an issue called 
vouchers, an opportunity for the private sector to receive State 
money for the education of children. This particular bill is ex-
tremely narrow in scope; in a sense, an experiment; in a sense, 
a beginning. Mark my words, October 26 is the beginning of a 
billion-dollar march. Folks want to know, how does it get out 
of control? This is how it becomes. This is an effort to start, in 
a small way. For only a few hundred million dollars, we can 
start this program. But it is going to create--the tentacles will 
grow--more private schools will spring up, and we will not 
only be funding just a public education system, but also a 
vouchered private education system, and it is going to con-
tinue to grow. 

At a time when most people in this room do not want to 
talk about taxes, they talk about how well they watch the peo-
ple's taxes and they are watchdogs with fiscal responsibility. 
Folks, we are paying for cyber schools and charter schools. 
There are Christian schools and parochial schools and home 
schooling. We just went through massive, massive budget 
cuts, and we are now creating a new program. The road to hell 
is paved with good intentions. 

The other piece of this is, I do not think it is going to have 
the positive effect that a lot of people think it is going to have. 
I hope it does. I hope I am wrong. But out my way, not one of 
my schools, not one of my students, not one of my citizens is 
going to receive any of this money. As the fall foliage drops 
from the trees, I see signs going up all over my area saying, 
"Support Senate Bill No. 1." I suppose they are mostly from 
parochial schools. This bill, Senate Bill No. 1, does not drive 
one single dollar into the 35th Senatorial District, now or 7 
years from now. The Altoona-Johnstown Diocese has told 
their school system that they can no longer afford them, so 
they have been slowly reducing the subsidy that the parochial 
schools receive from the diocese. And I do not blame the peo-
ple. They are looking at the tax dollars and saying, it is our 
money, and we want it now. 

The Constitution of Pennsylvania is very clear. Every child 
is allowed to have a free public education. We know that pub-
lic education is not free. We are now embarking in another 
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direction in creating private education. Obviously, I am not 
supporting this particular legislation, but I certainly hope that 
the creator of this language--and he knows that I have a num- 
ber of bills in the Committee on Education that takes a serious 
look at streamlining, improving, and reinventing our public 
school systems to bring them up to the 21st century. If you 
would engage in moving that legislation through, the cost sav-
ings that you would find would certainly, overwhelmingly be 
able to afford this experiment. But, folks, October 26 is the 
beginning when Pennsylvania State government started an 
open-ended program that is only going to grow exponentially 
over the next few years. Watch what you wish for, you just 
might get it. 

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

from Chester, Senator Dinniman. 
Senator DINNIMAN. Mr. President, this will be extremely 

brief, believe it or not. I just want to make it clear that as a 
Senator, I deeply believe in public education. I just feel that 
our public education system is failing the students at the bot-
tom. And I believe that we have to have an arsenal of 
ways--when you are in a situation that is difficult, you need an 
arsenal. That arsenal is charter schools. That arsenal is vouch-
ers. That arsenal is the improvement of public education itself 
through some of the proposals that PSEA put together. 

Finally, let me say that I urge each Member, as they go to 
vote, to ask that fundamental question: would you send your 
child to this school? And I believe the answer to most of you 
would be, no. Would your parents have sent you to a school 
where learning does not take place and where there is vio- 
lence? Your parents would have probably--our parents, all of 
us as Senators--would have scraped the money together to give 
us an opportunity. Well, there are thousands, tens of thousands 
of students in this Commonwealth who are forced to go to cer-
tain schools. That is why there are 30,000 on a waiting list in 
Philadelphia to go to charter schools, and that is why we are 
trying to put together this very modest voucher program that 
will add to our arsenal, our means, our abilities by which we 
can help young people succeed in this Commonwealth. 

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

from Philadelphia, Senator Williams. 
Senator WILLIAMS. Mr. President, let me start with the 

most obvious thing. It has been a lengthy day, and to those 
who, regardless of your position on the issue, have engaged in 
the public dialogue with how we reform education in Pennsyl- 
vania, I greatly appreciate it. Senator Piccola, Senator 
Dinniman, and I particularly appreciate it, because it means 
that you recognize, all of us recognize that there are paradigms 
which have changed dramatically and continue to need to be 
changed. For those who expect soaring rhetoric from me to- 
day, that is not my responsibility. My responsibility is to put a 
record in front of you that reflects what we are attempting to 
do. 

First of all, the bill does not simply deal with vouchers, 
even though 90 percent of the conversation today has focused 
on the voucher proposal. Instead, it is focused upon charter 
schools and EITC tax credits, along with the voucher conver-
sation. As I sat and listened to the debate, I listened to all those 
who described us as destroying the public education system, 

while tipping their hats and honoring the EITC and honoring 
the charters. I did have to chuckle a little bit, because I was 
around here when we created the charter schools and the abil-
ity for them to exist in Pennsylvania, and some who stood at 
this mike today voted against those charter schools. I chuckled 
when I listened to the EITC comments because some of those 
who stood and tipped their hats and said we should increase 
EITC were also against that. Of course, to be consistent, they 
are opposed to vouchers. Many arguments that I heard about 
the creation of charters, I heard then. It will wreck the public 
education system, it will drain all the money out of the public 
education system. EITC will have revenue which will shortfall 
the Commonwealth. Instead, under Governor Ed Rendell, we 
raised and sent more money to public schools than anytime in 
the history of Pennsylvania. There are those who came to the 
mike and bragged about the conditions of public schools and 
how much they achieved because of those gains that occurred. 
There were those who actually confessed that charters are in-
deed public schools. 

