83RD GENERAL ASSEMBLY
REGULAR SESSION

JUNE 27, 1983

PRESIDENT:

The hour of nine having arrived, the Senate will please
come to order. Will the members be at their desks. ¥ill our
guests in the gallery please rise. Prayer this morning by
Rabbi Barry A. Marks, Temple Israel, Springfield, Illinois.
Rabbi.

RABBI BARRY A. MARKS:
(Prayer given by Rabbi Marks)
PRESIDENT:

Reading of the Journal. Senator Johns.
SENATORE JCHNS:

Mr. President, I move that reading and approval of the
Journals of Monday, June the 20th; Tuesday, June the 21st;
Wednesday, June the 22nd; Thursday, June the 23rd; Friday,
June the 24th; Saturday, June the 25th and Sunday, June the
26+h, in the year 1983, be pos*poned pending arrival of the
printed Journals.

PRESIDENT:

You've heard the motion as placed by Senator Johns. Amy
discussion? If no+%, all in favor signify by saying Aye. All
opposed. The Ayes have it. The motion carries and it is so
ordered. Hessages from the House.

SECRETARY:

A Message from the House by Mr. O'Brien, Clerk.

Mr. President - I am directed to inform the Senate
the House of Representatives has concurred with the Senate in
the passage of “he following bill, *o-wit:

Senate Bill 25 together with House Amendment

No. 1.

And I have like Messages or the following Senate bills

and House amendments:
Senate Bill 26 with House Amendmen+t 2.
131 with House Amendpent 1.,

206, House Amendment 2.
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269, House Amendment 1.

255, House Amendment 1.

256, House Amendment 1.

257, House Amendment 1.

258, House Anmendment 1.

259, House Amendment 1.

260, House Amendment 1.

262, House Amendment 1 and 2.

264, House Amendment 1.

278, House Amendnments 1, 3, 6 and 7.

280, House Amenduments 1 and 2.

300, House Amendment 1.

301, House Amendments 1, 3 and 5.

373, House Amendments 1, 2, 4, S, 6, 7, 8, 9,
10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 16 and 18.

374, House Amendments 1 and 2.

375, House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8.

376, House Amendments 1 and 3.

377, House Amendments 1, 3 and 5.

378, House Amendments 1, 2 and 3.

379, House Amendments 1 and 3.

381, House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 anrd 6.

383, House Apendments 1, 2 and S.

384, House Amendment 1.

385, House Amendment 1, 2, 3 and 4.

386, House Amendment 1, 2, 3, 4, S.

387, House Amendment 1...2 and 3.

388, House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9
and 10.

492, House Amendments 2, 3 and 6.

521, House Amendmeants 5 and 6.

«e+557, House Apendmen* 1.

619, House Amendment 1.

1073, House Amendment 1 and 3.
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And 1159, House Anmendment 1 and 2.

Message from *he House by Mr. O'Brien, Clerk.

Mr. President - I am directed to inform the Senate
the House of Representatives refused to concur in...with the
Sena*e in the adoption of their amendmen:t <o a bill with the
following title:

House Bill 465 with Senate Amendment No. 1.
A like Message on House Bill 646 with House Amendment 1.
House Bill 647 wi<h Senate Amendaent 1.
House Bill 772 with Senate Amendments 1 and 2.
PRESIDENT:
Resolu*ions.
SECRETARY:

Senate Resolution 281 offered by Senator Jerome Joyce,
and it's congratulatory.
PRESIDENT:

Consent Calendar.
SECRETARY:

Senate Joint Resolution 58, by Senator Mahar.
PRESIDENT:

Executive. If I can have the attention of the member-
ship, June 27th is the last day to consider House Bills on
3rd reading under the rules. %e will begin with House Bills
on 3rd reading a* *op of page 14 with House Bill 1530...how-
ever, pursuant to our last Agreed Bill Lis%, was the under-
standing of all the members that if they had a bill on the
Agreed Bill List...Agreed Bill List No. 1, it would be called
at the earliest opportunity when we return to 3rd reading.
If I can have your attention, there are four bills that were
taken off the Agreed Bill List; 609, on page 6, sponsored by
Senator Sangmeister; 1156, on page 11, sponsored by Senator
Bruce, 1-1-5-6; 1157, on page 11, sponsored by Senator
Berman; and 1433, on page 13, spomsored by Senator Jeremiah

Joyce. 609, 1156, 1157 and 1433, if the sponsors wish those
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called pursuant to +*he earlier agreement, “hey are within
their rights. MNiddle of page 6, Senator Sangmeister, do you
wish 609...otherwise, they'll just stay in the ordinary rota-
tion. I mean...Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you, Mr. President. We'll take +tha* bill in rota-
tion when it comes. I presume we'll be getting there.
PRESIDENT:

We will be getting there, no question about it. 1156,
Senator Bruce. All right. Middle of page 11, this bill hav-
ing been knocked off the first Agreed Bill List, on the Order
of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 1156. Call
the...read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1156.
{(Secre*ary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce. That's all right. Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and mnembers of the Senate.
House Bill 1156 has been seen by this Body. It passed out of
here, I believe, 58 “o 1 last time. I+ deals with *he appor-
tionment of easements that have already been placed in plats..
There are some other bills in the series over which people
may have more concern but this is platted land, and it has in
it the added language *hat was requested by the " members on
this side concerning oil and gas pipelines and so that there
would not be any digging up of...of any ground because oil
and gas pipelines are buried. This just says that easements
are apportionable, and I know of 1little or no controversy
concerning 1156.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Bloom.
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SENATOR BLOONM:

Yes, will the sponsor yield?
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he yield, Senator Bloomn.
SENATOR BLOOM:

This bill, Senator Bruce, basically, as I understand it
saids that a public utility must provide an easement to a
cable T.V. company if the cable company pays the utility's
share of whatever the utility paid to the landcwner for the
easemnent. Is...is that...is that wvhat I...am I correct in
that understanding?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce. Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

You are correct, Senator Bloom.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Senator Bruce, could I ask you a question?
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield, Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Senator Bruce, since we passed out the first bill 58 to
1, hasn't there been a Supreme Court decision regarding cable
television?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I haven't had a chance %o read any Supreme Court deci-
sions for a couple of weeks. If you've got one for me, tell
me about it.

PRESIDENT:
|Senator Welch.

SENATOR HELCH:
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I* was either a Supreme Court decision or a act of Con-
gress to deregulate cable television. And it seems that there
are no binders on cable T.V. at all at +this time, is that
corgect?

PRE;IDENT:

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, the United States...United States Senate did pass
legislation last week which affected cable industry, which to
a large degree deregula*ed the entire industry and allowed
broad authority to the cable industry. As...as..they do
things like we do. I'm...I'm not sure that that is the 1law
of the land, it's passed by “he United States Senate.
fBESIDENT:

Further discussion? Any further discussion? Senator
DeAngelis.

SENATCR DeANGELIS:

Just very, very quickly. Senator Welch, that was Con-
gress® decision, not a Supreme Court decision.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Bruce
may close.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, I would ask for your favorable vote. This is
limited strictly to pla“s where cities have accepted land
into a municipal area and *here is a platted ecasement, they
can apportion the cos:ts. That's...that's all. It's very
narrovly defined.

PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 1156 pass. Those in favor
will vo*e Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have.all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take tﬁe record. On that gquestion,

the Ayes are 40, the Nays are 10, none voting Present. House
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Bill 1156 having received the required constitutional major-
ity is declared passed. Senator Berman on 1157, On the
Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 1157. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1157.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you. House Bill 1157 is the second of a four-bill
series dealing with cable television. This bill addresses the
rights of the tenants in pultifamily units regarding the
accessibility to cable television. The bill provides for
notice to the landlords regarding the bringing in of service,
provides a period of time in which negotiations may take
place regarding reasonable compensation for the bringing in
of the lines. It also prohibits any landlord from extracting
any additional charge or payment against *enants for utiliz-
ing cable T.V. service once that franchise has been granted
in that community to the cable T.V. system. It provides
for...if negotiations are not reached between the landlord
and the television...cable...cable T.V. company regarding
compensation, the...it sets forth the provisions regarding
litigation that can be instituted by the landlord. This bill
in effect provides access by temants in multifamily units to
the cable T.V. ¢t also will allow the municipalities vwhere
cable T.V. franchises have been granted to comply in the
speed and in the revenue receipts regarding these frarnchise
agreements. I solicit your Aye vote.

PRESIDENT:
Any discussion? Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOON:
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Art, is *his the same bill you -ook ou* of the record
several days ago? Okay, you...did. Have you amended it
since then? Was it...been on the recall, has it been changed
in any manner from the form in which we discussed it several
days ago?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Berman.
SENATOR BEBRMAN:

If you recall, I think the major objection came because
of a personal experience...by the Minority Leader regarding
one of these companies. Thers have been discussions there.
I...I'm not sure what it wvas. I think the major problem sas
not so much with the bill but with the...with the company.
There's been no changes since that...since that bill was pre-
sented.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Bloom, I'm SOrLry.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Well, no, I don't want to take up a lot of time., As I
recall, there is a portion of this bill that says that these
franchisees can come on your land and...and install their
equipment over it and pay you a dollar and éhen the. burden is
on you to try and get some compensation. I think that was
what...Senator Philip caught his attention, but I'm not so
sure that 1157 is such a good idea.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Sepator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. Presiden*. Senator Berman, you're saying
that an owner of an apartment building cannot refuse to have
installation made in his building...do you feel that is con-
stitutional, Senator Berman?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.
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SENATOR BERMAN:
Well, I think when you look at the total picture, I think

it...it certainly is and here's what ve're talking about.

You're talking about a municipality that bhas granted cable
T.V. the right to wire that copmunity, which means that
everybody in that community, if they are willing...if they
are willing *to enter into an agreement Hith the cable T.V.
for those programs, should have excess to: those programs.
Now, I 1live in your apartment building, cable T.V. solicits
me and I want to have cable T.V. in my apartment. I think I
should have the right o have access to thazt cable T.V. pro-
grams. I don't think that you, as my landlord, should pro-
hibit me £from having access to it, and that's exactly the
essence of the franchise granted by the municipaiities. This
bill guarantees that you will be compensated as the landlord
for any...damage for any rights that %he T;v. people utilize
in bringing that cable in, but I certainly +think that I
should have the right to get that cable withouat my landlord
having a veto power over me.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell. Oh, ‘Senator Keats. Senator Keats,
again. Senator Weaver, I'm sorry.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Well, it Jjust seems to me that landlords put a lot of
restrictions on what a tenant may do. Some don't allow pets
even though the  municipality licenses pets. I think you're
precluding an individual from controlling _his. property for
whatever reason.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATGR SAVICKAS)
Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:
Thank you, very mnuch, Mr. President. W®ill the sponsor

yield for a question?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Senator, according *o our lanalysis, ve are not only
talking about condos and...and apartment buildings, we are
also talking about easements on any property owners property,
multiunit or not, improved or no%, to install or npaintain
equipment, is that true? .

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman, ‘
SENATOR BERMAN:

Yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FARELL:

For in other words, a cable company could conceivably
come to my property, my home, and decide they want to string
their cable over nmy property and I...for a dollar and...and
unless I wanted to sue, I would have no way of preventing
themn?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman. '

SENATOR BERMAN:

No, if you...as I read this, you're talking about compen-
sation and their —rights for cable televiéion facilities in
@...in and upon such building or upon, beneath or over such
real estate. Now that's...that would be similar to the
utilities that presently exist for other types of...of
services, If you are a single family resident owner and you
don't want cable T.V., this doesn't give them any more rights
than would exist for the other utility limes that exist in
the community. You've got...they would have to go through
the...that pertains to Senator Bruce's bill, 1156, as to the
lines and availability through the utility lines and ease-

ments that are already provided for other utilities.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

In my area, for instance, we do not have poles. We have
everything buried, ‘cause that's the way we want it. And if
I did not particularly care to have cable T.V. but my next
door neighbor did, aund the easiest way for the cable coampany
to get to the...her lo* would be through my property, what
you are saying then is they could conceivably "come in and
either dig up my yard or put poles up, which I don*t wvamt, is
that...is that right or anot?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

I don't think they could put poles up. I think they
could utilize the existing utility easements and they would
have to compensate you for that.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

For...for a dollar or...or...unless...uniless there's an
agreement. I've been told it's for a dollar unless there's an
agreement. Then I have to take it to court and the burden is
on me.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman...Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Let me read that section because that...that apparently
is causing some dilemma here. "Any owner of a residential
building described imn Subparagraph A and any owner of...of
improved or unimprove real estate described in Subparagraph
B who shall have...who shall have given timely written notice
+o the cable television franchisee as provided.in Paragraph C

may assert a claim for reasonable compensation in excess of
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one dollar for...permitting the installation of...cable tele-
vision facilities withinp and...upon such building or upon,
beneath or over such real estate.” So, that...that dollar is
only to indicate that we're talking about a dollar value of
conpensation. You can demand whatever you feel is necessary.
The other part...the other part of that as +o the dollar,
that's only to indicate that you are entitled to reasonable
compensation. You have a time period in here and the right
for recovery of any damages for the use of your property.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS) -

Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Not...not to belabor it, but...but I have the bill in
front of me now and it says, "In any actiom brought to
enforce such right, it shall be presumed that reasonable
compensation therefore shall be a dollar but such presumption
may be rebutted and overcome by proof that the owner has a
specific alternative use for the space occupied by the cable
television facilities and the loss of which will result in a
monetary loss to the owner."™ I mean, it...it sounds to ne
like I'm going to have to go %0 court. 1I'm going to bave to
bring the action. 1I'm going have to go to court, and I'm the
one that's going to have to prove that digging up my yard
iSeesiS...is worth more than a dollar to me.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Let me refer you to...on the bill, page 6...line 23. On
any...on any action for damages, you knov, the person that
has...that is asserting the damages has the burden of proof.
There is...there's no change in...in this bill as to that
law. Under Paragraph C it says, "In any instance in which

the owner of a residential building, et cetera intends to

require the payment of a reasonable sun in  excess of one
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dollar im exchange for permitting the installation of cable
T.V. facilities in and upon such building, et cetera, the
owner shall serve written notice thereof upon the cable T.V.
franchisee. Any such notice shall be served witin twenty
days of the date on which such owner is notified of their
intention to construct or install cable T.V. facilities in
and upon such building.® So that you have the right to indi-
cate the value as you see fit for bringing...that cable T.V.
onto your property.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

But what you are saying is that it still is consid-
ared...I mean, it is presumed that a dollar is going +*o be
enough unless, I, as a property owner, say that it isn't
enough and...and...and submit written notice that indeed this
is not enough. And if the company does not agree, ve're
going to go to court and I have to bring the actionm. 1Is
that...is that the way it is?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

That's correct.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

Well, to the bill, I...I hope mny colleagues have
been...have been 1listening to this. ®hat this is saying, in
effect, is that a cable company can come into your property,
and mine, and...and for a dollar, unless you wamnt %o take
them to court, they can construct..they can...they can put
the...the cable 1lines over your property 6: in my case, dig
up my iawn and...and place their cables...personally, I think

this is a bad bill and...and I can understand some of the
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merits to it, but I think this form is...is pretty bad
and...and I would suggest you vote No.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senators, we have the following Senators that have sought
recognition to speak on this particular bill: Sepator
Schuneman, Hahar, Keats, dJoyce, Hudson, Coffey, Luft and
Bruce. So, if...ve're going to set our time limit. Our next
ﬁenator is Senator...Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. Apparently we may be into a
situation of overkill om this bill, but I...I think it is a
drastic change in the...in the rights of a property osmer, in
that now, if a cable company wants to string their 1lines in
and through your apartment and condominium building, they
have to prove *to you that first of all they'll put i* im in
such away that satisfies you before you let then do'it; and
wvhat...apparently they®’re seeking to do under this bill is to
give the cable company the right to go ahead and do iz, and
then 1if you don't like what they do, you have %o sue them in
order to...in order to get it corrected, and I think this is
a bad idea and goes too far.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.

SENATOR MAHAR:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
I think that we still have a gquestion of compensation, a
question of individual rights, and while I certainly have no
objection to the use of cable companies, and I think they're
here to stay, we ran into this problem last year. Now we've
had a year and apparently we haven't solved the problem and
we...and this...this bill will not solve the problem. So it
just seems to me that we ought to hold it up and get this
question of compensation worked out. I know that my own per-

sonal case 1I've got a problem with going across my property
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which has not been worked ou*, and I *+hink there needs to be
some formula set that can establish the rights of the indi-
vidual so they konow where they stand. They're not forced to
go into legal fees and...and incur legal fees that they
otherwise wouldn'* have to incur, and so I would ask that we
hold this legislation.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I'1l be very brief and say
there are really :two obections here. I mean, one is just
plain philosophic being, vwe are now saying that cable tele-
vision is no different that Commonwealth Edison or 1Illinois
Bell, and I*m sorry, just philosophically, I think there's a
heck of a difference between cable television and Common-
vealth Edison or People's Gas. So, I think we have to remem-
ber that that is from this moment on wve are saying cable T.V.
is a necessary public utility. But %*he second factor is the
presumption that someone has a right to your property and if
you don't want it, you have to sue. The presumption is,
basically, the presumption of guilt upon the homeowner, and
I'em stretching -the...the legal term <+here, but you as a
bomeowner, the presumption is someone else has a right to
your property and they're not paying the property taxes, and
I just plain don't believe that.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sena*or J.J. Joyce. Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Thank you, Mr. President. It's all been said. Thank'you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Luf*. Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:
Thank...thank you, Mr. President and members of the

Senate. I rise in opposition to this bill also. I think we
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went +too far, as already been stated here., I don't want to
discuss this bill to death because I think we've already had
a lot of debate on it, but I can see some real problems. We
have problems with cable T.V. already on properties that I
own coming im, running wires where they want, destroying
property and them we find now %that we're the ones that have
go back to have that damage...damage paid for, we have
to...t0 put the suit against the company now. Now all we're
doing is giving them legally that authority *o do what they
want until we go to court and try to prove otherwvise, and I'd
ask this...this side of the aisle, at least, to vote No on
this bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Luft. Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I would just...I think we ought to read this bill before
we criticize it so much. On the amendment on page S5 it
states th;t, "In addition to reasomable sums to be paid by
the cable television franchisee, they shall provide further
that the cable television franchisee installing such cable
television shall agree to indemnify the owner of the building
of any damage caused by the installation, operation, removal
or maintenance of the facilities in service."™ It...that is in
the requiremen* tha“ they shall agree to indemnify the owner
of the real estate for any damage caused. I...I don't know
what the problem will be with this. It seems to me that
they've made every reasonable attempt to say that any damage
caused they®ll pay for, and that is a shall obligation of the
franéhisee.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:
A question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Sepator Berman, I 1live in a very condensed sihgle and
two-apartment building area. Under the terms of this bill, is
it possible that under the easement rights they could place
poles and contraptions on the...what we call parkways in
Chicago, that part of your property towards the street?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bernman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

I think what you will find is that the cable T.V. fran-
chise are ;ocked in with and utilizing the exis*ting easements
that are provided to other utilities. What you®ll find then
is wusing the...the telephone poles in your alleys and
the...the gas lines or the,.,..the lines tha*t are available for
the gas company, not utilizing new construction...certainly
not...certainly not new poles on your parkway.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

So, the answer to my question is, no. There will be no
poles on the parkwvays.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Luft.
SENATOR LOFT:

Thank...thank you, Mr. President. I rTeluctantly rise to
oppose this bill and, Senator Degnan, I don*t +think +the
answer was no, because I think under this bill they can do
whatever they want to do. This is my property, they're
telling me they can do anything they want. They don't specify
anything, and +then we can go a little farther where they do
come and offer me compensation; but what it says, if you look
at it, if the summary is right, they can proceed with all

construction while the negotiations for compensation is pur-
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sued. So, I...ve're...you know, uwe're not looking at
high-rises here, I'm talking about me that owns a siample
duplex. That means they can tear up my front yard, offer me a
dollar. I...I'n going to come up with my Iavyer to go to
court against a cablevision company that's got the highest
priced lawyers in the country? And I'm sitting in court for
how wmany months while they've not only torn up my yard,
they've installed everything, and I'm left out in the cold.
I really <think it's a bad bill and...and it just lets the
cable company have lock, stock and barrel and ownership over
my property.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Sena*or Kelly.
SENATOR KELLY:

Yes, MNr. President and members of the Senate, jus:t
briefly. I'm going to come at it from a different direction
than everyone so far, and that is I'm not...favorable to
these cable people and I will not be until they start putting
programs on their television sets that are consistent with
family 1life, apnd I've...will continue to oppose them and
that's why I*ve been voting No on every one of these issues
that involve the cable operators.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? 1If not, Senator Berman may
close.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you. I appreciate the overwhelming support, at
least in the debate. I hope that the votes are clearer than
~he discussion. Wha*t vwe have here is a bill which triesi to
allow cable television to,..proceed in an orderly, legal and
equitable manner. Now, I think first of all some people have
got tvwa things confused; one is compensation for +he use of
the property. That's like bringing a line in, it's like the

phone company does, that there's a formula here or a proce-
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dure here regarding giving notice that the T.V. company is
coming on and a...a...a floor of a dollar of compensation and
then a gquestion of what is bringing that line in over your
property worth? The other question is one Af damage, and 1in
this bill they nust indemnify to pay you full payment for any
damage. Now, that's different than compensation for bringing
in a 1line, and those twvo things are separately set out in
this bill., Number three, franchises are being awarded +to
cable T.V. +throughout *his State. Municipalities and the
citizens in those municipalities are expecting some great
things out of cable T.V. franchises, and I don'* mean only
entertainment programs. We're talking about educational pro-
grams. We're talking about systems of police and fire alarn
systems. We're talking about shopping through cable T.V.
We're talking about banking through cable T.V. We're talking
about a twentieth...Twenty-first Century +technology as a
result of «cable T.V. We are also talking under this bill
that no single landlord can shake down the cable T.V. compa-
nies for payments before they'll...he will allow people on
his property, his tenan%s, to get the cable T.V. that they're
willing to subscribe to and that is being...that is happening
in some of our municipalities. We're also providing im this
bill that the orderly progression of construction to
people...keep in mind, none of this goes unless people want
to subscribe to this. They're not rigging lines just to rig
lines. They can only go if the citizens want cable T.V. This
is a people's bill because the people want cable T.V., and in
some cases, the 1landlords...the 1landlords are holding up
iitterly and figuratively the cable T.V. companies from being
able to wire their property and provide the services to these
tenants. The bill addresses the question of compensation, the
question of damages. I think it's an important step forward
to provide this important service to our citizens. I

would...I ask for an Aye vote.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

For what purpose does Senator Sangmeister arise?
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

A parliamentary inquiry. There may be a preemption here
and I'd like you to look at that. Hov many votes is this bill
going to *take to pass?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

If you'll...if you'll wai* a second, we'll...we'll go
into that. Yes, Senator Sangmeister, the Chair has reached
the decision that this is not preemptive. It's the ‘pernis-
sive authority granted by the municipality and the State does
not preempt in anyway. I* would take thirty votes. And the
question is...the question is, shall House Bill 1157 pass.
Those in favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 25, the Nays
are 25, 4 voting Present. Senator Berman seeks leave of the
Body to have House Bill 1157 put on postponed consideration.
Is leave granted? Leave is granted. On the Order of House
Bills 3rd Reading, House Bill 1433, Senator Joyce. BRead the
bill, Mr...no...Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, T...I would like *to make an inquiry of the Chair.
I'm...I'm not going to call this bill, but ve are going to go
through 3rd readings; when we ieft off, I think we left off
around 1530. I had a bill 1526 that was on 2nd reading and
vent to 3rd. Is it wrong to assume that that bill will be
called first today?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

We will start with House Bill 1530. Senator Joyce, for
what purpose do you rise?
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

«eeyou know, I don't know whether...whether I'm...I'n
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wrong in...in...but I'm wondering why if a bill...if
the...1526 went from 2nd to 3rd, why dis it..why are ve
going...why are we not going to that nuaber?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

It's my understanding that we left off at 1530 and that's
where...we're to start. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading, House Bill 1530, Senator Bruce. Read the bill, Mr.
Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 1530.

{Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill...House Bill 1530.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and umembers of +he Senate.

/

House Bill 1530 establishes the Illinois Education Labor
Relétions Act and governs relations of educational employees
with edaucational employers from the kindergarten all the way
through our senior institutions. 1I* will create the Edu-
cation Labor Relations Board which is a three-member panel
with salaries of thirty-eight thousand dollars. It provides
for mediation. It provides for.arhitration of grievances and
wediation and arbitration of contract disputes. It gives the
regional superintendents jurisdiction over matters of
exculsive jurisdiction. It allows a procedure for recogni-
tion of exculsive bargaining...units, representatives and
units determination. In addition to that, it sets forth a
very elaborate procedure for mediation, and that is that the
impasse...if any impasse is occurred, and that is to find
that the +wo parties bave not reached agreement by ninety
days before the scheduled start of a school year, the parties
notify the Educational Labor Board. If that goes until sixty

days upon demand of either party, they may submit a demand
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to bargain; within forty-five days the board may, by its own
motion, initiate mediation, and if there®s no agreement
within fifteen days and they have not reguested mediation,
the...the Educational Relations Board shall invoke mediation.
The cost of fact finding and mediation will be paid by the
Educational Labor Belations Board. It does define strikes;
allows them only if five conditions have been met...six
conditions, and that is; first of all, there must be an
exclusive bargaining representative; mediation must have been
used; they must give notice. They cannot have any strike
during <*he contract, no wildcat strikes, and they have sub-
mitted...they have not submitted the unresolved issues to
arbitration. If a strike should occur in any of those situa-
tions that I've outlined, the Act very clearly sets forth the
authority of any aggrieved party to go request and initiate
in the circuit court of the county a reguest for an injunc-
tion. Sets forth unfair labor practice of both labor and
management, and generally sets forth the...the effects of the
Act as to procedure for collective bargaining among employers
and employees. I would solicit your favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Will the sponsor yield for a fév questions?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Senator Bruce, when we were on 2nd reading on this bill
there was a few things that came to my attention...a few
amendments I thought we ought to have looked at, and I have
to admit I have not seen the bill in its...its final forn
now, but is there any...any management's rights language at
all in this...in this bill?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

The gquestion of wmanagement rights is in that the only
things that can be bargained over are issues of wages, hours
and terms and conditions of employment. It's very explicitly
stated that that is the only matters for negotation.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGHEISTBR:

Where are we on the...I'm not exactly what you call it,
but...but I think there are such things as, you know, fight
between labor unions on representation strikes and picketing
and that kind of stuff. Is there any prohibition? It*s oy
understand that +he ©Natiomal Labor Relatioms Act prohibits
those kind of strikes or picketing where there's union
fights. 1Is there anything in this bill to prevent that or go
along with the National Labor Relations Board requlation, or
law, or rule?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Recognition strikes are becoming a +hing of the...the
past and certainly is not a big item in the area of...of
collective bargaining. This bill, in fact,
would...would...would remove any necessity for a recognition
strike, because the procedure sets forth an election proce-
dure and it would be an anfair labor practice if the eaployer
d4id not recognize the bargaining unit. So, I can...I can see
no reason why there would ever be a recognitiom strike, you'd
just submit names to the Educational Labor Relatioms Board
and they shall conduct an election. So, it would be never a
need for a recognition strike.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.
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SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Well, the other thing that concerns me somewha*, Senator
Bruce, Qe've had a bushelbasket of collective bargaining
bills going around here and all for, 1 suppose, very good
reasons; however, it's npow my understanding that...that
Senate Bill 536 is going to cover all public employees; and
ny guestion is, why aren't ve going with...with that bill
which will then at least put employers in a position of deal-
ing with one collective bargining bill; whereas, if I see if
we pass this bill, the jamitors, cafeteria workers, secretar-
ies, and all that will probably be under 536 and you're going
to have the teachers under this with different rules and
that. Why are we not going with one collective bargaining
bill, basically Senate Bill 5362
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Brace.

SENATOR BRUCE:

I've spoken to +the sponsor of 536. She plans to call
that in the ordinary course of affairs here, my bill happened
to come up first. I'm sure that the Governor is not going to
sign both bills. If we are fortunmate enough, or unfortunate
enough to get both bills down there, he will take a look at
the various bills that are involved. I was under an obli-
gation from both the House sponsor and the interested parties
that I would proceed with this bill. They are certainly not
unbhappy with 536, and the long negotiations gome on with 1530
seems to answer some of their questions. They would like to
take a run at it today.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senators, We...it looks like it's going to be a long day
on these bills. I would appreciate your watching the debate
status 1light and keep your remarks within those three minute
limits...five minutes, I'm sorry. Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:
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Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I will be as...as brief as possible. Obviously, I
rise in opposition to the bill, but there are 1legitimate
reasons for it; I mean, forget the philosophic objections for
a minute, let's just talk practicality. If we are going to
bargain, you have to set up a provision where there is some
management tights ¢to go along with what are the mandated
employee rights, and...under this bill, virtually
all...virtually all the mandated enployee rights,
tenure...and things like tha+t exist, and 1I'1ll...I'11 come
back to some more of +those in a minute; but under Senate Bill
536 that Senator Collins had, where she had management rights
the same as the National...Labor BRelations Act so that you
sort of have a balance between the two, these are missing
here. What it says is they're going into a ring to sort of
argue and one side's got both hands tied behind their back.
Now, you reach a point where you have to say, if you're going
to have collective bargaining, a bill that is workable, hey,
you've got to at least make sure each party has got a chance
to discuss it. So, from that angle, I think by...by deleting
the management rights, you really make the bill...more prac-
tical point of view, unwvorkable. There's no distinction
between mandatory and permissive subjects of bargaining.
There's one here, if teachers strike...there's...there's
nothing against it. I mean, they get to make all the days
up, it's pandated. So, there's no reason not to strike. I
mean, there's absolutely no reason not to strike because any
possible problems it might cause, from a teacher point of
view, are taken care of. Now, from a management point of
view, it sure throws the school system into a mess, but
that's their problem. No, that's not a big thing, that's
just the kids. The enployer is...is boxed ir in terms of
whether they're seeking the union permission to binding arbi-

tration or taking a strike after a nmere five-days notice.
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To put it wmildly, it is very difficult in a situation like
that. Fact finding is not mandated in the bill before a
strike and anyone who knows much about collective bargaining
knows you've got to mandate some kind of fact finding, you've
got to have some outsiders in there once in awhile. You're
dealing with volunteer school board people and you're dealing
vith some professional collective bargaining guys on the
union side, you need to have some mandatory fact finding.
Then, just the definition of what type of evidence the school
boards need for court injunctions, I mean, it's just...the
bill, if you accep* collect bargaining, 536 is a balanced
bill you can deal with. In this case, this is simply an
excuse for one particularly potent union to do whatever they
want, and the kids and +the parents have absolutely not
protections in this bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President, I move the previous gquestion.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator...Senator Grotberg has moved the previous ques-
tion. Before we say Aye, we have the following Senators that
have sought recognition. The nex: one will be Senator Welch,
Geo-Karis, Mahar, Hudson, Maitland, Kustra and Weaver. Sena-
tor Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

Will the sponsor yield for a couple of questions?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Yes, he indicates he will.

SENATOR WELCH:

Senator Bruce, could you tell me what impact this bill
will have on the tenure system?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce,
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SENATOR BRUCE:

I don't believe it will have any impact at all. There is
a section in the Act...if I can find it for you on the other
laws, it says, "In case of conflict between the provisions of
this Act and in the other law, Executive Order of Administra-
tive Regulation, provision of this Act shall prevail and con-
trol.” sSince this Act does not mention tenure in any way, it
vould not impact, in @y belief at all, that tenure would be
impacted...tenure law will apply and it does not conflict
with it; therefore, tenure would apply.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Does this bill alter any seniority rights?
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Again, for the same reasom, Senator Welch, I don't...I
don't believe it affects...seniority rights at all. There is
nothing in this Act that mentions seniority: therefore, the
other Act would be controlling.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

Pinally, Senator Bruce, is any section of Section 2412 of
the School Code impacted by this bill?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, that section, basically, sets forth the right of
dismissal, riffing and other teacher protection rights in the
2412 Section, and for the same reason ine..in both
in...tenure and seniority, I see no conflict in this Act.

411 this...all this Act sets forward is...is the right +o
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organize and collectively bargain with the employer, and so
those rights statutorily established by this General Assembly
would not be a bargainable issue. Those are still in the
Statutes apd would be only changed if we took action to
change them.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, H¥r. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, I've always considered teachers professionals, but
this says lawyers or professionals. I am speaking agains=
this bill because I happen to represent the working class of
people who do have the right *o strike in their plants, but
then they’re no: subsidized by tax money. Aund we are talking
about public employees, the teachers are doing a public
service, they're being paid by tax money. And 1'd say that
it is bad to encourage a bill that permits the right of
strike because you and I know that when the teachers are
striking and that children are out of school, we are affect-
ing the health, safety and welfare of the...the children; and
not only that, we do not have the right to stop paying taxes
vhen those services are cut. I feel that amy strike bill for
public employees without mandatory arbitration, and this bill
does not have mandatory arbitration and right of appeal to
the courts, I feel any such bill is a bad bill and a bad
public policy. I am not against collective bargaiaing, but I
certainly feel that we have gone too far. We have other bills
here and I speak with high respect for the teachers whom I
consider as professionals, and I can also tell you that the
working class that I represent may have...want the right, as
I say, to bave...to strike but then they're not getting paid
by tax money, the teachers are, and I speak against the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.
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SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Will
the sponsor yield for a guestion?
PRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR MAHAR:

Senator Bruce, I have a sheet that indicates the cost to
districts for...in negotiation procedures, and in DuPage
County which is part of =ny district. Do you have any
information that indicates that with a State board these
costs will be shift or reduced?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKRAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR EBRUCE:

Well, Senator, whatever is already being spent will no%
be increased, and the only cost that I can figure out would
be the cost of the State Labor Relations Eoard.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.

SENATOR MAHAR:

What I'm asking is, will some of the negotiations be
shifted to that board? They will make the decisions, thereby
reducing the potentiality of more negotiations at the local
level.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Yes, that is correct because the mediation and fact find-
ing that they are presently paying for will be shifted to the
mediation board and that should be a reduction in cost to
some of the school districts.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

««sSenator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:
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Thank you MNr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Would the spoansor yield?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He'll...indicates he will.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Senator, a question. Under the provisions of +¢his bill,
would the...would it provide for so-called closed shop or
union shop as far as teachers are concerned?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

I'm sorry, I...I missed the question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

Does this bill provide for a union shop...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR HUDSON:

«-+.as far as teachers are concerned?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

No, it does not.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

Are you telling me that if a teacher...if a teacher does
not what %o belong to a union...a teacher does not have to
belong to a union without paying dues?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEBATOR SAVICEKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOGR BRUCE:

That is correct, he does not have to join. He has to pay
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a fair share of the costs of ruaning the collective bargain-
ing unit, bu* he does not have to join.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

That's what I'm getting at, Mr. Sponsor. Whether
he...whether he likes to or not he has to pay those dues, and
that to me is...is an element of compulsion. To the bill,
Nr. President.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Senator, firs* of all, they don't have to join the union.
Second of all, they don't have to pay dues unless that is
negotiated. The langunage in this bill is directly out of a
OUnited States Suprems Court opinion on agency
shop...and...and so, unless the bargaining unit bargains
that, the enmployer agrees to it, then there could be a fair
share assessment, thatts all.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

One more question., There is a difference between dues, of
course, and fair share. Now, I think, to sharpem the gques-
tion a little bit, under the provisions of this bill, does
the bill mandate or protect the teacher in the sense that
they're only paying for the exact cost...according to the
court decisions, are they only paying for the costs of the
collective bargaining procedures and nothing else?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BROCE:
Absolutely. H#e drew this language right from the Aboud

case, you cannot make political contributions. The only
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thing that you can ask them to pay is the cost of collective
bargaining, coantract administration, matters affecting wages,
hours and conditions of employment, that is it. The Suprene
Court has spoken on agency shop and they have very clearly
outlined what you can do and we very wisely put in exactly
what those requirements are, no political contributions, no
organizing efforts, only for <¢he administration of ‘the
collective bargaining process, contract administration and
their matters on wages, hours and terms and condtitions of
employment. Very narrow.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hudson, your time has expired. We'll move on to
the other Senators. For what purpose do you arise, Senator
Hudson?

SENATOR HUDSON:

Mr. President, I thought I was asking the sponsor ques-
tions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

You...you asked him a question, he responded. Your time
has expired. I had indicated that wve will be using the timer
because of +the amount of Senators :that seek recognition to
speak on this legislation.

SENATOR HUDSON:

All right, fair enough, Mr. President. I did not under-
stand “hat, I thought my questions were apart from my...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Fo, it's included in the time.

SENATOR HUDSON:

Need I say, I am opposed to this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Maitland.

END OF REEL
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REEL #2

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, very mpuch, Mr. President and Ladies and
Gentlemen of the Senate. Senator Bruce and...and all the
rest of us have the same goal and objective, we simply have
different ways of...of getting there. We recognize the need
in this State for quality education, and one of the things
that go with quality education certainly is adequate pay for
teachers; +here's no agreement...no disagreement between the
sponsor and...and this Senator on that issue. But we have a
different idea as to how we should get there. I thimk the
Body should know that presently over f£fifty percent of +he
school districts in this State now do bargain collectively.
Those school districts have made that decision on their own.
They have decided to bargain collectively, and that's fine, I
have no problem with that at all. But I do have a problen
with the State mandating, forcing a school district to bar-
gain collectively. I think that destroys 1local control
totally. 1If we're %o reach those goals and objectives that
ve all want +o reach *oward quality education, one of the
things that we have to do is to keep our éonstituents satis-
fied with the way we are conducting educational activities.
If you want something to turn off your district...and those
of you on both sides of the aisle who tend to want to support
this issue, let me tell you that in two years, or possibly
three, when the impact of this kind of...this kind of 1legis-
lation impacts your school distric*, your comnstituents are
going to say, what did you do to me? #®hy did you take that
local control away from me? I'm not just exactly sure what
you're going to say, but you're going to have a tough answver
to respond to. I guarantee you, each and every one of you in

this Body, your constituency does no* wan* this bill. HMany
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of your teachers do not want this bill. You are forcing
something wupon +hem that they do not want. School boards
have an awesome responsibility, and we continue to chip away
at their responsibility, and to put more, and more, and more,
and more of the control of education in Springfield and away
from your local school district. There are no school...no
tvwo school distric*ts in this State tha* are alike, that's why
you have school boards, that's why you have those people
there making those decisions; and without that, the guality
of education can only go down and not up. Teachers im this
State and in every state are indeed underpaid, we all accept
that fact. But in order for them to have adequate Salaries,
you're going to have to have your constituency on your side,
and you, in fact, can put them on their side if you support
education through local control, not through a State mandated
collective bargaining bill. ®e all have the same goals and
objectives; we have different ways of getting there. I
believe the support of a mandatory collective bargaining bill
is not *the right way.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sepator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. President. Question of the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR WEAVER:

Senator Bruce, with the passage of House Bill 1530, is it
the intent to allow an award by binding arbitration to force
a tax increase at the local or the State level, yes or no?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:
No, it «could not contravene any Statute of the State of

Illinois.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator DelAngelis.
SENATCR BRUCE:

I might add that that is...that is also...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator...Senator DeAngelis,

SENATOR BRUCE:

.-.case law and policy, Senator. It...the arbitrator has
no authority to increase the taxes of the taxpayers.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Delngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I addressed the bad points of
this bill wunamended when I offered my amendaents. So, I
want to make just two quick comments. I have a letter here
from the State's Mandates Office pertaining to 536; however,
the provisions of 536 are...are some of those that are in
this bill, and I*d like to read to the Body what, in fact,
this is going to cause for the State of 1Illinois. I will
read 536...through this first, 536 states that it is the duty
of public employees to engage in collective bargaining; while
in *this case, 1it*'s educational employees. This provision
constitutes a local government orgarization and structure
mandate for which no reimbursement is required. However,
this constitutes a personnel...personnel mandate because it
pertains to salaries and wages, working conditions and fringe
benefits. The State's Mandates Office says that if this
passes, and, in fact...in fact, the burden will be borne by
the State of 1Illinois. And...so, I just want to poinmt oat
for the record that under the State!s Mandates Office we're
going to pick up the tab for this. I have a question of the
Chair.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator DeAngelis.
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SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Since this is preemptive of a unit of government, does
this require thirty-six votes?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator, continue your speech and we'll look at it.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Well, 1I'm going *o be requesting a...an opinion from the
State's Mandates Office on this bill, also, for ¢the record.
But the parallel provisions clearly indicate ve're going to
be responsible for all the costs of this,

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senators, that concludes our 1list of speakers. While
Senator Bruce 1is closing, we will review the bill and get
back on an answer on the needed votes to Senator DelAngelis.
Senator Bruce, you may close.

SENATOR BROUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
would solicit your Aye vote on this bill. I*'S...this bill
severely 1limits the rights of strikes in the State of Illi-
nois. They have been considered to be illegal for 'sometine,
but +they continue *o occur. This bill puts in penalties for
any kind of strikes. We have vorked with many
major...municipalities, a major municipality, being that of
the City of Chicago; and in conversations last evening, they
said +hat <+hey bhave a position of neutrality om this bill.
We tried to address the question of agency shop brought up by
Senator Hudson, and I believe we did so by drafting into this
Act the exact language out of the Supreme Court case. 1
don't believe that we are preempting...any kind of...of local
control, because all this bill says, that they shall sit down
vith their employees and bargain, that's all. We don't say
that they have to reach an agreement; we don®t...we don't say
that they have to give away the store; they don't...we don't

say anything as to what they're going to agree to, all it
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says is they have to sit down and talk. As to the gquestion
of exempt, the bill is exemp:t from the State Mandates Act
because the bill in its body states that this Act shall be
exenmpt from the State Mandates Act. As to the question of
preempting home rale units, these are not home rule units.
The Constitution is quite clear that school districts and
colleges are not home rule units, they do not make Statutes,
pass authority, they...they are...they are strictly aad
wholely and only creatures of this 1legislative Body. They
cannot be home rule uni*s when, in fact, they have no hoae
rule powers. We have ruled these bills to be thirty votes
consistently throughout history, and I would hope that the
Chair would again rule in that fashion. 1 believe that this
will bring labor peace and labor harmony into the whole gues-
tion of education in the State of Illinois by developing for
the first time in this State rules and regulations and ways
in which conflicts mnay be resolved in the courtrooms and
iDe..in...in hearing rooms before arbi*rators rather than in
the s*reets of the State of Illinois. I ask for your favor-
able vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICERAS)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I was just asked by Senator Collins to make the point,
which I got the note a little too late in my closing, and
that is the guestion of what happens if both these bills
passes. And that is, 536 will come after this bill in the
passage stage and go down to the Governor later, and so it
would have that impact.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The Chair dis ruling that House Bill 1530 is not pre-
emptive as it is...as it is not a home rule unit, and would
only require thirty votes for passage. The gquestion is,

shall House Bill 1530...for wha+ purpose does Senator Joyce
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arise?
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, I'm confused now. What...what are you saying about
536 and what impact will it have?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

If 536 is signed later, it would supersede this Act,
tha*t's...every one of those little citations along the bottom
says read the...the case on the Baltimore Railroad. It says,
if you amend the same section in a later amended bill it
supersedes, that's all, I mean, if 536 is signed after this
bill, it will...it will...it will take precedence and that
language, in fact, I think, is imn 536.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill...Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Well, I don't want to sit there an argue with the Chair,
but under Chapter 122...and I don®*t have the book in fromnt of
me, Section 35-55, the City Council of Chicago levies the tax
for the school district, and the City of Chicago is a hone
rule unit.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The gquestion 1is, shall House Bill 1530 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. (Machine cutoff)...voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 34, the Nays are 21, 3 voting Present.
House Bill 1530 having received the constitutional wmajority
is declared passed. Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Mr. President, having voted on the prevailing side, I

move to reconsider the vote by which House Bill 1530 just

passed.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAfICKAS)

Senator Buzbee moves to reconsider the vote. Senator
Demuzio moves to Table that motion. All those in favor indi-
cate by saying Aye. Opposed. The Ayes have it. The motion
is Tabled. House Bill 1577, Senator Grotberg. FEead the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1577.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

(Machine cutoff)...Gro*berg.

SENATOR GROTBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President. The synopsis is correct, this
is an unanended, simple bill. It was probably pulled off the
Agreed Bill List to be used as a vehicle somewhere, I didn't
pull it off. And it simply says that the...the drainage dis-
tricts who now use the county treasurers to keep their books,
and treasurer function camn now negotiate above the six bun-
dred dollar cap that is...has been on it since 1950. So, I
would ask for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the question is, shall
House Bill 1577 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 57, the Nays are none, none voting
Present. House Bill 1577 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1597, Senator
#acdonald. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1597.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.

A
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Macdonald.