So I will submit that if we made those extraordinary gains, 
and we are indeed confident of what public schools will do, 
but I am not quite sure that we should continue to fear what 
vouchers, charters, or choice would do. Because after all, the 
public will determine what charters will do. The reality is that 
if the public education system, for all of Pennsylvania, was as 
healthy as it is, there would not be a 30,000-student waiting 
list for charter schools in the largest school district in Pennsyl-
vania. There would not be a poll--and I listened to the polling 
conversation--that a majority of Pennsylvanians do not support 
public vouchers. This is the same poll that was surveyed in a 
recent Pew Foundation poll that found that parents want more 
choice, not less choice. We are the same public officials who 
follow those polls and understand that what people want is not 
necessarily consistent with what people get, nor what we can 
afford. 

Most Pennsylvanians do not realize that we have already 
crossed the threshold of vouchers, that the IEP process in 
Pennsylvania, the Individual Educational Placement process, 
is a voucher program which is much richer and, frankly, much 
larger and much deeper than the one we are talking about to-
day. For those who do not know what the IEP process is, it is 
if you go to--for those who are concerned about these kids 
who are left behind, the disabled, the ones who have func-
tional learning problems, they are exactly the ones who have 
used the IEP process to great effect in Pennsylvania. The 
newspapers in Philadelphia, the Inquirer, the Daily News, 
which have opposed vouchers, report on the IEP process. They 
reported on the out-of-control spending and the lack of ac-
countability for that program, which still exists. I want you to 
understand what IEP is. You go to a public school in your 
community, your child is deemed to have special needs, then 
you go to a lawyer, frankly. That lawyer sues the school dis-
trict and says you are not meeting the child's functional con-
siderations, and in return, you get to pick the school of your 
choice. Yes, you get to pick a private school. As a matter of 
fact, you get to pick a private school that may not be in Penn-
sylvania. In some cases, they are in Delaware. In some cases, 
they are in New Jersey. And they have reported on the tab as-
sociated with those IEPs - $40,000 per student. We have long 
crossed the threshold of vouchers. 
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For the arguments about budget cuts, taking away money 
from the public schools and leaving children behind, let me 
address that. With the budget cuts in the largest district in 
Pennsylvania, we still had a budget of $3 billion in Philadel-
phia County for public education. Three billion dollars. Divide 
that amongst 165,000 students or so, and it is $17,500 we are 
spending on each student in Philadelphia County; $16,000 or 
so in Harrisburg; almost $19,000 in Pittsburgh. If this is 
underfunding, I would like to see what full funding looks like. 
Even with that budget cut, I challenge those who are con-
cerned about these students and so concerned they do not want 
to leave any behind. 

You take that $17,000 per child and divide it amongst the 
classrooms and it is about $450,000 per classroom. A teacher 
in that classroom does not get anywhere near $450,000. So let 
us say they get $60,000. For those who tell me well, you 
know, you move a child, you still have to pay for the building, 
insurance, maintenance, et cetera, let us take another $40,000 
and bump it up to $100,000. Let us take it up to $120,000. 
That leaves almost $300,000 somewhere that, mythically, is 
moving around that the public school system that is not find-
ing the needs of that child. 

For those of us who believe in reform, understand that we 
start with the public education system first. It is not that we do 
not believe in supporting it. The fact is, we have supported it 
for almost 20 years since I have been here. I have been here 
when there were tax increases for public education. I voted for 
them. I was here under the Rendell administration when he 
sent more money to public education. The reality is that we are 
tired of waiting. These schools have been failing students not 
just for the last few years, but for generations. That means 
their parents have attended these same schools, and now their 
children attend these same schools, and the outcome is still the 
same. 

I have heard the conversation today about poverty. These 
children are coming from dysfunctional families, disruptive 
households. I want to suggest to you that out of all of the argu-
ments, that is the least compelling and, frankly, the most intol-
erant. We are a nation of immigrants. Poverty is a condition 
that this nation has not only risen above, but thrives on. Dys-
functional families are not just of this generation, but we have 
had dysfunctional families for generations. We have had 
households where parents could not speak the same language 
that their children were learning, so they could not help them 
with the homework that they were required to do. But, guess 
what, the public education system met the child where he or 
she was. They did not blame the households. So, while I re-
spect those who are concerned about it, sign on to the parent 
accountability bill, which I talked about and has been circu-
lated for a long time. If you want to hold parents accountable, 
sign onto the bill. 

But in the meantime, understand, if you are a teacher, you 
signed up for this, just the same as when I go to see my doc-
tors, who I have seen on a pretty regular basis recently. In fact, 
on some occasions, they saved my life. Could you imagine if I 
walked into the doctor's office and the doctor said, you know 
what, Senator Williams, I am sorry, I cannot help you, because 
you are not in good health. Come back when you are healthy. 
Come back when your body is in order. Come back when you  

are in perfect condition. That is what we are saying to this 
child. Come back when you are prepared, when you have a 
functional family, when you have somebody who can help you 
with your school work, when you are not disruptive, when you 
have not seen the things you saw. You signed up for this pro-
gram. 

I am tired of waiting for all the excuses. I am tired of wait-
ing for all the exceptions. I am tired of blaming the victim. So, 
those who are concerned about teachers, take that conversation 
to the adults. This is always about money and adults. Do not 
challenge my credibility with why I am concerned about these 
children. It is about the children today and nobody else. Do not 
lecture me anymore about how we should wait 40 more years 
to figure out what a child has to do tomorrow. I am not going 
to read another newspaper where I see a child get the hell beat 
out of them. We come up here and we talk about teachers, 
principals, administrators who are jamming our phones talking 
about vouchers being the worst thing in the world. Well then, 
guess what, the next time the parent comes to you and talks to 
you about the child being beat up at 6 years old for 3 months, 
sending them to the emergency room, then you do something 
about it. Do not tell me we are going to destroy the public sys-
tem because we are going to take a child away. We are not 
taking the money away. The child wants to leave. 

The truth is this: for those who stand at this mike and say 
they are concerned about these children who are left behind, 
well, they should have been concerned before we started talk-
ing about vouchers. They should have been involved before 
we started talking about charter schools. They should have 
been involved before we mandated EITC, because the reality 
is the only reason they are opposed to vouchers is because 
they know some parents are going to use them. Because if it is 
a good school, a safe school, a parent is not going to take their 
child out of that school. If you know, at the end of the day, 
Johnny, Jamal, or Jane has an opportunity to graduate and to 
go to Harvard, Temple, building trades, plumber, doctor, law-
yer, cement worker, whatever it is, they are not going to take 
their child out of that school. The reason why parents take 
their children out of these schools is because they do not work. 
They do not work. For the first time in 20 years that I have 
been here, there are people who are concerned about a constit-
uency that they do not represent. 

Many of us in this room have supported public education 
and will continue to do so because it works for you. But also, 
many in this room have recognized for far too long our budget 
for the Department of Corrections should not exceed our bud-
get for education, and there is a direct correlation between the 
two. The less educated, the greater percentage that are going to 
end up in a place that we do not find appropriate, or they will 
find some reason to be on some program that we have to sup-
port. 

I get accused a lot of being passionate about this issue, and 
I am. I am passionate because it is an American dream to have 
a possibility in this country. With all due respect, you cannot 
bounce a basketball, throw a football, or rap artist your way 
out of poverty enough to change the paradigm in this country. 
That is just not what is going to happen. So for those who 
want to dream about the possibility of stardom, reality TV, 
throwing a football, dribbling, singing, or some other art form, 



2011 	 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 
	

1133 

there just are not enough places at that table to remove the 
condition that we find in this community. But with education, 
that paradigm changes. 

I cannot imagine that one will stand at a mike in good con-
science and tell me that public schools take everyone, private 
schools are selective, when you know the difference and the 
truth of that matter. Yes, private schools have admission stan-
dards. Yes, they have the right to say you do not qualify aca-
demically. No, it is not a cure-all to public education. But 
those same people know that in their school district back 
home, there is a special admission school, there is a magnet 
school, a performance school, and not every child gets to go to 
them. We have designed a system that deals with the adult 
consideration, not the child consideration. Understand, we are 
artificially wrapped around this idea that money has to go to a 
system. No, money for public education has to do just that, 
educate the public, and that is what it should do. 

There are those who stood at the mike today and said, you 
know, we think the reforms for the charter school classes are 
wonderful, even though they did not vote for charter schools. 
Who say, you took Out the independent authorizer thing, we 
think that is fantastic. I know why they think it is fantastic, 
because they do not have a charter school in their community, 
and they are not going to get one because the school district 
controls who gets to bring them online. But equally as impor-
tant, they also get to look at the process within a charter school 
and tell them, you know what, you have not met your contrac-
tual responsibility, and we have to close you after X number of 
years. When was the last time a failing public school got 
closed in your community? When was the last time a bad 
school got shut down? They are excited about closing charter 
schools, which is a public school, but they do not want to be 
excited about closing that rotten school that has been there for 
40 years. 

The more I sat here today, I had to imagine if I were a leg-
islator who just arrived and what I would do. So I just listened 
to the arguments. Twenty to twenty-nine, we voted for an 
amendment that said, if you give me Hope Academies, I will 
give you vouchers. I can accept vouchers if you give me the 
Hope Academies. But because we took away the Hope Acade-
mies, now we cannot support vouchers. That one vote alone 
would make me scratch my head if I were a new Member, to 
understand all is not right in Denmark. There is some trading 
that is not fair and appropriate going on in this conversation. I 
do not need anybody to give me something to give a child a 
way out and a better life. That is what this comes down to, that 
is what this conversation is about, and that is what this pursuit 
has been for about 15 years for Senator Piccola and me. We 
have been ridiculed, we have been editorialized, we have been 
scrutinized, people have looked for our motivations. At the 
end of the day, they will look at our voting record on this one 
issue, and they will find that we have been aligned ever since 
we bumped into each other around this issue. 