SENATOR MACDONALD:

Thank you, MNr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. House Bill 1597 is a very simple bill which allows
the counties with their animal control funds to use part of
their funds for the county narses or the county health

department to purchase rabies vaccine and to supply other

pninor medical services. It would also mandate that if an
animal is adopted other than returned to the owvner from the
pound, that it will have to be neutered either .before adop-
tion or it would have to be neutered by written agreement of
the new owner, and if that is not done, then they do bhave
t0e..they will reclaim the animal and the...the fees will not
be returned to the owner. 1It's a simple bill, and I ask for
your support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further...any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the

question is, shall House Bill 1597 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Senator Savickas.
Have all voted who wish? (Machine cutoff)...who wish? Take
the record. On that question, the Ayes are 41, 14 voted Nay,
pone voting Present. House Bill 1597 having received the
required coastitutional majority is declared passed. 1599,
Senator Macdonald. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please,
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1599.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDONALD:

Thank you, Mr. President. This bill is a bill that is
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identical to a bill that passed over from the Senate to the
House. All this bill does, it is totally permissive and it
would allow townships another option rather than running a
day-care center to contract with private day-care centers
which are, of course, approved by the Children and Family
Service Department. These...of course, we feel that this
will enable in these times a number of mothers who need work
to have work in those townships that do not have day-care
centers. I would urge your support for this bill, just as
you voted for the bill that went over...the Senate bill that
vent over to the House.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 1599 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Frank. Have all
voted vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record.
On that gquestion, the Ayes are 58, the Nays are 1, 1 voting
Present. House Bill 1599 having received the required con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. 1602, Senator
Bruce...Senator Bruce on *he Floor? 1602. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1602.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and menbers of the Senate.
These bills are identical, 1602 and 1603, and that deals with
+he cable TV in cities and...and counties. City bill is
1602, the county bill is 1693, and that is...frankly, is the

fall-back position. That just states that a municipality nmay
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upon written request by the franchisee exercise the right to
place the cable TV system along existing right of ways, and
the corporate authority would be the ones to exercise the
option. It would permit them to use that right to grant the
right to use streets and alleys in the State of Illinois.
It's discretionary with the city, as 1602 is discretionary
with the county.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? Senator Geo-
Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, HNr. President and Lladies and Gentlenmen of the
Senate, I'm not against the mnmunicipalities granting the
right, but you are giving the pover of eminent domain to
cable TV companies. And goodnmess knows, I like cable TV, but
this is a step in the wrong direction when we're giving the
right +to...of eminent domain to *he city, for example, and
just because the cable company wants it, and even though it's
a "pay"™ bill, this is a dangerous type of bill because it can
be political authority one way or the other that doesn't like
someone and then goes ahead and grants that right of enminent
domain +to a cable company against a taxpayer. I don't think
it's a good bill, and I speak against it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise in support of this bill. It vas heard in committee, I
think this is the right way to go. I think it wvas amended
to narrow down the distance to about eight feet, and I think
municipalities ought to have the option if they want cable TV
in their communities, they ought to have the option to work
with the organizations and work it out, and they know best

hovw to handle these problems, so I would urge your support.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator KNedza.
SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you...thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and
Gentlemen of the Senate. The bill inm its original forme, I
had the same problem that Senator Geo-Karis had with the
bill. After the amendment...we prepared the amendment for
the bill, the amendment restricts to eight feet of any lot
line and it prevents anybody from going through the property
at any point. It confines them specifically to eight feet
off the lot 1line on any side of the lot line. 1%t also pre-
vents the...the establishment of any subpower stations. It
also prevents the establishment of any discs on your prop-
erty. It's specifically now designed to run the cable, if
they have to, and it allows the companies in the nunicipal-
ities +o do that thing and prevent a specific individual or
individuals of stopping an entire thing. So, the bill now I
feel is in proper form, and I rise in support of it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Blooa.

SENATOR BLOOHM:

Yes, +thank you. I...I'1l try and be brief. Basically,
what I understood the spomsor to say and +he bill file ¢to
reflect, it's been amended and instead of direct right of
eminent domain, you now go get a mother-may-I from the
punicipality and then...them to have them exercise the right
of eminent domain or you can exercise the...can the company
exercise the right of eminent domain after they've written
and got...sought written permission from the municipality or
does the municipality actuwally mechanically do the condemna-
tion for the cable TV franchise?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:
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Thank you, Senator Bloom, for your guestion, and I hope
Senator Geo-Karis is listening. No, they cannot exercise.
The city already has the power to exercise eminent domain.
They wmay request them, and if the city wishes to, they may.
As Senator Mahar has indicated, it clarifies their right to
exercise this for a cable company, and every city council
would appreciate the authority to exercise this right if they
wish. And with the amendment placed on by Senator Hedza it
very severly restricts to within eight feet of a lot line, no
digging, no dishes, no power stations, nothing can be placed
on your property except through the air line is what you've
basically limited the people *to, and *his would be exercised
by a city who already has the right of eminent domain. The
Municipal League and others think this clarifies their
authority to help and work with cable companies.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Jeronme
Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Would the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

«..5ponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Yes, thank you. 1In this one the municipality would have
the right to say to me, if I were a property owner, that you
must let +this go through if, in fact, there is a phone line
or something there, is that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIO)
- Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

That is correct.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEBUZIO)

Senator Jerome Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:
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In the next bill, the county will be able to say to me, a
farmer or landowner, that you must let this go through your
property if there is a phone line going alomg the edge of
your property?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

If it were within eight feet of the lot line,
they...they...the property 1line, they would...they could,
yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOICE:

Then, inside my field, inside my field eight feet they
can come along and...and run a cable TV line right with a
phone line that has been in there that went *hrough there by
right of eminent domain?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Semator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

If they had the power of eminent domain there, they could
do it. I...I think, Senator Joyce, that as...you have
trouble with utility companies, I don't know of a municipal-
ity or a county government that has run anything except along
their existing right of ways along roadsides, and, I meanm, I
don't anticipate that this would be used except by a county
where there is not a municipality along existing roadways.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

I can speak from experience. I have a phone line inside
ny fence in...going about three-guarters of a mile.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.
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SENATOR BRUCE:

That power was exercised through the 1Illinois Commerce
Commission through the utility. The only thing that a county
could do would be...I don'* knovw why they would want to put
a...a telephone line through your property. I think that
knowing county government the way you do, having been on the
county board, I don'* think they'd exercise that
option...they've got all the county roads to use.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Well, certainly +they would if it®s there and the phone
company put that in there by right of eminent domain, why
can't the cable TV do the same thing if the county gives then
permission to?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, because 1 don't believe they would have exercised
that right in the beginning. In other words, they cam only
place...well, it's there, but they didn't put it there with
their authority. They are limited...to the rights where they
have exercised their right of eminent domain, and they have
not...on that telephone line on your property, they have not.
That was a...that was done by the telephone company through
the Illinois Commerce Comaission, and the county would...the
county board would have to come back and...and make the right
of eminent domain for areas where they have.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Well, I don't know what makes you think they wouldn't do

that if we're going to give them that authority to. Why are

we...doing this? You know, you say, well, they won't do it,
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bu* we are. So, I would ask for a negative vote on this.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Schunenan.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Well, just for a comment, Mr. President. We've had sose
bills about cable TV rights today, and I remember a couple of
years ago that cable TV industry was very upset because there
vere moves by some legislators to make them a...to classify
them as a public utility and to require them to submit to the
same kind of rules and regulations that other utility compa-
nies do in that they would have to be controlled by the Illi-
nois Commerce Conmission. Now, they Wwere very upset about
those bills, and I supported them in their position of not
being controlled by the Commerce Commission. But it seems to
me that...that now what we're seeing are a group of bills
under which they vant the same rights of...of utilities, but
they don't want to be controlled like utilities, and I don't
really think they can bhave it both ways. I think Sebnator
Joyce has raised some good points here and we shouldn't give
then these rights unless they really vant to be a utility
company like all the rest.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Bruce may close.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, 1602, so that wve get back om track, only deals with
the municipalities and their right to exercise...their right
to grant them easements within six feet of the property line,
no placement of any facilities, no substations, no anything.
I believe that it's reasonable amnd it clarifies the authority
of cities. They think that they need the authority, I do
too. I would ask for your favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
The question is, shall House Bill 1602 pass. Those in

favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
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Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted wvho wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 43, the Nays are 13, none voting Present. House Bill
1602 having received the required constitutiomal majority is
declared passed. 1603, Senator Bruce. Read the bill, Hr.
Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1603.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of thke bill,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BERUCE:

I think its been debated. I'd ask for a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the
gquestion is, shall House Bill 1603 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 43,
the Nays are 13, 1 voting Present. House Bill 1603 having
received the reguired constitutional majority is declared
passed. 1651...Senator Davidson, for what purpose do you
arise?

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Well, yesterday when we got the amendment on...yesterday
vhen we got the amendment on 1182, it was asked that a
printout be put together for each one of the Senators cover-
ing their districts. The Pages are in the middle of banding
them out and I want just a quick explanation to you. In the
upper right-hand corner, you will see work number four thou-
sand, and the two colummns you will see are the 1left-hand
column, first column is...is what your district received this

year; the second column is what they would receive under the
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anendment which was adopted yesterday based on four
point...on four...one billion four hundred and thirty-seven.
The second one which will have run work number four thousand
and one in the upper right-hand corner, the first column will
show your school district if there's no changes in the for-
mula, and then the second column would again show what it
would be with the amendment. So, everyone can have a chance
to read ard understand it before we get to that bill. Thank
you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

On the Order of 3rd Reading, House Bill 1651. Read *he
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1651.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMDZIO)
Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. House Bill 1651 as amended allows a municipality to
voluntarily cede to IHDA the municipality's portion of the
State ceiling on mortgage revenue bonds which is set by the
Internal Revenue Code. The bill provides that the
Authority's Board shall set the interest rate to be paid on
bonds and notes which are exempt from tazation. Be more than
happy to answver any questioms. If not, I solicit your vote
for House Bill 1651 as amended.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discuséion? Any discussion? Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Would the sponsor yield for a question?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Welch.
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SENATOR WELCH:

Could you explaip what the amendment to this bill d4id?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOB DEMUZIO) A

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

That's the bill now, I just did.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Alright. FPurther discussion? The quesiion is, shall
House Bill 1651 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 55, the Nays
are none, pone voting Present. House Bill 1651 having
received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. 1652, Senator Lemke. Senator Leamke on the Floor?
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please. #hoop, take it out of
the record. 1653, Senator Welch. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1653.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Sena*tor Welch.
SENATOBR WELCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. What this bill does is amend
the Unemployment Insurance Act to provide that an unemployed
individual must certify that he was actively seeking work
during +he period for which he seeks benefits. It was
amended on the Floor, and the purpose of the gmendnent vas to
clarify that members who don't normally report to the unen-
ployment office but are able to report to the union hall can
continue to report to the union hall, and I would urge a

favorable vote.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SESATOR DEMUZIO)
Further discussion? Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:
Question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:

What the anmendment does, to explain clearly, is that if
you're a...a union worker, the Department of Labor now, with
no legislative authorization, this would be giving them to do
it, you simply call the union hall and say to the...your
union steward, oh, by the way, I'm seeking work, and that's
the same as actively seeking work. I mean, that's sort of a
cynical definition, but is that not true?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

Rell, I...I'm not going to agree and impugn wotives of
individvuals who call in and say whether they are working or
not. T think that there has to be some more substance to it
than just to making a phone call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

If there has to be some more substance, I am unaware of
it in the amendment. Your bill does not specify it. It
basically is a tep-cent phone call and you are listed as
seeking work whether you are seeking work or not.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

¥ell, I don't think that's gquite correct, Senator,

because what the amendment says is that, "nothing in the sub-

section shall 1limit the director's approval of alternate
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pethods of demonstrating an active search for work based on
regular Teporting to a trade union office." So, if the
director is so blase that he allows a phone call, them it's
on the director's head and not on the union.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMOUZIO)

Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:

I'm not in some way impugning the integrity of the union
business agent, it does happen to be the Department of Labor
that is administering it and you are...everything Semnator
Welch has said to the best of our knowledge 1is correct.
Department of Labor 1lets you make a phone call and that's
counted as affirmative check. Now, if you're a poor lady
living on the west side of Chicago, you've got to stop in at
all these various offices and £ill out all these forms. But
if you're in a union, Department of Labor, from any evidence
we have, just says call the BA and he'll le+ us know. So, I
am not impugning the union BA when I'm saying, if you're
right, it is the Department of Labor and their sloppy method
of doing it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Alright. Purther discussion? Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Will the sponsor yield for a question?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Semator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Now, is the Digest correct in saying that...that you must
certify that you are actually seeking work during the period
for which he seeks benefit? Is that...is that the real gist
of this, Senator?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Welch.
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SENATOR WELCH:

Well, yes, it is.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DERUDZIQ)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

Well, now, in other words, that...who's going ¢o...you
mean to say, I just have to continually going around from
place'to place getting statements saying that I've been there
looking for employmen%? You do that right now, I know, but
is this an additional thing that you're putting on?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Nelch.

SENATOR WELCH:

Well, no. It...it...what it does is it creates a form to
be certified that he has sought work and the places which he
sought it at, or she sought the work.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

Is this a help to a union persomn, is that the purpose?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

Well, I...I think it's a help to a number of people.
It*s going to help the department, certainly, by finding out
if a person actually d4id seek work or at least wmaking
somebody certify that they did. As far as helping a union
person, overall, I would say that they would be helped by,
perhaps, eliminating people who aren't seeking work but are
yet getting unemployment benefits or seeking to get unemploy-
ment benefits.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:
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Thank you, Mr. President. A ques-ion of the sponsor.
Senator, you're now going to allow people vho are unemployed
to simply certify, they have to sign something that say
that...that says that they're actively seeking work. Wow, is
that going +o apply to everybody? Everybody that's unem-
ployed now simply fills out a form and says, 1 wvas actively
seeking work, and that's how you prove that...that you were,
in fact, actively seeking work?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Welch.

SENATOR ®ELCH:

Senator, my understanding is that this would be in addi-
tion to any other methods currently used by the department.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Schunesan.,

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Well, that's precisely my point. I think we've got a
double standard npow im Illinois. If you are an unemployed
vorker in one of the trade unions, you simply call up your
union hall and find out if they've got any work for you; and
if they haven®t, then you don't have to do anything else.
That 'is seeking work. Bu* if you happen to be some poor guy
that?s...that's unemployed from any other employment in this
State, you've got to be out pounding the...the pavements, and
you have to prove it. I've forgotten how you prove it to the
Department of Labor. I think you have to...to report the
employers to vhom you have applied. and oy only point ia
speaking on this at all is to point out that we've got a real
double standard here, that these folks simply call the union
business agent and everybody else has to go look for work.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator DeAngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Well, I am concerned about chicanery is the unenmployment
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field, but I think you ought to read this amendment because
what it sipply says is that they camn, in fact, with the
approval of the director, find an alternate method. HNow,
most trades people are hired out of the union halls and
that*s why this 1is put in there. And having them search
other places doesn't do any good because they're hired out of
that place to begin with. So, they're actually going back to
the place they're hired out of to find out if there's work.
I mean, the other thing is...but the director has to approve
it also.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Welch may close.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you. It's my understanding this is a codification
of existing practice, and I would urge a favorahle vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The guestion 1is, shall House Bill 1653 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record.
On that guestion, the Ayes are 45, the Nays are 10, none
voting Present. House Bill 1653 having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. 1661, Senator
Dawson. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1661.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)
Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Br. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,

House Bill 1661 tries to...attempts to restore all GA medical

reductions implemented for Fiscal Year '83 and proposed for
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1984. The Emergency Budget Act of 1983 authorized the
Department of Public Aid to reduce GA medical services again
by a hundred and nine million dollars. This round of cuts
which became effective 3-3-83 limits payments for in-patient
hospital administration to five hundred dollars and elinmi-
nates all dental, laboratory, medical equipment and medical
transportation. The "84 Illinois State Budget proposed a
spend to reductions of two hundred and thirty-seven million
in medical assistance, including 32.5 million dollars for
each GA recipient. The Governor proposed the elimination of
the entire general assistance program, involving two hundred
and seventy-five million dollars in total assistance. I feel
that this is needed for the people of our State. I feel that
all the other things that we've been talking about of cutting
and all that, I do not feel that this is anyplace to start
cutting on general assistance to the people who are most
needed. Open for any questions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Sepator Newhouse. Senator
Newhouse.

SENATOR NE¥HOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President. I thought for a wmoment there
would be no discussion, in which case it would make my
reparks unneeded. This is a bill with a modest price tag.
What it's going to do is going to keep a lot of peole out of
the hospital among other things, and among the dollars that
ve're trying to save are sonme dollars that are presently
going to hospitals for services that they don't need to
apply; and for that reason, I would recommend this bill
to...to this Body. With a price tag of about thirteen mil-
lion dollars I think it's a bargain.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Further discussion? Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:
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Thank you, very much, Mr. President. Will the spoasor

yield for a question?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

I was just...just heard that the...one of my colleagues
said that this is going to cost thirteen million dollars.
According to our analysis, it's going to cost a 157.3 million
dollars.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Senator Fawell, that fiscal note when it came up in the
beginning is incorrect, It's 13.4 or 13.6 million dollars
the cost of it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Senator Favell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

(Machine cutoff)...you have a...a note from Public Aid
saying that that's what i%'s going to cost? Because *his is
the only thing we have to go by and it says 157.3 nmillion
dollars, and...and I have no objection to the program but I
plan on...I'm probably going to be voting for the income tax,
I just hope you do too.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, I...I think Senator Fawell pretty well hit it on
the...the nailhead. If you're going to vote for the income
tax, I guess you can vote for this bill in a clear con-
science. I agree with the...the sponsors, these are services
that are needed and we probably should provide. I would
again respectfully remind the members that we may be putting

the cart before the horse. There's certainly no money here.
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Of course, the Governor can always veto it, I know that. Bu:
I, for one, frankly, haven't seen the income tax package yet
I want to support, and you'll pardon me if I either vote No
or Present,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Question of the sponsor, please.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

What have you changed that would adjust the fiscal note,
Senator Dawson?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

The AMI 1is no*t included in this piece of legislation,
Senator Kent. They included a few things that are not
addressed in this piece of legislation.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT:

From our analysis and everything, they’re saying that the
AMI is included, in...in Section 7.2 of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAESON:
According to our staff here, Senator Kent, that that is
not addressed in this now.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
--eSenator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:
One more guestion. Where does this restore the cuts at

vhat level? Is it the cuts of last year or the cuts as of
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March 30th or March?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

The cuts of June 30th, 1982, it restores it to.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kent,

SENATOR KENT:

So, that's all of lést year, correct? I think there is
some disagreement on how much this is going to cost. I tend
to feel that the price is too high. I would hope that we
could defeat this.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Dawson may close.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Ladies and Gentlemen, everybody is talking about the
things on the tax package. Well, I feel that if we are going
to have a tax increase, it's going to be before us. At the
same time, we should have the proposals where this money
conld be spent in a very bemeficial way for the people of the
State of Illinois. And if we do not have the tax increase
and the Governor does not see it fit, then I would like to
see him veto the bill on the condition that he does not have
the money to do it; and under that, I'd ask for a favorable
roll call *o at least have the thing in place. Thank you,
very much.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1661 pass. Those in
favor vote Afe. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 26,
the Nays are 26, 2 voting Present. The sponsor requests

postponed consideration. Top of Page 15, 1667. House Bill
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1667, Senator...Sepator Degnan. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1667.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGHNAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 1667 provides that
in all counties one may hold the office of county board
member and town...township assessor, township clerk simulta-
neously. It grandfathers in township highway commissioners.
The bill also allows township highway...township supervisors
to serve simultanecusly on appointed county boards of review.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Philip.

SENATOﬁ PHILIP:
1'd like to ask the sponsor a gquestion.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR DENMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Semator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP: ‘

Senator Degnan, do you have any of these in your City of
Chicago or your county at all?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOB DEGNAN:

No.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senétor Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

I...I guess I have the age-old question, who got you

t0e..*t0 introduce the bill? Wwhere...where's it coming from?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)
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Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

It came from the House, my friend, Representative Keane.
PRESIDIRG OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

If I remember correctly, you had this same lousy bill in
the Senate, is that correct?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Thatt's correct, and if I remember correctly, the bill
passed out of here 55 to 3.

PRESIDIKG OFFICER: (SERATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Unfortunately, I was off the Floor, but I just would like
to bring a few things to the membership's attention. You
talk about a bad bill that has a...a conflict of interest,
that's the understatement of the year. This allows a town-
ship assessor to serve on the county board. Now, you have to
+hink a 1little bit about that. As a member of the county
board he is voting on who's going to be +the supervisor of
assessments for that county, on the salary for the supervisor
of assesswment and on the budget for the supervisor of assess-—
ment. Also, he's voting on who are going to be the members
of the Board of Review and what the Board of Review's budget
is. Also, and I'm not sure that all counties have it, but
our county has a multiplier like the State has, which the
suypervisor of assessment's office puts on. ¥e also have
township multipliers. Once again, you're letting an assessor
who is directly involved at assessing property in his own
township vote on all those very controversial, conflict of

interest matters. We do have imn my county a township asses-
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sor who serves on the county board, we see those conflicts
all the +time, continually. Now, we have an Attorney
General's opinion which is very clear, which says you cannot
serve both because there?s a conflict of interest. We also
have a circuit court opinion over in ®ill County, says
exactly the same thing. We've got the third appellate court
decision opinion that absolutely affirms the circuit court,
and now 1it's before the Supreme Court. Now, everybody
including the Attorney General, the circuit court and the
appellate court have all said the same thing, unanimously, a
conflict of interest. 1In good comscience we ought to defeat
this bill, it*s a bad bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Degnan may
close.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Well, thank 7you, Mr. Presidest. I would suggest that
under current law, counties under three hundred <thousand in
population have this benefit, and I'd ask for its passage.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 1667 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 31, the Nays a;e 24, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 1667 having received the constitutional majority is
declared passed. House bill...for what purpose does Senator
Philip arise?

SENATOR PHILIP:

I hate to take the time of the Senate, but I'd like a

verification, please, of the affirmative roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
A verification has been requested. Will all the wmenmbers

please be in their seats. On the verification of the Aye
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votes, Mr. Secretary, will you read the roll call.
SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Barkhausen,
Becker, Bermam, Bruce, Buzbee, Carroll, Chew, D'Arco, Darrow,
Dawson, Degnam, Demuzio, Egan, FPawell, Geo-Karis, Hall,
Johns, Jeremiah Joyce, Kelly, Lechowicz, Lenke, Luft,
Hacdonald, Marovitz, Nedza, Netsch, Newhouse, Schaffer,
Smith, Vadalabene, Zito.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip, do you question any of the Aye votes?
SENATOR PHILIP:

Senator Collins.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is Senator Collins omn the Floor? Senator Collims is gnot

recorded as voting.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Senator Barkhausen.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR SAVICKAS)

Is Senator Barkhausen on the Floor? Senator Barkhausen.
Is Senator Barkhausen on the Ploor? Sirike his name from the
record.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Senator Johas.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is Senator Johns on the Floor? Senator Johns. Senator
Johns on the Floor? Strike his name from *the record.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Senator Marovitz.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is Senator Marovitz on the Floor? Senator Marovitz is in
the backe.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Senator Demuzio.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)
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Is Senator Denuzio on the Floor? Senator Demuzio is in
the pit. Johms is...restore Senator Johns' name to the
record. Oon a verified roll call, the Ayes are 30, the Nays
are 24, 1 voting Present. For what purpose does Senator
Lemke arise?

SENATOR LEMKE:

To reconsider.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lemke moves t*o reconsider the vote. Senator
Carroll moves to Table that motion. Those im favor indicate
by saying Aye. Those opposed. The Ayes have it. The motion
is Tabled. House bill...on a verified roll call with 30
Ayes,...24 Nays, House Bill 1725 is reported...is...having
received the...having received the required comstitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1725, Semator
Fawell. House Bill 1750, Senator Dawson. House Bill 1753,
Senator Egan. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1753,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan. For what purpose does Senator Fawvell
arise?

SENATOR FAWELL:

Is there some reason you skipped 17257
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Theree...I had...did not skip 1725, Senator, I
called... 1725, Senator Fawell. ©NoO one...no one remarked or
paid attention; the same with 1750 for Senator Dawson, no one
indicated to call it. We moved on to the next order of busi-
ness...was 1753, Senator Egan. Now, if we're going to be
drifting, that's fine. If we're going to pay atteation,

that's fine. But I would suggest that if your bills are
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coming up and are close to it, that we sit im our seats aad
pay attention. Hoase Bill 1753, Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
House Bill 1753 amends the Motor Vehicle Pranchise Act to
define relevant market area. It prohibits with specified
exceptions the relocation of an existing wmotor vehicle
dealership within...or into a relevant nmarket area of an
existing franchise of the same line make. The current law
provides that dealers of the same line make in the area of
responsibility agree to the establishment of a new dealer or
that the nmanufacturer establishes a nev dealership point
based on the criteria already established under current -law
in the existing Franchise Act. WNow, this bill merely defines
the primary...primary area of responsibility. There's no
prohibition against the manufacturer to open or establish new
dealership points, both under current law or in the proposed
amendments. Simply stated, the manufacturer bears the burden
of proof to shov the economic and marketing conditions as
well as the public's best interest that will be served by
establishing a new dealership point. The amendment only
defines the primary area of responsibility of the dealer. It
allows the existing dealer the opportunity to object to the
opening of a new point within his primary area of responsi-
bility. If the market and economic conditions Jjustify and
can support a new dealership poin%t, the wmanufacturers may
open the point as they now can under current law, and as they
will be able to under House Bill 1753. 1I'm sure that there
is a...no dearth of controversy, and I would...be happy to
ansver any of your questions. If there are none, I commend
it to your favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there discussion? Senator DelAngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:
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Thank you, Mr. President. I think this bhill will prob-
ably pass because there are far more car dealers than there
are car manufacturers. But I ought to point out some of the
ramifications of this bill. Nawmely, two...two things 1I°'d
like to quote. One 1is a letter from the Federal Trade
Commission in Washington. It's a very long letter, but let
me bottom line it for you. It says here, "By recounting our
reasons, we hope to explain why a bill which seeks to protect
a certain class of businesses from competition must come at
the expense of others; in this case, the car-buying public,
the potential new entrants to the new...to new motor vehicle
retailing and the automobile manufacturers., We do not wish
to take issue with this perception nor do we presume that
there are not other reasons to consider such legislation.
Our ain is merely to point out the significant
anticompetitive ramifica*ions of laws such as the one." The
letter further states that if the automobile industry chose
to do this on their own, they would probably be hauled into
court by the U.S. Department of Justice., My second reasbn is
that in my coamunity of Olympia Fields in which there are
approximately six retail establishments, one is a Ford Notor
Company dealership which currently is paying close to ninety
thousand dollars a year in real estate taxes. It is cur-
rently closed. ©Uander this bill, it could never reopen unless
they went through a series of court actions and challenges,
and I vreally think that is not a very good idea, Senator
Egan.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. A
question of the sponsor.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICRAS)

He indicates he'll yield.
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SENATOR COFFEY:

What is the radius for dealers to reestablish a new
dealership with...within counties under three hundred thou-
sand?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

(Hachine cutoff)...Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Twelve miles.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell. Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

¥ell, the information I have before me says fifteen miles
radius, was that changed?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, when the dealers themselves reestablish the point,
I believe it's twelve.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Well, I don't have that clarified here, but as I under-
stand by the information I have before me, and it is
from...the Illinois New Car amd Truck Dealer's Association,
that the...within fifteen mile radius in counties under three
hundred thousand. Anyway, the problem I have with the bill
is in communities such as my own wher wve have a dealership in
a small community such as Oakland, which is about sevemn or
eight hundred people, bas a dealership, and right now
our...Ford dealership in Charleston has been closed down,
and...and under this 1legislation, of a community of *twenty
thousand or over we could not reestablish...we could not
reestablish a Pord dealership in Charleston. 1In other words,

welve got to go eleven...nine to eleven miles to a...to a
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small compunity. Ve can't reestablish in that
area...you...is there any provision to allow that to happen?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

I...I believe that it's tuwelve miles, Senator Coffey, and
tvelve nmiles is twelve miles. T...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Well,...if it's twvelve miles...if we're saying in this
legislation that we cannot reestablish a dealership oncé it's
closed, in this case it was a bankruptcy, if we can't...put a
nevw dealership in a community of the size of twenty thousand,
I think this is bad legislation. We should oppose it, and I
think the members of this General Assembly should take a look
at it. If we're going to be doing these kind of thingé, it
is not going to be in the best interest of our communities
and of our citizens to get good responsibility from their
dealership, and I think we ought to oppose the bill.
PRESIbINQ OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

END OF REEL
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REEL #3

SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. 1If Senator Barkhausen were on
the Floor, I wvwould remind him that one of the reasons why I
spoke briefly, if not passionately, against the bill that he
was sponsoring...I think it was House Bill 1208, is exactly
this bill., Tha*t happened to protect particularly local units
of government from their anticompetitive effects. This
happens to be the State that is doing it, but it certainly is
very dramatic evidence that legislative bodies can engage in
anticompetitive activity that, as Senator DelAngelis and the
Federal Trade Commission indicated, would be clearly a per se
violation of the antitrust lavws if engaged in by these indi-
viduals without the protective cloak of the State Legislature
passing a law allowing them to do it. This does set up pro-
tective...protected and protective competitive areas, rele-
vant market areas., In the case of my area, Senator Coffey,
it's a ten mile radius, and if you've ever seen a ten nmile
radius drawn on a map of the City of Chicago, it's quite dra-
matic im its...impact. The whole point is that there may be
some laws that...that should 1legitimately be passed to bal-
ance the power, if you will, between the automobile manufac-
turers and the dealers. I agree that the...the power tends
to be on the side of the big guys, the...the manufacturers in
this case. But to write a law that just simply carves up the
entire wmarket into protected districts is absolutely uncon-
scionable. It is an abuse of the legislafive power, and this
bill should not pass.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr...thank you, Mr. President and wembers of
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the Senate. Will the sponsor yield for a guestion?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Yes, he indicates he will.
SENATOR MAHAR:

We have in South Cook County several dealerships that
have closed up. Now, let's take a Ford or a Chrysler
dealership, what is the difference before and after if this
bill were to pass in regard to reestablishing that Ford or
Chrysler dealership? What would they...how would they be
able to do it now as opposed to this bill passing?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICRAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, it...it change...it shifts the primary area of
responsibility from the manufacturer to the dealer, and if
the dealer...if the...if the criteria are met that the deal-
ers have within the bill, there can be...then reestablished
d...a dealership in...with the...and the manufacturers also,
if the criteria can be met, can reestablish the dealership.
What Senator DeAngelis says is not completely correct. And a
dealership, if the criteria are met, can be reestablished.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.

SENATOR MAHAR:

Ipn...in other words, that Ford dealership in Olympia
Fields, which is in oy district, could...could be reopened if
the criteria were met. Now, what are we talking about in the
area of criteria? I don't necessarily want to go into a long
dissertation, but basically.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:
Well, here's a full page of them and I could go om and on

and on, but...but it...but the...the primary...area of
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responsibility shifts from the manufacturer to the dealer.
So, obviously, the dealer is going to have more to say about
it than the manufacturer. However, the manufacturer, if it
meets the criteria in the bill, can reestablish a dealership.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Thank you, Mr. Presiden* and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I'm surprised at my good friend, Senator Egam, such
a...a business-type person for free trade and enterprise, and
I'11 tell you, I've had a lot of my dealers call me. I don't
know if *here hasn'* been a dealer in my dis*rict that hasn't
called me or written me on this bill, to the contrary of my
attitude, quite frankly. Now, just think if we extended it.
If we're going to do it for automobile dealers, why don't we
do it for grocery stores, we could do it for drug stores,
barber shops, chiropractors. If you want to do away with
competition, this is the greatest way to do it, I'll tell you
that., I live in Elphurst, Illinois, I'm very proud of it.
We have a street called Grand Avenue, it's got about six
dealers on it and they do a terrific job and they're competi-
tive as the devil, and Just think if there was only
one...dealership on...on Grand Avenue. You know what they'd
be getting? The full list for the car, you know it and I
know it. And the other thing is, as you know, I'm...I'wm in
the food business, we sell a franchise just like the automo-
bile dealers do, so I know something about franchise, not
much but something. We are able to say to one of our dis-
tributors who is selling his business after maybe being in
the business for ten years, who's done a great job for us,
done a super job, but he has somebody that wants to give hin
twice what the fraanchise is worth but, unfortunately, the guy
is not qualified and in our judgement will not do a good Job

for him:; so, we can say, no. To allow the dealer to decide
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who he can sell his franchise to, quite frankly, is irrespon-
sible. Because after you've been in the business for tuenty
years, you don't give a damn, you'll sell it to anybody for
any price. And it's a bad policy, it*d be bad for our cor-
poration, it would be bad for General Motors, it would be bad
for anybody, and I suggest that this is a bad bill and little
red lights up there would be appreciated.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Will the sponsor yield for a ques+tion?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEAS)

He indicates he will.
SENATOR HALL:

Senator Egan, I was trying to follow this, the question
that was just asked of you. In the City of East St. Louis
all the dealers have now moved outside the City of East St.
Louis, there's none left, they're surrounding that locality
right now. If 1 wanted to open a dealership back in that
city, would this prevent me from opening one?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Are you...if you meet the criteria, Senator Hall, you can
reopen the dealership if...if...if it meets the standard of
the bill, which 4is within a certain number of niles and if
you're a manufacturer you can do it or if you're a dealer you
can do it by showing the public's best interest and the eco-
nonic and marketing conditions in 4‘he area. So, the ansver,
frankly, is, yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

Well, that's what I...I want...I'm talking about a new
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dealership to come back...okay.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Coffey, for the...second
time,

SENATOR COFFEY:

Thank you, HMr. President and members of the Senate. I'on
sorry to rise on the second time, but I think it's necessary
to do so. We had two bills this Session +that we thought
would both come before Senator Chew's and my committee deal-
ing with the Pranchise Act, one by the manufacturers and one
by the automobile association. We had a bill, 1331, it was
sponsored by Senator Chew, that came before our conmittee and
we were asked to put that into a compittee and study that
piece of legislation; and when asking us to do that, we said
if we're going to put one bill in the...in comnittee and
study it, we will study both of them and try to come out with
a compromise piece of legislation that would both be in the
best interest of the manufacturers, the automobile associa-
tion and our constituency. Well, we did put 1331 into that
comnittee, and then we found out when the House bill, this
bill, came over, it bypassed the Transportation Committee and
it came to this Floor. Now, we have another bill, 1927,
which will be coming up later, is the manufacturer's bill,
which iS...iS...which is not a really a good bill either, and
I am sponsoring it, it's in there by armendment. Both of
these bills need some work. We need to defeat this bill
that's before us now, and then...if that happeuns, 1927 will
be put back into committee and ve will study both of then
like they should be done and come up with a piece of legis-
lation that's in the best interest of all of us. I'd ask for
us to vote No on this bill with a commitment that the other
bill will not see the light of day either.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Egan may
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close.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, .thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
As you are all well aware, the...the Motor Vehicle Franchise
Act is...is existing law. It exists today. It regulates the
industry today. All ve're doing is changing the primary area
of responsibility. If you happen to be with the manufac-
turers, go ahead and vote with them. If you happen to be
with the dealers, them vote with the dealers, but don*t give
me the business about the...anticompetition aspect of the
bill. Any regulation is anticoopetitive, and the Federal
Trade' Conmission itself has admitted, during its deliber-
ations in Delaware, that they were only offering theory in
regard to...these...this kind of legislation and they have
not done any studies or research concerning the issue. And
if you want to get something out of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, that's about what it's worth. I commend the bill to
your favorable consideration. Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 1753 pass. Those in
favor will vo*e Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 33, the Nays are 20, 2 voting Present. House
Bill 1753 having received +*he constitutional gmajority is
declared passed. For what purpose does Senator Sangmeis:er
arise?

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Well, we're going to be here a long time today, and I...I
thought the rule kind of was is if the TV cameras weren't
going, that some of the TV lights would be reduced down a
little bit. I get an awful lo* of glare off all this white
paper. I...I don't know if anyone else feels that way, and

I'm not trying to be picky, but if we could just lower the
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lights a 1little bit and get rid of a little of the glare.
When the TV cameras come out, put the 1lights back on. I
don't think they have to be on constantly.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

We'll have the Secretaryltake care of that., With leave
of the Body, we'll return to House Bill 1725 and 1750 for
Senator Fawell and Senator Dawson. I would suggest that the
menbers of the Legislature realize that their bills are going
to be called. UWe're going *o go running through them once.
It may be eighi, nine, ten o'clock tonight if you miss your
turn. So, Senators, beware., On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading, House Bill 1725, Senator Fawell. Read the bill, HMr.
Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1725,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING QFPICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President. This does exactly
what the synopsis says it does. It exempts all municipal-
ities except Chicago from debt 1limitation incurred for
financing the pumping of Lake Michigan water. 1It's a front
door referendum. It is something our county needs in order
to get the Lake Michigan water to DuPage, and I ask for your
favorable vote. I'm open for any questions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Question of the sponsor.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
She indicates she'll yield.

SENATOR ROCK:
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Is there currently any agreement between the...the corpo-
rate authority of the City of Chicago and the County of
DuPage or any of its municipalities with respect to the pur-~
chase of wvater?

PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawvell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

I don't believe so, not yet. There are some negotiations
Oh...in the process between the water comaission and the
city.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock.

SENATOR BROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President. I would just point out, I do
not intend to support this bill at this moment for the reason
that also sitting on the Calendar is House Bill 557 which was
yesterday amended to suggest that the City of Chicaga, once
entering into an agreement, if they baven®t already, then has
no...nothing to say about the price of the water. I mean,
this is really something. We afford them the opportunity,
apparently, by agreement to buy water and now they won't even
let us determine how much they're to be charged. I thimk
this ome ought to be put back for further study.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

Thank you, Mr. President. Will the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

She indicates she will.

SENATOR ZITO:

Senator Fawell, for the record, how will <his affect a
municipality that's purchasing water from the City of Chicago
and in tutnAsellinq it to other commupities?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL: ,

It doesn't affect it at all. All it allovs is the...the
bonding power so that the municipalities can float the bonds
to get the wvater to the...to the municipalities. Has nothing
to do with rates, and as far as 557 is concerned, that also
did not have anything to do with Chicago. What that was was
a Lake County bill which allowed the municipality
t0...the...the subdivision that was outside of a city...and I
hope Senator Rock is listening to this...outside of a city so
that they can sell the water under the ICC's permission.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR BOCK:

...order. The...the lady is, frankly, mistaken. Amend-
ment No. 1 went on House Bill 557 yesterday, admittedly pre-
emptive, suggesting that the city bhas absolute no control
over what they can charge for the water.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Your point is well-taken. Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FASNELL:

I...I apologize, sir, I...I was told that the amendament
that I had originally seen was changed., But what this...what
this bill does is it allows us to pay this...for the...the
plumbing...so that we can get the water out to DuPage. My
assumption is, if...the President of the Senate is against
555 or whatever it is, it'1ll probably go down and we would
like to be able to have the ability to get the water out to
the...the county.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there further discussion? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:
Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. As I

understand this bill, i+ just simply takes the ceiling off of
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the debt 1limit of those municipalities that are thinking of
Chicago water, and if they're hooking on to another townm, in
my area it goes from one town to the other, it will allow
them to provide the money to...by front door referendum to
get the water. I...seems to me that fhat...there should be
nothing wrong with that., I would ask for your support.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not,...Senator Fawell
may close.
SENATOR FAWELL:

The lastlspeaker vas right, that's all it does. It takes
the debt 1liamitation off by front door referendum so we can
have the...the facilities built to get the water out to the
county. And I would ask for your favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 1725 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting |is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 26, the Nays
are 26, 2 voting Present. House Bill,..for what purpose does
Senator Fawell arise? Senator Fawell seeks leave of the Body
to have 1725 put on the Order of Postponed Consideration. Is
leave granted? Lleave is granted. on the Order of House
Bills 3rd Reading, House Bill 1750, Senator Dawson. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1750.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING.OPFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sepator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,

House Bill 1750 authorizes the director of labor to sue to
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recover such underpayments and unpaid overtime and requires
employers *o pay the cost thereof of underpayment of minimum
vages. Employers shall be liable for the punitive damages in
the amount of two percent of the amount of the underpayment
for which such underpayments remain unpaid or equal to the
apount the underpayments, whichever one is less.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS: »

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in...in opposition to this bill. The
sponsor...I guess 1I'1l1 say the sponsor is a fine charitable
gentlemen with nothing but goodness in his heart, but it's a
miserable bill. What it really does is allows for punitive
damages in lawsuits when you're arguing about gininum
vage...prevailing wage...excuse me there, when you're arguing
about the wage rate, you're allowing punitive damages. Do I
have to tell you what kind of costs we could start talking
about in the long-run? I would merely suggest to all of us
that we take a little bit of time to think about what kind of
costs this bill would have. It...it did not pass the...the
House overwhelmingly, there was opposition in the House. 1In
commi*tee, it was a partisan roll call, and I simply say that
if you would like to have these...these suits following you
around with punitive damages involved with the Department of
Labor actions, we could have some real problems, and I would
appreciate a negative vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, if...under this bill, punitive damages are wmandated.
So, let's say that the worker gets a...a judgement in his

favor for fifteen hundred dollars, there's nothing to stop
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the court...the court is mandated +to give them a double
judgement of even more money, maybe six thousand dollars. I
don't think that would be very fair. I don't think we should
support any bill 1like this with punitive damages in there.
You've heard of judgements of a hundred thousand dollars and
then punitive damages are five hundred thousand additional.
I +hink it's a very bad concept, as much as I 1like the
sponsor. But I cannot support a bill with punitive damages
in a matter like this,

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is *here further discussion? If not, Senator Dawson may
close.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, any employer who is
not paying them minimum wage is in violation of the law, and
this allows someone to collect their money wvho has not been
paid vhat the law states, and I feel that *wo percent of that
amount is not that unfair. So, I ask for a favorable roll
call, because somebody...anybody here is missing their wages
or not getting it, *hey're going to take any recourse they
can to...to receive it. So, I ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 1750 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 33, the Nays are 25, none voting Present. House
Bill 1750 having received the -‘constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 1760, Senator Watson. Bead the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1760.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.




Page 82 - JONE 27, 1983

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Watson.

SENATOR WATSON:

‘ Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 1760 requires the
Department of Nental Health to establish rules and standards
for determining how much a responsible rela*tive 1is required
to pay for the care of a client of the department. These
standards are to take into consideration the buying and con-
sumption patterns of the persons, continuencies having a
bearing on self-support or maintenance of family obligatioms.
These standards will be recomputed periodically by...by the
department, and I know of no objection. The bill passed out
of comnmittee 10 to nothing, and I would be willing to answer
any questions anyone would like to have.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Question of the sponsor.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR DAWSON:

I'd 1like to know why they are trying to give the depart-
ment so much leeway in their...their schedules here...ve
passed out Senate Bill 522 which is currently in the House.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Watson.

SENATOR WATSON:

Well, I can't speak to Semate Bill 522, but what we have
currently in the code is a strict standard...strict regula-
tions, and shat this does just give the department more lee-
way.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there further discussion? Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:
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I'm not sure I heard the...the answer to that question,
there was so much noise over here. But what I was curious
about, ‘does this simply put into statutory form the...the
authorization for the department to do what it has been doing
or does it change any of the standards? That's what I would
really like to know.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Watson.

SENATOB WATSON:

It chénges the schedule of income for the individuals who
would be responsible for a relative. It takes that out and
gives the department the authority to establish ‘those fig-
ures.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Did we have the schedule actually written out in the
Statute before that?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Watson.

SENATOR WATSON:

Yes, we did.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? 1If...if not, Senator Watson
may close.