I cannot imagine such odd partners coming together. Not 
because he is a Republican and I am a Democrat, not because 
he represents a constituency in Harrisburg and I represent one 
in Philadelphia, but our histories have been dramatically dif-
ferent when we approach issues and ideas of how to solve 
problems within our communities. Our conversations about 
fiscal constraint and restraint have been dramatically different. 

I cannot imagine anyone questioning us about our motivations 
when it comes to this because, frankly, we came from totally 
different backgrounds to arrive at a common point, which was, 
this process of spending $26 billion in Pennsylvania--and now 
spending about $140 million of that money on vouchers, 
which is less than a percent--us arriving at that conclusion is 
because we have arrived at a basic understanding that not only 
do some of these buildings just not work, they are beyond dys-
functional. 

I listened to one of my counterparts describe, I went into a 
building, there was no heat; I went into another building, there 
were no books; I went to another building, they were out of 
resources, and we are going to take more resources away. And 
that is after we spent $3 billion. So the logic is, the building 
has no heat, it has no books, it does not have an appropriate 
teaching complement, we should continue to require children 
to go there? That is what we are saying. And that makes 
sense? That makes about as much sense as we see a burning 
building and we rush into it with more problems. If you have a 
burning building, do you not get children out? And by the 
way, for those who ask, what about the kids who are left be-
hind? Well, you have left a lot of them behind already, but that 
said, I do not understand how that works. When there is a cri-
sis, you get people out. You do not do a body count. You do 
not say, well, you know, there are 100 people in the building 
and if you get to 50 percent, we can do it, or 40 percent, we 
can do it. But if it is 25 percent, we cannot do it because it is 
not enough people. We cannot save one life, because, you 
know, that is just not enough. It is not appropriate to save this 
small population. While my children do not go to that school, 
and I would not send my child to that school--you know, those 
who are less fortunate, we can use them to keep the system 
alive. 

How does it work in Philadelphia County--and I represent 
Philadelphia County and Delaware County--how does it work 
in Philadelphia County, a district of 165,000, almost 85 per-
cent of them are what they call Title I. That means they are 
poor. Eighty-five percent. Now, the other portion which is left 
behind go to magnet schools. They go to some of the best 
schools in the State of Pennsylvania, or they go to schools that 
are in one demographic section in the city. That is primarily 
where they go--85 percent. 

So for those who make the argument that we are going to 
leave kids behind, you already deserted the system because 
you moved away because you can afford to, or you send your 
child to a private school because you can afford to. You just 
think that poor people should continue to expend $3 billion so 
that other people who do not even live in that community can 
get reimbursed every day. I just have a different perspective. I 
do not think it is about the professionals. I think it is about the 
teacher and the child. I am willing to give the teachers what 
they need, and I am also willing to give the child what he 
needs. I am just not going to give it under the conditions that 
people want to describe, and that means that I have to hold one 
hostage in order to support the other one. It will be based upon 
how we all remain in this current environment: performance. 

Yes, there is an agenda, to improve education delivery in 
Pennsylvania. Yes, there are other ideas behind that. There is 
no hidden agenda, there is an open agenda. Schools that do not 
work correctly after we pass vouchers -- what do we do to 
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public schools to get them to perform better? Yes, you do have 
to evaluate teachers; yes, you do have to evaluate principals; 
yes, you do have to remove vendors, lawyers, insurance com-
panies that are gouging the system. Yes, some of the old tradi- 
tional habits that we used in the past will need to be changed. 
This is no longer the monopoly that people used to have and 
allowed it to happen. It is a dinosaur which has long been dead 
and standing on dead bones. We just have to push it over. 
Some of us who have suffered with it for far too long are well 
prepared to knock it down and take it on. 

So, for as much as people will argue about what this really 
is about and that we are going to destroy the process, I tell you 
to look at the record, look at the arguments, look at the sub- 
stance, and look at the outcomes. I cannot in good conscience 
anymore simply go along to get along. Send more money and 
pray and hope that I do not get letters about, how do I get my 
child transferred to a better school? Those days are long gone 
for me and, frankly, for the public as well. Hopefully, more of 
us will begin to get on the train that has moved out and picked 
up momentum, that all Pennsylvanians deserve a quality edu-
cation, not some Pennsylvanians, and we make excuses for 
others, and that we hope that at some point in time, our hopes 
will catch up with the reality. No, change has to be immediate 
and swift. Just like justice has to be immediate and swift. We 
expect justice to be fair, and I expect us to be fair today. 

Again, I thank Senator Piccola and Senator Dinniman for 
allowing me to participate in this very open conversation. I 
thank all of the Members of the Chamber for engaging in what 
I believe to be a pivotal moment in terms of delivering public 
education in Pennsylvania. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVES 

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

Senator PILEGGI. Mr. President, I request legislative 
leaves for Senator Corman, Senator Alloway, Senator Vogel, 
Senator Don White, and Senator Scarnati. 

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

Senator COSTA. Mr. President, I request a temporary 
Capitol leave for Senator Leach, and legislative leaves for 
Senator Washington, Senator Kitchen, and Senator Stack. 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Pileggi requests legislative 
leaves for Senator Corman, Senator Alloway, Senator Vogel, 
Senator Don White, and Senator Scarnati. 

Senator Costa requests a temporary Capitol leave for Sena-
tor Leach, and legislative leaves for Senator Washington, Sen-
ator Kitchen, and Senator Stack. 

Without objection the leaves will be granted. 

LEGISLATIVE LEAVE CANCELLED 

The PRESIDENT. Senator Brubaker has returned, and his 
temporary Capitol leave is cancelled. 

And the question recurring, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

RECONSIDERATION OF SB 1 

Senator COSTA. Mr. President, I move to reconsider the 
vote by which Senate Bill No. 1 was agreed to on third consid-
eration. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 

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

RECONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT A5823 

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

Senator COSTA. Mr. President, I move that the vote by 
which amendment No. A5823 was defeated be reconsidered. 

A voice vote having been taken, the question was deter-
mined in the affirmative. 

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

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

YEA-16 

Blake 	 Ferlo 	Kitchen 	Stack 
Brewster 	Fontana 	Leach 	Tartaglione 
Costa 	 Hughes 	Schwank 	Wozniak 
Farnese 	Kasunic 	Solobay 	Yudichak 

NAY-33 

Alloway Eiclielberger Pileggi Washington 
Argall Erickson Rafferty Waugh 
Baker Folmer Robbins White Donald 
Boscola Gordner Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Browne Greenleaf Smucker Williams 
Brubaker Mdllhinney Tomlinson Yaw 
Corman Mensch Vance 
Dinniman One Vogel 
Earil Piccola Ward 

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

And the question recurring, 
Will the Senate agree to the bill on third consideration? 
It was agreed to. 

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-27 

Alloway Eichelberger Pileggi Washington 
Argall Erickson Rafferty Waugh 
Browne Folmer Robbins White Donald 
Brubaker Mdllhinney Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Corman Mensch Smucker Williams 
Dinniman One Tomlinson Yaw 
Earl Piccola Ward 



2011 	 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 
	

1135 

NAY-22 

Baker Ferlo Kitchen Vance 
Blake Fontana Leach Vogel 
Boscola Gordner Schwank Wozniak 
Brewster Greenleaf Solobay Yudichak 
Costa Hughes Stack 
Farnese Kasunic Tartaglione 

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 ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

SB 367 (Pr. No. 1718) -- The Senate proceeded to consid-
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act providing for indigenous mineral resource development; 
and imposing powers and duties on the Department of General Ser-
vices and the State System of Higher Education. 

Considered the third time and agreed to, 
And the amendments made thereto having been printed as 

required by the Constitution, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-47 

Alloway Eichelberger One Vance 
Argall Erickson Piccola Vogel 
Baker Farnese Pileggi Ward 
Blake Fontana Rafferty Washington 
Boscola Gordner Robbins Waugh 
Brewster Greenleaf Scarnati White Donald 
Browne Hughes Schwank White Mary Jo 
Brubaker Kasunic Smucker Williams 
Corman Kitchen Solobay Wozniak 
Costa Leach Stack Yaw 
Dinniman Mcllhinney Tartaglione Yudichak 
Earll Mensch Tomlinson 

NAY-2 

Ferlo 	Folmer 

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

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

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 405, SB 444, HB 563 and SB 954 -- Without objection, 
the bills were passed over in their order at the request of Sena-
tor PILEGGI. 

BILLS ON THIRD CONSIDERATION 
AND FINAL PASSAGE 

HB 1459 (Pr. No. 1765) -- The Senate proceeded to con-
sideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of June 23, 1931 (P.L.932, No.3 17), 
known as The Third Class City Code, in civil service, further provid-
ing for promotions. 

Considered the third time and agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-49 

Alloway Erickson One Vogel 
Argall Farnese Piccola Ward 
Baker Ferlo Pileggi Washington 
Blake Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Boscola Fontana Robbins White Donald 
Brewster Gordner Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Browne Greenleaf Schwank Williams 
Brubaker Hughes Smucker Wozniak 
Corman Kasunic Solobay Yaw 
Costa Kitchen Stack Yudichak 
Dinniman Leach Tartaglione 
Earli Mcllhinney Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Mensch Vance 

NAY-0 

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

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

HB 1460 (Pr. No. 1766) -- The Senate proceeded to con-
sideration 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, in civil service for police 
and firemen, further providing for examinations and for eligibility list 
and manner of filling appointments. 

Considered the third time and agreed to, 

On the question, 
Shall the bill pass finally? 

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

YEA-49 

Alloway Erickson One Vogel 
Argall Farnese Piccola Ward 
Baker Ferlo Pileggi Washington 
Blake Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Boscola Fontana Robbins White Donald 
Brewster Gordner Scamati White Mary Jo 



Browne Greenleaf Schwank Williams 
Brubaker Hughes Smucker Wozniak 
Cornian Kasunic Solobay Yaw 
Costa Kitchen Stack Yudichak 
Dinniman Leach Tartaglione 
Earil Mcllhinney Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Mensch Vance 

NAY-0 

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

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

HB 1461 (Pr. No. 2625) -- The Senate proceeded to con-
sideration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of February 1, 1966 (1965 P.L.1656, 
No.58 1), known as The Borough Code, in functions of appointed of-
ficers and employees, further providing for appointments and incom-
patible offices; and, in civil service for police and firemen, further 
providing for examinations and for eligibility list and manner of fill-
ing appointments. 