SENATOR WATSON:

Well, I'd appreciate a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 1760 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that...on that question, the Ayes are
55, the Nays are 1,...none voting Present. House Bill 1760

having received the constitutional majority is declared
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passed. House Bill 1778, Senator Schaffer. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1778.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President, House Bill 1778 is identical, vith...with
tvo exceptions, to Senate Bill 1199 which passed here I
believe by unanimous vote. The two amendments that have been
added, one is a...adding .to the definition section the
definition of the waterway, so there's no confusion about
which 1lakes and river we're talking about in the area, and
the second is a...a definitive boundary description of
the...I missed that...of the...of the waterway in wvhich wve...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

.--that burst of enthusiasm was not for you, Senator
Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

«esI've noticed that on a regular basis. It defines the
watervay so that ve comply with the one man-one vote concept
as we elect three board members from each area. The agency
would be created by referendum. I'm unaware of any opposi-
tion.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank you, Br. President and members of the Senate.
Very briefly, 3just to commend Senator Schaffer on the nany,
many hours he's put in on the bill, and it's really needed,
absolutely essential to the...to the life of those lakes, and

y

I commend it to your Aye vote.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the question is,
shall House Bill 1778 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On
that gquestion, the Ayes are 57, the Nays are none, none
voting Present. House Bill 1778 having received the comn-
stitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill 1780,
Senator Nedza. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECEETARY:

House Bill 1780,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentleman of the
Senate. The first portion of the bill is exactly as the syn-
opsis in the Calendar which pro;ides indemnification for the
park district. The second portionm of the bill is the permis-
sion for the park district to issue bonds 1limited to pay
maintenance and operating costs in a project constructed by
the Public Building Commission. The purpose of this is to
elimina+e the six percent override cost which is always added
by the Public Building Commission. The Civic Federation had
a problem with the open aspect of the bonding. That was, if
you recall, amended out the other day...yesterday, as a mat-
ter of fact, which puts the cap back into the bondimng author-
ity wvhich is in the Statutes and that is at a 2.3 percent of
assessed valuation. I would be glad to answer any questions;
if no%, I would ask for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the question is,

shall...Senator Keats.
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SENATOR KEATS:

No, By...ny light wvas on, too. I've spoken to a couple
of you about this bill. Let me explain further what's in it
and I appreciate the sponsor, who I guess I'm supposed to say
is a true gentleman, a wonderful guy and normally doesn't
sponsor bills this bad. I+ has a couple of provisions in it,
but the key provisions being the...the open-endedness of the
bondings. Now it does have the normal park district 1limit,
which is what, two and a half or about that percent of the
total limit of the assessed valuation of the park district,
but +that is not that much of a cap, nuaber one. Number two,
it does open up in terms of both the building fund honds- and
the maintenance bonds, both are fairly, to put it wmildly,
discretionary. So, I would simply say among us, it's
strongly opposed by the Civic Federation, and I would say
that this is a bill that we probably should give some nore
consideration to before it 1leaves the Semate and 1'd
appreciate a No or Present vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

#ill the spomsor yield *o a question?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Is this a property tax increase in the City of Chicago?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

'No, it is not.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LBCHOU;CZ:

Does it permit a property tax increase in the City of
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Chicago?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sepnator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

No, Senator, it is presently in their corporate tax
lgvel. What they're doing is taking...*hey have the issu-
ance. I have a let*er here from Mr. Pratto who is the comp-
troller for it., What it does is...there is a series of bonds
which were allowed to be sold from 1936 to 1972 to 1982 and
that which was authorized already and that which has not been
sold. Since that date as...as of 1936, the corporate “ax
levy has been increased in dollars from fifty-seven million
to eighty-seven million. These are the results of
some...bonds that they still have left which is, I think,
approximately forty million dollars. Forty million dollars
which would be in working cash bonds that sold at the...the
interest cost savings and reduced corporate note issue would
be more than offset the annual debt service on the working
cash bond. So, therefore, there would be no increase of any-
thing; as a matter of fact, there would be a total savings of
eight million one hundred and ninety thousand dollars if this
bill was to be adopted.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there further discussion? If not,...Senator
Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:
Ifhen, is it a reauthorization of a existing bond issue?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Nedza.
SENATOR NEDZA:

It's the reauthorization of having the bond issue go into
a working cash fund, the existing bonds.

PkESIDING OEfICEB: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there...Senator Lechowicz.
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SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Is there any other bill then to replenish the bond issue?
You're transferring...you're reauthorizing your bonds and
transferring the purpose to a working cash fund, is that cor-
rect? Okay. And is there any other bill then to pick up the
cost...the possible cost out of 1780, to your knowledge?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

No, sir, this is the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Degmnan. Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, then Senator Keats is mistaken when he made the
statement that this...or led us to believe that this would
authorize a tax increase in the City of Chicago?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

I would not speak for Senator Keats. I imagine Senator
Keaés feels, but the law states the Coanstitution 1limits all
bond issues at five percent. The bonding authority for the
Chicago Park District is limited to 2.3 percent of assessed
valuation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, on a sheet that I think we received for Senator
Bock...I think this is listed as one of those bills that con-
stitute or authorize tax increases presently before %Zhe...the
Senate.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:
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Not to my knowledge, Senator., ...there's a...
PRESIDING OFFICER: - (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well...well, then maybe we could have an explanation on
all this?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Maybe...Senator Keats indicated that he'd 1like to
rephrase the statement. Senator Keats.
SENATOE KEATS:

. Thank you, Mr. President. No, I'a not rephrasing ay
statement, thefe's a wisunderstanding. Jerry, I have never,
at any time, intimated that this demands a tax increase, that
has been said, I have not. There are a lot of people who say
that that's what it does because yon have to pay for the
bonds, the maintenance, whatever. Tha* may look that way to
you and me but I have never alleged that. Someone else nust
have said that to you, I've never said that.

PRESIDING OFPiCER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce. Senator Netsch. Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Hey, wait a minute, what are you talking about Keats, you
just walked over here ten minutes ago and told me that this
is a tax increase.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Jerry, if...if you might ask, you're standing there,
you're wrong. That is not what I said, had you been
listening. I specifically told you what the bonds did, what
their authorization 1levels are; and if you say I said there
was a says a tax increase, Jerry, one of two things, you are
mistaken or perhaps you need to wash your €arse.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Rell, would the sponsor yield for a guestion?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

In our analysis it said, if there is no referendum and no
debt limit, which means that since there is no debt limit, no
referendum, that I guess the amount that the park district
could authorize would be unlimited. Can you answer me?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

Senator...Senator Geo-Karis, that probably...your analy-
sis probably was accurate prior to the amendment to the bill
vhich eliminated that...that section of the bill that gave it
an unlimited authorization. If I may just read that amend-
ment. The...what was deleted by amendment was, "The taxes
authorized by “his section are unlimited as to the rate or
amount or to the addition of any other taxes authorized by
law are not to be included in any tax rate amount set by
law,"” All of this language is eliminated. This now reverts
back to the 2.3 cap.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Rell, I understand that there was 2.3 percent of the
assessed valuation which is...a substantial amouant that the
park district...would be authorized to do. And...and I ques-
tion the size of this type of am allocation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Sepnator HNedza may

close.

SENATOR NEDZA:
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Thank you, Mr. President. The 2.3 cap is the present
law, the Constitution allows all bonds to go the five percent
of assessed valuation. The park district is maintaining it
at a 2.3 1level, which I think is commendable. I think the
bill is...iS...is...not...a type that everyone can live with
but I think *hat it's in good proper shape since we've taken
that language out to give it unlimited taxing aﬁthority.
It's capped. It's...it's something that would save the tax-
payers money in the long-run and I would urge for your sup-
port.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 1780 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Afes are 21, the Nays are 26, 5...5 voting Present. Sena-
tor Nedza asks leave of the Body *o pu*t House Bill 1780 on
the Order of Postponed Consideration. Is leave granted?
Leave is granted. House Bill 1789, Senator Bruce. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1789.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
is a follow-up bill %o the bill which we passed several years
ago. Senator Egan and I handled a series of early retirement
legislation along with Senator D'Arco. The State University
Betirement System has had some difficulty in anticipating
their éhafe of the lump sum payment required whem a person is

going to take early retirement. What this bill says, that
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there shall be a six—-month notice of your intemtion to file
an election for early retirement. I know of no opposition.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the ques*ion is, shall
House Bill 1789 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 56, the Nays are aone, none voting
Present, House Bill 1789 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1796, Senator Bloom.
Read the bill, Nr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1796.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bloon.

SENATOR BLOON:

Thank you, #r. President and fellow Senators. 1796
extends a law we passed two years ago. The lawv we passed two
years ago provides for four year appointments for code
department employees that have policy making or supervisory
responsibility and receive pay grade twelve, which is twenty-
five +thousand +wo hundred and twelve dollars or above, pro-
vides for a review. It exempts Pederally funded positions
because of the threat of losing Federal funds. After the
litigation surrounding this law ended, approximately three
hundred and sixty-seven employees have been reviewed,
twenty-three have been recommended for termimation. I think
it's good policy, and I think that we will be able to evalu-
ate it in its...in its entirety if we extend the life of this
law to October 1, 1986, because a portion of the life of this
law was taken up in litigation. Answer any questions; other-

wise, seek a favorable roll call.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there ary discussion? If not, the guestion is, shall
House Bill 1796 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
guestion, the Ayes are 54, the Nays are none, none votiag
Present. House Bill 1796 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1805, Senator
Degnan. Read the bill, Nr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 1805.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 1805 does exactly
as...as stated in the Calendar. It provides that one meeting
of the advisory committee to the RTA Board must be held out-
side the boundaries of Cook County. ‘

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the question is, shall
House Bill 1805...Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

Could you run by...Mr. Presidemt, could I...would the
sponsor yield for a question?

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
He indicates he will.
SENATOR FAWELL:

¥ould you run through that one more time?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Sure. Currently, there is a advisory comnittee known as




Page 94 - JONE 27, 1983 .

the Metropolitan Area Transportation Council that nmeets four
times a year to give...advice to the RTA. Those meetings now
are conducted all within the confines of Cook County. The
bill changes that +to provide that one such meeting of the
four must be held outside those Cook County boundaries.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the guestion is,
shall House Bill 1805 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 53, the Nays are nome, 1 voting
Present. House Bill 1805 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1813, Senator Bruce.
Read the bill, Nr. Secretary.

ACTING SECERETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)
House Bill 1813.
{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill. .
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. Presidgnt and members of the Senate. This
makes the 1Illinois Commerce Commission's deliberations open
to the public except for, and we put in the exceptions as
requested, trade secrets and disclosure that is prohibited by
Federal Statute.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there discussion? Senator Somner.
SENATOR SOMMER:

Thank you, Mr. President. I remeamber at the comnmittee
hearing that there was some conversation bLetween you and
Chairman O'Connor indicating draft hearing officer reports,
and tha+ there was some indication that you were going to

amend the bill to exempt those things, and I see that amend-
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ment has not go...gone on., Would it be possible for you to
indicate what happened later?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I made contact with +he directort's department through
staff and...and they did not get back with ary language. I
waited and bheld the bill, and I wished to move it on. I
vould...I think that there are draft reports that maybe
should be excluded. There...I have a House...I have a Senate
bill in the House which I hope we can tack that onto.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOHM:

Well, as it stands now, the Conmmerce Coummission is a
quasi-judicial body, and the problem they have, I...I was on
Executive too and I heard that, I don't think that they were
saying that they'd get you language. Bot %he problem with
the bill in its present posture is that the Coummerce Commis-
sion is a quasi~judicial body and that the hearing officers
do conduct hearings, and there are volumes of testimony and
then they make recommendations in closed session to the Con-
merce Commission and, basically, review demeanor of witnesses
and so on and so forth. But it...right now, because they'’re
guasi~judicial, T mean, why not include the appellate court®s
judge's conferences or the Supreme Court's judge's confer-
ences? I...I suggest that in its present form that
this...this bill really will severely impair the conduct of
business by the Cobmerce Commission. Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:
Yes, thank you, Mr. President. I might suggest that the

reason that they did not get back to Senator Bruce 1is they
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vere too busy putting ou* this booklet, "Positions on Illi-
nois Commerce Commission on Major Legislation Before the Gen-
eral Assembly." Now, they've got two pages in here about
House Bill 1813, Seens to me instead of printing this at
taxpayers' expense that they could have been contacting Sena-
tor Bruce and trying to work out the problems if they have
any with the bill., I would certainly suggest that we support
this legislation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Schuneman.

SEHATOR‘SCHUNEHAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. It's popular today
t0...anything you can do to the Conmerce Connission
is...seems to be very popular, but I'am not sure that's smart.
The chairman testified in opposition to this bill in commit-
tee, and he pointed out that...his concern about the fact
that the bill might go too far in tha* it might force indus-
tries to limit some of their testimony before the Commerce
Commission, and I don®t think any of us have any problem with
making the Commerce Commission meetings open to the extent
that they should for proper purposes be open, but there is a
concern that this bill goes too far, and I think that really
the better course would be to hold the bill, not pass it in
this condition until it...until those concerns have been
cleared up.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in opposition to House Bill 1813.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Yeah, I...I see where this is going. The House sponsor
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is here with me; he tells me that the bill I passed, Senate
Bill 849, is coming back with tvo amendments. Rather than
take the time of the Body, I think we can vork out any prob-
lems we have, and there are other bills that need a first
shot. So, I would ask leave to take it out of the record.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Take it out of the record. House Bill 1835, Senator
Sommer. HRead the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNARDES)

House Bill 1835.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sommer.

SENATOR SOMMER:

Mr. President and members, this is an extremely simple
bill, it simply repeals obsoleted language. It was on the
Agreed List, but since it had to be amended for a technical
amendment it came off.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the guestion is, shall
House Bill 1835 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. Om that
question, the Ayes are 50, the Nays are none, none voting
Present. House Bill 1835 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 1838, Senmator Egan.
Read...for what purpose does Senator Egan arise?

SENATOR EGAN:

There...I hope there is in the...in the process of being
compiled a recall list, because there's an amendment filed to
this and I have to amend it before I attempt to pass it. Is
that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICERAS)
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Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Well, I thirk we are at the point where the sponsor, as
you know, under our rules has absolute control in terms of
Tabling, recommitting, recalling, whatever. I think what we
ought to do, if I may suggest, is that if, in fact, the
sponsor wishes to recall his bill, he can certainly do it at
the time at which it comes up on the...on the Calendar. At
that point in time, I think in fairness to the other meabers,
the bill goes %*o the end of the call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

You've heard the decision, Senator Bgam. Sepnator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

That I would very much appreciate.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan asks leave of the Body to recall House Bill
1838 from the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading %o the Order
of House Bills 2nd Reading for the purpose of ameandment. Is
leave granted? Leave is granted. On the Order of House
Bills 2nd Reading, House Bill 1838, Read the bill, Mr.
Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Amendment No. 2 offered by Senator Egan.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
extends the report time from seven days to thirty days to
give what the municipalities thought was a reasonable tinme,
and it...it improves the bill to satisfy those who...the only
opponen*s that I know of. I...I move its adoption.

PRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)
Sena*tor Egan moves the adoption of Amendment

No...Anendment No. 2 to House Bill 1838. Is there any
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discussion? Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Will the...vwill the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Senator, if I understood you correctly, the only change
that this amendment makes is to change the seven day report-
ing to thirty day reporting, is that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQC)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, that's absolutely correct.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Etheredge.

SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

fhat is the position of “he Municipal League on this bill
aS...a3S you propose to amend it?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, I am . sure that they favor the amendrment. Now,
ultimately, whether or not they favor the bill, I can't speak
for them, but I'a sure *hey favor the amendment.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCR DEHUZIO)

Senator...further discussion? Senator Egan moves the
adoption of Amendment WNo. 2 to House Bill 1838. Those in
favor signify by saying Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes Have it.
The amendment is adopted. Any further amendments?

ACTING SECRETARY: (8R. FERNANDES)
No...no further amendments.
PRBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
3rd reading. We will get back to that...it later. On

the Order of 3rd Reading, House Bill 1844, Senator Chew.
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Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETABY: (1R, FERNANDES)

House...House Bill 1844,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Chew.
SENATOR CHEW:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. All
oppositions +o this bill have been eliminated. It's a
motorcycle-moped bill...confirms with the Federal Government
and 1its recommendation on the definition for a moped, the
little minibicycle. I would ask‘for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIO)

Is +here any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the
guestion is, shall House Bill 1844 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take +he record. On that question, the Ayes are 57,
ﬁhe Nays are none, none vo:iing Present. House Bill 1844 hav-
ing received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. 1858, Senator Luft. Read the bill, MHr. Secretary,
please. (Machine cutoff)...1857.

ACTING SECRETARY: {MR. FERNANDES)
House Bill 1857.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Luft.
SENATOR LUFT:

Thank you, Mr. President. Under the prescription drug
program, the Department of Public Aid reimburses pharnmacists
for prescriptions dispensed to recipients under a formula

which allovs for the actual acquisition cost of the drug to
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the pharmacist plus the professional dispensing fee which is
presently set at two dollars and seventy-eight cents. This
bill does no* affect the dispensing fee, it simply requires
the department to update on a monthly basis the price that it
will allow for the acquisition cost of the...drug products in
it formulary.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If...Senator
DeAngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Senator Luft, does this bill affect anybody besides the
Department of Public Aid, notably +those companies +ha* bhave
plans with pharmacies on a reimbursement basis?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIC)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LUFT:

To my knowledge, it affects no one other than the Depart-
ment of Public aid.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIQ)

Senator DeAngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Well, just to ask the question a little differently,
if...if there are companies right now, currently, that...tha®
have agreements with pharmacies to dispense drugs, are they
affected by this legislation?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Luft.
SENATOR LUFT:
No.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Alright. Further discussion? Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:
Thank you, #r. President. #ill the sponsor yield for a

question?




Page 102 - JUNE 27, 1983

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZ2IO0)

Sponsor indica*es he will yield. Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Is this really needed? Is not Department of Public Aid
doing this at *this time?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LUFT:

Yes, they are doing it a* this *ime. The problen is,
they could stop doing it tomorrow, and if a pharmacist is
buying a drug, let's say, at three dollars right now and the
company raises the price to four dollars, if they don't con-
tinue doing +*his, he will be stuck with that additional
dollar.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Will the sponsor yield to a guestion, Mr. President?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Do I understand this bill correctly, that it provides
that pharmacies shall be reipbursed a:t a rate which shall be
updated every thirty days, and you're saying the departaoent
does this now?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Luft.
SENATOR LUFT:
That is correct.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)
Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:
Is there any change in reference to the professional dis-

pensing fee?
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LOFT:

. No.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWRICZ:

Well, then, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, I really don't believe tha*t this bill is negative in
any way. I believe that it's a...what they're doing is
assuring that the costs are...are upgraded. A fairness in
equity question is involved in reference to the cost of +the
drugs. The dispensing fee is not changed in what...in any
way. The...all...all they're doing is asking that the...what
they're doing voluntarily be make sure that it's done
statutorily so there isn't a change by the department, I
think it's just and it deserves your support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Further discussion? Senator Bloon.
SENATOR BLOGCHN:
Sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Bloon.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Is the summary accurate? Are you taking the rule making
out of the Administrative Procedure Act?
PRESIDIKG OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZI0)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LUFT:

To my knowledge, it's not in there now. To my knowledge
and the way this is explained %o me, this is the procedures
that are set. up with Public Aid right now, and we're Just
codifying what they are doing presently.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
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Sena;or Bloom.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Okay. I was informed by our staff that it's been amended
out., Wonder if I could make a request, and that is that, at
least on 1857 and probably on the appropriations bills, we
should have “he Calendar summary reflect what's in the bills,
I...naybe we don't have time %o do this, but for the appro-
priations bills because we put various agencies in there.
Could I make that request, because they will be coming back
in Conference Committees and so on and so forth? I think it
would be a help to *he members.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Well, Senator, the Secretary informs me that it would be
very difficult to keep up with the amendments that are put on
the bill from the House. Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOMNM:

ae+jus*...the only point I'm making is, on the appropria-
tions bills we...would like to know what agencies are in
wvhich appropriation bills. I think that could be done.
ERESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

seoWell, we'll...we'll investigate it and get back to you
shortly. Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Hell,:I concur ¥with Semator Bloom. It's...it's a simple
request. All we have to do is just print on the Calendar the
names of the agencies that are included in every appropria-—
tion bill, because we have combined a whole bunch of them in
there, and for the benefit of the...members that they just
simply see what the heck it is they're voting on. I don't
think it's difficult.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Luft may close.

SENATOR LUFT:

I would just ask for a favorable roll call, Mr. Presi-
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deant.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1857 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 55, the Nays are 2, 1 voting Present. House Bill 1857
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 1864, Senator Savickas. Read the bill, Hr.
Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)
House Bill 1864.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Savickase.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, Mr. President and members of the Senate, House Bill
1864 adds the provisions to existing licensing limitations.
It just provides fhat any person who has been convicted of
illegally seiling or possessing unstamped cigarettes is
ineligible to receive a license. I would appreciate your
favorable consideration.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? 1If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 1864...Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

I...Jjust a question. Has this bill been amended, Senator
Savickas?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Savickase.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:
Yes, the amendment changed the conviction of...the effec-

tive date to make the conviction...if he's convicted after
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the effective date of this Amendatory Act, not...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Alright. Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Alriébt. There is nothing currently on the bill that
deals with McCoramick Place?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SERATOR DEMUOZIO)

Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

No, it's in its pure, pristine form, that's all it is.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMU2I0)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

But is it on i*s way “o a Conferemce Committee?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

I would assume that if the House sponsor disagrees with
the amendment, he would probably call for a Conference
Committee.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR DEHUZIO)

Further discussion? The question is, shall House Bill
1864 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote HNay.
The voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On
that question, the Ayes are 40, the...#1, the Nays are 10, 2
voting Present. House Bill 1864 having received the required
constitutional mnmajority is declared passed. 1870, Senator

Weaver. BRead the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

. END OF REEL
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REEL #4

SECRETARY:
House...House Bill 1870.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)
Senator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 1870 does Jjust as
the Calendar states. t allows the Department of Agriculture
to establish...es*ablish fees for laboratory services. 1If
there are any questions, I'd be happy to answer them; other-
wise, appreciate a favorable roll call.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the
gquestion is, shall House Bill 1870 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote No. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 59,
the Nays are none, none voting Present. House Bill 1870 hav-
ing received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. 1886, Senator Schaffer. BRead the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary, plgase.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1886.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President, House Bill 1886 reestablishes the power of

the Departmen:t of Public Health to make payments to providers
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of some of the program...services for some of the programs
from any fiscal year's appropriation for which the services
are provided. The problem we have is that we have some of
the services for certair things such as, chronic renal
dise;se and rape victims, premature infants, some of the
nutrition programs. The paper work flow is so long that by
the time we get the paper work approved, the fiscal year has
run out and they aren't sure which year to pay it on.
Requires the annual report to the Comptroller and to the Gen-
eral Assembly so that we can keep an eye on them and make
sure that *he...they aren't abusing this pover. We have in
the past seen a 1ot of these small claims...small dollar
amounts ending up in the court of claiams. 1 believe we've
got the necessary safequards in the bill. Appreciate your
support.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Sepator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in opposition to this legislation., When we
passed a similar provision in 1980 we were...it was reported
reliably to us the Department of Public Health, among other
things, was in complete disarray in terns of their fiscal and
accounting procedures. What we are doing by virtue of House
Bill 1886 is now making permanent what was to be a temporary
solution to a temporary problem. Additionally, we are adding
other things so that this department now will have the
authority to pay...any time they want, vith or without appro-
priation, just continue it out, just take them out of the
process. I think it's a bad idea.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Schaffer may close.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, that was, President Rock, not my understanding. My
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understanding was that we were going to allow them to try
this procedure because the real problem was there and the
problem coﬁtinues to be there because of the nature of the
types of diseases and services we're dealing with. I have
pot heard any negative comments on the Department, of Public
Health's administering of this authority. I am as jealous as
anyone on this Floor of the appropriations process, but we
will be clogging the...court of claims with some fairly nomi-
nal amounts simply because of the way the system works. I
know of no way to cleam the system up. Our bureacracy moves
at a certain pace, and that seems to be that. I guess fol-
loved 1logically throagh, one of two things happen; one, we
clog *he court of claims or; two, vwe deny services to clients
in some pretty critical areas, some life's safety areas.
Again, if I had heard ome negative word about how the Depart-
ment of Public Health had been doing this, had they been
doing anything sneaky or underhanded, I would not be in sup-
port of the bill. I believe it is a good accounting proce-
dure; I believe we have the safeguards in it to monitor, and
vould appreciate a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING CFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1886 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayves
are 46, the WNays are 10, none voting Present. House Bill
1886 having received the regquired cons*itutional majority is
declared passed. 1889, Senator Hudson. BRead the bill, Nr.
Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1889,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOB DEMUZIO)
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Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. House Bill 1889...does just what the Digest says it
does. It amends the Code of Criminal Procedure with respect
to the reporting of crimipal history information to the
Department of Law Enforcement. It identifies and streamlines
the information to be reported and clearly establishes which
level of 1law enforcement is responsible for teporting what.
It came out of the House on the Consent Caleudar; 108 to zip.
I know of no opposition and would ask for a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is thgre any discussion? Senator Egan.

SENATOR EéAN:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. If I may ask a question
of the sponsor. Is there amy additional requirement for re-
porting im +the bill? I...I take it there is none, but I
would like to establish that for the record.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

If a person is convicted and wasn't arrested, it would
require him to be fingerprinted.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Convicted without being arrested?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIOC)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

Indic*ment and notice %o appear and summons.
PRESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIC)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:
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«.-.that isn*t really my question. My gquestion is, does
this legislation impose any further responsibility om these
agencies, the state's attorneys, the courts, the policing
bodies, whatever they are and the Department of Corrections?

' Does this require them to additionally...report more than
they have to report today?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)
Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

My understanding, Senator Egan, that it does not. It
simply clarifies the procedures.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZ10)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Then I would agree tha* there would be no opposition, and
I'm sorry to delay your process.

PRESIDING QFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Further discussion? The gquestion
is, shall House Bill 1889 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 54, the Nays
are none, 3 voting Present. House Bill 1889 having received
the rtequired constitutional majority is declared passed.
House Bill 1890, Senator Grotberg. House Bill...Senator
Mahar. BRead the bill, Hr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1890..

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
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House Bill 1890 as amended now allows for *wo members of the
county board to serve on the county board of health. Previ-
ously, one member was allowed, this expands it to two. It
applies only to DuPage County. I would ask for your favor-
able consideration. I knovw of no opposition.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Jerome Joyce...whoop,
Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Senator Mahar, we...we from downstate have had a thousand
calls, think, from all of our public health departments on
this bill., Does the amendment...you said only DuPage County,
but I want to make sure we don't make a misvote. This thing
now, as amended, will not regquire downstate county boards of
health to put on another county board member, is that cor=~
rect?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Mahar.

SENATOR MAHAR:

Yes, sir, tha*t is correct.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Further discussion? Further discussion? The question
is, shall House Bill 1890 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
wvho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 54, the Nays
are none, 3 voting Present. House Bill 1890 having received
the required constitutional majority is declared passed.
1924, Senator Barkhausen. Read...take it out of the record.
House Bill 1927, Senator Coffey. Senator Coffey on the
Floor? House Bill 1941, Senator Schuneman. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary, please. ‘
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1941,
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{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the kill.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill in its original form simply would allow the State of
Illinois to become a self-insurer for the State Employees?®
Group Insurance Program. The reason for that being that it
vas.felt that this option would allov the Stae Employees"'
Group Imsurance Coumission and +he administration another
option to look at when we're looking at the cost of the group
insurance program. So, that's the bill in its original form.
The amendment that has been attached *o the bill does a vari-
ety of things. Pirst of all, it would allow beneficiary
recipients of the Judges' Retirement System to waive their
State group insurance on themselves and substitute their
spouses. Another section wvould limit the
out-patient...psychiatric coverage to tventy covered visits
per year. Amnother section would require that the Toll High-
way Authority and the Housing Development Authority npust
reimburse +the State for the group insurance costs now incur-
red by the General BRevenue Fund for ex-enployees of those
units. 1I'd be happy to try to answer any guestions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIG)

Is there any discussion? 1Is there any discussion? Sena-
tor Bruce.

SENATCR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. In
its amended form, I believe this bill deserves our support.
There 1is only one question I had was what to do with the
reserves created. I am assured by the department they do not
plan to transfer those out of *he Group Insurance Fund if

they want to self-insure. I'm sure that any surpluses they
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create will go back into *he fund. I would solicit a favor-
able vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Farther discussion? If not, the
question is, House Bill...shall House Bill 1941 pass. Those
in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted wvho wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 57, the Nays are nomne, none voting Present.
House Bill 1941 having received the required constitutional
majority is declared passed. 1983, Senator Kustra. BRead the
bill, #r. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1983.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
is the first in a series of bills proposed by Representative
paniels in the House, passed out of the House and sent over
to us. It's a series of election reform bills labelled the
Voting Rights Act of 1983. These measures stem from sonme
problems which resulted from the elections last November,
both in the City of Chicago and areas around the State.
There's no guestion tha: our privilege to vote is one of our
most precious freedoms; we ought to do what we can to nake
sure that we ensure voting is done legally and according to
the manner specified by law. What these bills try to do is
address some of the irregularities which occurred last year.
House Bill 1983 is a simple bill that amends the Election
Code to make voting more than once a Class 3 Felony instead

of a Class 4 Felony. There really isan't puch else I could
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add to that other tham to say that it changes the...the pen-
alties from one to three years imprisonment and up to ten
thousand dollar fine, which is now the requirements of Class
4 to Class 3 which 1is penalties of two %o five years
imprisonment and a fine up to ten thousand dollars; the fine
stays the same. I'd ask for its favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Is there any...is there any discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank...thank you, Mr. President and meabers of the
Senate. Just two points, Semator Kustra. The...thié is...I
think, the only...first of all, the Digest says that it
reduces a Class 3 Felony from a Class 4., That really should
say it increases, lest there be any confusion in the minds of
the press. And secondly, this is the only...the increased
penalty bill that I've seen. As we are well aware, the State
of 1Illinois is facing a crisis with its overcrowded prisoans,
and in...in that vein we have held in Judiciary II every
increased penalty bill pending the cutcome of the decision on
what to do about the overcrowded prisons. Now, here's a bill
that comes out, in light of the fact that I've go:t one and
several House members have them, Senator Sangmeister has one,
there's a lump of them in Judiciary II, and I don't want to
delay *he enactment of this bill, but just so that all those
sponsors knov, I don't think this bill wen* through Judiciary
II, but...that it*s the only increased penalty bill that
ve're going to pass. And, Senator Kustra, you can get those
accolades.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. This is one in a series that I refer to as

Ypuff-n-stuff" bills, with the exception of 1984 which is the
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next one, which this Body has wisely defeated on two previous
occasions. 1, frankly, don't think the bills do much at all
and really don't deserve our consideration. I urge a No
vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Well, #r. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of +*he
Senate, I disagree. I personally believe that this bill is a
step in the right direction. Now, you're saying a person
can't vote more tham once. And if you're géing to sit here
and condone anyone voting more tham once and receiving a very
light penalty, you're diluting the honest person's vote. And
I persomally believe wve should do everything to ensure an
honest election, honest counts and making sure and encourage
everybody %o vote at least once. I think this is a good bill
and it should deserve the support of every member im this
Body.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

FPurther discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Well, I'd be willing *o accept an amendment for those who
don't vote that they're at least guilty of a Class 4 Felony.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Macdonald.

SENATGR MACDONALD:

Well, I think this is a serious subject, Mr. President
and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senmate. I think this does
address itself +*o election fraud in +he State of Illinois,
and in light of the last election, I +think that it is an
iuportanti bill, and I hardly think that honest elections can
be called "puff-n-stuff.” I...I think it goes to the heart
of the integrity of this State, and honest elections not only

in this State but in this nation are an American heritage
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that I don't take lightly. I think this is an importasnt
bill, and I think i+ deserves your Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMNUZIO)

Further discussions? Purther discussion? Senator
Sangmeister,

SENATOR SANGNEISTER:

Well, has been...as has been indicated by other speakers,
again, we are trying to be consistent in this Body, and I
think so far we bhave been able o maintain it. This is,
despite I guess the way the Calendar reads, and this bill did
not come through Judiciary II, it came through Electioms,
which is understandable, I'm not saying that was not the
place for the bill; but again, I think if we're going to be
consistent, whether it's in elections or any other area, we
ought not to be enhancing penalties until we get our prison
situation straightened out. Simple as tha*t, and I recommend
a Present or No vote,

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussior? Senator Bruce.
SENATCR BRUCE:

Well, I just rise in opposition to this bill, because if
we think that we are going to stop vote fraud by increasing
from one to three to *wo to five years, it just isn't going
to work. fou are going to say to people that you wish to
encourage to have the right to vote and exercise that right
to vote, a more severe penalty than some of the large crimes
in the State of Illinois. I agree with Senator Rock, these
things puffed out of the House and they're bumping up against
the ceiling here. We are not going to stop vote fraud until
we get down to serious business about how to register people
in the State of 1Illinois %o allow them to exercise their
right to vote. To say to people now that this is some sort
of felony to go vote, éote twice, and then you increase the

felony penalty two to tenm years, ten thousand dollar fine.
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If you think that anybody in the State of Illimois who has
voted or plans vote fraud is going to be deterred from facing
a one to three versus a twvo to ten, I just think that we've
got everything screwed up. The Blection Code is bad enough,
let?'s leave it alone and let's not increase the penalties.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Leske.
SENATOR LEHMKE:

I think this is good legislation. I'm tired of hearing
that in our area that we have vote fraud in the City of
Chicago. I think that anybody that commits the grave act of
voting twice should be put awvay. But, Senator Sangmeister, I
want to tell you, we've been bhad by Director Lane, because if
he followed this policy, he would have went up to Representa-
tive Daniels and told him to hold this bill, 'cause the
Governor...and it's always been my policy, it's...it's our
decision to pass legislation and not +*o decide who...to
listen to one man how prisoners are released on a early
release. That's the Governor's job, and our job is to do
wvhat the people want, and that's to increase sentences for
people that commit certain crimes. And our...this is sup-
posed to be our job, and we shouldn't be doing Director
Lane's or the Governor's job. If we do not have room in the
prisons, then the Governor should veto the bills and explain
to the people why we don't have room. And I'm voting Aye for
this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Fur+her discussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, this seems to be a...a motherhood and apple pie
bill except that presently, under the present lawv...you know,
it's no* exactly as though we're going easy right now on...on
somebody who wants to vote more than once. I wmean, that's

been the perception that the...that the...that the other side
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has tried to sell. But the fact of the matter is that under
the present law if you vote more than once, the penalty is
one to three years in the slammer and ten grand fine. Now,
that's not exactly an easy slap you on the back of the hand
sort of...of penalty. But nov let me tell you what you're
going to do. If you pass this bill, you're going to raise it
to a Class 3 FelonY...and I love the Calendar, by the way,
the way the Calendar describes it, i* says it reduces to a
Class 3 Felony from a Class 4, the offensz of voting mwmore
than once. I would consider that am...increasing it. What
you're going to do if you pass this bill, instead of going to
the slammer for one to three and get tern thousand dollar
fine, you're going to go to the slammer from tw%o to five and
get ten thousand dollar fine. Possibility of one more year
on the bottom, possibility of two more years on the top.
Now, you know what else is included im a Class 3? Aggravated
battery, involuntary manslaughter. It's not exactly as
though we're...so, we're going to be putting people in the
prison. Do you know that right today we've got twelve thou-
sand nine hundred bed spaces in the Tllinois Department of
Corrections. Do you know how many nevw cons Mike Lane is
bringing in this year? Tvelve thousand. We're going to be
able to retain onine hundred of the present population in
order to take in everybody that's going to be sent to hia
this year. And now you get some poor mope that votes twice,
he's been paid to vote twice, and instead of giving him one
to three we're going to give him two to five, and we're going
+0o let out murderers and.rapists and armed robbers and aggra-
vated battery, wvwe're going to let all those folks out so we
can put this guy in. This is ludicrous.
PBRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Further discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

(Machine cutoff)...President and Ladies and Gentlemen of
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the Senate, I do believe that there is sope merit in calling
it ludicrous; however, I think it®s more ludicrous to me to
allow people to go and vote twice and deprive other people
the right of decent govermment. I +hink if +*hey know that
the penalties are higher, they'll be 1less prone to
be...they'll go and vote twice, and I certainly feel we
should ensure the citizens' right to vote and protect it and
not have it flagrantly raped. I support the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of +the Body. 1
would like to make two points. Number one, it was my thought
that this was partially symbolic because of the massive vote
fraud that we've had in the last couple of elections. So, I
thought this was...serves in part as a statement of how we
think people who get involved in vote fraud should be
treated. Secondly, the fact that...that Sepator Buzbee
refers to some poor mope *hat we're going to slap with two
years on the bottom for this, we're not just talking about
some poor mope, because those of you who know our Statutes
krow about conspiracy and solici*ation and attempt, and know
about accountability under 52 in our code. So that we know
that those who cause people to vote twice also will be sub-
jected to more severe penalties. And I ask for your favor-
able consideration of this.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIOQ)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Kustra
may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Just
to reiterate what Senator Joyce said, I think he put ﬁis
finger om it. I think tbhe change in the penalty is just

that; it is a change' that really is partially symbolic.
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It*s...I think we should realize the realities of
the...judicial process. The fact is that we're not going to
throvwe...the judges are not going to throw all of these people
away. There's probation, there are fines, there are periodic
imprisonment, and if any of you have been in the circuit
courts you know that someone brought intoc court on a...on
a...a felony 1like this probably will not be thrown away for
tvo to five, but there should be that option. It ought to be
there...for the flagrant violations. That's what this bill
would provide, and I ask for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMNUZIO)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 1983 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion, the Ayes
are 45, the Nays are 6, 5 voting Present. House Bill 1983
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 1984, Senator Kustra. Read the bill, #Ar.
Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1984,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. When
Senator Rock made his remarks on the previous bill, he was
right, we have considered this bill before. He was wrong, we
did not wvisely defea*t it three times. We passed it out of
here, this very bill that you're looking a* right now, on a
roll call of 48 to 3 with 1 voting Present. It's a bill,
again, that allows for in-person absentee balloting in the

partisan years, in the even numbered years. This is what we
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already bhave in the Election Code and is allowed and is in
practice in the odd numbered years. 1I* has worked well,
there hasu't been ore complaint in any coammittee testimony
that there's a problem with this system. All we're doing now
is saying that in the village and township halls across this
State, we will allow...people to go to their 1local village
and *ownship hall to vote in-person absentee rather than have
to go downtown or. wherever it is to the county seat. No
gquestion about it, the reason that Senator Zito and I orig-
inally introduced this 1legislation was because of our con-
cerns about our Cook County suburbanites, Denmocrats and
Republicans alike, who find it very difficult if they don'*t
want to send their absentee ballot by mail, to go all the way
downtown from the suburbs and vote in-person absentee. So,
instead, they can stay in their‘oun jurisdiction, *ownship or
village hall, and vote in-person absentee. Again, I think
it's a good bill. It simply extends a voter service which we
now have, and I ask again for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Is there any discussion? Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

If this bill passes by the same nunber of votes as the
previous bill, then I would 1like to be recognized for a
motion that we have short debate on this series of bills
until the...1996.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen. Hr. President, again,
we are apparently under the cloud of, we are against vote
fraud, and I stand here also against vote fraud, I please
have you know. But if you're going to open up the possibil-
ity, this will sure do it. This would allow people to vote

in village and township halls righ* up until the day of elec-
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tion. Just seems to me it...we have deliberately attempted
to consolidate the elections, particularly in the County of
Cooke. This will Jjust open it wide open. And for those of
you who are unfamiliar, if you are unfasiliar, please be
assured that most village and township halls in Cook County
are, in fact, manned by the Republican Party. I urge a Ko
vote,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Further discussion? Senator Kustra may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

They're doing it right now, Ladies and Gentlemen. 1In the
odd numbered years they are voting at their village and town-
ship halls, 1if ¢the <clerk wants to do it. There is even a
provision that the clerk can waive out of this. As a matter
of fact, the law now provides and it will still provide that
the clerk can't even provide this service unless there are
full-time hours. So, all we're simply doing, once again, is
extending this voter service to the even numbered years. 1I'd
ask for your favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The guestion is, shall House Bill 1984 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. ©n that question, the Ayes
are 29, the Nays are 18, 3 voting Present. House Bill 1984
having failed to receive the...required constitutional major-
ity is declared lost. Senator Lemke, do you want to
renevw...on the Order of 3rd Reading, House Bill 1988, Senator
Kustra. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1988.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQG)
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Sepator Kustra.
SENATOR KOUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
hear someone in the back saying that Patty Baller must still
be right, we...Chicago ain't ready for reform,. but we'll try
another one here. The...this bill amends the Election Code
by providing...this bill amends *he Election Code by provid-
ing that the unlawful procurement of an absentee ballot is a
Class 3 Felony. Looks like there is someone ready for reforn
and she would like to be recognized.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Netsch, for the tradi-

tional response.
SENATOR NETSCH:

No, I...this was a point of personal privilege.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

State your point.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Senator Kustra, you're speaking about my ward committee-
man when you talk about Mr. Baller, aand I resent it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Well, Mr. President, I resented that remark in total
because there's an avful lot of people in Chicago that work
very hard and ask the people to come out and support and vote
their conscience, and I really don't appreciate that mark at
all. And...in reference to the last bill, it deserved to get
beat, it was the second time we addressed the issue, and I
would hope the gentleman would just address his remarks to
the bills on hand.

PRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Sepator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:
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Well, I would just point out, as I rise in opposition to
this bill also, although it's, frankly, kind of meaningless,
that that remark is indicative of the tenor of this whole
series of bills. And for those om this side who don't under-
stand that, I wish they'd wake up. I urge a No vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Kustra may close.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

In the debate a bill or two ago, there was some concern
that we were somehow, by changing from a Class 4 to a Class 3
Felony, including...this problem of vote fraud in with sonme
more serious crimes. I would just call +to your attention
that Class 3 Felonys also includes retail theft, forgery and
purgery. I dom't really +hink it's askimg 00 much that we
move +this par*icular offense to Class 3, and I would ask for
your favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1988 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 28, the Nays are 13, 11 voting Present. House
Bill 1988 having...failed to receive the required constitu-
tional majority is declared 1lost. 1989, Senator Kustra.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1989.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This

bill deals with the absentee ballot procedures. Aand, again,
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for those of us that are concerned about the fraud that
surrounds the absentee ballot procedure, this bill will
address those concerns by doing four things. First of all,
absentee ballots must contain *he reason for being absen:
from the county and where such voter is expected to be.
Secondly, making a false statement on an absentee ballot
is...punishable by a Class 3 Felony. Third, a physically
incapacitated applicant and his or her physician must state
+he pature of +hat handicap on...on the absentee...ballot,
and the physician's statement. And fourth, the absentee bal-
lot application shall be available for public inspection fron
the time received *to thirty days after the election. I would
ask for your favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any...Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Well, here we go again. I stand in opposition to House
Bill 1989, although I stand in oppositior to vote fraud., I
urge a No vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMODZIO)
Further discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:
Will the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Our analysis indicates that this adds the requirement in
that when you're voting absen*ee that you must indicate the
location and purpose of where...why you’re out of town. Now,
is that...does that apply only when the application is mailed
or when you go in to vote...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senatorl...

SENATOR BERMAN:
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-..downtown when I'm no* going +to be in town?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

I would assume that that would apply both when you npail
and when you go in-person absentee downtown, as you say.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Well, I think there's a defect in...in this bill on...on
that issue. We've got...I have travelling salesmen in ny
precincts +hat don't know where they're going to be on elec-
tion day necessarily, but they're going to be out of town.
And I think that you're opening that...that's right, if they
don't...if they're in the wrong town, under this bill, and
they're supposed %o be in Peoria and they wind up to be in
springfield, they'll be subject to being sent to jail for a
felony. I think it's silly.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBERE:

Hell, Senator Berman partially made the point I was going
to make. I have a lot of constituents who go in and vote by
absentee on the Friday before election because they're not
sure if they're going to be out of town on election day or
not., I have one friemd of mine who's voted that way for
Years. Sometimes he's out of town, sometimes he's not, but
he doesn't know and he doesn't want to lose bhis right to
vote. So, now my friend is going to be subject to going to
éhe slammer for two to five and a ten thousand dollar fine.
I understand that...that any kind of a false statement you
make on this application will be...will be subject to a Class
3 Felony. I wonder if we could extend that sanme penalty,

Senator Kustra, to members of the General Assenbly in debate
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so that any time a false statement is made on this Floor we
could be subject to a Class 3 Felony and we can go :o0 the
slamnmer for...for two to five and a ten thousand dollar fine.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Kustra may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Well, thank you, Mr. President. I think Senator Buzbee
has put his finger on part of the problem here. We do have a
lot of people in the State of Illinois who abuse the absentee
ballot procedure. Maybe they're pot so sure they're going to
be out of town, maybe they know they're going to be in town.
But I've talked to people who from time to time will cast an
absentee ballot even knowing that. That's what this bill is
trying to deal with. It's trying to deal with those people
wvho simply cast absentee ballots knowing full wvell that
they're probably going to be around on election day. well,
that's not the purpose of the absentee ballot procedure, and
we ough* to toughen it up, and that's exactly what this bill
does, and I ask for your favorable comnsideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1989 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 25, the Nays are 19, 8 voting Present. House Bill 1989
having failed to receive *he required constitutional majority
is declared lost. 1990, Scnator Kustra. Read the bill, Hr.
Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1990.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kustra.
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SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, M#r. President and members of the Senate.
House Bill 1990 does two things. Pirst of all, it amends the
Blection Code by requiring the Election Authority to post a
notice imn the voting booth advising the voter to examine
their ballot for the election judge's initials in the proper
place on such ballot. A lot of voters forget to check and
sone judges legitimately just forget to initial it. So,
rather than have that ballo: *hrown out, +his would simply
put some kind of a notice up there so ‘here would be a
reminder for the voter. There is also an amendment to this
bill, and the amendment would require that voting * booths
which use an electronic vo*ting system face a wall, which
would ensure privacy *o the voter. Voting booths for paper
ballots have three sides enclosed and a curtain on the front.
In Cook and DuPage Counties they're using Very narrow booths
with no curtain. When a voter uses a sample newspaper ballot
to read from while voting, many judges, precinct committee-
men, poll watchers and others can see them. If the booth is
placed “o the wall where other persons present could not see,
privacy would be better ensured, ard that's the purpose of
this particular bill. I ask for its favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Rock.