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: 

Alloway 
Argall 
Baker 
Blake 
Boscola 
Brewster 
Browne 
Brubaker 
Corman 
Costa 
Dmniman 
Earli 
Eichelberger 

Erickson 
Farnese 
Ferlo 
Folmer 
Fontana 
Gordner 
Greenleaf 
Hughes 
Kasunic 
Kitchen 
Leach 
Mdllhinney 
Mensch 

YEA-49 

One 
Piccola 
Pileggi 
Rafferty 
Robbins 
Scarnati 
Schwank 
Smucker 
Solobay 
Stack 
Tartaglione 
Tomlinson 
Vance 

NAY-0 

Vogel 
Ward 
Washington 
Waugh 
White Donald 
White Mary Jo 
Williams 
Wozniak 
Yaw 
Yudichak 

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. 

SECOND CONSIDERATION CALENDAR 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

HB 10, SB 86, SB 152, HB 170, HB 332, HB 333 and SB 
338 -- Without objection, the bills were passed over in their 
order at the request of Senator PILEGGI. 
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BILLS ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 

SB 342 (Pr. No. 549) -- The Senate proceeded to consider-
ation of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending the act of June 15, 1982 (PL.502, No.140), 
known as the Occupational Therapy Practice Act, further providing 
for definitions, for creation of board, for requirements for licensure, 
for practice and referral, for renewal of licenses and for refusal, sus-
pension or revocation of license; and providing for impaired profes-
sionals program. 

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

ation. 

SB 349 (Pr. No. 1701) -- The Senate proceeded to consid-
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act providing for the regulation of indoor tanning facilities 
and for penalties. 

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

ation. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 390, HB 398, SB 413, SB 433, SB 477, SB 532, SB 
539, HB 608, HB 715, HB 735, HB 755, HB 816, HB 860, 
HB 864, HB 869, SB 878, SB 920, SB 1004, SB 1019, SB 
1049, HB 1054, SB 1066, SB 1069, SB 1092, SB 1095 and 
SB 1099 -- Without objection, the bills were passed over in 
their order at the request of Senator PILEGGI. 

BILL REREFERRED 

SB 1147 (Pr. No. 1346) -- The Senate proceeded to consid-
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Title 75 (Vehicles) of the Pennsylvania Con-
solidated Statutes, in size, weight and load, further providing for per-
mit for movement during course of manufacture. 

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

BILL OVER IN ORDER 

SB 1179 -- Without objection, the bill was passed over in 
its order at the request of Senator PILEGGI. 

BILL ON SECOND CONSIDERATION 
AND REREFERRED 

SB 1183 (Pr. No. 1715) -- The Senate proceeded to consid-
eration of the bill, entitled: 

An Act amending Titles 18 (Crimes and Offenses), 23 (Domestic 
Relations), 42 (Judiciary and Judicial Procedure), 44 (Law and Jus-
tice) and 61 (Prisons and Parole) of the Pennsylvania Consolidated 



2011 	 LEGISLATIVE JOURNAL - SENATE 
	

1137 

Statutes, extensively revising provisions relating to the treatment, 
classification, sentencing and registration of sexual offenders; and 
making editorial changes. 

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

ation. 
Upon motion of Senator PILEGGI, and agreed to by voice 

vote, the bill just considered was rereferred to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

BILLS OVER IN ORDER 

SB 1184, SB 1200, HB 1203, SB 1228, SB 1276, SB 1279, 
HB 1337, HB 1349, HB 1417, HB 1441 and HB 1458 --
Without objection, the bills were passed over in their order at 
the request of Senator PILEGGI. 

REAL PROPERTY DISPOSITION PLAN No.1 
OF 2011, RESOLUTION B, ADOPTED 

Senator PILEGGI, without objection, called up from page 
10 of the Calendar, Real Property Disposition Plan No. 1 of 
2011, Resolution B, entitled: 

Resolved, That Real Property Disposition Plan No. I of 2011, 
transmitted by the Governor under The Administrative Code of 1929 
to the General Assembly under date of June 15, 2011, which is incor-
porated herein by reference be approved. 

On the question, 
Will the Senate adopt the resolution? 

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

YEA-49 

Alloway Erickson One Vogel 
Argau Farnese Piccola Ward 
Baker Ferlo Pileggi Washington 
Blake Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Boscola Fontana Robbins White Donald 
Brewster Gardner Scamati White Mary Jo 
Browne Greenleaf Schwank Williams 
Brubaker Hughes Smucker Wozniak 
Corman Kasunic Solobay Yaw 
Costa Kitchen Stack Yudichak 
Dinniman Leach Tartaglione 
Earl! Mdllhinney Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Mensch Vance 

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. 

REPORT FROM COMMITTEE ON RULES 
AND EXECUTIVE NOMINATIONS 

Senator ROBBINS, from the Committee on Rules and Ex-
ecutive Nominations, reported the following nomination made 
by His Excellency, the Governor of the Commonwealth, 
which was read by the Clerk as follows: 

MEMBER OF THE WORKERS' COMPENSATION 
APPEAL BOARD 

June 9, 2011 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for 
the advice and consent of the Senate, The Honorable William Ian 
Gabig, 441 North 25th Street, Camp Hill 17011, Cumberland 
County, Thirty-first Senatorial District, for appointment as a member 
of the Workers' Compensation Appeal Board, to serve until the third 
Tuesday of January 2015, and until his successor is appointed and 
qualified, vice Daniel Fleck, Zelienople, deceased. 

TOM CORBEU 
Governor 

NOMINATION LAID ON THE TABLE 

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I request that the nomi-
nation just read by the Clerk be laid on the table. 

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

EXECUTIVE NOMINATION 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

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

sion for the purpose of considering a certain nomination made 
by the Governor. 

Which was agreed to by voice vote. 

NOMINATION TAKEN FROM THE TABLE 

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I call from the table a 
certain nomination and ask for its consideration. 

The Clerk read the nomination as follows: 

MEMBER OF THE WORKERS' COMPENSATION 
APPEAL BOARD 

June 9, 2011 

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

In conformity with law, I have the honor hereby to nominate for 
the advice and consent of the Senate, The Honorable William Ian 
Gabig, 441 North 25th Street, Camp Hill 17011, Cumberland 
County, Thirty-first Senatorial District, for appointment as a member 
of the Workers' Compensation Appeal Board, to serve until the third 
Tuesday of January 2015, and until his successor is appointed and 
qualified, vice Daniel Fleck, Zelienople, deceased. 

TOM CORBETF 
Governor 

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

The yeas and nays were required by Senator ROBBINS and 
were as follows, viz: 
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YEA-49 

Alloway Erickson One Vogel 
Argall Farnese Piccola Ward 
Baker Ferlo Pileggi Washington 
Blake Folmer Rafferty Waugh 
Boscola Fontana Robbins White Donald 
Brewster Gordner Scarnati White Mary Jo 
Browne Greenleaf Schwank Williams 
Brubaker Hughes Smucker Wozniak 
Connan Kasunic Solobay Yaw 
Costa Kitchen Stack Yudichak 
Dinniman Leach Tartaglione 
Earil Mcllhinney Tomlinson 
Eichelberger Mensch Vance 

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. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION RISES 

Senator ROBBINS. Mr. President, I move that the Execu-
tive Session do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
BILLS REPORTED FROM COMMITTEES 

Senator D. WHITE, from the Committee on Banking and 
Insurance, reported the following bill: 

HB 424 (Pr. No. 2655) (Amended) 

An Act amending the act of December 20, 1983 (P.L.260, 
No.72), referred to as the Public Adjuster Licensing Law, further pro-
viding for definitions and for license; providing for application for 
public adjuster license, for licensing, for issuance and term of li-
cense, for license renewals and for reciprocal licensing; further pro-
viding for fees, for bond and for contract; providing for written dis-
closure of financial interest; further providing for revocation, etc., of 
license and for violations; providing for civil remedy; further provid-
ing for administration and enforcement; and providing for persons 
licensed as public adjuster solicitors. 

Senator PILEGGI, from the Committee on Rules and Exec-
utive Nominations, reported the following bill: 

SB 286 (Pr. No. 1667) (Rereported) (Concurrence) 

An Act amending the act of May 27, 1953 (P.L.244, No.34), en-
titled "An act relating to and regulating the contracts of incorporated 
towns and providing penalties," further providing for regulation of 
contracts; providing for adjustment; further providing for evasion of 
advertising requirements, for contracts between $750 and $10,000 
and for separate bids for plumbing, heating, ventilating and electrical 
work. 

Senator CORMAN, from the Committee on Appropria-
tions, reported the following bill: 

SB 1100 (Pr. No. 1723) (Amended) (Rereported) 

An Act amending Title 58 (Oil and Gas) of the Pennsylvania 
Consolidated Statutes, consolidating the Oil and Gas Act with modi-
fications relating to definitions, well permits, well location restric-
tions, protection of water supplies, well reporting requirements,  

bonding, enforcement orders, penalties, civil penalties and local ordi-
nances; providing for containment, for transportation regulations, for 
emergency response information and for model ordinance; providing 
for a model zoning ordinance; and making a related repeal. 