SENATOR BROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in opposition to vote fraud and in favor of
privacy, and I rise in opposition to House Bill 1990. 1If
this isn't “puff-n-stuff," I surely don't know what is. It
is the current law that in order to be properly validated the
initials of the election judge have to be affixed on the bal-
lot. Now we're going to post a sign to tell the voter, and
now we're going to ask that the election judges who are the

sole authority in the precincts in both DuPage and Cook, as
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far as I know, how to place *he booths. Please keep then
against the wall so nobody can get in and out and the line
vill stre*ch all the way around and it will be really super.
This is really silly. We're vasting our time. I urge a No
vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEGC-KARIS:

«esMr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
as silly as it may sound, it happened in ny county. The
county clerk had given instructions about how to initial and
not to initial ballots, and later other instructions came
through and we had the recount there and wse had a big
donnybrook. I think this is a step in the right direction
because...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Alright. Senator Rock, for vwhat purpose do you arise?
Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Point of order. The...the lady is speaking on the next
bill, which we will get to in due time, I'm sure.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEC~-KARIS:

I'm speaking about 1990, because my analysis says that it
would amend the Election Code by requiring the Election
Authority to post a notice in the voting booth advising the
voters to examine their ballot for the election judge*s ini-
tials imn the propei place on such ballot, that's what I'm
speaking on. I think it's a good bill, and I urge its sup-
port.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER: .
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Well, you know,...NMr. President, I'11 tell you, I won't
speak for your area or my area, but I...I'd be willing to
walk up and down the streets of any city or village in this
State and give you...five bucks for every person we found
that knew his ballot was supposed to have the judge's ini-
tials in the corner, if you'll give me a dollar for everyone
who didn't. I don't think the average citizen really
realizes those ballots have to be initialed to be legitipate.
And, clearly, one of the time...honored scams in the Election
Code to...to knock a couple ballots out in every precinct is
to quietly hand a ballot that isn't initialed to some voter
Qho you know isn't with you, and when their vote is cast,
that voter thinks he's done his job, he's...doesn't know that
supposed to be initialed, and when they count it, lo and
behold, two straight party votes for the opposition go down
the chute. I don't think it's a widespread problem, but I
think it's a problem that exists in just about every county
in this sState, and it's not limited to either party. I'm
hard pressed to see any legitimate reason for opposing this
bill,

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Purther discussion? Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDORALD:

Thank youn, Mr. President. I think tha: we have come into
the Twenty-first Century with the innovation of the punch
card voting, but the one complaint that we do hear over and
over and over again from voters is that they feel that there
is a lack of privacy. I think that +this bill attempts to
address that complaint.by making it more private for the...at
leasti to have the booths facing against the wall so that
people canno* observe the privacy im how an individual is
voting. I see nothing wrong with that requirement, and I
think that it is in defense of those people who feel that the

privacy of their vote is being violated by the voting booths
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being place where others can observe how they're vo*ing.
PRESIDING OEFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I really wasn't going to speak on this issue because
I think that if anyone worked a precinct, worked a precinct
an entire election day and you seen the type of work that the
judges do, they are totally underpaid, both in compensation
and in really appreciation for the fine job that many public
men and wvomen who serve as election judges, the abuse that
they take, they are totally unrecognized. Now, what we're
saying in House Bill 1990, that we have established a systen
that you are going to have to place your voting booths
according to this pattern or be held in violation of the law.
Maybe I think what we should do is make it mandatory =hat
each and every one of us spend a day in a voting booth...or
voting...polling place on election day, and maybe the day
before when they're trying to set the polling place up so
that the voters when they arrive at six ofclock it's open and
functioning. This bill is to*ally unrealistic. I would...I
would...really recommend that anyone who has spent any time
in a polling place or does precinct work realize the fact
tﬁat these people do a good job and now we're trying to place
a terrible burden upon them, and I strongly encourage a No
vote. .
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMOUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

I don't think in my eleven years here I've ever engaged
in debate before on bills *hat dealt with elections. How-
ever, I have a question on...on this bill. Senator, since I
don't have access to your amendnent, apparently, the amend-

ment is the one that...that put in the lanquage that dealt
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with the placement of the...ballot...of the...of the booths.
Does that amendment pertain also to the little computer punch
card type voting systems?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMNUZIO)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

No, it does not. 1It...it applies only to the electronic
voting system.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce...or Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

E* *tu, Brute! Well, it...it seens to me that
with...where I vote, it's a...it's a little township fire
station, and as you walk into the door, it's...it's kind of
the...oh, T guess, the...the common room where the volunteer
firemen gather and so for*h. There's one polling place, one
precinct that votes there. You get into the door and you
turn left and you go into the...to the portion where the fire
trucks are. Now, it so happens they have firefighting equip-
ment lined up all along the walls and they bave the fire
trucks out in the middle, and then in between those two there
is a small space there where there are about five or six
voting booths set up with the judges behind you. Now, if we
should ever go to electronic voing in my county, it would be
physically inmpossible to place those voting booths against a
wall. But I don't have any problem with my vote. The two
Republican judges and the three Democratic, or vice versa I
think it is right now, are all sitting behind me when I vote,
but I pull the curtain and not one of them can see how I
vote. Now, with this bill, if we should go to electronic
voting, you won't be able o vote where I vote, and I suggest
to you you'd lose an awful lot of Republican votes if that
happened in my precinct.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
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Further discussion? Senator Kustra may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Mr. President, I'd ask for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1990 pass. Those 1in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have.all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 31, the Nays are 22, 3 voting Present. House Bill 1990
having received the required constitutional rajority is
declared passed. There's been a request for a verification.
Who makes the request? Senator lLechowicz makes the request.
Senator Lechowicz has requested a verification. will all
Senators be in their seats. The Secretary will read the
affirmative roll call. Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Barkhausen,
Becker, Bloom, Coffey, Davidson, DeAngelis, Degnan, Pawell,
Friedland...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Whoop, Senator Lechowicz, for what purpose do you arise?
SENATOR LECHOWICZ: '

Could you turn up the lights a little bit, I...I have a
difficult time just looking on the other side of the room?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Mr. Secretary, please continue.

SECRETARY:

ese GEO~KAaris, e
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Turn up the lights.

SECBETARY:

«-sGrotberg, Holﬁberg, Hudson, Keats, Kent, Kustra,

Lemke, Luft, Macdonald, Mabhar, Maitland, Philip, Rigney,

Rupp, Savickas, Schaffer, Schunenan, Sommer, Watson, Weaver
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and Welch.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIOQ)

Senator Lechowicz, do you guestion the presence of any
member of the Senate?

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Senator Rigney.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEBRUZIO)

Senator Rigney on the Floor? Senator Rigney on the
Floor? Strike his name.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Hudson.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Hudson on the Floor? Senator Hudson is on the
Floor.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Senator...Degnan.

PRESIDING CFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Degnan on the Floor? Senator Degnan on the
Floor? Strike his nane.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

That's all.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

On that question, the Ayes are 29, the Nays are 22, 3...3
voting Present. House Bill 1990 having failed to receive the
required cons*itutional majority is declared lost on a veri-
fied roll call. Senator Kustra, for what purpose do vyou
arise?

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Mr. Presidemt, I'd just like to make a statement before
doing what I'm going to do with these bills. To Senator
Lechowicz, I...and those members who voted on that first bill
in support of this package, I...I thank you for the supporet,
recognize that there are people on *he other side of the

aisle, some at least, who are interested in electiom reform.
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I would simply remind you, however, tha* it was Senator Rock,
when we were on the bill which dealt with in-person absentee
ballot, which reminded this Body that Republicans live in the
suburbs, and that's who this bill would benefit. At that
point, the gauntle: was dropped. At *hat point, this partic-
ular debate on all these bills became politicized and it
became very clear as far as 1'm concerned that it's that side
of the aisle, and it's the Democratic Party of this State at
this poin* in time “hat simply isn't interested inm election
reform. And with that, Mr. President, you can hold these
bills...you can...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Alright. Senator Welch, for what purpose do you arise?
Senator Welch. Senator Welch.

SENATOR WELCH:

A point of persomnal privilege. Senator Kustra, we didn®'t
all vote Jjusi because we're Democrats. Some of these bills
we liked, some of them we didn't. So, don’t lump us all
together. Senator Luft and I certainly have been voting for
some of your bills more tham the first one, and I resent
being told that the Democratic Party is no: ready for reforam.
Certainly some of us over here...are, and some of us have
been supporting some good bills. Some of your bills are
good, some are bad, it's mot our fault. We vote for the good
ones and vote agaianst the bad ones.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO0)
Senator D'Arco, for what purpose do you arise?
SENATOR D'ARCO:
Point of personal privilege. Maybe...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENMUZIO)
State your point.
SENATOR D'ARCO:
...Daybe Senator Kustra still thinks hets in the House,

Mr. President.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Alright, Sena*or Kus*ra, you...do you wish *o proceed

with the bills?
SENATOR KOSTRA:

Read the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: .(SENATOR DEHﬁZIO)

Senator 32Zito, your light is on, for what purpose do you
arise? Alright, Further discussion? Okay, on the Order of
3rd Reading, House Bill 1991, Senator Kustra. Do you wish
the bill read? Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1991.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Sena*e. This
bill does not...apply to my county of Cook, but it is amy
understanding that durirng the discovery proceedings in the
Thompson~Stevenson race, ballots from Lake and DuPage Coun-
ties were not initialed or were par*tially initialed. They
apparently have a system which provides for judge’s initials
above and below the perforation. This particular bill would
require an elec*ion judge *o initial the ballot both above
and below the perforated line on such perforated ballots. I
would ask for its favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

I rise in opposition to vote fraud and I rise in support
of House Bill 1991. We ought to eliminate vote fraud in
DuPage County. I urge an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
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Further discussion? PFuriher discussion? Senator Kustra

may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

I wholeheartedly concur with Senator Rock.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 1991 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion, the Ayes
are 57, the Nays are 1, none voting Present. House Bill 1991
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. The top of page 18, House Bill 1992, Sena-
tor Kustra. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 1992,
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Kus*ra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. I guess it's obvious that my
bills aren't writ*en parrowly enough. This is another one
that provides for some kind of a penalty for voter fraud.
It...it's a requirement that the ballot packages, containers
and boxes which contain the votes be sealed with filament
tape. It deals with ballot securi*y, and I would ask for its
favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

I suppose we ought *o specify what roll or what +ype of
tape so that the count} clerks can...we can really tell thenm
wvhat to do. This is a mandate, of course. If the poor

county clerks have <“o buy filamen* tape, they're in real
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trouble. This is a beauty.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Will the sponsor yield?

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
He indicates he will.
SENATOR BERMAN:

If it's not bound lengthwise and crosswise, who's quilty
of a crime and what is the penalty?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kusira.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

There is not one attached to this particular bill.
PRESIDING COFFICER: (SERATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Well, I <+hought there...isn*t there a catch-all penalty
for the Election Code violations?
PRESIDIEG OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

It may be in the Election Code now, but it...it doesn't
deal with this particular bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Well, wmy recollection is that there is a catch-all pro-
hibition...I mean...and a penalty clause, and if you're...who
would this apply to? W®ho's supposed to seal these crosswise
and lengthwise? Who...who are ve...because they don't put
the right tape or do it the right way, who is going to be
subjec* to some crime?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

The election judge.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

I've 3just got ¢to go back to, I think it was Senator
Lechowicz that talks about *hese election judges vho
in...they try to do a good 3job, 99.9 percent of then
earnestly try to carry out all the daties. Now, you're
imposing upon them, under threat of criminal prosecution, if
they don't use the right kind of tape and if they don't seal
it the right way. That's, I think, again, Bob, it's...you're
getting to a point that some overrambunctious state's attor-
ney to show election fraud is going ¢o indict a election
judge because they've did i* crosswise and not lengthwise.
Now, let's get serious. I urge a No vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo—~Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and...Gentlemen of the Senate,
this bill as amended says that if a ballot hox is not one
that may be securely locked, then is mus* be sealed with a
filament tape. They don't have to do with filament tape if
the box is the kind that can be securely locked. . S5S0,eeeleeceI
think it's a good bill. T speak in favor of it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, like...like Senator Rock, I also...I'nm opposed to
vote fraud. But now let me ask you something, Senator. I
have...Senator Kustra, I have been voting since I was twenty-
one years old. I don't think I have ever missed an election.

I have been very proud of the fact that I get to cast my bal-
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lot in this free country. ©Now, if I cast my ballot and it
goes 1into that ballot box and, as Senator Berman said, those
five bhardvorking individvals who make, I think it's what,
thirty dollars a day or thirty-five dollars a day now, what-
ever it is, it's not a very magnificent sum for getting to
work at five-thirty in the morning and a lot of times leaving
at ten or eleven or twelve o'clock a* night, if they don®':
have that tape placed exactly according to the way that you
have written this bill, does that npean that I have been
disenfranchised, that that whole ballot box will be thrown
out?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

No.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

What does it mean?
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Senator Buzbee, what we're doing by this bill is changing
the language of the existing law and inserting filament tape
instead of transparent adhesive tape, and also adding at
least +*wice each way. So, whatever you've just described is
going *o happen anyway under existing law. Ne're sipply
making sure that the kind of tape used isn't the kind of tape
that you can just simply peel off. Filament tape doesn't
work *hat easily. That's the purpose of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, does the...the current law apparently does not say
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anything about having it sealed both ways, as Senator Berman
pointed out. What if they do seal it crossways instead of
around the...as you describe it in your...is your bill? Does
that mean I'm disenfranchised?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

First of all, the bill...the...the existing law does say
that they must seal the package lengthwise and crosswise.
So, you'd have to ask the State Board of Elections what
happens if they don't do it that way, but that is existing
law. We're simply changing the kind of tape they use and
“ell them to go around twice with it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Buzbee, would you bring your remarks to a close?
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Yes, I will, #r. President. Okay, let me ask you one
final question. Thirty-five dollar a day election judges,
five of them, been there fifteen hours, they discover at
eleven-*hirty a* night they don't have any filament tape.
The only kind of *tape is the tape they've always used, and
they wrap it in that tape. Does that wmean 1I%ve been
disenfranchised?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

It means they have an election authority vho hasn't done
his or her job, because they will have read the law and they
will see to it that that filament tape is provided.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDONALD:
Well, I rise in support of this bill, also, and I would

like to say that for any of us who watched the televised
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election returns on election night and in the succeeding
days, we saw that boxes were returned unopened...0r are
opened, or with string, or in any kind of condition possible
in the trunks of automobiles. Whatever the reason was, and
there were lots of reasons given, I think that this filament
tape requirement certainly is a reasonable one and, agaia,
tightens +the securi*y and the sanctity of the ballot, and I
urge your support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

(Machine cutoff)...Egan.

END OF REEL
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REEL #5

SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members...well, Senator
Kustra, a gquestion, please.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR EGAN:

Alright, now, if...if you're going *o charge someone with
a crime for not using filament tape, do you define filament
tape?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

No, it is not defined in the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Okay, then you're asking someone to use something that
you're wunwilling to define, and if they don't use what they
don't know what it is, they're quilty of a crime.
That...that's...just part of +he problem with these bills.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LUFT:

Question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR LUFT:

Not being an expert on tape, can filament tape be
removed?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kus*ra.
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SENATOR KUSTRA:

You really have to cut filament tape to remove it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Luft.

SENATOR LUFT: '

It can be removed?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:
Yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

For what purpose does Senator Egan arise?
SENATOR EGAN:

I think before you go any further, nobody knows what
filament ‘tape is. You... you refuse to define it. Your
bill is...is tragically deficient. We don't know what fila-
ment tape is. You might know what it is, but...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

-..5enator, you've...you've made tha+ point earlier. No+
as emphatically, but you made it. Sena*or Luf+.
SENATOR LUFT:

What I would 1like ¢to prove, Senator Egan, is that the
bill has problems. If the tape can remove...be removed in
any way, then someone who wants to have and create voter
fraud can do it. I don't care whether it's Scotch tape,
filament tape or what, if they want to do it, they can do it,
and <+he bottom line is, you have no* stopped voter fraud by
putting in filament tape rather than Scotch tape.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, you certainly have made it more difficult to...to

commit vote fraud by using this tape. You knov, we can

establish what filament tape is through a simple statement
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for those who don'* know, and that would become par% of *his
in terms of...of...if the language is not clear and plain, so
that a court could look to see what this is. This is a
serious problem, and *his goes...this goes at least some way
to help remedy it, and I rise in support of this.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Kustra may
close.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. I would just add that the
amendmen: which vas offered to this bill was offered by the
Chicago Board of Election Commissioners in commitzee. They
did not oppose this bill, they were trying to improve it, and
the vote was 7-0 out of the Elections Committee. I would ask
for its favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 1992 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted...up, Senator
Hall. Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 39, the Nays are 14, 4 voting Preseant.
House Bill 1992 having received the constitutional majority
is declared passed. House Bill 1994, Senator EKustra. Read
the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1994,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. If you liked my other bills,

you'll love this one. This is a bill that amends the Elec-

tion Code by providing that a person who tampers with elec~-
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tion material shall be ineligible for pablic enployment for
five years. The fact...the fact of the matter is, in all
seriousness, that some of thé voter fraud which was dis-
covered last year was committed by people on public payrolls,
and I have no reason to doub: that when *hose people go to
work right before an election, they might be intimidated by
a supervisor; and perhaps what we need is a law which would
send a message back to the city halls and government offices
around this State to let both employer and enployee know tha*
ve, in the Gemeral Assembly, simply will not tolerate voter
fraud, especially from those people who are on the public
payroll. This particular bill is designed to deal with that
very serious abuse. I ask for its favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Yes, question of the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR COLLINS:

If you really wanted to accomplish that goal, and I'm
not...T...I agree vith you to some extent, why didn't you
just prohibit it anyone who is working for a government from
doing anything in connection in the polls on election day
with exception of casting their vote, and then maybe you
wouldn't even have to have this kind of penalty?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

I could only speak for the original sponsor of this bill
and assume +hat he was concerned with a penalty which met +he
crime, and I believe in this particular case this is a proper
penalty which meets the crime.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Rock.
SENATOR BROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President. Question of the sponsor if
he'1l yield.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.

SENATGOR ROCK:

Is a convicted felon, under current 1law, eligible for
public employment?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KOUSTRA:

I'm not sure, but I don't...I don'%...I don'+ believe so.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator BRock.

SENATOR ROCK:

#Well, then tell me what we are doing. We are now making
a convicted felon eligible for public employment after five
years? That seems to me *o be contrary *o your intent.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra. Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

I'm afraid I don't know the answer “o that.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Well, I'1ll tell you, Senator Kus*ra, this is a very, very
serious bill...as you're probably aware, probably ninety per-
cent of the election Jjudges in the City of Chicago are
employees, whether they're school teachers, city workers,
county vworkers, and when you tell them they get convicted for
fraudulent...something frandulent in that precinct and they .
can't be reemployed somewhere, you've got your...you put the

fear in them, and *hey ought to have a lit:tle fear. Can you
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remember the last time that we had an honest, fair election
in the City of Chicago? Can anybody in this room? Happeans
every election. You can'%...win county-wide elections, you
can't win State-wide elections unless you sieal them in the
city, everybody knows it. They're indicted, convicted, it
doesn*'t do apy good, you do it every time. Let's have a
little reform.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

Thank youa, Nr. President and Ladies and
Gentlemen...maybe...will the sponsor yield for a question?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR BALL:

Senator, I was in the boo*h, I didn't understand. Would
you tell me when you say, public employment, just what are
you talking about, or have you already defined that?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rust*ra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Includes any position with the State of Illinois, unit of
local government or school district.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

What was the last, Oor what? Or...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

«e..well, that...and now for this you're going to giva
somebody a five year...a five-year sentence, is that right?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
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SENATOR KUSTRA:

No, we're not going to give them a five-year sentence,
Senator, we just say <“hat they're...they're barred fronm
public...employment for five years.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sena*or Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Well, Jjust...just to note, I think tha* Senator Rock
asked a question in regards about does any government offi-
cial hire felons convicted or on a parole, and I thionk the
Secretary of State has a program which works in...in...works
in hire...and *akes felons and tries to put :hem back o the
system, and I think we're party to this under some bill we
passed about it in the last ten years. But just...so Senator
Philip knows, as long as I've been in politics in the City of
Chicago, which is fraom the age of about seven to now, elec-
tion judges have never been public employees. It*'s always
been the policy of the city and of the county and of the
Democratic Party that if you take your day off from work as a
public employee, as you rightfully do under the...the provi-
sions that are se% up in union contracis for voting for elec-
tion days, you can't work on that day, and...but if you work
as an election judge, you're paid and you're in violation of
that. So, public employees, contrary to vyour opinion,
shouldn't be working in the polls, and I don't think there's
any...any committeeman that's here that has them working.
And when you talk about fraud, sure there's fraud. But I
don't +think you should attack the vhole respect of judges,
because what the problem is, is even in your county, Senator
Philip, or any other county, there are people that get overly
zealous and copmit fraud, but not all of then do, but there
are a few. And I'm telling you right now, the problem vwe
have in Cook County, which you don*t have yet, Senator

Philip, we have watchdogs within our own party. Senator
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Netsch watches what happens in our area and vwe watch what
happens in her area. So, we have watchdogs. We have LEEP
and IVI and IPO which are all Democrats, you don*t have that
yet in DuPage County, it's coming and maybe they'll start
wvatching DuPage County elections. You know, one Republican
will start watching another Republican, and...and we'll find
out if there's fraud or not, *'cause we don't control all the
judges and everything else like other counties.
PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, I rise in support of this bill. I would caution
Senator Philip, 1if you're sincere in trying to pass this
legislation, if you want to *ry to turn this into a City of
Chicago versus everyone else or Democrat versus Republican,
you are not going to do Senator Kustra's bill any good. The
fact of the matter is, what goes on in this area goes on not
only in the City of Chicago, goes on in other places, and I
think i%'s a reasonable response to this, and I ask for your
support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator MNedza. Senator DeAngelis.
SENATGR DeANGELIS:

Just a point of personal privilege, Mr. President. I
would admonish <*he Press Corp that in selecting the winner
for the pickle award next year they now launch him on a
theatrical career.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Very wvell. Sena*tor Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Just...just to counteract my friend from Chicago, I agree
that...that *urning this in*o a partisan brouhaha does not
help those bills tha*t do have merit. But, Senator Kustra, I

wvould have to tell you, I think this one does not. Quite
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apart from the...the probles tha+*...that Senator Rock raised,
and I don't knov the answer to that one ei*her, I *hink that
the idea of...of imposing the five-year ban on public employ-
ment is not a sensible wvay to try to...to address this prob-
lem, and I would point out...I's glad someone wmentioned it,
that...I agree, you wouldn't wvant to pu: these people right
back in a position where they were watching the polls or
something of that sort, but the idea that we are going to cut
off more and more and more opportunities for someone who has
been imprisoned, ever though it's a violation of public trust
kind of thing, you have a lot of *hese people get caught up
in something they probably don't know any better than to do,
but...but to cut them off from everything I think is just not
sensible. They're cut off from enough ¢hings once they come
out of a conviction anyway. I think this is Jjust a
nonsensical way to...to deal with this problen.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Sepator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Kustra, I...I, as a
matter of fact, intend to vote for your bill this time, but I
feel coopelled to...to make somewhat of a response. The
first time I ever ran for election in...I lost by nime hup-
dred votes when I ran for the House of Representatives, ;nd
that's, of course, when we had the cumulative voting, and I
had one county in my district where *he county clerk bappened
to be a Republican. There were three different precincts in
that county vhere during the middle of the day the ballot
boxes were filled and they went to the county clerk and said,
what should ve do? He got...he said, unlock your ballot box
and dump them in this cardboard box and he took *hem into his
office and said, now your ballot boxes aren't filled anywmore,
and the ballots...the paper ballots were in his office the

remainder of the day; and *hen at the end of the day, he took
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them back to the election judges, and when I tried to call
for results that night, nobody answered at the county clerk's
office. I finally called Republican Headquarters and was
told, we never take election results in the county clerk's
office, we always take them at Republican Headquarters. so,
what may happen, Senator Philip, in Chicago, on a little bit
larger scale on the Democratic side if it does, and I don't
know, I've never voted there, I have no intention of ever
voting ‘here, let me assure you, it happens on a much smaller
scale in downsta‘te counties and...and...where there's some
Republican county clerks, and by that I don't mean to imply
by any means that every Republican county clerk is...is a
party to vote fraud, but at least that one was.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, we have...Channel 20 requests permission to shoot.
I don't know if they meant Senator Buzbee or...Senator J.J.
Joyce. Is leave granted? Leave is granted.

SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. I plan to vote for this
bill too, and I'm going to vote for it for good old Kankakee
County. Now, we had a...%his last election one black pre-
cinct, the...turmed in sixty absentee ballots. Now, in all
of the rest of that precinct Roland Burris got about ninety
percent, but there was sixty absentee ballots and every one
of then were straight Republican, no vote aon there for Roland
Burris. I find that a very great coincidence.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Semator Kustra may
close.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. In answer to the question
which Senator Rock raised, we've had staff check and, appar-
ently, there isn't any prohibition in the lawv against someone

simply holding a government office who was a convicted felon.
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It's agains* *he practice of law in holding public office but
not serving as an employee. So, this bill would not conflict
with any other law or would not make this particular bill
unnecessary. I would ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The guestioﬁ is, shall House Bill 1994 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 46, the Nays are 11, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 1994 having received the constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 995, Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and memb;rs of the Senate...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 1995.

(Secretary reads %itle of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. This bill provides the sanme
penalty that one couldn't hold public employment for five
Years. It applies to that section of the Election Code which
prohibits pergery. I would ask for your favorable consider-
ation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the gquestion is, shall
House Bill 1995 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
vish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that

question, the Ayes are 44, the Nays are 10, 3 voting Present.
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House Bill 1995 having received the constitutional majority
is declared passed. House Bill 1996, Senator Kustra. Read
the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 1996.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, M#r. President and members of the Sepate.
There is in the Electiom Code right now a provision which
says *hat owners, managers, ademinis*rators or operators of
hotels, lodging houses, furnished apartments or nursing homes
which house four or more people must file with the Board of
Election commissioners a report of the name and description
of all residenis. Last November, the Chicago Board of Elec-
tion Commissioners did have some situations where there was a
failure to file that report, those affidavits. What this
bill does is require that *hose...not only require that those
affidavits be filed, but provide that failure %o file is a
Class 4 Felony. I would ask for your favorable consider-
ation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Question...thank you, Mr. President. Question of the
sponsor.

PRESIDING GFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR ROCK:

Does this apply to a hundred and two counties in the

State?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

eesit...it applies to ci*ties and counties with board of
election commissioners, so it applies to the Cities of
Aurora, Bloomington, Chicago, Danville, Fast St. Louis,
Galesburg, Peoria, Rockford, Springfield, all of which have a
board of election commissioners.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Grotkerg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Thank you. Question of “he sponsor.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
He indicates het*ll yield.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Is it within the Statute, and I don'% have the bill, Bob,
as to notification process for the industry, or just have to
read about it in the newvspapers or what? If this were to
become 1law, how do we inform this massive group of people, I
speak of one who's very closely connected to nursing hone,
hotel industry?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Sepator, it is ip the law now. W®hat this does is add the
penalty, so the election authority would have to apprise the
local jurisdictions of the pepalty but they are already doing
this or they are supposed to be doing it anyway.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Hall.
SENATOR BALL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. #Would the sponsor yield for a gquestion?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.
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SENATOR HALL:

Senator Kustra, why is it just for places that have
boards of election, what about the rest of the State?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

...that's the way the original law is...is...is written.
It...it applies under...for some reason it's under the Nurs-
ing Home Care Reform Act of 1979. That's the way they...they
judge who applies here.

PRFSIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

fell, are you telling me that there are no nursing homes
except in these areas that you just called off, that places
have boards of election? What happens to those?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

We're sinmply amending the existing law, and it...it Just
wouldn't apply to those areas were there are not board of
election commissioners because there is no requirement that
in jurisdictions outside of those areas that have board of
election commissioners there...there be such a process.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President. I apologize for rising a
second time. I forgot to suggest that I'm opposed to House
Bill 1996. And, Senator Grotberg, your point was very
well-taken, we are now shifting the burden. When this Body
passed “he Nursing Home Reform Act, or wvhatever that Act wvas
that was sponsored by Representative Bowman back in those

days, we thought we were again obviating any fraud or oper-
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ating in the for-good government, we put at least the duty on
the election authorities in these instances where one of
these owners, operators, managers, administrators failed to
file the proper report, the election authority, either on its
own motion or on +the complaint of a citizen, had a right to
cite the person in and say, hey, hold it, you didn't tell us
that you had these twenty-five elderly people in this nursing
home who wvanted to vote. Now we're saying to this adminis-
trator, ah ha, you didn*t file a proper piece of paper so
you're now guilty of a Class 4 Felony. That's real reform.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Fur*her discussion? Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO: ‘

I would simply point out, Mr. President, that there is no
intent requirement in this bill. So, if the...if bhe didn't
file it inadvertently or he just was negligent in not filing
it, he vould still be guilty of a Class 4 Felony even though
he did nDpot intentionally desire not to file it. So, 9ou're
really putting it to this guy.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is *here further...discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Yeah, I apologize to rise for the second time, but I...I
guess I'm going +to speak against the thing. I...I guess I
got a concern when the little nun that rums thee..the Catho-
lic Retirement Home up in my neighborhood or the...the
tutherans. I work for the Lutheraas, I've got Billy Vegee
runs the operation. Shet's about as interested in elections
as nothing and she's the one that's going to_have to go to
jail under this. And it just bothers me, folks, and...and if
it were more carefully drafted, I guess I'd jump up and down
to vote for it. But at this point in time, I think it's a
terribly cruel way to do something to a lot of good people

that don't know that it's coming to them, and I'm going to
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vote No myself.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATGR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JERENMIAH JOYCE:

#ell, to Sepator Grotberg, you have to assume that there
is...even though that might be difficult sometimes, that
there is some conmon sense in the whole process. We're not
going to be talking about nuns running nursing homes; we're
talking about situations in the uptown area of Chicago, other
sections of...of Cook County where we have massive vote fraad
in nursing homes and no vay to get a handle on that. Amd I
rise in support of this legislation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
am concerned about the fact that this does not have an intent
in it, and it can be done innocently by someone héving Beeed
rooming house or a lodging house, and this time, I'm afraid I
capnot support this bill. v
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO:

I apologize for rising a second time, Nr. President, but
it...according to Senator Joyce we're talking about selective
prosecution. We're only going to prosecute those guys that
ve want *to prosecute, and even though <+he other guys are
guilty wunder this 1law, wetre not going to prosecute those
guys. I wonder who's talking here, the state's attorney or
the Senator.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, Semator Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, we...we're talking about discretion, I suppose,
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Sepator D'Arco, but the fact of the pmatter is, this type of
vote fraud occurs primarily in Cook County, and this legis-
lation is aimed at where this vote fraud is occurring. You
knov where it's occurring, I know where it's occurring,
everyone from Cook County knov§ where it's occurring.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

«..if there®s further discussion? If not, Senator Kustra
may close.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President. I think the point has been
made that we're really not trying to get at nor do I think
the problem will come from a small nursing home who is doing
a good Jjob of not only caring for its patients but also
following the law. In *the City of Chicago there are places
vhere large numbers of people reside and nursing home oper-
ators are...are owners or managers of...of small hotels, for
vhatever reason, choose not to comply with this law. All
this does is attach a penalty to the existing law. I would
ask for its favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 1996 pass. Those in
favor vill vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted vwho wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all vo*ed who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 28, the Nays are 18,
9 voting Present. House Bill 996 having failed to receive a
constitutional majority is declared lost. Alright, 997,
hold. On House Bill 2012, Senator Netsch. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 2012.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Hr. President. Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, how would you like to have the major election refora
bill of the Session up right after we went tﬁrough...for the
last forty-five minutes that little partisan brouhaha? This
is the campaign public financing of gubernatorial campaign
bill. It is in substance exactly what the Senate passed out
as Senate Bill 939 earlier in this Session. The amend-
ment...and it was an extensive amendment, that was put on the
bill reflected recommendations made by the State Board of
Elections to make it more administratively and in other...in
other respects a reasonable proposal. They think that the
bill is in good form now although, of course, they take no
position on the merits of it. It is im its major provisions
exactly the same as Senate Bill 939...938 which, as I indi-
cated, we passed earlier, and I would say, Gentlemen on the
other side of the aisle, I did have a respectable amount of
support from you at that time, I hope it will still be there.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

I'd like to ask the sponsor a guestion.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

She indicates she'll yield.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Yeah, what!s the approximate cost to this, Senator
Netsch?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR PHILIP:

And exactly vhat...what State-wide officers does it

involve?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

It involves only two State-wide officers, Governor and
Lieutenant Governor. The feeling was that we...we get it in
place with respect to these officers, see what problenms might
need to be worked out in the future and then decide whether
we want to go beyond that. So, it applies only to...Governor
and Lieutenant Governor. According to the fiscal note which
vas provided for us by the State Board of Elections, their
estipate is that when they get to the point of having to do
+he data processing and the mailing and so forth, they do not
require anymore employees, they can use their existing staff.
They will wultimately have approximately fifty thousand
dollars in mailing costs, administrative costs.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Yeah, I didn*t still understand the mechanism in regards
to finance...actually financing the campaign. Aren*t you
doing that out of the State monies? That's what I mean.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

The mopney that becomes available for matching funds,
which I...I assume now is the part that you're talking about,
is done through the device of checkoff similar to what is
done at the Presidential level and similar, I might say, to
what is done in approximately *hirteen other states, it is
done by checkoff. It's a voluntary thing, yon either say yves
you are willing to have a dollar used or you are not.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

Yeah...what's the maximum amount of momey you're going to
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give to a candidate for Governor and Lieutenant Governor?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

The maximum amount of public matching funds that can be
given to a gubernatorial or Licutenant Governor candidate in
the General Election is one million dollars. That matches
dollar for dollar the amount that can be spent. There is
also, of course, in the context of public financing, as there
can be, a limitation on expenditure in the race. In the pri-
pary, the matching amount is seven hundred and fifty thousand
dollars.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:

dell, it's interesting to me, why haven't you included
any of *he other constitutional officers? 1f it's good
enough for the Governor and Lieutenant Governor, which I
don't agree, incidentally, why isn't it good for the rest of
the constitutional...why are you discriminating against the
other State-wide elec-ed officials?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Well, I'®m tempted to say I'm mot discriminating agaimst
them if you don't think it's a good idea to begin with. The
reason is fairly simple, the...obviously, the Office of
Governor and Lieutenan: Governor, but basically Governor, is
+he most important office in the State of Illinois, and our
feeling was that we needed to start with that office, get the
procedure in place and, hopefully, as I expect will be the
case, it will be well-received and then it is my hope, inci-
dentally, that we wvould expand it beyomd that office. But I

think we've got to get used to the jdea and get the problenms

L
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worked out. And I might say...and Senator Berman perhaps is
intending to mention this, tha* there is a provision in the
bill which says...just a minute. There is a provision in the
bill that...that indicates that if once we get it in place,
everyone likes, it that it will be expanded beyond that
office.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Yeah, I...I would just...of course, as you know, I'm not
in favor of this. I don't really think it's a good idea to
take public funds, no matter if it's a checkoff or not, and
spend them in public election campaigns. 1In the other states
vhere they have done it, it has done one thing, that's for
sure, incurs a 1lot more people running for public office.
You know, now we normally have two parties, maybe three par-
ties, major parties, two of them anyway, and what you do is
encourage people to raise that money or borrow that money,
make the wmatch and then, of course, get the same thing that
the other party gets. I%*'s a bad idea. 1I'm not happy with
the Presidential either, quite frankly. I think what we've
got, public aid, mental health, schools are all lacking in
money and we're going to give money towards political candi-
dates to run for political offices. 1It's a bad idea.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Macdonald.

SENATOR MACDONALD:
Thank you, Mr. President. A question of the sponmsor,
please.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
She indicates she'll yield.
SENATOR MACDONALD:
Senator Netsch, you and I have talked about this both in

committee and privately, but is it not %rue that if we run
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out of nmoney from the checkoff system, that we would then go
into the General Revenue Fund? I think Senator Philip
brought that up, is that not :irue?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Yes, that is +true. 1I%* is also true that if we take in
more on the checkoff than is required for matching funds, it
will go back into the General Revenue Pund so that it could
work either way, but it is more likely to work the 1latter
vay, and...and I will, if I might, just briefly give you the
figures to explain why. By the time this bill beconmes effec-
tive in the sense that ve will want to be using the matching
funds, which would be the election of 1986, on a conservative
estimate we will have accumulated in excess of six million
dollars, which is more than enough to take care of almost any
needs that are likely to arise in the 1986 election from the
matching component. If that is correct, then when it was
over, we would return some money to the General Revenue Fund.
PRESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Macdonald.

SENATOR MACDONALD:

Well, Senator, I'm sure that the past will be prologue
and that this bill will again pass the Gemeral Assembly. Baut
I would caution my colleagues that this indeed will generate
additional interest for running for public office, and not
that that's bad, I think that that's good. I do not object
o lipitation of campaign funding. I think that there should
be a wmechanism and a way to limit campaign spending, but I
can envision without any newly generated interest in Governor
and Lieutenant Governor a condition where we would have <the
two major parties rusning. We uswally have a socialist party
running. We have a cowmnunist candidate and many times an

independent candidate. That's five candidates and the Lieu-
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tenant Governor that we're *talking about at that point.
I...I really feel that if this is to be a voluntary checkoff
system, my greatest objection to this bill is that if we do
run out of money that we are going into the general fund, and
whether one wants to checkoff for this purpose or not, they
are forced to because their general tax dollars are going
into the General Revenue Fund, and if we run out of this
checkoff fund, we will go into the general fund thereby,
basically, whether you want to contribute or checkoff or not
you will be forced to do so. I feel that this |is
undemocratic, and I...it is ry basic reason for...opposing
this particular piece of legislation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSON:

Thank you, MAr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I share Senator Macdonald®s concerns one hundred
percent. The thought that sometime down the 1line the
taxpayer's money may be entering the pipeline...the election
pipeline, whether or not they see fit to have their wmoamey so
entered is repugnant to me. I think it flies in the face of
what we think of as...or could push to its ultimate conclu-
sion, fly in the face of wha: we think of as free elections,
and there's another point here that maybe hasn't been brought
up and that is to say this, that if we run out of checkoff
funds and we indeed have *0 then resor:t to +he taxpayer's
dollars, then must come some kind of legislative control over
this entire process, it would seem to me, because taxpayer's
money is involved and those taxpayers have every right to say
how that money is spent if they can. And *hen we will begin
to exercise a degree, I think, of legislative control pos-
sibly down the line somevhere over our electoral process that
we do not now employ and should not employ in the future.

And for these reasons, I think we better think carefully
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about this bill and its implications in the future. And for
those reasons, my colleagues and friends here in the Senate,
I would urge your cautious consideration and your vigorous No
vote on this measure.
PRESIDING OFPICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. It've
generally been in opposition to this type of legislation, but
this bill came through the Elections Committee, I had an
opportunity to listen to the testimony, and there was a con-
siderable amount of testimony given as to how the bill oper-
ated in some other states; and after observing what's been
going on recently as far as campaign fands, ten @million
dollars to rum for Mayor of Chicago and things like tha*, it
just seems to me there ought to be some attempts to curtail
that kind of money, put some limits on campaign contributions
so that in the future the people who are elected under this
systen will have more freedom to act. I think that the Sena-
tor is going in the right direction by starting out with the
Governor and Lieutenant Governor. If...if the bill works
properly as we...as she says it will work, then we can go on
to other offices. If it proves not to be successful, it then
could be repealed or stopped. So, I would...l...I'm rising
in support of the legislation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Collins.

SENATOR COLLINS:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
I rise ir support of 2012, and I...I...I would say to those
of you who stand in opposition to the...to the concept, that
is your right to be opposed to this bill; however,...but the
argumen*s that I've heard so far has absolutely no merit at

all in terms of the impact of this legislation. 1 think one
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of the...speakers indicated tha*t this bill would allow all
types of frivolous organizations and individuals to be par-
ticipant in this matching fund. It is not true. That is not
true, because a person have %o be a...a serious candidate in
order *o be able to meet the threshold by which they can par-
ticipate in the patching money. So, if the person is not a
serious candidate, they are not going to raise that minimum
amount of money in the first place. Secondly, the...the
practical applica*ion of this legislation will not take place
until the next gubernatorial election. I think Senator
Netsch mentioned in her opening remarks that the checkoff
system would, in fact,...fand would have accumulated
enongh...more than enough nomey to take care of...of the
match without having to resort to the Gemeral Revenue Fund.
So, that is not a valid arqument. I think this is a time...a
bill vhose concept and time is...if far overdue. We must, we
must look at and accept the reality of politics, that this
State and this country is ran on politics and we must, in
fact, bhave political leaders, governors, mayors, presidents
and so on. This is a beginning for this State, and I think
it should be isolated just to the Governor and to the Lieu-
tenant Governor and let us see how it work, but it would most
certainly open the door to get more qualified, sincere,
committed, untainted, unpressured people into the decision
making so that hopefully, hopefully, it would lead to better
governnent and most certainly it would lead to a better proc-
ess, an open process, by which the majority of the people can
participate.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Zito.
SENATOR ZITO:

I move the previous question at the appropriate time.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Zito has moved the previous question. We only
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have one other speaker, Senator, so if you'll hold that
motion, it's Senator Rock. Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I thank Senator Zito for withholding the motion for
a moment. 1 rise in support of House Bill 2012 as amended.
In 1973, I sponsored a Public Financing Act along with some
who are s*ill sitting in this Chamber. We fell some votes
short. The idea then was a good one, it...it is even better
today for a number of reasons. The campaign season is much,
much too long. We have made an attempt +to shorten wup the
Primary and General Election season, and it*'s obviously much,
much too expensive. And vhen you're talking about the amount
of money that's now necessary to run for high public office,
ve...we are quickly, quickly moving toward absolute imsanity.
I had the opportunity to visit with the Speaker of the Texas
House, and he related to me that the new...pewly elected
Democratic Governor of Texas has on record expenditures in
excess of thirteen million dollars, and his Republican oppo-
nent who los: has on record expenditures in excess of fifteen:
million dollars, and then they got to the U.S. Senate race
and Senator Benson who won spent in excess of seven amillion
dollars, and the fellow he beat spent in excess of five pil-
lion dollars. An extraordinary, inordinate amount of money
speat on two major offices. We have to restore some sanity
to this business, and it is a business, it's a profession,
it's an art, it's a business., Let's restore some sanity. I
urge an Aye vote to House Bill 2012.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch may close.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Hr. President. One or two points in closing,

first of all, Senator Macdonald, one of the difficulties is

that you cannot limit the amount spent on a campaign except
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in the context of public financing. The United States
Supreme Court decision, Buckley versus Fallayo, makes that
absolutely clear, nor can you limit the amount of money that
a candidate spends on his or her own campaign except in the
context of public financing. That is one of the reasons why
this is one of the few alternatives that we do have to try to
put some overall con*rols on the amount spent on political
campaigns. Secondly, I would just quickly underscore a point
that Senator Collins also made. You are not going to get a
lot of frivolous candidates, and one reason why is, we
deliberately made the threshold high. You've got %o raise a
hundred thousand dollars in contributions of five hundred
dollars or less before you cam even begin to qualify for the
public wmatching funds and then, you match only up to a hun-
dred and fifty dollars. It is not for those who are playing
games with the process. One of the results of this is, as
evidenced in New Jersey, perhaps the state with the nmost
comparable set of circumstances, in their...their gubernato-
rial election immediately preceding public financing, one
hundred contributors 1loaned or contributed over one-half of
all of the dollars spent; ten thousand, twenty thousand
dollar contributions were conmon. After public financing
there were thirty-three thousand contributors. The average
contribution wvas only a hundred and eighty-two dollars. It
seems to me that that is precisely the kind of result that we
want. Both for the sake of the candidates and for the sake
of the public, we should not pu* our major public officials
or any of us who run for public office in the position of
having to spend most of our time raising money, of having to
get most of it from the special interests. That is not fair
to us who run for public office; it is not fair to the
public. I urge an Aye vote on House Bill 2012.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 2012 pass. Those in
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favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 36, thé Nays
are 23, none voting Present. House Bill 2012 having received
the constitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill
2013, Senator Lechowicz. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 2013.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. The present law requires rotation of the State Board
of Blections chairmanship by political party every tvwo years.
House Bill 2013 as amended would also require rotation of the
chairmanship among all board members of the same political
party affiliation. In other words, each Democrat and Repub-
lican board member would have an egual opportunity to be
chosen as board chairman instead of the same two board mem-
bers ro*ating as chairmar and vice-chairman merely by reason
of a previous service as chairman. The board members are not
appointed on a bipartisan basis, but also on a geographical
basis. Because the board supervises the administration of
elections throughout the State, members from Cook County,
northern, southern and central Illinois should be entitled to
represent their regions as board chairman. However,
since...since the board was established in 1974, the previous
Democrat and Republican chairman always had the inside track
to succeed himself each time there is a party rotation of the
chairmanship. In short, this bill would preclude a chairman
from succeeding himself when his party is entitled to assunme

the chairmanship unless his colleagues decline to run for
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chairpan. This is the same interparty rotation systen
mandated by the Federal Election Comeission in several
other...several other state election boards and comnissions.
It is an eguitable distribution of representation for both
political par+ies and for all areas of the State. 'I'd be
more than happy to ansver any questions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? 1If not, the guestion is, shall
House Bill 2013 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 42, the Nays
are 15, none voting Present. House Bill 2013 having received
the constitutional wmajority is declared passed. House Bill
2014, Senator Rock. Read the bill, Hr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 2014,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock.