CONGRATULATORY RESOLUTIONS 

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

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Vickie 
Corbett by Senator Alloway. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Tom 
Henshaw, Richard L. Staffieri, and to Spillman Fanner Archi-
tects by Senator Boscola. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to 
Steelworkers' Archives, Inc., of Bethlehem, by Senators 
Boscola and Browne. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. David Leber, Mr. and Mrs. John Golaszewski, Mr. and 
Mrs. Edward Donley, Joseph Brake, Andrew Block, Eric 
Bellis, Brown-Daub Foundation, Capital BlueCross, Women's 
5K Classic and to the Eastern Pennsylvania Chapter of the As-
sociation of Fundraising Professionals by Senator Boscola and 
others. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Helen Gelb 
by Senator Brewster. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to American 
Legion Conestoga Post 662 of New Holland, New Holland 
Charles E. Ludwig Post No. 7362 of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars and to the Mount Joy Wire Corporation by Senator 
Brubaker. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Groff 
family, Mr. and Mrs. George Hackenberger and to Saint Ste-
phen's Evangelical Lutheran Church of Mifflintown by Sena-
tor Corman. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Reverend 
Daniel K. Williams, Sergeant Thomas William Fillippo, Nor-
man Vutz, Tina Nicholson, Paul Kotler, Brad Stewart, Vera 
Dyer, Sri Krishna Shakha Chapter of Hindu Swayamsevak 
Sangh USA, citizens of Schuylkill Township, Aqua Pennsyl-
vania and to Safe Harbor of Chester County by Senator 
Dinniman. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Dr. Sandra 
Cornelius, Walter T. Downing, Nathanial Kendig, Robert Jay 
Sigel, Frank I. Spellman, Frank P. LeMaster, Charles Chiccino 
and to the members and coaches of the 1961 West Chester 
University Men's Soccer Team by Senator Dinniman and oth-
ers. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Timothy 
Whitman by Senator EarlE. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Robert 
Small by Senator Farnese. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Jack Bogut 
by Senator Ferlo. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Kyle Randy 
Seiner, Emily Irene Creveling and to Montana Mae 
Drumheller by Senator Gordner. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mae 
Hocker and to Nativity of Our Lord School of Warminster by 
Senator Greenleaf. 
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Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the River of 
Life Church of Doylestown by Senators Greenleaf and 
Mdllhinney. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Alfred 
Garvey by Senator Hughes. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to the Pediat-
ric and Adolescent Medicine Centers of Philadelphia by Sena-
tor Kitchen. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Temple 
Brith Achim by Senator Leach. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to James E. 
Cappelli by Senator Mcllhinney. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. William D. Larkin, Major Kevin Berry, Marcella Bow-
man, Gabriel Trey Gaspar and to Rudolph Auto Repair of 
Gibsonia by Senator One. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Flo Evelyn 
LaPairie by Senator Piccola. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Michael J. 
Morris by Senator Rafferty. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Yvonne L. 
Stroman and to the Berks County Association for the Blind. 
Inc., by Senator Schwank. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Trooper 
Richard D. Hunter, Emmett Patterson, Washington County 
Chamber of Commerce and to citizens of the Borough of 
Canonsburg by Senator Solobay. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Dr. George 
Frank, Dr. Leon Bass, Ilse Lindemeyer, Arthur Stern, Patrick 
J. Eiding, Joseph Kahn, Anthony Morrone, Ruth Kessler, 
Anneliese Nossbaum, David Tuck, Larry Buchsbaum, Klara 
Vinokur, Itka Zygmuntowicz, Manya Frydman Perel, Ruth 
Hartz, Ronnie Breslow, Michael Herskovitz, Kurt Herman, 
Trudy Klein Gompers, Arnold Vanderhorst, Erica Herz Van 
Adelsberg and to Sid Moszer by Senator Tartaglione. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Torresdale 
Pediatrics of Bensalem by Senator Tomlinson. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Christopher 
Tully by Senators Tomlinson and Mcllhinney. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Shirley 
Walker, Monica DeLuca, Peggy A. Brechbiel and to Safdar 
Emadi by Senator Vance. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Reverend 
Jerome F. Coleman, Lawrence T. Matteo and to Ernest John-
son by Senator Washington. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Maxwell B. 
Winders, Adam Rutter, Shirley Kurty, Kevin R. Skalski and to 
Brock N. Ball by Senator Waugh. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. Kenneth Maberry by Senator D. White. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Mr. and 
Mrs. Robert Jennings, Sr., Mr. and Mrs. Raymond Winger and 
to Kevin Ireland by Senator M.J. White. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Kayla 
Kimble by Senator Wozniak. 

Congratulations of the Senate were extended to Saint An-
thony and Saint George Maronite Catholic Church of Wilkes-
Barre by Senator Yudichak. 

CONDOLENCE RESOLUTIONS 

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

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of 
the late Donald Vaughn, Sr., by Senators Hughes and Wash-
ington. 

Condolences of the Senate were extended to the family of 
the late Paul E. Kelly and to the family of the late Anthony 
Bianco by Senator One. 

POSTHUMOUS CITATIONS 

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

Posthumous citations honoring the late Dr. LeRoy Mercer, 
the late Raymond C. Keech, the late Mel Lorback, the late 
George Bratcher, the late Harold Zimmerman, the late Gerald 
T. Bannan, the late Gertrude Dunn and the late Gregory W. 
Greenday were extended to the families by Senator Dinniman 
and others. 

BILLS ON FIRST CONSIDERATION 

Senator RAFFERTY. Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
do now proceed to consideration of all bills reported from 
committees for the first time at today's Session. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 
The bills were as follows: 

SB 746, SB 1150, SB 1263, SB 1267, SB 1310 and HB 
424. 

And said bills having been considered for the first time, 
Ordered, To be printed on the Calendar for second consid-

eration. 

RECESS 

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

Senator PILEGGL Mr. President, I move that the Senate do 
now recess until Monday, October 31, 2011, at 1 p.m., Eastern 
Daylight Saving Time, unless sooner recalled by the President 
pro tempore. 

The motion was agreed to by voice vote. 
The Senate recessed at 6:20 p.m., Eastern Daylight Saving 

Time. 