SENATOR BOCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. At *the request of the House sponsor, the bill as
amended now provides only one substantive change in the lavw.
It says, "No person serving as a judge of election may be a
poll watcher." I urge your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is “here any discussion? Senator Blooun.
SENATOR BLOONM:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. Okay, I'm looking at the
bill in chief and then looking at the amendment, and maybe
I'nm just having trouble having it track. I thought that

originally the bill changed part B...or alternative B, but
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novw it's gone back...the...has been taken out, is that what
you're saying?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Yeah, the provision relating to delegate selection as it
came from the House appertained only to the Democratic
section. That was deleted, because we have, as you know,
already passed a bill to address that situation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the question 1is,
shall House Bill 2014 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 55, the Nays are 3, none voting
Present. House Bill 2014 having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. House Bill 2023, Senator
Sangmeister. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 2023.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
is the living will piece of legislation that I'm sure by now
someone has talked to you for...either for or against., It is
also known as the death with dignity bill, and I have passed
around an editorial, one of several that have been issued by
newspapers throughout the State, supporting this cooncept.
Basically what this bill says, is it gives you the right,
you, and you only, no one else in your family, just yourself,

the right to sign a declaration that says, in part anyway,"If
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at anytime I should have an incurable injury, disease, or
illness judged to be a terminal condition by my attending
physician who has personally examined me and is determined
that my death is imminent except for life sustaining proce-
dures, I direc* that such procedures be withheld or withdrawn
and that I be permitted to die naturally with only the admin-
istration of medication, sustenance or the performance of any
medical procedure deemed necessary to provide me with comfort
care." We are putting into this legislation what I think is
absolutely essential and what spells out what this is all
about apnd <that is the legislative intent. The legislative
intent of this legislation is that in order that the rights
of patients may be respected, even after they are no 1longer
able to participate actively in decisions about thegmselves,
the Legislature hereby declares that the laws of this State
shall recognize the right of a person to make a written
declaration imstructing his or her physician to withhold or
withdraw 1life sustaining procedures in the event of a termi-
nal condition. We have worked on this bill, we have worked
vith the medical society, and we have defined this thing now
as the attending physician is the only physician and it means
the physician who is selected by or assigned to by the
patient who has the primary responsibility for the treatment
or care of the patient. Life sustaining procedures means any
nedical procedure or intervention which when applied to a
qualified patient in *he judgment of the attending physician
would serve only to postpone the moment of death when death
is inmminent. We have described terminal condition in this
bill to mean an incurable condition vhich is such tHat death
is inminent, and in the application of life sustaining proce-
dures serves only to postpone the moment of death. I would
say to you that regardless of what your position or others
have told you your position ought to be, this is a simple

piece of legislation that let's you do what you want to do.
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Practically every piece of legislation that we pass out of
this General Assembly we are *telling other people what <hey
ought to do. This is a piece of legislation that let's you
do what you want to do. It doesn't mandate it on anyone
else. If you don't want to do it, that's fine. There are
people, particularly the elderly citizens in the State of
Illinois, who would 1like +to do this for *heir family and
take the responsibility off of the family's back and put it
on the attending physician where they want it to be. Be
happy to answer any gques:ions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President and members of the
Assembly. I have been a volunteer at our nursing home for a
number of years and have talked to senior citizens who have
been sustained for years with various life supporting systenms
and...any nunber of them have said to me that they just wish
that people would leave them alone arnd in peace. They don't
like what they're doing to their family, they don*t like the
cost, they know they are putting intolerable...burdens on
their family, financially and otherwise. They really are not
that frightened of death, a lot of them have a lot of faith
in what's going to happen to them next. I think this is a
decision that should be allowed by the person that's
involved. Personally, I know I would never want to exist,
and that's all it is is exis*ing, in...inm %he manner some of
these people have had to for years. I think we do an injus-
tice to our...our...our families, our friends and our own
pothers and fathers when we insist that they continue a life
that is not acceptable to them anymore. I think this is a
good bill, I think it's long overdue. I think, certainly,
the sponsor has put more than enough safequards into it, and

I think we should vote yes.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President and members of the
Senate. I'd like to read a quote which I hope everybody will
listen to, and I guote, "When inevitable death is imminent in
spite of the means used, it is permi*ted in conscience to
take the decision +to refuse forms of treatment that would
only secure a precarious and burdensome prolongation of 1life
so long as the normal care, due to the sick persom in similar
cases, 1is not interrupted. 1In such circumstances *+he doctor
has no reason to reproach himself with failing %to help the
person in danger." A statement in favor of this concept made
by Pope John Paul II. ¥Not only does Pope John Paul II sup-
port this concep%, but it was supported by Pope Pius XII and

Pope Paul VI. This is...this is a concept that I think we
should all be support of whether we are Pro-choice, Right to
Life or whatever. This is really a bill about dignity.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEXATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:
The sponsor yield for a question?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Indicates he will.
SENATOR GEO~KARIS:

My understanding...of the bill is that...the present bill
the way it was amended, that only the attending pbyéician
makes a decision predicated on a 1living will providing <he
cessation of services to stay alive. 1Is that correct?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:
%y apology, Senator Geo-Karis, I did not hear the ques-

tion. Have...turn her mike up just a hair, please.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICRAS)

Could we have a little...Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOB GEO-KARIS:

MY...ny understanding of the bill as it wvas amended is
that the...the...only the attending physician, only his opin-
ion is necessary to state that...the verification of the
patient*s terminal condition. Is that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.

END OF REEL
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REEL #6

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Vell, to make it perfectly clear, the first person that
makes any determination at all, Senator Geo-Karis, is
yourself; you say this 1is what you wan* done. Then
there's...the question of terminal illness has to be decided,
and it is decided by the attending physician or your family
doctor, that is correct.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SANGMEISTER)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEG-KARIS:

Now, under the original bill, there was a regquirement
that the...this living will, so to speak, which I understand
is attested the same way the regular will is, is to be kept
in the records of the medical facility where the patient is
being maintained. Now that was taken out of the bill, was it
not? And if so, why?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

No, that was not taken out of the bill. What was taken
out of the bill is, we had in there originally that in addi-
tion ‘o the attending physician, that the *erminal illness
would have to be certified by another physician. The medical
society objected to that and that's the reasom we took out
the additional physician, but there still has to be a record
of this declara*ion being filed and it would be with the
attending physician.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

My analysis indicates +that the requirement that the
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living will be kept in the records of +the wmedical facility
where the patient is being maintained has been deleted by the
amendment.
PBRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:
Then your analysis is not correct.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Hr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
think the bill, the way it has been now caonstructed, is prob-
ably a fairly safe bill to go into, considering the fact that
if, as Senator Sangmeister says, the patient has the living
vill with them and gives them to the medical facility to
hold. H; concern was tha* it would not be so. And Dbasking
on Senator Sangmeister's word tha*t this is still in the bill,
I think it is a good bill and I think it's sorth trying. I
speak in support of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in opposition to this and it*s a difficult
thing for me in many ways to do, because I understand the
motivation, I think, of the sponsor and I have the greatest
respect for...for him. But my concern revolves around some-
thing +hat the sponsor himself said in advocating this mea-
sure and that wvas that it lets you do what you want to do,
and this on the surface has certainly a good ring to it. But
the other side of the coin is that it may be putting your
signature on something that you think you wan: to do that you
may decide later you don't want to do. I can see the pos-

sibility of somebody signing a living will who, at the time
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they did so, thought they understood everything there was to
know about their condition and what they wvanted done when
they reached what might be considered a terminal or at 1least
critical time of their life. I also can envision a situation
where somebody could sign such a will and then be in a situa-
tion where they really couldn't do much about it. They could
be conmatose, they could be otherwise in such a state but that
they couldn't do anything about it even *hough they wanted
to. They might have reason, if they knew all the facts, to
decide they didn't want certain medical procedures withheld,
that they wanted to try to tough it out. I feel that we
better be cautious here. I feel, too, that the legislation
may be unnecessary since, to my knowledge, no law now forces
a doctor to use all possible means, that is heroric means, to
prolong 1life. Indeed, my understanding is that it's copmon
medical practice to withdraw useless life sustaining equip-
sent right now. Yes, you have a fev sensation headline
grabbing cases vhere this has not happened, but I think the
general practice is that well-motivated physicians with every
degree of concern for the patient are doing what this bill
calls for right now, without putting something into our Stat-
utes that may start us down a road that we may someday decide
we don't really want to be on. I think the bill, frankly, is
fraught with some potential danger. I'm also concerned about
the fact that many individuals who could have been allowed to
die under the provisions of a living will are now...alive and
well...alive and doing well that might have been simply
aliowed to die. Medical changes are taking place, we all
know, every day. Medical techmniques and therapeutic proce-
dures and sometimes these are taking place even while the
patient is in vhat some doctor, some doctor, wight describe
as a terminal conditiom, these changes are taking place, and
it would seem to me that the safest course of procedure here

would be not to start down this road. I think it has a
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danger to it. I think we should be cautious, it probably
will pass but, nonetheless, I shall, with just as much con-
cern for those terminally ill as does have the sponsor, cast
a No vote.
'PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President and fellow members. I believe
we finally have a bill whose time has come...for passage. I
can remember the first one fifteen years ago when Bernie
Epton brought such a concept into the House of Representa-
tives and I believe got one vote in committee in the Human
Resources Committee at that time, and it's taken a decade of
dialogue to manifestly state that...probably the most per-
sonal right that one would have ever, the ultimate act of
privacy, is embedded in this bill. In do deference %to the
previous speaker, this is not a mandate, this is not a wman-
date, this is a willing victinm of life's circumstances, a
creature of God, making some arrangement for his dignity at
the end of the +trail with himself, his friends, his rela-
tives, his family and his Maker, in the full access of his
faculties with still an option to opt out should he change
his or her mind. Now what more could one ask for in this
strata of life vhose technologies at every day are pushing us
tovard the <capability of being 1living vegetables and a
reneved, if you will, Senator Hudson, a reneved look at God’s
purpose on this earth for each and every one of us and the
ultimate creature that we are in His hands. I submit tha+
any of you who fourd heart to vote for the hospice movenment
bill are bordering upon voting Aye for this bill. And just
like that concept, I submit to you, there are no 1lobbys for
this bill, *here are no groups for or against it. This is a
very persomable...or personal decision with each and every

one of wus. And I think, knowing many of you for many years




Page 182 - JUNE 27, 1983

and in intimate conversations that we have in 1life, each aad
every one of us have said, when you pick up that headline,
oh, good Lord, if someone had just granted the pover to make
that decision to, "puall the plug," or whatever the inane
statements are made on +this subject. Deep in our hearts,
each and every one of us would like to have the optiom at a
point in life or a point in death to execute such a document.
This is not a mandate, you don't have *o do it; but for God's
sake, for man's sake, there is nothing wrong at this time of
life for such an option.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I was not going to speak on
this bill, but...Senator Hudson, the reason that I support
this bill is the very reason that you oppose it. 1I% is being
done today but it's not being done by the person who should
make the wultimate décision. Anybody who has been asked to
participate in this kind of decision with a member of their
own family knows how extremely difficult that decision is and
how, perhaps, perhaps, it might have been wiser to have been
able to have discussed this decision with the pacty whose
life is about to expire. Anybody who has spent any time, any
prolonged time, in an intensive care unit watching people on
a respirator day after day after day; and without getting
morbid, anybody who had an opportuni*y to watch an autopsy on
someone who has spent ten days on a respirator, I don®'t think
you would bhave much choice about how you would vote on this
bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Sangmeister may close.

SENATOR SANGEEISTER:

¥ell, thank you, and I certainly personally thank all
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those that rose in support of this bill. Senator Hudson, I
wish to advise you that there are plenty of conditions in the
bill for revocation at anytime, you can do it orally, you can
do it in writing, you can tear up the declaration, so there's
plenty of safeqguards there. And I, of course, would say to
you that if you are comatose, that's hardly the time that
you'd want to change your uoind after you've thought this
thing out years ago and made a declaration. I suppose all of
us for one reason or another handle legislation in this Gen-
eral Assembly because of something back im the dis%rict or
something that happers in your life and thatt's exactly
vhat's happened with this piece of legislation for me. I,
unfortunately, too, as I think some others...who have rose in
support of this bill have had happen in their family, see the
greatest guy that ever walked on this earth, my father, 1lie
for weeks in a hospital, comatose, the doctor coming to me as
the only child in the family and saying, "You know, George,
if we don't give him anything, he's going to die; he's going
to die anyway but, you know, if you’re looking for a miracle,
you better give him that blood." So.he gave him blood and he
lived for another five days and then he was just about ready
to go and again you got to give him more blood, he's not
going to live, but if you don't do it, he's certainly going
to die. How can any member of the family, whether an only
child or brothers and sisters or a surviving spouse or going
to be a surviving spouse, can make that decision. All that
we're asking here is, let's shif: that responsibility where
it rightfully belongs, to the attending physician, to the
family physician. That's who can make an impartial decision
here. And another thing you've got to remember is, we're
not...those of you that don't like this, are opposed to it,
we're not asking you to...to force or mnandate anything on
anyone else, let some people have some free choice here; if

they want to die with dignity, that's fine, I don't see why
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you should +try to prevent that. And I get the feeling with
Senator Hudson speaking, that of course there's some Right to
Life underlining *his particular bill. Let me say to those
people, they take a 1look at my record on Right to Life,
I...I...there's probably one bill a Session that I may devi-
ate from those people. I've been with them all the time, but
there are exceptions +o the rule. This has nothing to do
with the principles that wve believe im in that area. This is
a freedom of choice, if you have a right to live, you got a
right to die. And I'd like to have the right to say to my
family that they domr*t have to watch me lie 1like my £ather
did. For that reason, I'd appreciate an Aye vote.

PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

The question 1is, shall House Bill 2023 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Leroy. Have all vo*ed who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 38, the Nays are 18,
1 voting Presen*, House Bill 2023 having received the
required constitutional majority is declared passed. our
electronic marvel did not record the vote on 2014, the bill
just prior to this one. The roll call was 55 to 3 with none
voting Present. It was Senator Bock's bill and we need to
take another roll call on House Bill 2014. So, Mr. Secre-
tary, if you'll put 2014 on the board. The guestion is,
shall House Bill 2014 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
vish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion, the Ayes
are 54, the Nays are 4, none voting Present. House Bill 2014
having received +the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 2031, Senator Dawson. BRead the bill, Hr.

Secretary, please.
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SECRETARY:

House Bill 2031.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Dawson. !
SENATOR DANWSON:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. House Bill 2031 establishes a grant pro-
gram...provides the Department of Public Health, so it pro-
vides *he formula for the distribution of grants to eligible
organizations. The such grants shall be wused to copbat
infant portality immediately. Over the...the period we've
amended this and added language that funding for the grants
in 1984 is solely from supplemental programs and specifically
to not take anything away from the previous awared grants.
It also indicates that competing requests for qrants for the
same area is that the funding preference be given to those
organizations that receive the grant furding im Department
Fiscal Year '83. 1In different parts of this State, partic-
ularly in oy area, they have a rate in a...in one particular
area of fifty-five deaths for every thousand. In another
part it's forty-nine deaths out of every thousand in...in the
area. I'm open for any gquestions.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, I think I should repor: as I suspect might be men-
tioned, the Department of Public Health is all in a tether
about this bill. They've been an attempt +to amend it to
solve problems but I get the inpression that the department
is not convinced the amendment has solved the problen.
There's some guestion about the implications for the Crippled

Children Fund at the University of Illinois. They contend it
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would lock the department into giving grants to current agen-
cies whether or not they do a good job. They point out that
they have an ongoing grant process with well over a hundred
grants being processed at this point. It goes back to square
one, should this bill pass and be signed into law...they fail
to mention they of course have the veto pen there, but
clearly the Department of Public Health is very seriously
against the bill and I suspect that at least part of their
objections are well-founded and...frankly, if it ain't broke,
why fix it?
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Holmberg.
SENATOR HOLHBERG:

esslee I, too, rise in oppostion to this bill. I have
some questions of the sponsor that are a of concern of mine.
PRESIDENT:

Sponsor indicates he'll yield. Senator Holmberg.

SENATOR HOLHMBERG:

Is seeps as if some of the language in the bill at this
point is still very poorly drafted. Not enough study bhas
gone into the language. For instance, the area of the bill
vhich calls for grants to be given to *hose counties who have
the median infant fatality rate would rather skew up the
statics for some of the larger counties. For instance, if a
county only had...a small county only had eight births in a
given year and four of those infants should die, that county
vould be eligible for the majority of the funds. Things like
that, I think, could interfer with they way the money could
be given out. Would that be true?

PRESIDENT:
Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DANSON:
Senator Holmberg, in the amendments it states any exist-

ing funding, or whatever, would not be touched, and it's men~
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tioned to me on the other side of the aisle about the agency
vorrying about people not doing their job. Well, if they're
not doing their job not matter what, they should be able to
revoke their funding....they're...should not be using this as
an excuse not to try to take something away from somebody.
So, if the department feels that any agency or any organiza-
tion is being funded, no matter who they are or what they are
in the State of Illinois, they should have the fortitude to
come forward and say they're doing a bad job and take their
contracts away from them.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Jones.
SENATOR JONES:

Yeah, thank vyonu, Mr. President and senbers of
the...Senate. I rise in support of this legislation. In the
City of Chicago, the infant...infant mortality rate is pretty
high and State-wide ve are far above the national average. I
know in my area alone, in the Rosen area we do have a very,
very serious problem with infant...mortality rate. So, I
think Senator Dawson has a very, very good piece of legis-
lation, and if the Department of...of Public Health say they
do not have the funds a+t this time, I'm guite certain
that...wve do have a very tough Governor on the
second...second floor, we will be supporting his tax package
to make sure necessary funds are there.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlenpen of the
Senate. I rise in support of this legislation. We have been
in contact with the Department of Health. I shared guite a
bit of concern about this and I went over and talked to the
House...sponsor, Representative Bullock, and I've been work-

ing with Sepator Dawson. We've come up with an amendment and
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it may not be the cure of all the ailments, but if you stop
and think is that children are not responsible for being
here. The +thing is that we should make every effort that
every child has a right to life and I had...I come from one
of the areas where it has the highest infant mortality rate
in the nation. They have worked...I know it's the tking
thate..of what we're saying is this, if this bill does not
pass, and I realize it's not the best, I want to thank Sena-
tor...for accepting this amendment, I want to thank Repre-
sentative Bullock, the thing is that we're talking about
infant mortality. I plead with you, I beg you to please sup-
port this bill.

PRESIDENT:

A1l right, further discussion? Purther discussion? Sena-
tor Fawvell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Thank...thank you, very much, Nr. President.
Recently...in the last year there were about sixteen women
legislators that went down to the Cook County Hospital and
saw the conditions that are prevalent down there. I don't
know if most of you realize it, but the average birth...or
the average mother's age of a...of a child in Chicago apd in
the State of Illinois, tha*t is what is considered illegiti-
mate, the mother's average age is fourteen. 1It's the babies
of these women that we are talking basically about. These are
the babies tha* are in jeopardy. These are the ones that they
are having so many problems with. I personally think this is
a good bill. I realize there may be some members of ay party
that may not be thrilled with me saying so, but I would sug-
gest my colleagues take a good look at this bill and vote
Yes.

PRESIDENT:
Further discussion? Senator Holmberg.

SENATOR HOLMBERG:
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I have nothing against the concept of the bill, in fact,
I an entirely for it. My concern is that we haven't care-
fully looked a+t the distribution factor and that some of the
prograns that we now have that are doing an excellent job,
eligible for that Pederal job training amonmey, might not get
the full amounts of...of the money that...tha® they ought to
get and that the bill deserves a little further study and a
little better language before it's put into effect.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Dawson may close.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
this amendment that I put on here added ¢the 1language as
solely the grants for Fiscal Year *84 is soley from supple-
mental Federal Materpal and Child Health Block Grant Funds
recently awarded Illinois. The language also in there indi-
cates that, if...if a competing request for granmts for the
same areas that the funding preference to be given to +hose
organizations that received the gramt funding in the Fiscdl
Year '83. I've tried to work everything out with the depart-
ment. They've came in, they've asked...they've said this was
their problems, I've worked these out. Now, they've cosme
back with another set of problems. We canno* keep jumping
all over the ballpark, and I ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House PBill 2031 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all vo:*ed vwho wish? Take the
record. On *hat question, the Ayes are 28, the Nays are 21,
none voting Present. Sponsor requests that further consider-
ation of House Bill 2031 be postponed. Leave is granted.
2035, Senator Dawson. on the oOrder of House Bills 3rd

Reading is House Bill 2035. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-ary.
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SECRETARY:
House Bill 2035.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
2035 is known as the employees access to records. We have had
a couple amendments to this here which deletes the section
concerning wmedical records inspection and replaces evalu-
ations with external peer review documents and deletes tenure
from the section. The medical records section was a source of
congiderable controversy and was therefore that we deleted
that. The reference to evaluation of tenure made by the
Apendment No. 1 was deleted with the amendment also. The
amendment also made technical changes and reletters several
different sections. 1I'm open for amy questions.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? 1Is there any discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 2035 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted wvho wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 32, the Nays are 20, 3 voting Present. BHouse Bill 2035
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. Senator Schaffer on 2058. On the Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading, the bottom of page 18, is House Bill
2058. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
...House Bill...
PRESIDENT:
Senator Johns, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR JOHNS:
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sorry, sir, I was trying to catch your attention.
PRESIDENT:

You...you have it.

SENATOR JOBNS:

Well, that's once in a lifetime, I guess. I'd 1like to
make a motion to reconsider 2035.

PRESIDENT:

Having voted on the prevailing side, Senator Johns moves
to reconsider the vote by which House Bill 2035 was passed.
Senator Carroll moves to Table. All in favor say Aye. It's
Tabled. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading, House .Bill
2058. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 2058.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President, House Bill 2058 amends Public Aid Code.
It deletes references *to...some obsolete references in the GA
section and the AFDC section. I...I picked it up. It's an
administration bill. I think it's a vehicle that we forgot to
amend here so when we pass it it goes and it*'s done.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Is there any discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 2058 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 52, the Nays are 1, none voting Present. House Bill 2058
having received +the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 2085. On the Order of Bouse Bills 3rd

Reading, top of page 19, is House Bill 2085. BRead the bill,
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Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:
House Bill 208S.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of <he bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSCN:

Mr. President and rembers of the Senate, it does just
exactly what it says on the Calendar it dogs. It creates a
dangerous drug abuse commission for elderly. Also would make
grants to one of three colleges, colleges of medicinme, col-
lege of...college of chiropractic...in the...the eyes of the
department would merit a grant to study geriatric medicine or
care for the elderly. Appreciate a favorable roll call.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Is there any discussion? If not, the
questions is, shall House Bill 2085 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Ayes are 51, the Nays are 5, none voting Present. House
Bill 2085 having recieved the required constitutional major-
ity is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 2171. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 2171.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Deauzio.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:
Thank you, very much, Mr. President and Ladies and

Gentlemen of +he Senate. This bill,...House Bill 2171, was
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drafted by the Attorney General's Office. The bill estab-
lishes a clear definition for the offense of calculated crim-
inal disposal of bazardous waste. It sets up several other
penalties for the unauthorized use of hazardous materials.
There was sone question about a similar bill that was in the
Senate here in relationship to intervention into vari-
ous...various counties. I think that has been resolved and
the State Chasber of Commerce...I am told, supports this
bill. surprises me, but I move for the favorable consider-
ation.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Is there any discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 2171 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 59, the Nays are none, none voting Present. House Bill
2171 having received the required conmstitutionmal majority is
declared passed. On the Order of House B;lls 3rd Beading is
House Bill 2176. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECBETARY:
House Bill 2176.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Nedza.
SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. This is identical to Senate Bill 1336 which elimi-
nated the thirty-day wait period before issuing a withdraw
from service refund to an unemployed civil service employee
and it raises from six to eight percent the amount of inter-
est due on the refund. An amendment was put to the bill, and

the amendment being that effective January 1st, 1984 there
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would be an increase in the widow's benefit to the sanitary
district employees. There's a cap of eight hundred dollars
on. If there's no questions, I'd move for...favorable con-
sideration.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Schunenan.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Yes, thank you, Nr. President. Question of the sponsor.
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he yield. Senmator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Senator, you added the amendment <o this bill...your
Floor amendment, and I wasn't avare of it at' the time and I
think most of the members weren't that apparently has an
actuarial increase...or an increase in the actuarial 1liabil-
ity of some sixteen million dollars, an annual cost; accord-
ing to our figures, of two million dollars. Now this cost
normally would fall on the sanitary district, but I have a
concern that there seems to be no exemption under the State
Mandates Act. Is this exempied under the State Mandates Act?
That is, is there an exemption on the bill?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Nedza.
SENATOR NEDZA:

Yes, there is, Senator. I'm sorry, I should have men-
tioned it. Amendment HNo. 2 exempted...that exemption was
filed which was Amendment No. 2.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNENAN:

okay, so then we're left in the posture that this would
mandate...whatever the additional costs are will be mandated
on the sanitary district i“self and those taxpayers who sup-

port that district. Thank you.
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_ PRESIDENT:

Senator...further discussion? any further discussion?

Senator Nedza may close.
SENATOR NEDZA:

Move for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 2176 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. fHave all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 47, the Rays are 9, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 2176 having received the required constitutional wajor-
ity is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading, House Bill 2202. Read the bill, Mr. Secretarye.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 2202.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, Hr. President and members of the Senate, House Bill
2202 permits workers receiving less than the prevailing wvage
while enployed by a contractor or subcontractor on a public
vorks project to reques:t the Depariment of Labor to take an
assignment of a wage claim in trust for an assigning worker
and to bring amy legal action necessary to collect such
claim. As you all know, it is often difficult for a construc-
tion worker to find a private attornmey wvilling to prosecute a
wage claim because of the small sums often involved. Under
this bill the department is permitted to take assignment of
the wage claims and should insure that the wage requirements
of the Act will be more effectively enforced. 1 would

appreciate your support om House Bill 2202.
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PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:

Be with you in a second, my handlers haven't got ne
trained ye+*.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR KEATS:

Forget...forget it, ve knov what's going to happen any-
vaye
PRESIDENT:

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
under this type of bill there will additional costs to *the
Department of Lahor. Right novw anyome can sue for collection
up to tventy-five hundred dollars in their own name without
an attorney, and I think that this bill would create a big
financial hardship on the Department of Labor and +he State
of Illinois.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Schunenan.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. I simply want to point out
that the prevailing wage is de:ernined, in...in most cases,
by +the Department of Labor. Now, we're also going to make
them the prosecutors. So, in effect, we have the judge and
the prosecutor being the same...same agency. I think there
could be some real conflicts there.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Any further discussion? Senator
savickas may close.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Thank you, Mr. President. Obviously, there 1is no
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conflict. It*'s just an accommodation to those workers that
are denied the prevailing wage rate by some contactors, and
it...it enables them to get their full pay without cost of an
attorney. I would solicit your favorable support.

PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 2202 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 37, the Nays are 22, none voting Present. House
Bill 2202 having received the required constitutional major-
ity is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 2203, Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 2203.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. This bill will provide that a
manufacturer, distributor or other importing distributor may
furnish free adyertising,a signs or other promotional mate-
rials to any unit of government owning or operating...in
auditorium, exhibition hall, recreation facility or other
similar facility holding a retailers licemse. Also an amend-
ment added to the bill provides that in the City of Hendota
at the Mendota Lake Park a restaunrant that's existed there
for a long period of time will be able to obtain a liquor 1i-
cense.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Is there any discussion? If not, the

question is, shall House Bill 2203 pass. Those in favor will

vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
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Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 46, the Nays are 6, 2 voting Present. House Bill 2203
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. on the Order of...Senator Zito. On the
order of House Bills 3rd Reading, House Bill 2218. Read the
bill, Wr. Secretarye.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 2218.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Zito.
SENATOR 2ITO:

Thank you, Mr. President and members. House Bill 2218 is
very similar to Prairie State Two Thousand legislation that
we passed out of here, with the Senate bills. It creates a
high +ecbnology innovation grant progranm and establishes a
high technology innovation grant review connittee, and I
would appreciate its adoption. l
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Is there any discussion? If not, thke
question is, shall House Bill 2218 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. Onm that gquestion, the Ayes
are 58, the Fays are none, none voting Present. House Bill
2218 having received the required constitutional pajority is
declared passed. Sepator Hacdonald, for what purpose do you
arise?

SENATOR HACDONALD:

Mr. President, I pushed the No button when I wanted to

push Yes in my rush to get to my swvitch. .0On 2203, 1 would

like to be recorded as Yes on that.
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PRESIDENT:

The electronic record will so reflect. Sena*or Demuzio.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Well, yes, on a similar request. On 2035, I pushed the
Present button when 1 meant to push the Aye button.
PRESIDENT:

The record will so reflect. Orn the Order of House Bills
3rd Reading is House Bill 2219. Read the bill, Hr. Secre-
tary.

SECBETARY:
House Bill 2219,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Nedza.
SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate., 2219 is the bill that we had discussed previously.
This is +the park district bill and the aquarium and museun
bill. This bill is...is in order to allow legislative
authority to comply with a consent decree approved by the
court in a suit with the Chicago Park District and the
museuns. They have worked out all of their problems, and all
they're doing is requesting legislative authority to have
that conform with the consent decree. If there's no gques-
tions, I would ask for your favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) -

Is there discussion? Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Hr. President. I would rise in support of
this bill. Most of vyou will remember that I had a mildly
controversial amendment on this bill that I was asked to
vithdraw and reluctantly did. I thought the amendment made a

decent bill an excellent bill, but even without the amend-
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mént, the bill does legitimately solve a problem in terms
of...use of agquarium and museunm bond fund revenues, and‘I
would appreciate a favorable vote.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jerome Joyce...or Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

To refresh my memory for...for...for a npoment, Senator
Nedza. This is the situation where the funds were collected
by the park district...the interest on the...take ne through
this for a minute....well, jus* here, answer this question,
does this...any increase in taxes because of this -legis-
lation?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:

No.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Nr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in suppor* of House Bill 2219 and I might,
for the members who have forgotten, this legislation was
introduced under a court order. Judge Bouha, who entered a
court order in the Federal court as a result of an aﬁtidis-
crimination suit brought against the park district, entered
this order outlining, and +this is as a result of the agree-
ment of the parties, it...it does not in anyway effect a tax
increase, and I urge your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Nedza

may close.
SENATOR NEDZA:
Move for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Question is, shall House Bill 2219 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have
all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 58, the Nays are
none, none voting Present. House Bill 2219 having received
the required constitutional majority is declared passed.
House Bill 2228, Senator Kustra. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary, please.

SECBETARY:
House Bill 2228.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KOUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill is the las“ bill in tha* election package which we were
dealing with awhile ago. This particular bill is half.right
as far as the analysis...the brief analysis in the...on the
Calendar is concerned, it does require the election authority
to remain open at leas* twelve hours after the polls close or
until all election material is accounted for from election
judges; but more importantly, it deals with the problem of
ballots which get lost. I%...i* attempts o deal with creat-
ing a...a paper trail by requiring that after ballots are
returned properly signed and sealed, the election authority
shall issue a receipt stamped with the time and date of
return. As you may remember, there were some problems in *he
last gubernatorial election where some ballots were not only
missing but they were in paper bags, they were in basenments,
they were half vet, it was difficult to keep track of -those
and find out what had gone wrong. #ith a receipt systees, I
think we can deal with <*his particular problen. It's an

accounting system which I think will work, and I ask for your
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favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Question of the spomsor, if hetll yvield.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

What...what is the current law with respect to the elec-
tion authority and/or the receiving station?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Under the...under the current practice, the election
authority will remain open until the...the...the ballot...the
last ballots have arrived; however, there is no procedure for
the receipt of these ballots and the issuance of a receipt
stamped with the time and date of returan, tha%'s the signifi-
cant part of this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICEB: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Well, the other significant part, if there |is ény sig~-
pificant part that to this puff 'n stuff package, is that we
are suggesting that receiving stations, in fact, stay open,
apparently the call of the election authority notwithstand-
ing, until every material has been delivered. ©Now, I heard
on the radio last election nigh%t, the...the Election Author-
ity from DuPage County indicating that Wheaton was a long way
from the outer precincts of DuPage County and, gee, fellows,
We just havean't gotten the results here vyet, but
they're...they're coning..they're coming at some point. All
this seens o me *o0 be doing is again affording some shelter

for those who are dilatory. When the polls close, you're
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supposed to take the election material and deliver it to the
proper authority, period. Twelve hours, twenty-four hours,
thirty-six hours, seventy-two hours, doesn't say that. It
says do it in twelve hours or until the judges...I think
that's a wmistake and I...you know, I can see probably
what...vhat wvas attempted to...to be done with this, but
again, this is puff *'n stuff. I think it ought to be reject-
ed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Kustra
may close.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I do
think it's important that there be some provision in the 1law
vhich will get at the problem of ballots which wind up in
somebody®s basement or what...whereever, and the only way
we're going to do that is, first of all, by requiring an
issuance of a reciept and *hat is dome in this particular
case. As far as the other provision of the law is concerned,
I think where there are extenuating circumstances there ought
to be some opportunity for those particular election authori-
ties to remain open until all those materials are accounted
for, that*'s the purpose of this bill. Ask for your favorable
vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

.s.the gquestion is, shall Houses Bill 228...2228 pass.
Those in favor vote Aye. Opposed vote Nay. The voting - is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. Op tha* question, the Ayes are 41, the...43,
the Nays are 10, 5 voting Present. House Bill 2228 having
received the required constitutional wmajority is declared
passed. House Bill 2282, Senator Darrow. Read the bill, Hr.
Secretary, please.

SECBETARY:
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House Bill 2282.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BROUCE)
Senator Darrow.
SENATOR DARROW:

House Bill 2282 authorizes a deferral of the tax on cer-
tain kinds of long-term...capital gains reinvested in a new
Illinois business. I'11 be glad to ansver any guestions. 1I'd
ask for a favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Mr. President, will the spomsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Senator, I understand that this is a deferral of tax
liability rather than an...an exemption. Do we have...there
will be a reduction in State revenues though for Fiscal '84.
Do we have any idea what that reduction would be?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Darrow.

SENATOR DARROW:

¥e were unable to obtain that figure because we are
unsure of how many people take advantage of this, hov many
businesses vwill reinvest in Illinois businesses amnd it's
difficult to say.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Etheredge.

SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Senator, there was a...a similar bill, Semate Bill 1023,

I believe, that we passed out of here earlier and I'm...hov

does this bill compare with that one? Are they...similar or
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are they identical, and how does...the tax 1liabilities com-
pare?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Darrow.
SENATOR DARROW:

I'm not familiar with the Senate legislation. I didn*t
handle that, so I can't compare the two.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

-.-.further discussion? Further discussion? Question is,
shall House Bill 2282 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Opposed
vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have
all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the
Ayes are 58, the Nays are none, none voting Present. House
Bill 2282 having received the required constitutional wmajor-
ity 1is declared passed. House Bill 2290, and before they
read that bill, there's been a question of about where we are
going. After 2290, ve will return to the beginning of House
Bills 3rd and pick it up with House Bill 12 on page 3 of your
Calendar. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 2290.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCE BRUCE)
Senator Rock.
SENATOR BROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. House Bill 2290 is the work product of six months of
work by the Democratic leadership of the House, by members of
the business and labor community., It...it creates three new
entities and provides for, we hope, a substantial infusion of
money for economic development in the State of Illinecis. It
creates the Illinois Development Finance Authority; it

creates +he Illinois Venture Investment Fund, and it creates
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the Illinois Land Bank Pund. Initial capitalization for the
insurance fund comes fror the money that would otherwise be
allocated on top of what is due and owing to the pension
funds under the annual appropriation process. The bill has
been amended to include all of the State-supported pension
systems, and further been amended to suggest that the special
appropriation will be in...in addition to whatever amount the
General Assembly or whatever level the General Assembly
appropriates. I think the proper safeguards have been built
in. The Apmendment No. 1 contains some clean-up language at
the request of the House sponsor. I know of no objection and
I would urge all members to lend House Bill 2290 your affirm-
ative support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Discussion? The guestion is, shall
House Bill 2290 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed
vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have
all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the
Ayes are 56, the Nays are none, 1 voting Present. House Bill
2290 having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. We will now return to House Bills 3rd
reading. On page 3 of your Calendar is House Bill 12...for
wvhat purpose does Senator Nevhouse arise?

SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President. I was waiting until you got to
the end of the roll. On House Bill 2035, I was called to the
telephone jus:t before %hat was called. I would like the
record to show that I would have voted Aye had I been on the
Floor on that bill.

PBRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The transcripts will so indicate.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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House Bill 12, Senator Lemke. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-

tary, please.
SECRETARY:
House Bill...House Bill 12.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

What this bill...does is makes the sanitaries
that...districts that remove obstructions of Des Plaines
River as anybody...other sanitary district in the State in
regards to the dumping of sludge. Amendments bave been put
on to take out that this bill has any effect whatsoever on
sewers or sewers for drainage systems and it...this bill
strictly deals with sludge. As the Act reads now,
the...the...any sanitary district that...that removes
obstructions of Des Plaines River can dump anywhere im the
State without local...subject to...reasonable local zoning
ordinances. This makes some subject...reasomable local zoning
ordinance. I ask for its adoption.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. 1 rise in strong opposition to House Bill 12 as
anended. When Senate Bill 172 with respect to
siting...landfill siting was passed out of this Body it was
pever intended to apply to the wmetropolitian sanitary dis-
trict, and why wasn't it? It was treated differently, should
be treated differently because it's different. It is unigque
in our State and ought to be recognized as such. It is . not
a private landfill operation, it*'s a governmental agency

serving more than one hundred and tventy...twenty
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municipalites and forty unincorporated comnmunities all of
which are within Cook County. It has a board comsisting of
nine nembers elected by” the total community of five and a
half million people, and i+ doesn't seem to me to make much
sense to subjuga*e that elected governmental umity...unit to
the whim really of a village having a population of less than
a few thousand. The major problem with this bill, as wvas
found with +the Senate bill over in the Hoase is that it
designed to prevent the Metropolitan Sanitary District of
Chicago from using its own property within the county of Cook
along the mair channel, which, I might add, was constructed
almost essentially...a century ago for the specific purpose
of treating sewerage. If the district can't operate there in
Cook County, my friends, it's going to have look elsewhere at
some enormous cost to the users, but it's going to go else-
where. A1l the amendment that Senator Lemke put om the bill
in the 1last couple of days does is allov the district to
build severs without meeting ‘siting requirements, but the
effect of the amendment when he says it in no way deals with
sewers, that's not quite accurate, because it will require in
each and every village zoning variances from every municipal-
ity along the route of a sewer. There's a proposed inter-
ceptor sewer that they are nov waiting to go out to contract
on depending on...on the outcome of this bill and the Senate
bill which will run througk, I'm told, Worth, Bridgeview,
Hickory Hills, Chicago Ridge, Palos Hills, Chicago, Des
Plaines, Rosemont, Norridge, Chicago Harwood Heights, Western
Springs, Northlake, Stone Park, Melrose Park, Deliden Town-
ship District, Berkeley, Hillside, Bellwood and Westchester;
and if this bill as amended is somehow approved, that sewer
contract can't be awarded until a =2oning variance, under
Amendment No. 1, I guess, is obtained from those willages.
There are additionally seven contracts about to be awarded

which will benefit +twenty municipalities, and those sewers
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will extend through fourteen-municipa;ities, I have a list
here someplace, I'm sure Senator Kelly is well-awvare because
this is Federal momey that the metropolitan sanitary district
is going to be using, aund under this amendment or this bill
as amended, the contracts have to be held up until all the
necessary zoning variances for building a sewer are obtained.
The anmendment made a bad bill worse because what we are doing
is we are suggesting that this unique gqovernmental enter-
prise, because of the complaints of one village that was
situated there long after the sanitary district was there,
somehow complains. You simply cannot, we ought not, subject
the metropolitan sanitary district operation to the whim and
the whimsy of a local village or municipality. The passage of
this bill will increase the cost of building sewer treatment
and flood control facilities and it's going to force the
sanitary district to go outside of Cook County for disposal
sites. I don’t think we want to do that. I*m sure I don't. I
urge an No vote to House Bill li.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator, could you handle that on closing? Rll right,
Senator...Senator Jeremiah Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, you know, I don't know how I'm going to vote on
this, but I will tell you this; number one, just ome village,
just one town, just one municipality is ome too npany, espe-
cially if it's in your district, but what I object to, Sena-
tor Rock, is the approach .- that the sanitary district has
taken with respect to +this problem. A1l of these projects
that you have just listed and indicated you were willing to
enumerate where...where they were located will be delayed,
postponed, cancelled because zoning variations or zoning
variances or zoning ordinances will have to be enacted before
they cam go...forward. Well, that could be done in a matter

of a week or two or three, and you know that and I know that.
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I don't know whether this is good legislation. I'm going to
vait to hear from Senator Lemke on close. I've looked at it
but I don't like the attitude of the sanitary district. 1
don't like someone trying to stampede me, or blackmail me, or
pressure me, or threatem me ipto voting against what is right
on the basis that if you don't, we're not going to put these
projects in areas that you represent.
PRESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

FPurther discussion? Senator Rigney.
SENATOR RIGNEY:

Well, Mr. President, we heard this legislation io the
Senate Ag. Committee and let it out of there with a rather
substantial vote. I would just merely point out that if some-
one living in your home county downstate wants to establish
one of these regional 1landfills, %they most certianly are
subject to county siting. That's the way the game is played.
However, if the HSD wants to establish something in your home
county, they are not subject to that siting procedure. I
don't think that's quite fair and I <think that's why this
legislation passed rather handily in *he...in the Senate Ag.
Conmittee.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Mabhar.

SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Tou
xnow, I rise in support of this bill for a nunber of reasomns.
In all of the years that I have been down here, I...we've
been fighting the battle of the MSD, and they're big, and
they're tough, and they're strong, and they're probably going
to win this one; but all the years that we're talking about
landfill siting, thé MSD was there in opposition to it. Well,
finally, in Senate Bill 172 a couple of years ago people came
to their senses and we now have local control and local

option, local input in the siting of landfills. You know,
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Worth happens to be in my district, Senator Rock mentioned
Worth. The people in Worth are in support of this piece of
legislation. WNow, why are the people of Worth in support of
legislation? Because it directly affects them. Now, they
know, of course, they...they have the services of +the HESD,
they're going to continue to have the service of the MSD. The
¥SD is important. It must...it pust serve Cook County, but
there also has to be some ipput on the part of local govern-
ment and local...it's about time the local governmemt has
some input because what the HNSD has been doing directly
affects many subdivisions in my...in @y district and also in
Senator Lemke's district. It's time that we put some...put
+he MSD on notice that they’ve got to work with local govera-
ment. Now, I'm not an expert in drafting...these bills, but
I...I vas under the impression that the amendment that was
put on this bill regarding sewers did not apply; in other
words, the MDS did not have to have =zoning variances for
extending their sewer lines and their interceptor lines which
they are now doing all the way down to the Village of Madi-
SOn...they'd...but wvhen you come to a...come to a...the
sludge pits and that sort of thing *hat there had to be sose
local input. I would ask for your support.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussioﬁ? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO~-KABIS:

mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
Worth...the Village of Worth case versus Carlson was one of
the most horrible examples of bad decisions. In a divided
opinion of the Supreme Court of Illinois of 4 to 3, with
three dissenting...opinions. I might tell you that we have to
have local input. The people of the local area know best what
is good for their area. We cannot depend on big organiza-
tions of political entities to control local areas, and I

think *his bill is a good step in the right direction. 1
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support it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Semator Leamke
may close.

SENATOR LEMKE:

1 think this is a good piece of legislation. Just to tell
you this, this does not just affect one particular cosmunity
of four thousand people. We have about eight mayors who came
on the 1line, there would be other mayors came..-.would be on
the line except that the sanitary district threatened to take
away their little league field tha*t they lease for a dollar
or they threatened not to put their retention basin in; and
I'n telling you something, I don't think the mayors in the
southwest part of Cook County would have passed a resolution
endorsing this piece of legislation in those villages of
Tinley Park and all over if they didn*t want this piece of
legislation, because they are facing the same problen in the
future. The sanitary district owns land across the
cul-de-sac, they own a pit and they're talking about garbage
dumping and hazardous waste. A1l these villages are asking is
that they can have reasonable zoning, and I think this is a
good piece of legislation, and I ask for an Aye voze.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Question is, shall House Bill 12 pass. Those in favor
vo*e Aye. Those opposed vote RNay. The voting is open.
(¥achine cutoff)...voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Bave all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Ayes are 27, the Nays are 16, 4 voting Present. House
Bill 12 having failed to receive the required constitutional
majority is declared lost. If I night have the attention of
the Body, we have had several bills stricken from the Agreed
Bill List. We will pick those up in order. I will give you
the first three. Senator Ketsch, on page 3 is House Bill 43,

it will be added to your Calendar. We will take that up just

I
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before House Bill 60. On the next page, on page 4, Senmator
Rigney, we will handle your 351 in order. House Bill 351 was
removed. On the nex*t page, Senator Marovitz, is House Bill
485 and that will be handled in order, and the Chair will try
to keep you apprised of the bills that we will add. Since
they vere knocked off we will take then in order and that way
no one was disadvantaged. House Bill 18, Senator Egan. Read

the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

END OF REEL
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REEL #7

SECRETARY:
House Bill 18.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, #r. President and members of the Senate. This
bill is well-known to everyone here. 1It's an increase in the
homestead improvement exemption which passed in 1975 at the
level of fifteen thousand. He then increased it in...1979 to
the level that it is presently at twenty-five thousand and,
hopefullf, +his will pass, it then will raise the 1level to
thirty thousand. As you know, it's an attempt to stabilize
our communities so that people will improve their homes, get
a relief for four years and stay there instead of moving on
somevhere else for a move improvement and...and not a comn-
struction improvement. I+ is for improvements only. It does
not...it will not be...it does not cover roof repairs or nevw
paint jobs, it is strictly a home improvement bill. It
applies State-wide. We've *taken out the indexing provision,
and I don't think there are any bugs lef%, and I ask for your
favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

¥ill the sponsor yield?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield.

SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Senator Egan, what is the fiscal impact of the passage of
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this bill on units of local government?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, the...the Fiscal Commission has indicated in a wmemo
to me that it is inestimable, and I would further...I would
add to that that in time, Senator Etheredge, I don't think it
has any fiscal impact at all because the assessed value of
these homes will ultismately increase. In +he meantime, it
will not have increased and if there's anything, there'll be
a positive impact.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Etheredge.

SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Rell, I would just point ou:, Mr. President and Ladies
and Gentlemen of the Senate, that...that this does reduce the
equalized assessed...evaluation below the level which it
might othervise have been. In other words, it does...it will
retard the...the growth of the evaluation...of the property,
and I vould also point out that we have already passed a gen-
eral homestead exemption bill which does increase that exemp-
tion from three thousand to thirty-five hundred dollars.
That bill is passed out of the Senate, it's passed the House,
it's on the Governor's Desk. That bill, too, will...further
erode the property tax base on which our units of local
government, including our schools, are dependeat for their
financial support. I would point out that this bill did pass
out of the Senate BRevenue Conmittee but it was om a strictly
partisan vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:
Well, it's my understanding, Senator Etheredge, that

there's nothing partisan about this bill, quite to the con-
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trary. I have certain assurances that the Governor favors it
and, incidentally, the impact, the fiscal impact is a myth in
ny opinion, and I'm serious when I say this bill will cause
a positive fiscal impact. I* will improve the condition of
locals, because if you don*t pass the bill and you don't have
an incentive, you're not going to improve your home, and if
the home isn't improved, it will not rise in value. If you
do improve it, it will rise so you get a break for four
.yea:s, that's all it does.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator DeAngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

#ell, you know, here we go again but, Senator Egan, I
don't think anybody is against anybody improving their honme.
But, you ‘know, the fact is that all this does is shift the

. taxes over to somebody else, because you're not lowering the
amount of taxes that are being levied by these units, you're
simply saying, go ahead and levy the same dollars, somebody
else will pay for it that somebody else isn't going to pay"
for it, and that's my only objection to this and I think it's
Senator Etheredge's also. If ve were, in fact, saying, we
aren't going +*o reduce these taxes by this amount, it's one
thing, but somebody else is going to pick up the tab.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Egan
may close.
SENATOR EGAN:

Well, again, let me just say that uith...uith.;.this is
d...an exemption for a limited period of time on a desire
either to improve or no*. Now, if you do iaprove, you get a
break for four years, then the value of that home goes up.
So, there is...there is no estimable way to foresee what kind
of impact there will be fiscally, and I...I'm going to say it

again, I think the fiscal impact is positive, not negative,
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I...I would ask for the homeowners in each of your districts
that you want +to keep, o ask ther to improve their houmes,
give them a break for a few years, and I...1 ask for vyour
favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The gquestion 1is, shall House Bill 18 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye..‘Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 37, the Nays are 20,
2 voting Present. House Bill 18 having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill 21,
Senator 2Zito. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 21.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Zito.
SENATOR ZITO:

Thank you, Hr. President and nmembers. House Bill 21
amends the Drawmshop Act. t provides tha*t the governing body
of a municipality of two hundred thousand or less population
may by ordinance direct the <clerk of the municipality to
place on the ballot the question whether retail sale of
alcoholic liquors shall be prohibited in such municipalities.
The reason for this legislation is quite simple in theory.
We have a number of punicipalities that do not want ¢to go
totally wet; however, residents in those municipalities, I
think, would if they had permission, or at least had a vote
on it, would have the choice of whether restaurants could
serve a cocktail with dinner or have packaged goods. We're
allowing for eight percent of the total registered voters to
sign a petition and present that to the clerk and have that

done on a referendunm. It's an open referendum, and I
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would...be happy to ansver ény questions if there are any,
and if not, I'd appreciate a Yes vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Is there discussion? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr, President and members of the Senate. &
few minutes ago we had the MSD, now we've got the liquor
industry. The...only problem I have with this bill is it
seems to be a deviation from the norm, and that is, it takes
twenty-five percent of the signatures of registered voters to
go from wet to dry and only five perceant from dry to wet.
And I guess I understand *he idea is to get a lesser number
of people so that a shopping center or whatever can becone
wet., Would the sponsor like to comment on the inequity there
in regard from wet to dry and dry to wet?

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKEBR:

Thank you, Mr. Presiden* and members of the Senate. I
rise to speak in favor of House Bill 21. Looking at the
staff analysis, I see that the 1Illinois Retail MNerchants
Association is in favor, the Illinois Municipal League is in
favor, the Hotel and Restaurant Association is im favor. I
have several small communities in the 22nd District who have
small restaurants and are not allowed to serve wine, beer or
anything with their meals. Also, we have chain stores in
these small communities who are asking for your support on
this bill. We are still going to give the voters of every
district the right on a referendur to vote in favor or
against, and I ask the suppor:t of this entire Senate Body.
Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:
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Thank you, Mr. President. Sepnator Mahar asked a ques-
tion, and I'd be interested in the answer. As I understood
the question, the law currently requires that if you want to
change from wet to dry, you've got to have twenty-five per-
cent of the...of the citizens sign a petition, and that this
bill would provide that if you go from dry *o wvet, you only
need five percent, and i* seems *o0 be...some...there's no
consistency there, and the sponsor was trying to respond to
the question and I think was unable to do so. I'd 1like ¢to
ask him for a response.

PRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR Z2ITO:

Yes, Senator Schunepman and Senator Mahar, that's beemn the
biggest objection to the bill. 1let me try to explain this in
the best...best...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

#ay we have some order, please, so that we can all hear
Senator Zito's explanation.

SENATOR ZITO:

«e«l don*t want this bill to have the same fate as the
drug bill the other day by misinterpretation or misunder-
standing. Let me try to explain to you why we're only asking
for five percent. It's my personal feeling that regardless
of the percentage of people you have sign a petition, this
referendum would still have to go before the entire elec-
torate at the next election. The reason we asked for five
percent...unlike the twenty-five percent to go totally wet is
that we are not going totally wet, we are going, if you would
like to use the terminology partially wet, we're providing
only for packaged goods and only for food service operations
to serve alcohol. 1We're not talking about taverns, wve're not
talking about discos, we're mot talking about bars; we're

talking about...food service establishments and packaged
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goods. Whether you have five percent, Semator, or you have
twenty-five percent of people that sign a petitioﬁ to go to
referendum, the key here is that you still go to a refer-
endum, you still put the question before the voters on elec-
tion day, and I think that's where the <real proof in the
pudding 1lies. If a conmuaity or municipality does not want
totally wet or partially wet, whether they have five percent
or twenty-five percent of the people on a petition is not
going to matter too much if they vote Yes or No. So, that's
the reason for the five percent; I hope I cleared up that
question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Purther discussion? Further discussion? Senator Zito
may close.
SENATOR ZITO:

Well, Mr. President and members, I think this in...in
this day and age we're doing everything possitle to
revitalize 1Illinois! economy and we're trying to make small
conmunities and local governments strong, feasible and
economical. I think that +this is one of ways that we can
provide the small businessaen with a chance to conpete, a
chance to survive and a chance to be a vital part of the com-
munity. I would respectfully request a Yes vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall House Bill 21 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
vo*ed who wish? Take the record. Opn that question, the Ayes
are 43, the Nays are 15, none voting Present. House Bill 21
having received the required constitutional majority is
decldred passed. House Bill 22, Senator Marovitz. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, rlease.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 22.
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR HMARCOVITZ:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President and members of the
Senate. House Bill 22 establishes the Violent Crime Victinm
Compensation Act. It creates the Violent Crime Commission to
study and develop programs and legislation aimed at the vic-
tims of violent crimes, including the establishment of victin
assistance centers. I+ requires the courts to impose addi-
tional graduated fines on defendants convicted of felonies,
misdemeanors and DWI's, and the receipts to be deposited in
the new Violent Crime Victim Assistance Pund. For too 1long
victins of violent crimes bhave been overlooked by our
society. Prograas to aid crime victims have been diminished,
as has funding. House Bill 22 provides a mechanism for fund-
ing programs to assist the victims of violent crimes without
using any tax dollars. I repeat that, without using any tax
dollars. The program is not funded by GRF funds but is
funded by additional fines on certain comnvicted law breakers.
I would ask for your favorable comsideration of this bill.
The Support Service Assistant Unit would receive their sonies
directly from users fees 1levied on coanvicted felons and
those...convicted of misdeﬁeanors for the purpose of...aiding
and assisting the victims of violent crimes. 1I'd ask for an
affirmative roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SERATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Barkhausen.
SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Will the sponsor yield?

.PBESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Indicates he will yield.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:
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Just one question, Senator Marovitz, I...I like the idea
but I...I want to ask you why you feel that it's necessary to
create a conmpission or advisory council along with this Act
in the fund?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

There’s...there*s no funding for the comsission. 1It's a
commission to take a look and see how this is aiding
the...the crime victims, whether...whether it's doing their
job, whether it's helping to decrease the incident of
reported crimes, whether it's assisting the criminal Jjustice
agencies to give more attention to...to qrime victims and
assuring that crime victims are...are...are apprised of...of
how their cases are...are faring in court and when their
cases are up.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

You say there's no funding for the commission and yet
wouldn't the commission have to have am executive director
and a staff, pay the expenses of the members of the commis-
sion?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

e..this will be only the expenses will be paid. There is
no individual fupding for the conmission.
PBBSIDINGYOFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR EARKHAUSEN:

Well, just to the bill. I...I like the idea of the bill,

as I say, but I would think the responsikilities of the

commission could be handled by the division in the Attorney
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General's Office presently responsible for administering the
Crime Victims Compensation Act. So, I feel that it's neces-
sary to oppose the bill in its present form.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is +here discussion? Further discussion? Further
discussion? Senator Marovitz may close.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

I would just ask for an affirmative roll call for this
bill to assist crime victims in the State of Illinois.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall House Bill 22 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 32, the Nays are 24, 1 voting Present. House Bill 22
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 43, Senator Ketsch. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 43.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr...thank you, Kr...am I on? Okay. The bill
in its amended form does two things. It does require that
the published notice with respect to properties that are
going to be the subject of tax delinguency im downstate
areas, not Cook County which already does this, include the
street address and fire number, if the street address is not
available, of the parcels shich are being subjected to the
delinguency notice, and the reason as 1 understand it is

that...that there are occasionally taxes that are not paid by
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mistake or by oversight. The taxpayers often don't really
understand what might be happening, because if any notice
comes to their attention at all, it is by index number with
no identification of the particular piece of property. This
is done...this was Representative Hastert's proposal...or,
no, I'm sorry, it started out as Cullerton's proposal, so
that there would be an understanding and an opportunity on
the part of the taxpayers to know. That does not involve any
additional notice, it is simply an add-on to that information
which is kept and made available. Now, the second part of
the bill that I think caused some consternation for awhile
did require that where there was to be township equalization
that...that obviously could result in an increase ih...in
property taxes, and that equalization factor was to be rolled
over to the next year and, in effect, built into tbat base
that a separate notice be sent out. The...we heard from a
number of...or from some downstate officials that this was
going to be costly because it had to be sent by first class
mail. That was changed so that there is no additional notice
that has to be mailed out. There will be a...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR NETSCH:

.+.let me just finish my sentence, if 1 might.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Alright.
SENATOR NETSCH:

There will be some information that will be wmade avail-
able to the taxpayer, but it will be only in the reqular
notice that they get from the assessor, no additional mail-
ing. That cuts out that extra expense from that part of the
bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schuneman.
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SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Question of the spomsor, Mr. President. Has there an
amendment added in the...in the House or in the Senate, Sena-
tor, or is this the House bill unamended?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR ERUCE)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

No. It was amended in the House. Representative
Hastert, and I, and some assessment officials, and others sat
down and had long discussions about it, and this is the
amendment that Representative Hastert worked out with then.
It was added in the Senate.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Okay, so it's not been amended in the Sepate. I have a
letter from one of my...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator, h PR ¢ believe your answer was
that...Senator...Senator Netsch.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Oh, it was amended in the Senate? I'm sorry, I misunder—-
stood that. WNow, I'1ll...I'1ll1l ask you my concern. I have a
letter from Sharon Thompson who is the Democrat County Treas-
urer in Lee County, who indicates that the county treasurers
are opposed to this bill and brings up the point that in her
county and other small counties throughout the State, that in
order to comply with this bill which requires that the coun-
ties publish street addresses on residential property and the
fire numbers on rural property in the advertisements giving
notice of application for judgements of sale for taxes which
are delinquent, that in order for w®mamy small counties to
comply with this would be a terribly costly thing. First of

all, some of that information, such as the rural fire number,
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isn't even in the county courthouse. Secondly, they point
out that...that in a county such as Lee, which is...which has
a population of about thirty-eight thousand, that they would
have to make over twenty-seven thousand changes on their coo-
puter just to add the information in order to get the kind of
printout that they need in order to have the inforpation
required by this bill. She further points out that they
should of opposed the bill, the county treasurers that is,
more forcefully in the House and that they simply goofed.
Now, all the members of the Senate have this
bill...have...this 1letter, I'm sure, but like all of you,
ve're all very busy and many of us haven't seen the 1letter.
But I think those of us who represent small counties ought to
be aware that this could very likely cause a great deal of
work for those counties and expense.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR EBRUCE)

Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Question of the spoansor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates she will yield. Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Senator Netsch, does this replace the index number or are
ve going to have to advertise the index number and the street
address and so forth? And if so, they're going to have to be
done in separate situations.

PERESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

I an looking back to see...I think it is in addition to.
Let me read you the full text of the sentence that was the
original bill. ®In counties with less than one million
inhabitants, the 1list of delinquent resideatial lands and

lots shall include the street addresses and fire numbers of
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those lands and lots to the extent such addresses and numbers
exist.® That is the sum total of the language that was in
the original bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Well, in addition to the additional work that Sena-
tor...Schuneman is talking about, we're now going to have an
additional cost because the publication is going to have +to
include this additional information. Now, if your coancern is
that the persom with the delingquent property might fail to
know that their property is going to be sold and you're going
to rely on a newspaper, are they not, in fact, notified by
certified mail prior to it? And you're going to tell nme
they're going to disregard a certified mail 1letter and be
able to catch it in a newspaper advertisement?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Netsch.
sENATOR NETSCH:

I'mv sorry, was that a guestion or a statement, Senator
DeAngelis? A question. The...the...your gquestion was, are
they notified by certified mail. #ell, I believe one part of
the problem, amd I'm at a slight disadvantage here, you
understand, because this deals primarily with non-Cook County
counties and the procedures are not always precisely the
sane. But I think one of the circumstances where it can
become a problem is if something goes wrong, whether it's on
the computer or negligence or...or an oversight or whatever
when the taxes are being paid by the mortgagee, and I'm not
sure that the mortgagor is going...partly because the street
address is not there is...is necessarily going to get
the...the proper notice. And it is my understanding that
that is one of the kinds of circumstances that gave rise to

the initial request for this bill. 1I...I should add, aand
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I...I...if this is partly responsive of your questios, what-
ever is being done here, it is...it is an addition to a
notice that already has to be published. Admittedly, it is
an addition. It is either *he street address or the fire
code identification of the particular parcel, but you are not
having...you are not requiring a notice where none existed
before. *

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Metsch
aay close.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Well, I think it's...vwhat the attempt to be done here is
to simply to make sure that people do have adequate notice of
what might be happening to their property and the fact that
it is being suggested to be tax delingquent. It seems to =me
that that is absolutely reasonable.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall House Bill 43 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion, the Ayes
are 40, the Nays are 18, 1 voting Present. House Bill 43
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 60, Senator Vadalabene. Bead
the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 60.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Vadalabene.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, first of all, I want to thank my colleagues on both

sides of the House...to get House Bill 60 revived. I think
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ve've heard quite a bit about the bingo bill. It affects
Madison and St. Clair County. However,...I do vant to make
this observation, the...the...the House...or Senate Bill 60,
which is now on the Governor's Desk, which is a
Watson-Vadalabene bill, is similar now to the bill that I'm
attempting to pass here. In Senate Bill 60 Monroe Flinn
gave...Senator Watson and nyself the courtesy of passing that
bill in the House without any amendments. As you recall, we
amended...¥e...wve amended Monroe...or our bill...or Moaroe
Flinn's bill here...Bouse Bill 60, I'm sorry, and Y think
that vwe owe the courtesy to...to Representative Flimn to get
.this bill dovn to the Governor. Now, if I was the Governor,
you know, I wouldn't have any problems, if he's going to sign
any bill at all, of whose bill he ought to sign. I'm on both
of <then. Senator Watson is a Republicanm, the Governor is a
Republican, and I'm on his bill. I think we ought to afford
our colleague, Representative Flinn, the same treatment that
Representative Flinn gave Senator Watson and wyself, and I
would ask for a favorable vote.
PBESID_ING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Is there discussion? Senator Watson.
SENATOR WATSON:

Thank you, HMr. President. I'd just like to concur vith
vhat Senator vVadalabene and would urge a Yes vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Purther discussion? Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, I know this is an exercise in futility because I
know this bill is greased, ®*cause what we're doing here...and
I represent a ssall portion of St. Clair County. What we're
doing here is we're giving an extra perk to St. Clair and
madison Counties to the detriment of other counties around
them. I supported Senator Vadalabene and Semator MWatson in

their initial efforts on this bill...these series of bills,

e
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and then I got a call from one of the counties that I repre-
sent vhich is right south of St. Clair County, Monroe County.
The American Legion called me there and they gave me the
example of somebody coming off of the J.B. Bridge from St.
Louis, or they have the opportunity of taking the J.B. Bridge
to St. Louis, or they can go straight north to St. Clair
County and get a higher bingo pot. So, this...so, therefore,
they're not going to play bingo in Monroe County. Now, it so
happens that there are some very active veterans' organiza-
tions in Monroe County, as there are in St. Clair and Madi-
son, and there are other civic and charitable typé organiza-
tions that hold these bingo games as fund raising efforts.
And so what we're going to do here now is we?re going to put
Monroe County at a distinct disadvantage, and I guess the
only way I can overcome that is that I have to put a bill in
next year for Monroe County, and then one for Randolph, and
then one for Perry, and then one for Jackson as we go right
on down the river, because we are doing harm to counties in
ny district with this bill., 2nd I regret that, because St.
Clair, as I said earlier, a little portion of St. Clair is in
my district and I want to help them, but I also want to help
the other counties in my district, so I'11 be in next year
with a bill that expands this concept...if this one passes,
that expands this concept to the other counties in ay dis-
trict.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

FPurther discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Vadalabene pay close.
SENATOR VADALABERNE:

Yes, all I want to say to my colleague on my left, there
already is a bill on the Governor's Desk, this...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lechowicz, did you wish to speak obn this bill?

I'm sorry, Senator vVadalabene, I...before you close.
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SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Very briefly, Mr. President, I think in the amatter of
fairness this bill should pass. I...it vas pointed out to
the membership that a similar bill passed out of the House
unamended, it applies to tvo counties, it's limited in its
scope, and I also concur in the...voting Aye on House Bill
60.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Vadalabene, I'm sorry, but I had not seen Senator
Lechowicz arise.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

That's alright, I didn't have much more to say anyway. I
vould appreciate a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

The question 1is, shall House Bill 60 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have .all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that gquestion, the Ayes are 48, the Nays are
6,...49, the Nays are 6, 2 voting Present. House Bill 60
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 64, Senator Marovitz. Read the
bill, M#r. Secretary, please. For what purpose does Semator
Rock arise?

SENATOR ROCK:

I wonder...I beg your pardon, Senator Marovitz. For the
purpose of an announcement, Mr. President and Ladies and
Gentlemen. If I can have the attention of the mezbership,
there have been some questions about the schedule. After
conference with the Minority Leader, the procedure vwe're
going to suggest is that about five~fifteen, an hour and fif-
teen pninutes or so from now...as you knov under the memo we
passed out, members have until five o'clock to address thes-
selves to the Agreed Bill List in terms of their vote or...or

knocking bills off. So, about five-fifteen we’ll go to the
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Order of the Agreed Bill List. The Secretary reliably
informs me that it shouldn't take more than ten ninutes or so
to read that list, at which time we will vote and then with
leave of the Body, Recess to give...afford everybody a chance
to walk around until seven o'clock, get some dinner, pake
some phone calls, whatever. If that's agreeable with the
Body, I think that's ip everybody's best interest because it
appears, just at a guick count on the Calendar, we have some-
thing like a hundred and ten bills remaining on the Calendar.
We will be here then from seven until...as long as it takes.
PRESIDING OFPFICER: (SENATOR BROUCE)

House Bill 64. H#r. Secretary, read the bill, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 64.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

'Thank you, very much, Mr. President and members of the
Senate. House Bill 64 creates the New Car Buyer Pratection
Act, better known as the lemon law. The Act would provide
that where a buyer of a new car has mechanical or other prob-
lems with the car, he must first attempt to use whatever
informal settlement procedure has been set up by the auto
pmanufacturer in question which complies with the applicable
Federal law. All these auto manufacturers. have them and it
complies with the Magnussen-Noss Act. The manufacturer must
notify customers as to the existence of such an inforsal set-
tlement scheme. The manufacturer shall be given a reasonable
punber of attempts to conform the car to its expressed war-
ranties. If they cannot, they must provide the buyer with a
replacement car or take the car back and refund the purchase

price to the buyer with a reasonable allowance for use of the
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car. As far as the time limit goes, a presumption that a
reasonable number of attempts have been undertaken to confornm
a new car to its expressed warranties shall arise where
within the statutory warranty period; one, the same...the
same nonconformity has beemn subject to repair by the seller
four or more times and such nonconformity continues to exist;
or, two, the car has been out of service by reasom of repair
or ;onconformance for a total of thirty or more days during
the statutory warranty period. He have worked with the
lobbyist from the car industry. I pust give them a lot of
credit for spending a lot of time on this bill. I know of no
opposition to the bill. It has become an agreed bill to my
knowledge. It has passed in sany other states and worked
very well in other...in many other states. There are prob-
ably more consumer complaints about defective cars and car
repairs than...than any other consumer complaint in our
State. I think this will go a long way toward remedying
that, provideé a lot of...of equity for the buyer of the car
as well as a fair...procedure for the dealer and the manufac-
turer, and I think it's a...it's an excellent piece of legis—
lation now in its amended form, and I would ask your Aye
vote. ‘

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Any discussion? The question is,
shall House Bill 64 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote HNay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
vish? Have all voted who wish? (Machine cutbff).;.voted who
vish? Take the récord. On that question, the Ayes are 55,
the Nays are none, 1 voting Present. House Bill 64 having
received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. 104, Senator Zito. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary,
please.

SBClRETARY:

House Bill 104.
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Zito.
SENATOR 2ITO:

Thank you, Mr. President and menbers. The Calendar is in
error, it said that it creates a conmission. What it does is
it makes permanent the Commission of Health...Health Assis-
tance Programs which was originally created in September of
1979. The copmission w@as established to conduct a study of
the coverage of Illinois' population under plans and programs
of...public or private health insurance or. medical assistance
to help meet medical expenses and various other...otbher pro-
grams. I'd be happy to answer any guestions. If not, 1I'd
appreciate a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIOC)

Is there any discussion? Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Yes, question of the sponsor.
PRESIDIKG OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIG)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Does +his...in this provision...in this bill, does it
have a repealer date, future repealer date?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO: )

Senator Kent, as I look through this, I know that the
commission was on and off in a tenﬁorary manner for a nusber
of...0f years. I do not see a...l do not see a repeaier.
PRESIDING OPPiCER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT;:

It does not have one im it, to ny...the way I read it.

e
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Has this conmission, when it was in existence, given any
reports or anything of that nature to the General Assembly?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

¥Was interval reports and they expired, and the report
filing system was on March the 1st of each year in addition
to ¢the interval reports. So, there 1sas a reporting...a
system in prograsms.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT:

I know that there's a réquirement, but what I®m asking
is,...uere there anmy reports given to the General Assembly
for their purview?

PEESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOBR DEMUZIO)

Senator 2Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

Yes, there vere. The...the commission resulted and
reported in four month...four-month intervals.
PRﬁSIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

«ee«Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT:

What...what type of provision is in the bill for the
pinority appointees to the commission? .
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

Senator Kent, if you remember Apendment No. 1, because ve
vere very concerned about including everybody and really
dealing with these problems, we added Amendment No. 1 which
states that the Department of Public...the director of the
Department of Public Aid plus six public members be appointed

to the commission.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT:

Just the wnminority; I @mean, how do the legislators get
appoipnted to the commission?
?RESIPING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator 2ito.

SENATOR 2ZITO:

. Membership will be included as follows: the directors of
Insurance and Public Health, six public members serving
four-year teres appointed by the Governor, eight legislative
members, two each appointed by the Speaker and Minority
Leader in the House and the President and Minority Leader in
the Senate. The chairman is elected from among the wmembers.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

FPurther discussion? Senator Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, I serve on this
commission, and...and while I think I*'d be the first to admit
+hat it has kind of a incomplete track record, it really
never has gotten thoroughly off the ground. The last meeting
that I recall, then Director of Imsurance O'Conunor was chair-
man. There's no staff involved. We've worked through the
Department of Insurance, and we're in an area that I°m
personally pretty nervous about, that's group medical and
nedical care. I don't know about you, but I'm starting on a
regular basis to get more and more complaints and frustra-
tions and concerns from my constituency about that part of
+he check that goes out every month for group medical. And I
will say; I don't pretend to know much about it...that
subject, but what little I did learn, I did learn at a couple
of these commission meetings, uhich is enough, frankly, to
turn what ;iftle hair I have left white. ‘When you hear about

some of the problems that are looming out...pardon me, Sena-
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tor DeAngelis, no offense meant, I'd settle for bair of any
color. 7Yeah, we don't need a coamission on it though. But I
do think that group medical paynents and...and group insur-
ance in this State, medical insurance, is going to be one of
the big issues of this decade and probably the next, and I
don't know that this commission is qoing to cope up vith any
answvers, but I don't kmov that copnissions ig general come up
with answers to ny satisfaction. But let me tell you, the
problem is real, and as long as we continue using the Depart-
ment of Insurance staff and working very closely with then,
the expenditure is minimal. I cant't promise you a solution
but I can promise you there's a problem out there +that we
ought to be looking for a solution for.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Schunepan.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Question of the sponsor. 1Is this a new commission?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITOQ:

Senator Schuneman, this commission has been back and
forth since its inception, on a temporary basis, since Sep-
teaber -~the 14th, 1979. It*s come back to the Legislature
since that time on temporary provisions, and we'd like to
establish it permanently.

PBESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIQ)

Senator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNREMAN:

Well, then, apparently, it®s out now. It...it's not in
existence now then, is that nmy...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SBNATOR.DEHUZIO)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

I believe it just expired.
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PRESIDING OYFICBRf (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Schuneman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Well, Mr. President and members, 1 happen to serve
as...and have ever since I've been in the Legislature, on the
Insurance Law Study Copmission which was formerly chaired by
Representative Bernie Epton and is now chaired by Representa-
tive Dick Mautino. That conmission studies 'a variety of
needs and insurance contracts that are available to people.
It seems to me that this commission is duplicative of that
effort; at the same time we have public’assistance...public
aid commissions, I really don't think we need another commis-
sion. We...we've got them coming out of our ears now, let's
not create another one.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Zito.

SENATOR ZITO:

Well, Senator Schuneman, if I <cam respond, I got an
ansver to your guestion...it...the commission terminated...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

¥hoop...Senator 2ito, are you closing? Why don’t you
handle that in your closing remarks. Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in support of House Bill 104, and I'm partic-
ularly impressed by virtue of Amendment No. 1 that was added
by Sepator Zito. Seems to me that in this day and age, par-
ticularly when we are...faced with the opportunity or unfor-
tunate opportunity to put into place a budget for the Depart-
ment of Public Aid that will not under anybody's standard
provide the kind of medical coverage to the medically indi-
gent all across the board, that we ought to have some group
taking a look at it. We were confronted this morning with a

planifor an income tax that was a hundred and fifty million
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dollars less than what the Governor allocated, and I'm not
sure where that's coming from yet. But it seems to me this
is a problem that's worth addressing, and by virtue of Amend-
ment No. 1 we will have the director of the Department of
Public Health and we'll have the director of the Department
of Public Aid, and perhaps we can make a legitimate
bipartisan effort to get this solved. I don't have any
gquarrel with the Insurance Laws Study Commission. As a mat-
ter of fact, the Speaker and I and the Minority Leaders are
in receipt of a rather lengthy request from the Chicago Bar
Association to request either a new commission or an existing
commission, and my suggestion back to them will be the Insur-
ance Laws Study Commission to embark on a rather lengthy
study, not so much aimed at medical insurance but just at the
whole area of insurance. I've received a request from
another group to study the whole question of the Scaffold Act
and how it relates to insurance. I think there's enough to
go around, but I think this one is important. We are com-
fronted with a dwindling supply of revenue in terms of how we
treat the medically indigent, and if we're unable at the
conclusion of the study that we've mandated Senators Blocoum,
and Carroll, and Dawson and Smith to make with respect to
hospital cost containment, we had better have some further
information about the cost of insurance and what kind of
medical coverage can and should be provided to the people of
this State, particularly those who can'* otherwise afford it.
I urge an Aye.vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Zito may close.
SENATOR 21TO:
v Thank you, Mr. President and members. Just to follow up
on President Rock's comments, this commission does not only
limit its studies to insurance problems, it +talks about

Medicare, Medicaid, aprd with all the changing...all the
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changes that have been implemented both in the Pederal and
the State governmental;..level, the...I thipk it’s going to
do great things to just study the problems and see where
we're going in this State. Now, there's some of you and some
members here that are going to stand and rise in opposition
to commissions time after time, you continue to do that. I
don't think we <can lump, however, commissions all in the
Same...basket. There's good commissions and bad commissions.
There's conmissions that can help and certainly have a track
record of helping the people in the State of Illinois, and
there's commissions certainly that in some instances are
detrimental. I feel very strongly that this is a commission
that's going to help. 1It's proved im its small existence
that it's deﬁlt with these problems, and in the constant
changing of Medicare and Medicaid and all the things that go
along with health assistance, I feel very, very strongly
about this comnission and would respectfully solicit a Yes
vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Alright. The question is, shall House Bill 104 pass.
Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting
is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 48, the Nays are 11, none voting Present. House
Bill 104 having received the required constitutiomal majority
is declared passed. Top of page 4, 107, Senator Lemke. Read
the bill, H#r. Secretary, please. Whoop, Senmator Schuanenan,
for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

An inguiry of the Chair, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIOQ)

State your inquiry.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Senator Rock earlier indicated that wvwe were going to
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Recess for dinner and we'd come back at seven o*clock, and as
I remember the...the rules of the Senate provide that House
bills die at twelve o'clock this day,...am I correct in that?
If they've not been acted upon by midnight tonight?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The President is shaking in the...his head in the affirm-
ative. That is correct.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Okay...okay, and it's the intention of the Chair then, I
assunme, to go straight through the Calendar? Okay, thank
you, very much.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOB DEMUZIOQ)

It is. Top of page 4, the Order of 3rd Reading, House
Bill 107. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 107.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEAUZIOQ)
Senator lLemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

What this bill does is provides for the busing of all
children in...in school districts, both public and private.
I think it's a good bill, I ask for its adoption.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you, very much, Mr. President. Members of
the Senate, I rise in strong opposition to House Bill 107 in
its amended form. We debated this issue on this Floor on E
number of occasions, as you all might recall, and I guess one
might ask the question initially, where does the money cone
from? This nowv has become a State responsibility, I Ltelieve,

as...as the amendment so provides, and the effective date is
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January 1, of '84, and I would assume...Senator Lemke, if
you're 1listening, I'd like to have some information, please.
I would assume, and this is...¥r...Mr. President, is a ques-
tion directed to the sponsor, is it, in fact, your intention
to put this bill into effect on Janvary 1, and cause then
those school districts to begin to provide transportation to
nonpublic school students at that time?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Lenke.-
SENATOR LEMKE:

It's my intention to pass this bill so all children in
the State of Illinois have safety in public, and that I an
sure will happen in January 1st. These people that have
children going to private schools are interested in having
their kids have safe bus transportation. They are taxpayers
like everybody else, so I think it?s a...I think it's a good
idea. The Governor, last time, vetoed it, he said ve
couldn®t afford it, but I think conditions have changed
and...or will change and there...at that time, I think we can
afford it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Maitland.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, yes, the way the bill was written before, it was a
reimbursement formula and they would be...they would be paid
based on...on the formula, and...and you and I both know that
that formula is not funded at a hundred percent. Could 7you
tell me the procedure that we are now establishing for a
school district to submit their claim to the State Board?
How*s this going to be handled?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Leake.

SENATOR LEMKE:

I'm looking here at my notes, I'1ll tell you in a minute.
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Okay, im...in the first year...or part of the school year to
which this Amendatory Act applies, such reimbursements shall
be paid by the State Board of Education on a current basis in
tvo...appropriate equal installments with the first
installment due not later than Pebruary 1st, and the...and
the second installment, including any adjustment necessary
because of overpayment or underpayseat of the firs®
installment, due not later than June 30th.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAXTLAND:

Well, yes, I...I can read that and I can understamnd that,
but what I*m asking you is...is, who's the check and balance
on...vhen a school district submits a bill to the State
Board, what's the check and balance? #hat...what «criterion
are e using to establish a cost for
transportating...transporting those noapublic school stu-
dents? HWe are crossing district lines, we are using possibly
two systems; for example, in downstate Illinois we have sonme
rather large districts geographically, and it would seem to
me that when we're crossing district lines we are going to
bring those students to the district line, then the receiving
district is going to pickup those students at that line.
Who's going to...who's going to submit the bill if we are
using two different systems? Where's the criterion? Where's
the rules and requlations? How are we going to do it? We
have no idea what the cost of this is going to be until we
knov those ansvers.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion?...Senator Lerke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I think we do have, and we have the State Board of Edu-
cation which our Constitution has set up and they are...they

will...they will advise the districts as to what they will
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receive and how it's going to operate. And I think it's a
good bill, I mean, I can't see any problen. He're...ve've
got some expensive people on the State Board that know how to
do this, they reimburse regular districts now, I think they
could...they will come up with the formula...and reimburse
these districts for this additional busing.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you...Mr. President. I...1 believe, ny
colleagues in the Senate, I...you can tell the difficulty in
administering this kind of a bill. I guess it's one thing to
transport nonpublic school students within a district, but we
are...and, in fact, in this bill going to adjacent districts,
sonme of them very large geographically. #e are creating soame
very serious probleas, and I think it*s alsost an
unworkable...an unwvorkable situation. In addition to that,
ve have no idea, have no idea what the cost of this bill is
going to be, The best estimates we have are betveen eleven
and forty-three million dollars. Now, I submit to you that
that's a rather substantial cost in a time when once again we
are trying to fund public elementary and secondary education
and other necessary State agencies, and this is just an area
that we should not get into, and I believe the bill should be
defeated.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Watson.
SENATOR WATSON:

Thank you, Mr. President. I'd like to ask the sponsor a
question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Watson.

SENATOR WATSON:

I believe it was in my first term that we passed legis-
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lation which would allow transportation for private schools
fron...from the public schools. Whatever happened to that,
and...and is this a part of that or is ¢this a...sape...same
type of legislation?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIG)

Senator Lenke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

That was a bill we passed by Senator Geo-Karis. It was
@e..I think it vas 1812, and that bill was vetoed by the
Governor as...at +that time 'cause it was upaffordable. But
this bill now, with the influx of all the new revenue that's
supposed to be coming and the new burden we're putting on
these taxpayers, it's up to the Governor to say whether it's
affordable or not, but I think it's affordable and I think
it's necessary for us for the safety of the children.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCR DEMUZIO)

Senator VWatson.

SENATOR WATSON:

Well, I supported 1812, and I believe you're correct
about the number because it was a pretty controversial issue
at the time. I supported that particular piece of legis-
lation, but Y...I don't believe I can do it now. I...I don't
agree that this is a good time to be passing such legislation
and asking more and more @pandates and more and more cost
to...to local units of school. I just think this is a wvrong
way to go at this particular time.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator DeAngelis. Senator
DeAngelis, we have several Senators who have sought recogni-
tion. DeAngelis, Berman, Holmberg, Buzbee, Collins and
Schaffer. Senator DelAngelis.

SENATOR LCeANGELIS:
Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in s*rong support for

the parochial school busing bill, and +hat's what this is. I




Page 246 ~ JUNE 27, 1983

get a little irritated with the State Board of Education,
*cause I can remeaber several years ago when their first
estimate on that cost was a hundred and twenty million
dollars. When the dust finally sifted, it came down to three
and a half million. Now, I don't know how any agency can
make an estimate of between eleven million to forty-three
million. They may as...Right as well not even make am esti-
mate when they do it that way. Now, this bill is not going
to cost any school district any wmoney. It's going to cost
the sState of 1Illimois the money, and I would wish, I would
wish...this thing just surfaced a couple days ago...I would
wish, and I want all the members of the great school associa-
tions to hear this, I would wish that I'd received as many
calls from my school board members and my school administra-
tors on collective bargaining as I've heard on this. I don't
know why the terror strikes the hearts of public school
people when we're going to do something in the 1limited con-
stitutional way that we can do for private schools. I don't
know why that. If they really think that we're taking funds
awvay from them, probably so. But I've got to tell you, we
take a lot of money avay from them in a lot of different ways
and I don't hear anything from them on that at all. The
parochial and private school system is coaplementary to the
public school system. And I have to tell vyou, one of the
biggest costs they're undergoing right nov is the cost of
transportation, and we ought...we ought to at least afford
them a little bit of help for all the good they're doing for
this country.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in opposition to this for several reasons.

First, not to use a pun but to be parochial, my district



Page 247 - JUNE 27, 1983

includes Chicago and inclaudes Evanston as well as part of
Wilmette. I have private school, parochial school children
in both +*he Chicago part of my district and in the suburban
part of my district. Chicago is excluded under this amend-
ment, which means that the...the Evanston kids cannot be
bused into St. Margaret Hary's, that's im Chicago, and the
children that 1live in Chicago can't be bused into the paro-
chial schools that are in the suburbs. So that ny children
that would 1like perhaps to take advantage of this bill are
being discriminated against. On the other issue as to the
cost, 1 recognize Senator DelAngelis® comment, and some of
these estimates are quite broad, and it always bothers nme
that they can't pin this down to something better than some-
where, between fourteen and forty-three pillion dollars. I
don't know how valid those estimates are, but we know...and I
think there isn't anybody here that's not going to ackmowl-
edge that the cost could be substantial, and we're talking
about some nmillions of dollars. I don't know how wmuch, the
sponsor doesn't know, 1 don*t think anybody knows. In this
year vhere we are...vhere without the Governor's tax
increase, we're going to be cutting back on the coampitments
that we've already made to all the public schools, I think
the Governor's comments when he vetoed a...House Bill 1812
vere...or Senate Bill 1812, are more apropos today than they
were then, and that is that he sould comnsider this bill when
it wvas affordable. This certainly is not the year when this
bill is affordable.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Holmberg.

END OF REEL
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REEL #8

SENATOR HOLMBERG:

I, too, rise in opposition +o this amendment. Coming
from an area of Illinois where our school districts are par-
ticularly impacted, the unit school districts, we find that
one of mny school districts is...will be in debt five and a
half million dollars and considers this bill to have the most
negative impact of any of the bills pow going through the
General Assembly.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHBUZIOQ)

Further discussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. I...I have a rather uausual
request 'cause I want to ask Senator Berman a question on
this bill. He's not the sponsor, in fact, he just spoke in
opposition, but I wonder if I could have leave to ask Senator
Berman a question on this bill?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there leave to have Senator Berman answer the ques-

tion? Leave is granted.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEEATOR DENUZ10)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well the guestion that I have is, Senator Berman, is this
the additiomal aid to the Chicago schools that you®*ve been
talking about for so long?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

I don't think so.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEBE:

Well, I...I perceive it as such. Chicago...Chicago is
not in this bill at all? Chicago...Chicago parochial school
children would not...would ROteeaOTea. 0T suburban
school...school children would not be eligible for...is that
correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SERATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee, are you directing your guestion now to
Senator Lemke?

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Yes, I'm directing this question to Senator Lenke,
please.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCR DEMUZIO)

Senator Lenke.

SEFATOR LEMKE:

Right now in the City of Chicago, we treat public and
private students the same, they all get half fare on the CTaA.
We are fair and equitable in the City of Chicago. This bill
in the suburbs would make...in our suburbs make it fair and
equitable and wmake it fair and equitable throughout the
State. And I disagree with Senator Berman, because if you go
to school in Chicago, you get a bus pass if you 1live in
Evanston, but you don't get a bus pass if you live in
Evanston and go to Chicago.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Collins. Senator Schaffer.
Senator Schaffer on the Floor? Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEG-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, we
must remember that the private schools are not supported by
taxes and yet they serve a great purpose ib our State of

Illinois, and I do believe in the two systems of education,
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public and private education, being available. Private
schools have taken a lot of tax burdens off the taxpayers and
it isn't that expensive, I remember because I sponsored
Senate Bill 1812, and the cost was far, far less than...that
projected by the Board of Education, and I speak in favor of
the bill. We should help the school children as much as we
can and we should help the private schools too, because if
they close up then we bave more of a financial tax burden on
the people.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIC)

Further discussion? Senator Lemke may close.
SENATOR LENKE:

All T do is ask that all taxpayers that have children
going to school at 1least be treated fair and equitable when
it comes to the bussing of their children so they're safe,
there's a safe means of transportation. And, Senator Buzbee,
I have eighteen private schools in my district which go into
the suburbs and they will...some of them schools will benefit
because they have schools and they bave programs, and they
save the State of 1Illinois a considerable amount of money
because they pay the full cost of educating those children.
And we save a 1lot of money vith having private schools,
because if those students would go to public schools, it
wvould cost us with the astronmomical rates the vay
the...public schools operate more to educate than there are
now at the private schools. 1It's a known fact that at pri-
vate schools children are educated for less because they
operate efficiently and they're not top-heavy 1like the
Chicago Board or anybody else. We're not asking for any-
thing, we're just asking for maybe a little, about three mil-
lion dcllars back, and if ours is not being affordable,
that's true. If...if for some reason funding is not found
for the...for...for schools in this State, then this bill

will be vetoed; but if funding is found, then I +think it's
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affordable that we try to do something a little for the pri-
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vate school, and I ask for amn Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZI1Q)

The question is, shall House Bill 107 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record.
Ob...on that question, the Ayes are 29, the Nays are 24, 2
voting Present. 107 having...failed to receive the regquired
constitutional majority is declared lost. House Bill 23%,
Senator Bruce. fgead the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 234,

Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIO)

All right...Senator Vadalabene, for what purpose do you
arise?

SENATOR VADALABENE:

Well, on a point of personmal privilege in a vaye.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

State your point.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

fou know, we're coming down to some crucial votes and
we're copming down to some bills that mean a lot to ay
colleagues on both sides of the aisle. Aand if you remember,
I made a talk about people playing with their switches,
thinking that there's thirty votes or thirty-ome or
thirty-tvo and others who want *o get on, but seeing that
vote don't get on. And I wvould appreciate all of ny
colleagues, vote your switch and vote your conscience, but
quit playing with them.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

All right...Senator...Senator Lemke, for what purpose do
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you arise?
SENATOR LEMKE:

This isn't the first time people switched on a bill and
switched off. And one time on the raise of the gas tax
sonebody forgot to switch and the amendment passed from
this...through this Body. And when I make a motion to recon-
sider and Art Berman went to Table it, the President in that
Chair refused it. And let it knov now we're not playing
games, we're here to vote. If you're either going to vote
for a issue, you vote for it, you don't play games with the
switches. If that's the game you want to play, it could be
played both wvays, remember that. You win or lose on a bill
whether you 1like it or not, and when you lost you lost and
vhen you win you win.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

All right. Top of page 4 on the Order of 3rd Reading,
House Bill 234. The bill has beer read a third time. Sena-
tor Bruce.

SENATGR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
is a merely bill which merely says that records of the State
of Illinois that are open...that are public records shall be
open. We have worked long and hard, Representative Barbara
Flynn Currie in the House has worked with many individuals.
We have put on amendments in the Semate. The first amendment
established an effective date of January the 1st of 84, It
made a comprehensive section on investigating commissions of
this Gemeral Assembly. It exempted records of criminal
arrest. It provided for a...a court procedure. It deleted
a reference to private not-for-profit corporations. It
included information relating to grants ard contracts made
between a public body and a private organization. It clari-
fied the fee waiver for indigents; there.uas some discussion

about whether an indigent could make a reguest even though he




Page 253 - JUNE 27, 1983

was not the person truly making the request. It protected
the...identity of persons who filed complaints with adminis-
trative, investigative, lawv enforcement or peral agency. It
included the exemptions except for police blotters, identify-
ing information such as name, fingerprints and photographs.
And it also exempted preliminary drafts, notes of a public
body. The...it also exempted marketing transaction and port-
folio investment transactions and strategies; exempted
records of permanent legislative cosnission; nade a court
order available so that there could be a finding. It gave
+he person who was found to be in error thirty days to
respond subject to...pursuant to the Civil Administrative
Code. It deleted at the request of the Illinois Muonicipal
League the maximum rate of fifty cents a page. We then
allowed public bodies, mainly the Illinois Historical Library
Association, to promulgate rules and regulations pertaining
to the availability of records. #e defined criminal bhistory
records which are exempt. We also stipulated that regula-
tions adopted pursuant to such 1laws shall have the
force...shall not have the force of nondisclosure. Ve
exempted disclosure of personal information oan professional
or occupational registration or licensure at the request of
the Department of Begistration and Education. We work with
the Criminal History Record Information Cowmmission on the
exeaption of their information concerning criminal history.
e exempted...administrative or technical informatiom which
would Jjeopardize the security of any systen. We also
exempted any contemplated fipancial transaction. I think
that we have worked long and hard to particularly meet the
requests of the Chicago Police Department. Captain Rodriguez
was at the committee, he met with the Attorney General.
Meetings were...occurred for more than four or five hours.
They now have, I think, met all their problems. «®e now bhave

the support of the Illinois Cripinal Investigating Comnission
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of this Body. The Law Enforcement Crime Justice Information,
their amendment has been placed on. The State Historical
Society's Awendmeat is on. The Department of Begistratiod
and Education, the Illinois Library...Association has been
satisfied. The Municipal League supports the legislation. I
know that there is a lot im this bill that is of concerm, but
at the present time, I think we have met all objections and
I believe the bill is in the foram that should be passed and
sent to the Governor's Desk.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you. I suppose there car be a number of questions,
but I presume the sponsor will yield. VYield for a guestion?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

What...what, if anything, can an inmate in a penal insti-
tution now receive in the way of a public record upon
request, if anything?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEHAUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, he would be able to, if bhe wished, get nmaterial
from public bodies as any other citizen. He would not be
able to get, under any exemptions, any ianvestigatory records
conpiled for criminal, State, 1local or adsinistrative law
enforcement purposes, that's...that?s in the Act.

'PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Senator Sangmeister.

. SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Supposing a person is arrested for...DWI, drunk driving,

and " obviously he «could get a copy of that police report by

going through the court and asking for discovery of it; but
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supposing he doesn't do that, he just goes down to the local
police station and says, I want a copy of the arrest report
that thkat police officer wrote up on me. Do they have to
deliver that to him2
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMNUZIO)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I believe that he could get his own; he could get...not
get <the arrest record of any other individual because it
would be an invasion of persomal privacy.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMOUOZIO)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

No, but I mean without court order, he could go down and
ask for a copy of the offense report that was written the
night before by the arresting officer and they would have to
give it to hinm.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, there are two exceptions, Senator, if you know
there is a statutory exception you...you could practice in
this area a great deal more than I do. If there's a statu-
tory prohibition against it, he could not because the law
says if there's a statutory prohibition he cannot. The other
thing is, the department can develop rules and regulations
concerning the release of that information.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIQ)

Senator Sangmeister. Further discussion? Senator
Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Senator Bruce, if memory serves me correctly, a number of
years agqo, the California Legislature had a...one of these

freedon of information type laws on the books and somebody
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vent...sonebody working obviously for the mob went in and
got some phone records from some state's attorneys' offices
or police offices or something and started checking phone
numbers and identified several...informants whose bodies
started showing up in San Francisco Bay rather gquickly there-
after. Have we got anything in here that's going to come
back to haunt us of that nature of these financial records
that have implications of that sort? I think we ought to be
a triffle careful.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Bruce
may close.
SENATOR BERUCE:

Well, in answer to that question, confidential informa-
tion is absolutely not available. 1In additionm to that, crim-
inal history record inforrmation we added by amendment, I
think it's number four or five, whichever the last amendment,
meant information collected by criminal Jjustice agencies
vhich would include those people...anything that would con-
sist of identifiable description, notations, arrest,
detentions, indictments, information or other charges or any
disposition arising, sentencing, correctional supervision and
release. And so I believe that they would not be able to get
a hold of those telephone bills and try to find out who
they...to whor they had been speaking.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

All right. The question is, shall House Bill 234 pass.
Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting
is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
‘Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 56, the Nays are 2, none voting Present. House
Bill 234...00ps, on that question, the Ayes are 57, the Nays
are 2, none voting Present. House Bill 234 having received

the required constitutional wmajority is declared passed.
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235, Senator Welch. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 235.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. This bill will amend the Illi-
fniois Human Rights Act to include as a civil rights violation
sexual harasspent on the job. The issue of sex harasssent
.has been well-addressed by studies, some conducted here at
Sangamon State University, some by Redbook and other groups,
the list is ;gngthy that sex harassment on +the Job is bad
business. It has been made clear by decisions such as that
of the Governor to establish by an Executive Order, his first
order of 1980, that barred sex discrimination in thé code
deparments of Illinois. The Federal Government under the
equal opportunity...

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Pardon me, Senator Welch. If we could have some order
and if the 1lobbyists in the lobby row would be quiet, we
would like to conduct the business of the Senate. Pardon me,
;Senator Welch, you may continue.

‘SENATOR ®ELCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. The Federal Government through
the Equal Employment Opportunities Commission has established
guidelines and regulations about sex harassment for those
businesses that respond at the Federal level. ‘House Bill 235
vas made clear...will make clear in our State Statutes that
in public and in private employment sex harassment on the job
is prohibited and would apply appropriate peralties through
the Department of Human Rights and through the Commission on

Human Rights. Presently, the Illinois Department of Human
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Rights...understands that it may interpret its authority to
deal with this problem through its interpretation of sex dis-
crimination. The Department of Humaum Rights supports this
bill on the grounds that there is some...awmbiguity in that
decision. This bill follows the Federal Statute and I would
urge its support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the gquestion
is, shall House Bill 235 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record.s On that question, the Ayes are 59, the Nays
are none, none Voting Present. House Bill 235 having
received the reguired constitutional majority is declared
passed. House Bill 257, Senator Berman. BRead the
bill...take it out of the record. House Bill 261, Senator
Lenke. Senator Lemke on the PFloor? Read the bill, HMr.
Secretary. House Bill 261,

SECRETARY:

House Bill 261.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

¥hat this is, is amendment to the 1legal insurance bill
that e passed sometime ago. What this does, in =ffect,
1See.is allovw...meet some of +he objections the insurers
have. The amendment provides an insurer under a legal
expense insurance plan can go to...to any attorney of his
choice for initial consultation or advice and doesn't have to
use a law firm selected by the insurance company. So his
freedom of choice is completely preserved and both from the

initial consultation and from...and for later and more sub—
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stantial services. I think its a good bill; I ask for its
adoption.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO) .
Is there any discussion? Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNENMAN:

Well, simply to point out, Mr. President, that one of the
big issues when this...this concept was first approved by the
Legislature was that a person who was covered under this
group legal insurance would have absolute freedom in choosing
an attorney in the event he needed one. And simply to point
out that an apendment attached to the bill and the bill
itself, I guess, begins to chip away a little bit at that in
that the imsurance company would be required to...do sone
screening of claims through their own attormeys ratber than
the individual insured being able to go to whatever attorney
that they might want and...and I suggest that the lavyers
might want to take a look at this one.

‘PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHUZIQ)

Further discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. I'm pleased to stand up and
support my friend Senator Lenmke on this good bill., We have
‘passed a bill that authorizes group legal insurance several
‘years ago. The trouble 1is nobody writes it im Illinois
because the wording that's in this amendment is absent frosm
‘the existing law. In order to make this program feasible
there has to be some system for initial consultation and
screening by a panel of lawyers that will assist the insurers
to determine whether they have or do not have a legitimate
claim that is covered by the legal...group legal insurance.
This will make the program workable, will bring legal insur-
ance into the State of Illinois. It's really a...a consumer
bill, it certainly isn't a lawyer's bill, and I'm pleased to

support it.
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PBRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZI10)

Further discussion? Senator Lemke may close.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I think, Senator Schuneman, we tried to wvork this out and
wve bhave an anendment which I talked to Semator Rupp about,
and what's important in the amendment is the words that's
specifically in there, "Nothing herein shall prevent an
insured after plant coverage has been verified from choosing
to go directly to his or her own attorney of choice for ini-
tial...advice and consultation subject to the applicable
policy provision." I think this is a good bill. I think
this will allow us to have some legal insurance writtem in
the State and its...the bar associations have gone over this
and they agree with this, and I think it's...at that point,
there has to be some give and take and I think with this
apendment and everything else, everybody is protected, 1
think it's a good bill and I ask for a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 261 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 56, the Fays are 3, none voting Present. House Bill 261
having received +the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 320, sSenator Bruce. Read the bill, Nr.
Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 320.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Sepnate. This
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bill deals with two matters. The first of one is...which
has become minor and that is dealing with duplication of
records in your file of a school teacher, and I believe that
bill bas gone out of here without controversy once already.
The second part of it however deals with the...the rate for
reimbursement for adult education within the State of Illi-
nois. Imn 1979 we were paying at the rate of two dollars and
seventy-five cents; we reduced that to two dollars in the '80
year; in *81 we...raised i* to three dollars and fifty cents.
That stayed at three dollars and fifty cents, but under a
proposal worked out by the School Problems Commission, the
adult educators in the State of Illinois, the Community Col-
lege, the Board of Higher Education, the rate would go to one
dollar ninety-six cents unless this bill passes. The feeling
is that ve should increase that rate. It is at three dollars
and fifty cents. Proposed in this apendment is a three
ﬁollar rate which is significantly less than what they think
they need but they have...they have made the proposal that we
go to that rate. It does, in fact, I think allow high school
districts...or school districts the opportunity to continue
to offer adult education, They are very vitally involved
with Title 20 people in adult basic education and...and
GED's, and I think the bill ought to pass in its present
form.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

‘Is there any discussion? Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

«selr. President and members of the Senate, I rise in
support of this. 1I've been one of those who was involved in
negotiations earlier and when we came to one agreement that
if the figures did .not balance out we would make a Tecom—
mendation to change. They did not hold true, that the recom-
nendation this change. It is a vital necessity that this

bill pass so that those unit school districts or high school
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districts who have a program will be able to continue their
program. I have a list of...for those of you who have an
interest, how your districts would involve that...if this
doesn't pass how much money we'd lose and the programs that
would be closed down. This is a good, eguitable solution to
keep giving opportunity for adults who didn't finish high
school an opportunity to get a diploma or GED, and I would
appreciate a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIOC)

Further discussion? Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Will the spopsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Senator Bruce, how does the...how does this bill as it
has been amended change the...or redistribute the money that
has...that we supply to support these prograls?'

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Quite honestly, Senator Etheredqe, we are in constant
debate over the effect of this bill., The...I think the net
effect in my own mind, howvever, is to shift money into the
school districts of the State of Illinois that would normally
Or...or would go into the community colleges if this amend-
ment were not pade, if you assume that there is not sope
preapproval 'ptogram. There is a preapproval program and so
the shift of money is...is slight, I hope.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
Senator Etheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:
Well, I had information earlier that the total amouant of

money shifted would be on the order of 3.3 million dollars.
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I've also had people tell me that that's not true. But to
the best of my knowledge, the best figure we have, the most
accurate figure we have is that we will be shifting 3.3
millions of dollars away from the community col-
lege...colleges to other school districts.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, ve're into the School Aid Formula problem and that
is, how much norney do you have? How much are you going to
get if yocu don't change the formula? How much will you get
if you do change the formula? The...the shift is...is not
nuch if we make this change and go back to three dollars from
three dollars and fifty cents, a downward wmovement for the
school districts. 1If you leave it at a dollar ninety-six, I
believe that you have then, by policy of this...this Body
meant that school districts are not going to have adult basic
education programs. If we put in the three dollars, it
shifts money but not as much as it would have had we stayed
at a dollar ninety-six. He are trying to do equity under
this apendment and ir this proposal. It is true if we didn't
do anything though, Senator Etheredge, cosmunity colleges
would receive more money, and I don't think there's any
bigger champion than...than me for community colleges, and my
stock is down in that area right now. If I were marketing my
stock among coamunity colleges, I don't think I would get a
very high bid, but I hope that we can resurrect and make some
changes, quite honestly, in the House to try to strike a more
equitable division of these dollars between community col-
leges and school districts.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DERUZIOQ)

Senator Etheredge.

SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Well, I am, as you know, very much concerned about the
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question of equity. I do not like to...and will not, in
fact, vote for a bill that would transfer 3.3 million dollars
avay from the copmunity college to...to other school dis-
tricts. I would...I had been in hope that there would be
negotiations take place over the last several days which
vould have enabled us to reach some sort of equitable resolu-
tion to this problen. And, Senator, if I understood your
remarks, you are...you are providing some assurance that
those negotiations will continue and that there will be fur-
ther efforts made to resolve the...the problen as
iteeeite..as it now exists in this bill. Is that...is that
true?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOBR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I have spoken with Representative Stuffel, I have spoken
with the people from adult ed.; I have told them, I think,
that...that to do equity in this npatter, the discussions
ought to continue on and see if we can get some resolution
that meets with everyone's approval rather than being at one
another's throats right nov.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Purther discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:
Will the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOB DEMUZIO)

sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Senator Bruce, for the record, has Senate...has Bepre-
sentative Stuffel indicated to you that he will aove to
nonconcur?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIQ)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:
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I am going to ask him to nonconcur. Representative
Stuffel is convinced that this amendment as it is is the
proper wvway to proceed. But I am working with him to tell him
that I think that we ought to take a second look at this to
see wvhether there are other grounds. Senator Berman, no one
knows Dbetter than you that we may not get to better ground.
The parties im this debate lock down fairly quickly and...and
freeze into their positions, but I do believe that -thete is
still sufficient time to work out additional formula changes
to meet everyone's...really, desires.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Bermane.

SENATOR BERMAN:

¥ell, for those people that are...not only the people om
the Floor, but I think the...the educators, junior college
and adult educators that are involved, I would strongly urge
that if this bill passes that it...that this amendment not be
concurred in. Their...the amendment increases the reinburse-
ment rate from twventy-eight dollars and seventy-four cents to
forty-four dollars and eighty-five cents. That's a substan-
tial change, that's a fifty...fifty-six percent increase in
the feimbursement rate. Senator Etheredge is correct,
this...this will involve either a 3.3 million
dollar...additional appropriation or cutting back on the
enrollments at the junior college level. I Jjust want to
remind you this isn®'t a...this bill changes an agreemeant
that the junior college people and adult ed. people agreed
upon a year ago, and mny information is that it®*s only a
couple...or a few, I think is a better word, a fev districts
that are wmaking all the noise. They happen to be districts
that Senator Bruce is responsive to and...and Bepresentative
Stuffel is responsive to. I doa't fault that Lbut I just want
you to know that a lot of beople are...rkay be hurt if this

bill moves out of here because of some vocal.e..a...a few
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vocal districts and they;re trying to change anm agreement. T
think that...the...they have...the adult ed. people have
refused to compromise is my indication. And without a clear
indication from Representative Stuffel, at this point,
I'n...vell, wait a second we pay have a late flash. Rill
you...will you nonconcuar? Okay. For the record, he says
whatever I want, I would like monconcurrence so they can con-
tinue to talk. 1I'11 support the bill at this point based
upon that representation. Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Keats. Further discussion?
Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Thank you, Mr. President, very briefly. I rise in favor
of this bill and in agreement with Senator Bruce. I think
myself as a big supporter of our junior college system but I
think adult ed. and...especially adult ed. ¢that I know about
in...in oy area has done an excellent job, and 1 think they
deserve the funding; I think they deserve this bill, aund 1'd
ask for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Purther discussion? Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

What's the cost of this bill? Additiopal cost?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEHUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield.

SENATOR LEMKE:

3.3 million? Well this is for...this is for adult people
going to cosmunity college but we couldn®*t afford 3.5 mil-
lion for elementary and secondary children éoinq on busing.
Now what are we doing? Do we deny safety to kids and take
care of the adults? That's what this bill is doing. I think
this bill should...I...I'n éoing to vote Present because we

can't afford the additional cost.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIO)

All right. Further discussion? Senator Bruce may close.
SENATOR BERUCE:

Well, Senator Lemke, no money is increased in this bill.
What ve are talking about is how much of the fifteen million
dollars, three and a half million State, remainder of Federal
Government money, should...how that should be distributed.
Not one additional dime is being spent by this bill. The
question is, who is going to spend it, not how much is to be
spent. Some want to spend it in the school districts, 1like
me; others would like to spend it in community colleges. But
these are adult basic education programs in both of those
systems. The question is, where it should continue, 1
believe that we ought to continue to have ABE programs im our
high school districts. They've done a very good job, would
allov them to continue, this bill allows that to happen.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

The question is, shall House Bill 320 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
fiave all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. Opn that guestion, the Ayes
are 45, the Nays are 10, 1 voting Present. House Bill 320
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 321, Senator Netsch. BRead t+he bill, H#r.
Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 321.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senaior Netsche
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. This is a wmajor bill sponsored

by the Dangerous Drugs Commission, cosponsored in the Senate
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by Senator Etheredge and myself who are both members of the
compission, It does a couple of things; obne, it signifi-
cantly restructures the entire fine schedule for the drug
related crimes and increases the amounts that can be fined
for violations of those acts. I pmight say that it does not
affect the jail sentences which is one reason why it was not
put into a subcommittee and held. But this is extremely sig-
nificant, it's something we became awvare of during the
look-alike drug...legislative, not battle, but whatever of
last Session and ve realize that our fines were way out of
kilter. That is the first thing that it does. The second
thing is that it pakes...it provides for the tripli-
cate...triplicate drug...prescription procedure to be tranms-
ferred to the Dangerous Drugs Commission from the Department
of Registration and Fducation. That will not actumally become
effective until a year from July 1. In the meantime, the
compission is authorized to begin to set up a program on the
computer. The third thing that it did was a coppromise really
with some of the 1law enforcement agencies. It restored
the...it restored the mandatory fine provision amd that
mandatory fine provision, incidentally, which is written in
the amount of street value so that those who want to use the
maidated fine provisiom will still have an opportunity to do
so. Those are the main things that the bill does. I think it
is agreed to by virtually everyone. I should make one other
point, by the way. The fines that are collected will now be
distributed in part to...for the first time, a Juvenile Drug
Abuse Pund which is going to be available for prevention and
educatona Twelve and a half percent of the fines will go
into that fund, eighty-seven and a half percent will continue
to go to the law enforcement agencies basically. We think it
is a very good bill. I would solicit your support and defer
+o Senator Btheredge.

PRESIDENT:
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Any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the question is,
shall House Bill 321 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. Om that guestion, the Ayes are 54,
the Nays are none, none voting Present. House Bill 321 bav-
ing received the regquired constitutional ﬁajority is declared
passed. On the oOrder of House Bills 3rd Beading is House
Bill 349. Read the bill, Hr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MB. FERNANDES)
House Bill 349.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Sangnmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill received a lot of debate on 2nd reading when many amend-
ments were offered to it. Basically what the bill does is it
allows corporations to practice law in small claims court
under certain circumstances. If you what any further
elaboration of that, I'l1 give it to you, otherwise, I
appreciate a favorable roll call.

PRESIDENT:

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? 1f not, the
guestion is, shall House Bill 349 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting 1is open.
Bave all voted who wish? Have all voted sho wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 54, the Nays are 3, none voting Present. House Bill 349
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 351, Senator Rigmey, I understand was
bumped. If you'll take a look...the caption is listed on

page 21 on the Calendar. on the Order of House Bill 3rd

e
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Reading is House Bill 351, BRead the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 351.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Rigney.
SENATOR BIGNEY:

Well, Mr. President...House Bill 351 simply points out
that anyone licensed under the Medical Practice Act would be
able to issue an excuse frog a...a high school or...or
elementary school gym class. In addition to that it also
clarifies the right of the parent to also issue a temporary
excuse for that child. Up until this time we didn®t think
there wvas any particular problem in this area. Due to an
unfortunate interpretation from the Illinois OGffice of Edu-
cation, it became apparent to us that we are going to have to
clarify this part of the law.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? 1Is there any discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 351 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted vho wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 56, the ©Nays are none, none voting Present. House Bill
351 having received the required constitutional nmajority is
declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is
House Bill 360. Read the bill, ¥r. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 360.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDERT:

Senator Bruce.
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SENATOR BERUCE:

Thank you, Mr. Presideant and menbers of the Senate.
House Bill U460 changes the way in which a river conservancy
district in @y particular district will be...House Bill
360...will be selected. At the present time, they are
appointed by the mayors and city councils. This bill proposes
that they be elected. The Rend Lake Comservancy District is a
unigue project, I think, in the State of Illinois in that
they have developed what is known as the intercity water
system, and they are presently providing vater to some forty-
six systems throughout most of Southern Illinois...nuch of
Southern Illinois and much of my district. The thought is
that we would like to have a process of election. I've been
a legislator for a few years down there and 1 think it*s fair
to say when we were making these appointments we kept getting
into difficulty. I think the board would be more responsive.
The city councils, the forty-six of them, think that they
would be more responsive. The county boards in which they
have sevice think they would be more responsive. I don‘t
think the board has any serious objections, although I think
it's fair to say that the...the board preseatly is not unani-
sous in wishing to go to am election. There are hard
feelings one way, there are hard feelings the other. The
three legislators from that area...the four of us are not
unanimous. Representative Ray thinks they ought to be
elected. Representative Hicks thinks they ought to be
elected. I think they ought +to be elected, and I think
you're going to hear from the other person that represents
that area in oppostion to this bill, but I believe it is a
fair vay of selecting and electing one of the largest govern-
mental bodies down im our area, and 1 would solicit your
favorable vote.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Any discussion? Senator Johns.
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SENATOR JOHNS:

Well, you could have just identified me if you'd wish,
Senator Bruce. This legislation should bLe defeated. It is
sought by an individual who seeks to control this board. His
efforts have been thwarted by other members of the board.
The board is now comprised of fine, hard working, honest,
upright individuals; it is so because of recent election
vhich removed the man from office seeking this legislation.
This has a special purpose by an individual who seeks to
thwart the efforts of the guidance of the board now. None of
the trustees were notified of this; if so, only one, and
Senator Bruce was supposed to hear from him and I baven't
heard from Senator Bruce about it or hime
The...representation now is in good, solid condition. This
conservancy district is largely in my district, not Senator
Bruce's. This district...conservancy district had its origina
in my district. It is loaded for our few select people who
seek to return to power and to whom the past problenms with
the Pederal Government could be laid at their feet. We've had
problems and you want to Tetarm it to that bunch, you go
ahead and vote this way. It will cost the taxpayers nothing
to leave it like it is. My mayors of both parties don't vant
it, as far as I'm concerned. The county board chairman of
both parties don't want it, as far as I'n concerned. In
addition, out of fourteen river conservancy districts in the
State, ask yourself this guestion, why bas this one...why has
this one been singled out to be changed? 1It's exactly like I
told you. 1It's special interest and the two right over there
are playing the part of it. It's a sour grapes package. One
designed to hurt the men who succeeded in a recent election

who will change the course of direction of this district, who

will make it successful, who will eliminate the problems that

have been inherent with the past administration and they will

guide us successfully along. The intent supposedly now is to
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put it back in the hands of the public, it never was. It was
in ours and it was now trying to be into the public's bands.
Leave something to local government, Gentlemen, don*t put it
all back to just a few people. Thank you.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Bruce may
close.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, Senator Johns has brought up the problem and that
is I have the largest county, and the largest city, and amost
of the population in my district. It is true that he has the
largest geographical area, but we have a good deal of prob-
lems with the conservancy district and the quality of the
water. The present mayor and city council has an appoint-
ment. ¥We would like to have the chamce to take a...a look at
these guys, an electoral process. All the city councils, I
think, support this legislation. The county boards, I know to
2...t0 a board support the legislation. It Jjust says they
are to be elected. We have very serious problems that we
would like to resolve. We think we can do it by getting the
board, perhaps, a little nmore responsive and also putting
them out for election. I...I don't know what the problem is.
Whoever wants to be chairman or not be chairman can run for
this post and be elected. It makes good sense to me. We've
tried to work with everybody. I've held this bill on...on 3rd
reading for a veek asking for any amendments, none vere
offered, I believe. HWe're just down *o the point where we're
going to elect these guys or we're not, and I, frankly, think
that in my area, in my district, we ought to elect thenm. And
the other three...there are three of us that think so, Repre-
sentative Hicks who represents Jefferson County, as I do and,
Representative Ray who represents the southern part or the
part south of me who is standing here, who is the principal

sponsor, also ‘agree that we ought to do that. They...they




Page 274 - JUNE 27, 1983

cun in this area. They're responsive to their city councils
ind...and county boards just like I am, and I would ask for
your favorable vote.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Johns, for purpose do you arise?
SENATOR JOHNS:

Well, I'11 just tell you this, if you want to put it back
into the hands of some people who were shoddy, who the Fed-
aral Government was looking at all the time, there was pos-
5ibly an investigation in the offing on...on a result of some
>f those people and the representative who put this in play-
ing right into the hands of those people.

PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 360 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 31, the Nays are 9, 10 woting Present. House
Bill 360 having received the required constitutional majority
is declared passed. Senator Johns, for what purpose do you
arise?

SENATOR JOHNS:

Verify that roll call, please.
PRESIDENT:

All right, Senator Johns has requested a verification.
Will the Senators...please be in their seats. Hr. Secretary,
please read the affirmative roll.

SECRETARY:

Following voted in the affirmative: Barkhausen, Becker,
Bruce, Buzbee, Coffey, Collins, Egan, Etheredge, Fawell,
Friedland, Grotberg, Holmberg, Jones, Kent, Lechowicz, Luft,
Macdonald, Mahar, Maitland, Marovitz, Nedza, Netsch, Philip,
Rigney,.Savickasi Vadalabené, Watson, Weaver, Welch.

PRESIDENT:
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Senator Johns, do you gquestion the presence of any
member?

SENATOR JOHNS:

Barkhausen here?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Barkhausen on the Floor? He's on the Floor in
the phone booth.

SENATOR JOHNS:
Is Lechowicz here?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Lechowicz on the Floor?
SENATOR JOHNS:

Nedza, is he here?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Nedza on the Floor? All right, Senator
Lechowicz...is Senator Lechowicz on the Flcor? Strike his
name, Mr. Secretary.

SENATOR JGHNS:

Senator Nedza.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Nedza on the Floor? Strike his name, Mr. Secre-
tary.

SENATOR JOHNS:

Mr. Chairmpan...fr. President, that's sufficient. I move
to reconsider the vote by which that bill 1lost. Wait a
minute, no.

PRESIDENT;

All right, the roll has been verified. On that gquestion,
there are 29 Ayes, 9 Nays, 10 voting Present. Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I'd 1like to place this bill on the Order of Postponed
Consideration, we'll be back in the fall.

PRESIDENT:

The Senator has asked leave to place it on the Order of
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Postponed Consideration. Leave is granted. ©On the Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 366. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 366.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill,
PRESIDENT:

Senator Lepke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

What this bill was...was introduced at the request of the
trustee of the Illinois State Board of...of Investments to
alter certain fiduciary standards added to Article I of the
Pension Code 1last year by Public Act 82-0960. The primary
purpose of the bill is to specifically provide that the
indemnification provisions contained in Article I, Section
107 and 108 apply to the trustees, consultants and staff of
the ISBI. This bill add...adds to...to the adop*ion of
Section 10 and...and 108 was necessitated by the...by the
Attorney General's Opinion issued on December 30th, 1982
vwhich stated that the indemnification provision contained in
Article I were not applicable to the ISBI. 1 thipk it's a
good bill, I ask for its...adoption.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Any discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate,
just to remind everyone how important this is. The nmembers
of the Board of Investments upamimously support the 1legis-
lation, it...it really is absolutely necessary. I ask you
for your Aye vote. Thank you.

PRESIDENT:
The question is, shall House Bill 366 pass. Those in

favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting
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is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 54, the Nays are 1, nome voting Present. House
Bill 366 having received the required comstitutional najority
is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading,
the bottom of Page 4, is House Bill 375. Read the bill, Hr.
Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 375.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, Mr. President and members of the Semate, House Bill
375 creates +the Firefighters' Collective Bargaining Act.
We've been through this bill before, it passed many years in
our Session and it authorizes the collective bargaining
between firefighters and their public employers. It estab-
lished arbitration procedures to be followed when negotia~
tions have reached an impasse and lists factors upom which
the panel shall base its findings, opinion and order. It
prohibits strikes by firefighters and it's effective inmedi-
ately. It's in the same context that we passed earlier for
the teachers. I think your comsideration for this bill for
the firefighters should be at least on the same vote and I
would appreciate your support at this time.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise in strong opposition to
this bill. It wvas amy understanding that 536 was going to be
the bill that contained collective bargaining for all of the

employees, public employees, in the State of Illinois. This
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bill will hurt every municipality in the State of Illinois.
It applies to every mnunicipality, including the City of
Chicago. There is a clause in this bill that says that once
the arbitrator makes a decision, that decision must be
approved by the municipality. They have no option to ask the
arbitrator to rethink his positioﬂ. concerning salary
increases that he decides to grant to the firefighters.
Let's assume that the city requests that the arbitrator granmt
the firefighters a five percent increase, the firefighters
naturally want more so they request a twenty percent increase
in salary. If the arbitrator decides that he's going to
grant the twenty percent increase, the city is mandated to
give those firefighters a twenty percent increase in salary,
they have no option, ladies and Gentlemen. Now that means,
they're either going to have to cut services or they're going
to have to raise taxes. Those are the only two options
they'rte going to have, because they cannot go back and ask
the...the arbitrator to rethink and not approve the position
and cut down the increase to maybe ten percent or eight per-
cent. Now that provision is im 536 in the House, and that's
why the firefighters and the policemen opted out of it
because they don't want...have anything to do with allowing
the city the discretion to ask the arbitrator to rethink his
position. This is going %o cost every sunicipality im the
State of Illinois a lot of money and it's going to hurt
everybody.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, the
firefighters are in negotiations with the city of Chicago
people and so far have not come up with any agreements, and I
ask for a No vote on this piece of legislation.

PRESIDENT:
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Further discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
guess ny first remarks will have to be, because we're on a
timer, on a point of persomal privilege. Because I want the
record to show here what has actually taken place. It was my
intention, and I started back in December of last year, to
put together a comprehensive collective bargaining bill that
wvould satisfy to the extent possible the needs of the bar-
gaining wunits and the local units of government. Unfortun-
ately, there has been a lot of demagoguery involved din this
process and a lot of people shuffling for power and recogni-
tion and they have distorted and destroyed that attempt.
When this bill came over from the House, as is...and I agree
with Senator D'Arco’s analysis of this bill, but I also know
that if we do not include firemen and policemen in the
collective bargaining bill, 536, that the cost to Chicago
would probably be far greater tham if this bill do not pass
or if ve do not take 536 back to Conference Committee and
include them in there. That would be the best possible
alternative. But if I, as sponsor of 536, at this time
attempt to even do that, the same people who approved and
passed this bill over here will pit Harold Washington and I
against each other and that is a sad tragedy. I say that I
would hold these bills, first of all, in committee and every-
one agree; then they disagree; then they agreed again and
they disagreed, and we finally...they agreed that we would
put these bills on 2nd reading and if issues were resolved in
536 that these bills would, in fact, be Tabled. And before
the House decided to not to negotiate in good faith and allow
some of the wishes of these groups to be recognized and nego-
tiated in 536, and they did that without my approval, they
should have thought about the consequences. They should have

also recognized that Earlean Collins is a Senator who keeps
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her word, and I promised them if we did not work out the
problems with 536 for them, not just this group but all of
the groups, that I would support their bills. And it is
unfortunate that at this time I am forced in a position to
support their bills. And, quite framkly, I don't give a danm
what the City of Chicago thinks.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR ERUCE)

Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEG-KARIS:

Will the sponsor yield for a couple of guestions?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Geo-Karis.

SEﬁBTOR GEO-KARIS:

Sepator, is it the legislative intent of this bill that
there be absolutely no strikes, but binding arbitration for
the firemen?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, this bill prohibits strikes by the firemen.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

And work stoppages and et cetera, is that right?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator...Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

I didn*t hear what she said.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

#ould you repeat, Senator Geo—Karis?
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

And vork stoppages?

PBESIﬂING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Savickas.
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SENATOR SAVICKAS:

I don't think it...says...addresses that particular issue
of work stoppage, iteeeit prohibits strikes. Sena-
£0feeetOeeetBeea0ON..]l am informed now, it's Section 18. If
you'll 1look oRn...in the engrossed copy of the bill, Section
18, page 15, line 10, "Strikes, work stoppages or slowdowns
by firefighters or their designated organizations within the
meaning of this Act are expressly prohibited.®
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUOCE)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Under Section 14, on page 13, it says, "The majority
decision of the panel shall constitute a mandate to the head
of the political subdivision, which is the employer, with
respect to matters which can be remedied by administrative
action and to the lawmaking body of such political subdivi-
sion or of the State with respect to nmatters which require
legislative action."” Do I uanderstand then, according to this
section, supposing the panel comes out with the decision in
arbitration and it directs it to the head of the political
suybdivision, 1let's say to a city, for example. In the event
the city does not like it, this does not preclude the city
from going to court to set aside the mandate or to amend it,
does it?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Savickas.

END OF REEL
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REEL #9

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Senator, they can always do that, it does not prohibit
then.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I have consistently said that I would support a
collective bargaining bill with no right of strike for any
public employee but with binding arbitration which is subject
to the review of the court if the event so be. In that case,
I think this bill probably satisfies...those requirenments
and...because I do not believe public emplpyees, such like
the firemen, should be allowed to strike because they do
affect the health, safety and welfare of the people and we
don't have the right to stop paying taxes, but at least they
do have their collective bargaining and they do have a means
Oof...0f binding arbitration. And since there®'s no strikes in
this bill, I support this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATGR BRUCE)
_ FPurther discussion? Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:
Question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

He indicates he will yield. Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JERENIAH JOYCE:

Now, the city has to, according to Semator D*'Arco, accept
the decision of the arbitrator. Do the firefighters also
have to accept the decision of the arbitrator?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR EBRUCE)

Senator Savickas.
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SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes. I would like to...I'd like to just expand on that
just for a second. The concern of ome of the previous Sena-
tors was that +the arbitration panel when it would base its
decision the city would have no recourse hut to either meet
that financial obligation or cut services. In the bill
itself, on Page 12, if you will read, it says,
"The...arbitration panel shall base its findings, opinions
and decisions on the followving; one, the lawful authority of
the enmployer; two, any stipulations of the parties; three,"
and this is the importamt par%, "the interest and velfare of
the public and the financial ability,"” and I stress that,
wthe financial ability of the unit of goverament to pay."
So, obviously, if the government...govermental upit is unable
to meet financial reques*s, they would have to take this into
consideration by the panel.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jeremiah Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMNIAH JOYCE:

Thank you, Senator Savickas. So, it could very well be
that the firefighters ask for twenty cents or dollars and the
city offers five cents or five dollars, and it goes to arbi-
tration, the arbitrator could come back with two ceats or two
dollars, as I understand...the legislation.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUOUCE)

Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, and I would imagine it depends on the economy and in
some instances we've seen in private industry where uniouns
have taken cuts, I imagine that when the cities are in fipan-
cial trouble that this ®may occur with our...our public
employees? contract.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
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SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Very briefly. You know, we have been winglanging these
people all over this Chaamber, all over this Capitol for the
last month and a half. We sat in this Chamber, I was clearly
under the impression that Mayor Harold Sasbington, then Sena-
tor Washington, supported public employee collective bargain-
ing. They have been going back and forth, I don't know who
speaks for Chicago. Does Lee Schwartz speak for Chicago? Is
Lee Schwartz conveying what Harold Washington is telling us?
I don't know what the city's position is, but we have three
days left here and if we don't come up with something, we
have wvasted and deceived and just put these people through
the ringer...needlessly. I ask for your support on ghis
legislation. The «city can live with it, the firefighters
deserve it and if there are problems the Governor bas the
ability to work out those problems with his pen.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Hudson.

SENATOR HUDSOM:

Thank you, Hr. President, 1ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I don't knowvw and have no way of knowing, nor am I
privy to what is happening on the other side of the aisle and
things that are happening <to this particular bill. I can
only be guided by the light of what I consider to be prin-
ciple. I think the principle involved here is wrong, I think
that this bill 1is cancerous in pature as vas the last...or
the one we passed earlier today. The cost, 1 would say, to
the State of 1Illinois and pnunicipalities is going to be
astronomical. If I have heard from the people in my district
on any one subject, it happens to be this one; that is to
say, the mumicipalities at least., They look forward to costs
that they cannot conceivably meet, so I *hink it's wrong on
the basis of what we <can do. I think it's wrong +to

A
nake...it's wrong on the basis of compulsion because as these




Page 285 - JUNE 27, 1983

agreements are entered into, you and I know that the element
of complusion will be tﬁere and these men and women and these
units, firefighters, police, et cetera will be compelled to
join as a condition of employment. So, I feel it's wrong on
that basis, public employees are not like private ewmployees.
They are hired in essence by nnits of govermment represented
by people who have been elected by the people to see to it
that these provisions are provided for the safety and the
health and the welfare of the people, and that is their job
and not the job of some exclusive bargaining agent. That to
me is principle, it isn't going to probably make any differ-
ence in the votes here by...I utter it sincerely and I think
it needs to be repeated time and time againp. For those
reasons, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the House,
those reasons and others, I oppose this concept and will cast
my vote No and urge others to do so.
PRESIDING OFFICER: ]SEEATOR BRUCE)

Senator Bloom.
SENATOR BLOOH:

Inquiry of the Secretary. Is this bill amended?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The Secretary indicates that no amendments have been
placed on this bill.

SENATOR BLOOM:

No. well, you know that's unfortunate. There
have...there have been...there have been games going back and
forth between the two Houses and certain representations were
made or unmade, and I'm not going to echo some of the prior
speakers. But we really do ourselves no good when we play
these games. I'm ubnaware, after listening closely to Semator
Collins*' speech as to whether she's going to concur in those
House amendments to the 536 which...which was supposed to
take care of all employees. Is she going to nonrconcur and

ask for a Conference Committee? I mean, that bas a bearing
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on it. Point is, in...in talking with...with our firefight-
ers who are sincere people and who, to a degree, have been
described as taking themselves out of the process, the 536
process, to a degree they could make the arqument they were
frozen out of the 536 process. So this leaves a lot of loose
ends. I*'d like to Kknow and make an inquiry of Senator
Collins. Are you going to put 536 in a Conference Committee?
I think that has a bearing. Once the pieces...go ahbead.
‘PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

essCight. If you'll keep your ansver real...gquick we
Calees
SENATOR BLOOM:

Yes or no.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR EBRUCE)

«..MOVe along because we're now eating into the time we
had set aside to take a break. Senator Collinms.
SENATOR COLLINS:

If it is the will of the joint spoasor, Senator BRock and
myself, with the consent of...of the House and it is their
'pleasure to concur with 536, that is what I'wm going to do.
‘Now, if that change and they want to nonconcur, that is what
I'm going to do.

‘PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Bloon.

SENATOR BLOGHN:

Gee, that's great, that's like answer me, yes or no, yes
‘or no. I'm inferring from that that you will move the Senate
at the appropriate time to accept the House anmendmeants to
Senate Bill 536. I think that's unfortunate because I think
that many of the remarks that Senator Joyce made were...were
very accurate, and I think it*'s unfortunate insofar as the
'‘police of Illinois and the firefighters are concerned.
‘There®'s no way that now we can amend it and there's no way

that perbaps we could get some of the Draconian measures out.
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'S0, not only...you know, not only do we not do ourselves any
good, but we take some groups by calling this legislation,
Weeo..WE take some groups and
unrealistically...unrealistically raise their expectations
and I think that that is reprehensible. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Hr. President. I would just 1like to answer
Senator Geo-Karis' argument that...well, there's no problen
because the city has the right ¢to appeal ¢to the circuit
‘court. Their grounds for appeal are limited to three cate-
gories, Senator Geo-Karis, and they are; the Loard exceeded
its authority; the order of the board is mot supported by
‘competent evidence, and the order was procured by...by fraud
or collusion. Those are very limited areas for grounds of
appeal. The judge, if he doesn't fipd that one of these
three areas were violated, he can't reverse that decision.
‘The other point that Senator Savickas made about the ability
to pay, what does it...that mean? Does it mean if the city
allocates five percent in their budget for an increase in
salaries and the firefighters get ten percent, does that mean
that the city exceeded its ability to pay? <That's up to the
arbitrator to decide what that provision means. Youtre
really hurting all the municipalities in the State of I1lli-
nois by passing this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President and Senators, I'll be brief.
It's already been said that the city is opposed *to this bill.
This isn't the 1last bill for the firemen on the Calendar
tonight, there are several others. I'm, as a matter of fact,

a sponsor of one. I would call for a No vote on this and at
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a later point we have some bills that I *hink would be ade-
quate and the city canm support. Thank you, very much.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Savickas may close.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

¥ell, Mr. President and members of the Senate, we know
what this has been about, we know how many years we've dis-
cussed legislation on collective bargaining. There's four
points I would 1like to mpake: seventeen states have this;
there is a no strike clause; arbitration affects both sides
equally; and the forth point, that the financial ability of
the local governmental unit to pay is taken into consider-
ation. There's not much more we can say about it. Many of
us have, at times, strongly opposed or strongly supported
different forms of collective bargaining. This is a compre-
hensive bill for the firefighters in Illinois, a bill that
deals, I would say, substantially with downstate concerns
because Chicago has their own collective bargaining bill even
though firefighters are included in this bill. And I*m sure
the one in Chicago is just as good if not a little stronger
than this. I would say that this issue will not go away, we
have to address it and we will be continuing to address it in
each and every assembly. I sugges% that at this time that we
would pass +this bill, give an Aye vote, get this particular
area of legislation awvay from us, and we will settle down
with the other matters that will be coming before the Legis-
lature. I solicit your Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The guestion is, shall House Bill 375 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 25, the Nays are 28, 3 voting Present. Senator Savickas

asks leave to place the bill on the Order of Postponed Con-




\’f'

s 2% d W

M‘*kﬁ
ﬂL 2? Page 289 - JUSE 27, 1983

e

.51derat10n. The bill will be placed on the Order of Post-
poned Consideration. The Chair had indicated that at
five-fifteen we'd go to the Agreed Bill List, it's now
Efive—thirty. §ith leave of the Body, we will nowv proceed to
‘the Order of consideration of the Agreed Bill List. 1Is there
leave? Leave is granted. Mr. Secretary, pursuant to our
procedure relative to the Agreed Bill List, would you please
advise the Body of those bills which have been stricken fron
the bill...or from the list, based on the objection of six
members or by the member's own removal.

SECBETARY:

The...the following bills were removed by the chief
sSponsors: House Bill 257, 1562 and 1924. And the remaining
bill§ excepte..well...0ka¥e..the...the following bills were
removed by five members: 43, 351, 390, 485, 530, 1653, 1750
and 1927. House Bill 1838 was removed by recall and amend-
ment.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. The guestion now is whether
those bills remaining on the Agreed Bill List shall pass. If
any Senator wishes to be recorded in the negative or Present
on fewer than all the bills, please...you should have indi-
cated that vote to the Secretary. Hr. Secretary, please read
the bills on the Agreed Bill List for a third time.

ACTING SECRETARY: (4R. FERNANDES)

House Bill 8.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

26.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

House Bill 62.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

House Bill 67.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

112,
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247,

264.
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(Secretary

(Secretary

{Secretary

(Secretary

.es270.

331.

332.

333

446.

470.

475.

511.

524,

538.

577.

628.

690.

716.

(Secretary

(Secretary

{Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

{Secretary

(Secretary

(Secretary

{Secretary

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

teads

reads

reads

reads

reads

reads

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title

title
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bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

kill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)

bill)
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(Secretary reads title of bill)

T41t.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
757.

(Secrefary reads title of bill)
814.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
881.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1002.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1055.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1114,

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1371,

{(Secretary reads title of bill)
1549.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1584.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1590.

(Secretary reads t{tle of bill)
1593.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1610.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1614,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1649,

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1650.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1666,
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{(Secretary reads title of bill)
1683.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)
1696.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1704.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1707.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1751.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
17717,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1812,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1814,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1829.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1831.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1847,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1873.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1877,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1880.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
1885.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1888.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
1898.
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
1944,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
1972.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
1978.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
2000.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
2003.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
2019.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
20464
{Secretary reads title of bill)
2071.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
2081.
{(Secretary reads title of bill)
2182,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
.es2212.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
2221,
(Secretary reads title of bhill)
2244,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
2283.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bills.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
For what purpose does Senator Delngelis arise?
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. Presidemt. 1I'd like to request leave of
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the Body +to remove House Bill 716 from the Agreed Bill List
for the purpose of referring it to committee,
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The House Bill 716 is on the Agreed Bill List and the
motion is by the sponsor to recommit that to committee.
Which committee, Senator?

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

If I have my choice, Agriculture.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right. The motion is to recommit the bill to the
Conmittee on Agriculture. On the motion, those in favor say
Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it and the bill is recom-
nitted and removed from the Agreed Bill List. The Secretary
has read the bills on the Agreed Bill List and the gquestion
is, shall Senate...shall the followving House Biils pass:
House Bill 8, House Bill...26, 62, 67, 112, 205, 247, 264,
270, 331, 332, 333, 351, 446,...351 has been removed, 446,
470, 475, 511, 524, 528, 577, 628, 690, 741, 757, 814, 881,
1002, 1055, 1114, 1371, 1549, 1584, 1590, 1593, 1610, 1614,
1649, 1650, 1666, 1683, 1636, 1704, 1707, 1751, 1777, 1812,
1814, 1829, 1831, 1847, 1873, 1877, 1880, 1885, 1888, 1898,
1944, 1972, 1978, 2000, 2003, 2019, 2046, 2071, 2081,...2182,
2212, 2221, 2244, 2283 pass. And it is House Bill 538, the
Chair may have said 528, it*'s 538. The question is, shall
those bills pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed
vote Nay. The voting is open. (Machine cutoff)...voted who
wish? Have all voted wvho wish? {Machine cutoff)...all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion, the Ayes
are 59, the Nays are none, none voting Present. The
foregoing House bills having received the required constitu-
tional majority is declared passed, and such other votes as
been presented to the Secretary consistent with our proce-
dure. Senator Holmberg moves that the Semate stand in Recess

until the hour of seven., I would indicate to the Body that
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We are going to start precisely at seven on House Bill 377.
So the motion is to stand in Recess until the hour of seven.
Oon the motion, those in favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes
have it. The Senate stands in Becess until the hour of 7:00

Pe Do

BECESS

AFTEB RECESS

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The hour of seven having arrived, the Senate will come to
order. Messages from the House.
SECRETARY:

A Message from the House by Mr. O'Brien, Clerk.

Mr. President -~ I am directed to inform the Senate
the House of Representatives has refused to concur with the
Senate in the adoption of their amendments to the following
bill:

House Bill 345, Senate Aamenduwents 1 and 2.

A like Message on House Bill 921 with Senate Amend-
ment No. 1.

A Message from the House by Mr. O'Brien, Clerk.

#Mr. President - I am directed to inform the Senate
the House of Representatives has concurred with the Senate ia
the passage of a bill with the following title:

Senate Bill 391 together with House Apmendments 1, 2
and 3.

And I have 1like Messages on the follovwing Senate
Bills with House Amendments:

392 with House Amendments 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6.

393 with...House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.

394 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10 and
11.

395 with House Anmendments 1, 2, 3 and 4.
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398 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8 and

399 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4.

401 with House Amendment 1.

407 with House Anmendoments 1, 2, 3 and 4.

A Message from the House, Mr. O*Brien, Clerk.

Mr. President - I am directed to inform the Senate
the House of Representatives has concurred with the Senate in
the passage of bills with the...bill with the following
title:

Senate Bill 70 together with House Amendments 1 and

And I have like Messages on the following Senate
Bills with House Amendments:

310 with House Amendment 1.

389 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 7 through 28,

390, House Amendpents 1, 2, 3 and 4.

437, House Amendment 2.

459, House Amendment 1.

481, House Anmendment 1.

496, House Amendment 1, 2 and 3.

498, House Amendments 1 and 3.

526, House Amendment 2.

613, House Amendment 3.

680, House Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.

714, House Amendments 1 through 10, 12 through 20,
22, 23, 28, 26, 27 and 28.

715 with House Amendmen:s 1, 3, S, 6 and 7.

726 with House Amendmeants 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5.

766 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4.

879 with House Amendments 1, 2, S and 7.

919 with House Apendments 1 and 3.

1000 with House Amendment 1.

1002 with House Amendments 1, 2, 3 and 4.




1004 with

1006 with
1011 with
1017 with
1022 with
And 1026
1027 with
1035 wvith
1040 with
1054 with
1119 with

+

<

1122 with

1144 with
1153 with
1199 with
1211 with
1222 with
1226 with
1264 with
1313 with
1349 with
PRESIDING OFFICER:

Is
is granted.

SECRETARY:

there leave to go to the Order of
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House Amendment
House Amendment
House Amendment
House Amendment
House Amendment 1.
with House Amendnent 2.
House Amendment 2.
House Amendment 2.
House Amendment 2.
House Amendment 3.
House Amendments 1 and 3.
House Amendment 2.
House Amendment 1.

House Amendments 8, 9 and 10.

House Amendment 1.
House Amendments 1 and 3.
House Amendment 1.
House Amendment 1.
House Amendments 1 and
House Amendment 1.
House Amendments 1 and
(SENATOR BRUCE)

Resolutions? Leave

(Machine cutoff)...Joint Resolution 281, it's congrat-

ulatory, offered b

y Senator Newhouse.

And...Senate Joint Resolution 58 by Senator Rock and all

Senators and it's congratulatory.

PRESIDING OFFICER:

Resolution Consent Calendar.

tarye. Is there
Leave is granted.

SECRETARY:

{SENATOR BRUCE)

House Bill 377, Mr. Secre-

leave for Senator Degpan to handle that?

Bead the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
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House Bill 377.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 377 is a bill that
amends the Pension Code; applies %o Chicago only, and it
includes cancer as an occupational disease for firemen in
Chicago. This bill is exactly the same as House Bill 1077,
which was for downstate firemen, passed ou* of here on Agreed
Bill List No. 1. I would ask the membership to afford the
Chicago FPirefighters the disability benefit coverage equal to
vhat we just afforded the downstaters. I1'd also answer any
questions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Vadalabene.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, I rise in support of this bill. I was the spoasor
of the downstate bill and I think this should be a good bill
also for the City of Chicago.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Sommer.

SENATOR SOMMER:

Mr. President, all seven of us are over here
and..ol.eeI?d...nyself just came in, and would it be possible
for you to ring the bell again so those folks in the...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR ERUCE)

Senator Maitland.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you, MNr. President. Just very...very
briefly, I...I would ask you ¢to note that the Pension
Laws...Commission was very strongly in opposition *o this

bill. Certainly the...argument could be made that...that
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this disability probably should be covered by...by health
insurance not a pension plan. I think this is...is far beyond
the scope of what we're attempting to do and...and clearly
the bill should Le opposed.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jones.
SENATOR JONES:

fes, thank you, Mr. President. Will the spomsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Jones.

SENATOR JONES:

Senator Degman, what's the fiscal impact of this...of
this legislation?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

TO mY...ny information is there are four firefighters in
Chicago that will gualify this. The fiscal impact is some-~-
thing less than one hundred thousand dollars.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jones.

SENATOR JOKES:

ee-the...cancer would have to be job related, am I cor-
rect? Are...are there any statistics or data that says that
cancer is...can be caused by a person working as a fireman
due to smoke...inhalation and so forth?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Yes, there are. There are many studies, the nost recently
conpleted one was in Los Angeles where the Institute for
cancer and Blood Research of Beverly Hills, California
reviewed fifteen hundred death certificates of active and

retired firefighters who died between 1950 and 1980. They
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found that a thirty-year veteran of firefighting faces about
a one in three chance of dying from cancer, while the general
population faces a ome in five chance.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Sepator Jones, had you concluded your guestioning?
Senator Schupeman.

SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Well, Hr. President, the fact is that nobody knows what
canses cancer, and what this bill seeks to dc is say that if
a firefighter has cancer that that is job related, and that's
kind of silly on the face of it. This is...this is very
similar to a bill we discussed a day or so ago which main-
tained that...and I'm not sure whether that was the police or
the firemen, frankly, but maintained that amybody that had a
heart attack, that that, too, would stem froa the Jjob, and
I...I think it's kind of...kind of foolish assuamption on the
face of it. 1If it's something that the Chicago people want
to pay for, why, I guess they have the right to do that; but
I hope this isn't one of those measures that will be expanded
to the rest of the State, because it'll get +to be pretty
expensive.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

This...this bill is vhat you see. There are only four to
six people a year that will be affected by this. It's not a
vehicle. 1It's nothing. It...it...it does pot do anything
other than what we are saying it does.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

senator Jeremiah Joyce, had you concluded? Further

discussion? Senator Deghan.
SENATOR DEGNAN:
¥ell, in answer to Senator Schuneman, I can assure jyou

that this is nothing but what you see. t will returm here
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never. This is the bill as amended I would like to pass. In
ansver to your statement on, you would not like to see this
for downstaters, we already passed that about four days ago
for downstaters. All I*m asking for is the same...the sane
disability benefit coverage to be afforded to Chicago.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR EBRUCE)

Senator Schuneman, did you have...
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

~.s.sure, I would comment upon that. I...that's not any
tribute to this being right; it's a tribute to the way this
place is run, I guess. I suppose I wound up voting for that
terrible idea then, but I don't think that necessarily makes
it right; and it simply points out once again +hat if
you...if you give something to one pension plan around here,
you better be prepared to give it to everybody no matter how
foolish it is.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Well, Senator Schuneman, the Pension Laws Commission has
approved this bill. If there are no further gquestions,
I'd...any further questions?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator D*Arco.

SENATOR D*ARCO:

Thank you. The...I know, is this the widow's benefit for
the...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

de're talking about the firemen benefit for cancer as an
occupational disease, Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D*ARCO:

Oh, okay...

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

377, on top of page 5.
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SENATOR D'ARCO:

The...the city's representative...the city's representa-
tive has signed off om this, and they do include that as a
disability benefit under the Pension Code.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Senator Degnan, is this just covering cancer now?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

It...sinply adds cancer to those diseases that would be
covered under +he occupational disease...disability benefit.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

What did you say the cost of that was, Semnator Degnan?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

The cost according to ny information...the bill would
4nclude now four firefighters in Chicago, the cost is sonme-
thing less than one hundred thousand dollars.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

How can they determine if someone that comes on is a
candidate or that...if they?ve had this condition before
that? Is that covered?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:
No, it's not.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)
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Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MABROVITZ:

What other...what other diseases are covered presently
under the Act, Senator?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Diseases include tuberculosis, heart disease, disease of
the 1lungs or respiratory *tract, and now cancer, if we pass
this.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BROCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Is there a particular reason that we're just applying
this to.Chicago and not State-wide?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

We did i+ for all other firefighters in...in Illinois
under House...under House Bill 1077 which wmas passed out of
on the Agreed Bill List four days ago.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

You...you mean we did@ it for all firefighters in the
State of Illinois except Chicago?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGHNAN:

That's correct.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR ERUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Well, maybe you can explain to me what...vhat was the
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rationale for passing what seems to be a very good idea and
excluding Chicago in the first place?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR EBRUCE)
Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Well, the downstate firemen are in a separate part of the
Pension Code. This must be done to affect the Chicago fire-
nen.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Does this include all forams of camcer, et al, I mean,
skin cancer, prostrate cancer, all forms?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SERATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

No, as I read the bill, it...it apélies only to
carcinogenic...cancer that is as a result of poisonous, toxic
or chemical gases from fires.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Would there have +o be a doctor's statement that goes
along with this verifying that it was caused, in fact, by the
occuypation in question?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Yes, there would.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:
#ill the spomsor yield?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

o
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Indicates he will yield. Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

What...vwhat category of firemen does this bill cover?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Covers...all Chicago firefighters.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR BRUCE)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Does that include paramedics?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

The bill as written says, "Any active fireman who has
completed ten or wmore yers of service.?” I'm not sure if
that, by definition...I doubt if it includes paramedics right
now.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Coffey, for what purpose do you arise?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

I move to the previous gquestion.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Degnan, do you wish to close?
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Well, now that we're all here, I'd...I'd appreciate a...a

Yes vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator D'Arco, for what purpose do you arise?
SENATOR D'ARCQ:

A point of order, Mr. President.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)
Yes, state your point.

SENATOR D'ARCO:
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My point is, MWr. President, that starting the proceedings
the wvay you did, some of us weren't able to arrive on time.
We've...we've, you know, were out having dioner someplace,
and I just...and now that we're back, I guess you can call it
nov. Okaye.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Perhaps, Senator Degnan...perhaps, Senator Degnén, you
ought to explain the bill just for those who arrived late.
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Sure.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Degnan, did you wish to close?
SENATOR DEGNAN:

Sure. House Bill 377 now includes cancer as an occupa-
tional diseasa for the Chicago firefighters only, and
entitles them to occupational disease disability benefits.
This is exactly the same bill for the Chicago firefighters as
we passed for the downstate firefighters on Agre2ed Bill Llist
No. 1. The Mandates Act is in here. You have our word this
is not a vehicle for anything that might be bouncing back and
forth. I*d appreciate your vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Question is, shall House Bill 377 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The votimg is open. Have
all voted who wish? Have all voted vho wish? Take the
record. on that question, the Ayes are 48, the Nays are 8,
none voting Present. House Bill 377 having received the
required comstitutional majority is declared passed. House
Bill 379, Senator Egan. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 379.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFPICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate, I*'11
take the same roll call. This...this bill, albeit a little
pnore expensive, is ome which I think you should attend to a
little more carefully. The vidows of firemen who have gained
the status of having an annunity presently, im Chicago,
which is not the case vith State employees or at least in
addition to the dounstate firefighters, are many and
oftentimes relegated to taking the minimum two hundred and
fifty dollar a month amnuity for their deceased husband. This
bill allows an option better tham that to be accepted by a
vidow of a fireman, who is currently serving, of thirty per-
cent of his salary, or of a widow of a firesan on an anpuity
of fifty percent of his...his annuity; and understandably,
there is a cost increase and, understandably, the Pension
Laws Conmmission, which is overburdened by the total nuaber of
bills that come through the General Assembly, and their posi-
tion is negative because of the cost. This is one plea that
I have of the nmembership to consider the fact that the
Chicago FPirefighters' Union has allocated a percentage of the
participant's contribution to survivor's benefits. That
allocation has never been spent, and you can argue, as I have
pany times, that the unfunded liability increases because of
the cost. This in mitigation of that arguement, Ladies and
Gentlemen, may dissuade you from that view. There is a...ad
allocation within the Chicago firefighters contribution for
survivor's benefits because it so abysmally low that they
have done that within their system. It has mever been spent.
I'm asking you to allow them to spend what they allocate
their contribution for for the widows, and it will then come
to the level of the downstate firefighters and the downstate
State employees, approximately; and I'm just asking you to

take a close consideration of that, and I commend it to your
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favorable consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Discussion? The gquestion is, shall
House Bill 379 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed
vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 39, the RNays afe 15,.2 voting Present. House
Bill...379 having received the required constitutional major-
ity is declared passed. For vhat purpose does Senator Geo-
Karis arise?

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President, a point of personal privilege. I regret
that dining took a little longer for us to get our food, and
I aunderstand that you already passed out the bill, House
Bill 377. I want to be recorded that if I were here, I would
have voted Aye on 377.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The...transcript will so indicate. House Bill 390...the
Calendar is io error, that should read Senator Marovitz as
the principal sSponsor. Senator...Senator Barovitz. Is there
leave to make that correction? Leave is granted. Senator
Marovitz on 390. Read the bill, Nr. Secretary, please.
SECBRETARY:

House Bill 390.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SERATOR MAROVITZ:

...thank you, very much, Mre President and members of the
Senate. This bill allows banks to establish automatic teller
pachines at community service facilities. It allows the
branch 6ffice or facility to be connected with a transmission

facility or similar facility operated by a financial
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institution's main office. It also permits a bank to invest
three percent of its capital in surplus and certain ipvest-
ments not otherwise permitted under certain conditions as
long as part of these investments are in housing developament
corporations. It also increases the bank's lending limit to
any one persom to twenty percent of the bank's capital in
surplus to put it...to put...State banks in parity with
National banks as a result of recent FPederal legislation.
I'd ask for an affirmative roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR EBRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Yes, thank you, Ar. President, Ladies and Gentlemen of
the Senate. I was instrumental in having this bill removed
from the Agreed Bill List and I talked it over with the
sponsor and he knows...so that he would know where I am
coming fron. My concern was Amendment No. 2. He has very
clearly, and I think fairly, outlined the provisions of the
bill and the amendments. My concern was with Amendment No. 2
which, as he says, adds a new section to the Illinois Banking
Act which authorizes banks to invest up to three percent of
their capital in surplus and any investment mnot othervise
permitted by 1Illinois law provided that not less than omne-
third of such investments are invested in the capital stock
of one or more housing development corporations. Now the
definition of those corporations is not emtirely clear, to me
at least. There is some gquestion as to whether the FDIC will
allow participation by banks under this proposal, and while
attempting to encourage investment in housing development
corporations, this proposal will also encourage less finan-
cially sound banks to make, possibly to make anyway, risky
investments to try to get greater return. Three percent of
capital in surplus would represent a significant portion of

the bank's investment porifolio over which the State and the
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commissioner would have no regulatory authority. Those were
my concerns and those were my reasons for having the bill
removed from the Agreed Bill Llis%t, and I Jjust thought
that...it best that I share this information with the other
members here so that they would have at least these questions
in mind as they consider passage of this bill. Thank you, Mr.
President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Demuzio.
SENATOR DENMUZIO:

I...I just want the record to be clear that I have been
removed as a hyphenated cosponsor. Is that correct?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

You have been removed as a hyphenated...is there leave to
remove him as a hyphepated cosponsor? Leave is granted.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

I've also been removed as a cosponsor, too? Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATORB BRUCE)

All right...further discussion? Senator Marovitz may
close.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Thank you, very much, HMr. President. This bill is sup-
ported by the Illinois Bankers Association; it is supported
by the Illinois Savings and Loan League. It only grants
authority, each bank still controls their own destiny and
their own portfolio. It puts us in parity with Federal
legislation, and I would ask for an affirmative roll call.
PBRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

For what purpose do you arise, Senator Deauzio?

SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Well, I...I've been asked to explain how I got on here by
some of my members over here. The second part of this House
Bill 390 vwas...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BROUCE)
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He...he was closing, Senator...I Deal...
SENATOR DEMDZIC:

Oh, he was? W®ell, perhaps it's better I don't explain my
position. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

a1l right. The guestion is on the passage of House Bill
390. Those in favor vote Aye.. Those opposed vote Nay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. Cn that
question, the Ayes are 48, the Nays are 9, 1 voting Present.
House Bill 390 baving received the required constitutional
mnajority is declared passed. House Bill 415, Senator

vadalabene. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
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REEL #10

SECBETARY:
House Bill 415.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOC)
Senator Vadalabene.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
House Bill 415 amends the Credit Union Act to apply the exact
provisions of the Banking Act and savings and loan Act with
respect to the disclosure of the financial records té third
parties such as law enforcement agencies. It allows credit
unions to invest surplus funds in Federal and banking accept-
ances subject to rules of the Department of Financial Insti-
tutions. This was redrafted in Senate Conmittee pursuant to
an...amendment suggested by Senator Berman. Because of plant
closings which would affect a credit uniom at that factory,
the law needs to be changed so as to allow members of the
absorbed credit union to approve such merger by an affirma-
tive vote in person or by proxy. The present law reguires an
affirpative vote of both credit unions involved in a merger.
The vote caﬂ be either in person or by proxy. The Department
of Pinancial Institutions supports the bill, as does the
Illinois Credit Union league, and I would appreciate a favor-
able vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMDZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If not,
the...question is, shall House Bill 415 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. BHave
all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted

who wish? Take the record. O©On that guestion, the Ayes are



Page 313 - JOUNE 27, 1983

56, the Nays are none, 1 voting Present. House Bill 415 hav-
ing received the regquired constitutional majority is declared
passed. 477, Senator Bruce. Read the Ekill, Mr. Secre-
tary...Senator Vadalabene, for what purpose do you arise?
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, I want to thank oy colleagues on both sides of the
aisle. This completes my...ny legislation cn 3rd reading.
I%11 be seeing you on concurrence and NORCORCULLE€NCEe.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

on the Order of 3rd Reading, House Bill 477, Mr. Secre-
tarye.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 477.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BEUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and measbers of the Senmate. As
amended, and this bill has been significantly amended since
it came from the House, this will allow school boards in the
State of Illinois who are facing severe financial diffi-
culties, many of whom have sought referenda unsuccessfully,
to petition the State Board of Education by a vote of four
pembers to have a four-day school week. They can only have a
four-day school week for one year. Once the petition is pre-
sented to the State Board of Bducation, they have thirty days
to resolve the problem and decide whether or not they are
going to let the school district out. The State Board of
Education must be satisfied that the school district has
exhausted every other fipancial resource before they will
grant this. They are to report to us and the Governor the
number of petitions that have been filed and those that bhave

been granted, and no one can be granted a petition to go to a
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four-day week unless all the joint agreement parties are also
in agreement they should go to a four-day week. No one advo-
cates this as a way to improve education in the State of
Illinois, but I think the School Problemss Commission bhas
looked at this problem, they have worked on the amendment,
Senator Berman's committee took a long look at this, we did
not pass the Semate bill which I introduced. We took a look
at the House bill, ve worked out an amendment. This is not
the way vwe ought to be going, but it is the way that many
districts, particularly in my district, Verpilion County,
others, have been forced to go. And a one year experimental
basis, I see no reason why we should not allow as a voluntary
concept. No school board can do this, it is a...a power that
they have to petition to the State Board of Education. 1*'d
ask for your favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEC-KARIS:

Just one question of the spomsor, if I may.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEGC-KARBRIS:

I understand that by the amendment that is on the bill,
if I'm correct, says that before a school board can petition
to have a four-day week, and that the State Board of Edu-
cation would be the one to decide whether or not there are
sufficient financial reasons for adopting such a week, is
that right?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

That is correct, that's the language we've added to pro-

tect us and the...all the State boards across the State of

Illinois.
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PRESIDING OFPICﬁR: (SENATOR DENUZIQ)

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEC-~KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
think this is a very fair bill. The way it's...amended
it's...gives an option to the school boards. 1If there is a
need for such a situation to be corrected, it can be done, so
I speak in favor of the bill.

PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, I rise in strong opposition to the bill. This is
exactly the opposite direction we should be beaded. We've
been talking an awful lot in this country about the problems
we have in the educational system. And there®s been an awful
lot said in economic development conversations about the
Japanese model, and about the Russian model, and about the
German model. Well, every one of those require a 1lot nore
school for a child today than the United States requires. In
Japan they go to school five and a half, six days a week.
They're in school some two hundred ten, two hundred and
twenty, two hundred and thirty days a year. I have a bill
coming up later on this evening, if vwe ever get to it, that's
going to mandate certain kinds of course requirements for
students in high school; certain amount of science, certain
amount of mathematics, certain amount of @English, certain
amount of history. But now, this bill is going to take us in
exactly the opposite direction. It's going to say, it's
alright, you've got some money problems, what we'll do is
we'll just cut down on the number of school days reguired,
and what we*ll do is, we'll tell those little kids, you stay
in school ten hours a day. I don't know hov many of you have
children that are youngsters, I do. Can you imagine your

kids in a school classroomr ten hours a day? And they're
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going to be there four days a week. VNow besides that, it
offers, not only offers but it mandates for those school dis-
tricts that decide to this, some tremendous inconveniences to
the parents because a lot of parents work, and in a lot of
cases in today's economy, both parents work. Or if it's a
single parent, that single parent certainly works. The
parent usually works a five-day week. H®hat's going to happen
to the child on the fifth day while the parent is working?
Well, I'm not quite sure, but that's not really the important
topic here. That's one of the bad parts this bill offers.
But what's really important is what's going to happen to the
kid. The kid is going to be in school ten hounrs a day, foar
days a week, and they're going to have a total of a hundred
and fifty-four days, as I understand it, as opposed to a hun-
dred and eighty-five days. This is a crazy idea. fe
shouldn®*t be going in this direction. We should be going in
the other direction. We should be requiring more school
days. We ought to be paying the teachers more and tell thea
you're going to be there longer and you're going to teach the
kids more. Now, I had some research done a few weeks ago for
a speech that I gave to an educational group and found out
that in countries such as Russia, which we seem to be so
severely concerned about right now, and rightfully so. In
Russia, they require six years of science to get out of high
school. They require five years of mathematics to get out of
high school. They require foreign languages. And now, we're
going to say it's alright, close your schools down early,
only go four days a week. I can't believe, first of all,
that this...that this...that this bill ever got this far.
Secondly, I have strong difficulty understanding why Senator
Bruce is the sponsor of the bill. Sure, it might be a way of
saving some money for a few...for a few days, a few weeks, a
fev months perhaps, in some school districts. But those kids

are going to suffer, they're going to suffer in later life.
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They're going to suffer because they simply didn*t get the
kind of educational opportunity that they ought to have
received. So, I would submit to you that before you cast
your vote, you ought to think secondarily about the parent,
the two-parent family who are both working or the one-parent
family who is working, that they work a five-day week, and
what's going to happen to their child onm the fifth day when
the child is not in school. But primarily, you ought to be
thinking about what's going to happen to the child. That
child is goirg to be required to be im school ten hours a
day, four days a week, a hundred and fifty-four days out of
the year. Now, if you’re severe critics of the educational
system in the State of Illinois and you thiank it's bad now,
wait till +this passes, and you're going to see it be a lot
worse because kids are not going to be able to...not...not
going to learn how to read, they're not going to learn how to
do their pmathematics, and 1learn literature, and learn
science, and learn history, much less anythimg about foreign
language. I subnit that this is a terrible bill and ought to
be killed right away before it has little bitty ones.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUDZIG)

Further discussion? Senator Mahar. We have turned the
clock on.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise in support of this bill for a number of reasons. A year
or so ago there was a great deal of interest in my district
for...to look into the four-day school week, and we had
several meetings and put out a questionaire. I had about two
thousand returns on the gquestionaire that I put out in ay
area, and it was well over fifty percent, something 1like
close to sixty percent of the people favored the four-day
school week, and this was among the parent-teachers groups,

among the school boards, among the teachers and among the
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various parents., And they did it for vag}ous reasons. I
think it*'s something that has to be optiomal, and I under-
stand this is optional. It's another method by which we can
approach some of the problems of cost in schooling, and I
would admit that the four-day school week is more appropriate
in certain areas than others. I would not think it would be
too well-received in the City of Chicago, for example. But
you get in downstate areas and it could very well be an
appropriate thing to do., I've found that in several other
states, several states throughout the country, Colorado, £for
one, I think Maine, I think amother state in the west,
already has a four-day school week. I think it's worthy of
our consideration and I would ask for your supgort.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIG)

Further discussion? Senator Kustra.
SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank youw, Mr. President and members of the Senpate. I
share the concerns which Senator Buzbee articulated a few
moments ago, and when this bill was first introduced, I knew
from the beginning that it wasn't a bill for my district, it
wasn't a bill for that area of the State which I represent.
I think at one point Sena*tor Buzbee asked, how did the bill
get this far? I think it got as far as it is right now
because it is no longer the bill that is was originally.
Senator Bruce stated that this bill now contains some impor-
tant limitations. It's more than optional, as Senator Bruce
says, it now requires the districts to petition the State
Board, they must bhave exhausted all their financial
resources. I really don't like this bill for my district,
but then it seems to me that those of us who are alvays
screaming about local control ought to live up to that every
now and then. If you believe in 1local control, then let
school boards, 1let parents, let taxpayers deal with this in

their own jurisdiction based on their own needs and require-
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nents. It seems to me that what we're doing bere
is...embarking on an experiment. We can just as well come
back here next year or the year after and conclude that it
vas an experiment that failed. But I think under these very
difficult circumstances, testimony I heard in committee from
some of these downstate distric+ts, it really does appear to
be their only option, and I recommend a green light.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you, Mr. President. Very briefly, I.e..l
think, Senator Kustra, the point that you made just now about
coming back and undoing this possibly in a year or so
iSeeeiSes.is a point that really scares me. I think we're
setting a very dangerous precedence here, and if you recall
Senator Bruce's opening remarks, he also doesn't like the
bill, doesn't like the concept, because we've all got the
same objective in mind, and that's the quality education for
this State's young people. And let me just merely make one
other point that hasn't been made, because so many good
points have been made against this bill. What we're going to
be doing is to be crowding more instructional bhours, more
instructional hours into a shorter period of time, and it
concerns me that children who really need that free time to
have a counseling period with a teacher is just not going to
be there. And I guess this gets back to the old problem that
we continue to have with educatiomn, it's always funding. And
again, that point was articulated by Senator Bruce. Funding
iSe..is the...is...is the problem with education all the
time, and we're going to...we are going to deny some kids in
some isolated districts access to guality education. It
can't be any other way. This bill in itself is probably not
all +¢that bad as an initiative, bu%t it?'s what this initiative

might become in the subsequent sessions, and I rise in
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opposi*ion to House Bill u477.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEH#UZIQ)

Further discussion? Senator Holmberg.
SENATOR HOLMBERG:

I, too, had misgivings about this bill in its original
form. I do like the safequards that have teen built into it
presently so *that it only applies for one year and om an
emergency basis. ¥We *ried this in the Rockford area imn the
Harlem School District when energy costs prohibited us from
keeping one school district open five days a week. Ve went
+o0 a four-day week on a temporary basis, we found it very
successful. We did not keep it because we did not need to,
we had the funds the next year to go ahead. I think it is a
safequard during very trying times, and on that basis, I plan
to vote for it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMNUZIO)
further discussion? Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

¥ell, Mr. President and members of *he Senate, I don't
want to impune the mo:ivation of the propoments of this bill,
and I will take them at face value, but let me suggest the
one thing that hasn't been said is exactly what this bill
will be used for. We are handing the school districts of
this State a loaded pistol +o point a*t the taxpayer's head
and to tell them, either you vote for this property
tax...increase or ve're going to cut out football, vwe're
going to cut out band and we're going to a four...we're going
to petition to go to a four-day week, and little Johnny is
going to be on your doorstep all day orn Priday when you're
both working and you're going to have %o go out and hire a
babysitter and spend *“wenty-six dollars a week for the
babysitter, and it will be cheaper to get the property tax
increase. 1 don't know whether anybody will ever go to a

four-day week, but 1let nme “*ell you, this will be on every
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pamphlet for every referendum, and that's what this bill in
my opinion is all about. It's a loaded pistol to point at
the taxpayers when you wapt to pass a tax referendum, and you
knov something, it's going to be very effective.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? The Chair would like to point out
+hat W®e are on OUC...we have ninety-eight bills to go. Fur-
ther discussion? Senator Dawson. Senator Delngelis.

SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. President and unmembers of the Body. 1
think, Senator Schaffer, we're handing them a pistol to shoot
thenmselves with. How short our memory is. This morning we
passed a bill called 1530, which says in it the iteas for
collective bargaining are going to bhe hours of work. HNow,
the proponents of this bill tell wus it's an experiment,
it's...it's not mandatory and so forth. So...but yet ve have
a bill that says the hours of vork are subject to collective
bargaining. WNow, if I were interested in pushing this bill,
what I would do is I would raid the treasury of the school
district through the collective bargaining agreement, make
them so poor that they've got to petition for a four-day vweek
and then force that into the collective bargaining agreenment.
I'11 tell you, this bill is not as optionmal as you think it
is.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Further discussion? Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, I'd...Mr. President and menbers of the Senate, if
<he sponsor would yield to a question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

It's mny understanding that our laws call for a certain

amount of days to be used in school attendance. I don't know
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if it's a hundred and eighty-six or a hundred and ninety days
a year or whatever...one ninety-five...one eighty-five I'n
told. Would this then extend the school year...are we
talking about the same amount of days of education only
spread out over more months or are we talking about reducing
the days of education?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR ERUCE:

Well, although we talk about this as a four-day school
week bill, +technically, if you read it, it is a matter of
changing the one hundred and eighty-five days to a dJifferent
schedule of days and +that will be full attendance for the
year. So, we are not, in fact, reducing the school year in
a sense that they will only go a month less. They will go
one day per week less, but they will have +the £full school
year.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICEKAS:

We're reducing it then from one hundred and eighty-five
days, so probably down...knocking it down another...one
fifty-four whatever...whatever it may be? A hundred and
seventy-six or one day a nmonth...one day a veek? Well, what-
ever the figure may be. It*s...I think it®s a concern to
many of us that have thought that the sole system of keeping
the schools open nine months of the year so that the children
can go out and help in the fields with their wvork and on the
farms and...the whole concept has changed that now we should
use these facilities...these buildings that are permanent
buildings and use them the full year. So, instead of working
towards that goal, here we're trying to eliminate that and
reduce the pumber of days the children are in school and

still have them home all summer. T...I don't know, I...I
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think it's...lies in the total idea of what we think edu-
cation should be. I would oppose this.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Alright. Purther discussion? Senator Bruce may close.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill is permissive, and for all of those of you who spoke in
opposi*ion to this bill, particularly Senator Buzbee, I have
absolutely nothing but agreemen® with what vyou have said.
The last thing we need to do is to say to the school children
in Illinois, we need to reduce the quality of what we teach
you and ve need to reduce the year. If that was the only
option, I would not be sponsoring this kill. But within oy
district, within Representative Mulcahey's district, within
Representative Stuffle's district and throughout the State of
Illinois we have districts that just aren't going to make it.
Mount Carmel in my district is going to go belly-up, and so
although I would like to hire all Ph.D*s im Mount Carpel,
have them go to school seven days a week, three hundred and
sixty-five days a year and pay the teachers fifty-six thou-
sand dollars apiece, we don't have the momey. They have gone
through seven referenda. We've gone to half-day school days,
and +that doesn't save us any money because we still have to
transpor* the...the kindergarten children twice a day, ve
still have to heat the buildings five days a week., ©W®e don't
save enough money. And they came to me with this bill, inde-
penden> of Representative Mulcahey, independent of Repre-~
sentative S:tuffle and said, let us go with a four-day school
week and see if we can get out of our financial crisis.
That's all this bill does. It's not the way to have edu-
cation in Illinois; it's an option to having no education in
your school district, that's where it is. And, Senator
Maitland, we may come back and unwind this whole thing, I

don't know, but I know in my district that in September when

S o
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it...vhen schools open across *he State of Illinois, if all
that H#Mount Carmel can do is have a four-day week and longer
days, that's what I want for them. I don't want the kids in
Nount Carmel staying home five days a week through September
and October until we have a crisis and we have another refer-
enda and we try to get it passed. I don't 1like this bill,
it's crazy for me to be sponsoring this bill, but we've got
to do something to give school boards the option, that's all
it says. If they wish, *hey have the option of petitionmning,
and if they prove in that petition they have exhausted every
other financial resource, they get the privilege of doing
this for one year, that's it, omne year. Aand they all run for
election, they all have problems, they all have referenda.
This isn't a loaded gun. I don't know of a school board
mnenber that wants to do this, but I hope that you allow nmy
school dis*ricts and some of the others the option of trying
it, that's all. Give us the...the...the means to help our
own kids stay in school and bhave an education, and that's
what this bill is about.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

The question is, shall House Bill 477 pass. Those 1in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record.
On that question, the Ayes are 29, the Nays are 24, 1 voting
Present. House Bill...sponsor requests postponed consider-
ation, The next bill is on page 21, it's House Bill 485, it
was knocked off the Agreed Bill List this wmorning wunder a
procedure that had been adopted previous by the...Senate. 1If
you will turn to page 21, page...page 21, on the Order of 3rd
Reading, House Bill 485. Read the bill, Nr. Secretary,
please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 485.




Page 325 - JUNE 27, 1983

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
This is a bill I sponsored for my seatmates. This bill
increases the penalties for conducting animal fights for
sport or entertainment or carrying om various other prohib-
ited ac*ivities where the only arimals involved are dogs.
Prohibits the ownership or possession of any device designed
for the use in amimal fights, such as spurs. Let me give you
some background on this. The Humane Care for Anisals Act
passed in 1973 was established for the purpose of prohibiting
dog, chicken or other animal fighting for entertainment.
Under the Act, it's illegal to use, own or breed, train any
animal intended for use in any activity involving a figh+
between animals. It's an excellent bill. If any of you have
ever seen a dogfight, and I haven't, you...you certainly
would support this fine legislation. The Department of Agri-
culture and the Illinois Humane Society both support the
bill. The only ones that could be opposed to it are people
who really are very interested in dogfighting and
cockfighting and that kind of stuff, and I'm sure nobody in
this Chamber is interested in that. I'd solicit your Aye
vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussjion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, members...thank you, Mr. President and members
of the Senate. All day long we've been talking about bills
that increase the penalty. This is the only one that
increases the fine, and so, I commend it to your favorable

consideration. These are the kind of guys that you ought to
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get at the pocket. Forget about the jail sentence, get them
at the pocket. If you get them at the pocket, they're not
going to dogfight. I...I commend your bill, I vote Aye.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Harovitz
may close.
SENATOR NAROVITZ2:

Well, the House sponsor...the House spomsor of this bill
is the only Chicago Republican in +the House, a Chicago
policeman, Representative McRuliffe. He knows that unless we
pass this kind of bill we're not going to be able to stop
dogfigh*ting. And a lot of you will say, dgeeze,
where...vwhere...where is there dogfighting? It goes on. I1f
any of you would like to see pictures or slides, I have then
in my office. It's a terrible sight, it's a terrible idea,
and I think this bill will put an end to it, and I solici*
your Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 485 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted wvwho wish?
Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 57, the Nays
are none, none voting Present. House Bill 485 having
received the constitutional majority is declared passed.
House Bill 506, Senator Demuzio. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary.

ACTING SECRETABY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 506.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Demuzio.

SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlenmen of the
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Senate. House Bill 506 is an Audit Comsission bill. It
started out as a great bill and, curreantly, it doesn't do
very much. It...it started out to address itself to a case
o the extent that the Auditor General for the last six years
has been a*tempting to apply his constitutional granted
auditing power to the agency of the Supreme Court. Unfortun-
ately, has not met vwith a great deal of success. When this
bill came over from the House, there was great expectations
that perhaps this might be accomplished in this Session; how-
ever, the Senate has chosen to amend the bill to exempt
several of the other State agencies under the
entity...concept out of the bill and, of course, an amendment
vwas also placed on the bill to exempt the University of Illi-
nois Athletic ¥Fund and other various accounts. It is our
hope that we could perhaps pass this bill out of the Senate
this evening and send it over to the House, and perhaps
during the interim we might be able to reconcile the differ-
ences between this Chamber and the other Chamber and perhaps
convince our nembers of the errors of tyei: ways in an
attempt to give the Auditor General the power that he needs
+o bring about proper accounting of those funds that have
been designated as public funds in Illinois. With that, I
vill yield to my primcipal cospomsor, Senator Netsch.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, Senator Netsch may
close.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Well, as long as my microphone is turned on, I would just
say that I rise in support of the bill, too. It is not in
exactly the form that we would have liked it, but it still
accomplishes an extremely important purpose, and not frivo-
lous purpose at all, which is <o define public funds and
public entities. That is gquite essential for a number of

purposes beyond that just of the Auditor General's authority
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to audit, although that alone would justify the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The questior is, shall House Bill 506 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. on that question, the Ayes are 52, the Nays are 4,
none voting Present. House Bill 506 having received the con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill 519,
Senator Bruce. Read the bill, Mr. Secrelary.

ACTING SECRETARY: {8R. FERNANDES)

House Bill 519.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and menmbers of the Senate. This
deals with the granting to the Illinois HMunicipal Retirenment
Fund annuitants a three percent automatic increase in their
benefits. They are one of the few benefit structures pres-
ently that has only a two percent. Let ne tell you the
people that get an automatic imcrease for retirement other
*han +he State employees at three percent: the judges get
three; teachers, three; State universities, three; State
employees, three; General Assembly, three; Cook County
employees, three; Cook County Forest Preserve, three; Chicago
Sanitary District, three; Chicago Park esployees, three;
Chicago teachers, three; downstate police, three; and
downstate firemen, three, and we get to the bottom of the
list, the Illinois Municipal Fund, they get tvo percent.
The...well, there's a request for four...that...that cer-
tainly is not out of order. But I think that if you take a
look at the cost of this benefit, it is not such that we

canno* afford it. The average payment per anpuitant right

e
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now is two hundred and twelve dollars per month. The cost
increase employed...per employee then would be approximately
+wo dollars and twelve cents a month or twenty-five dollars a
year. The total cost of this is well within the confines of
the...the...the Municipal Retirement Fund. They are funded
at sixty-five percent, one of the healthiest funds in the
State. The average of the other State pension funds is fifty
percent. The judges are at thirty-three and they have much
higher benefits, they have a market value of over a billion
seven. I think the cos* of this is well wvithin their purview
and we should give them what we have given to all the other
systems, and they did that without an increase in their con-
tribution rate, the three percent on their rtetirement. The
cost is going to be about twenty-five dollars per employee
per year.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

¥Well, thank you, ®r. President. Frankly, sometimes I
think it's a little fruitless to talk on these pensiom bills
because no one seems to pay much attention. But this one is
a 1it*le different in that there is an increase in the
unfunded liability. Now, I wish you'd listen to this number
of a hundred and sixty-two million dollars, a hundred and
sixty-two million dollars is the unfunded accrude liability
that would be created by the passage of this bill. It will
raise the cost to units of local government by about twelve
million dollars a year. Row, those are the same units of
local government that we have been promising that we would
not mnandate anymore costs on them. But what we've done in
this bill is, first of all, to make sure the State doesn't
have to pay for it, and we passed that cost onto those units
of local government. Now, there's one...one other point I

think should be made here. You heard Senator Bruce tick off




Page 330 - JUNE 27, 1983

the names of all *hose pension funds that have a three per-
cent annual increase, and that's true; but there's one thing
he didn't tell you, and that is that the people who are cov-
ered under +hose systems only have one pension. They only
have one. They rely on their state pension systesm. Most of
the folks that are covered by IMRF have two. They have,
first of all, social security, which State enployees don't
have, teachers don't have. So, in addition to that, the IHRF
people have social security and INRE. Now, the increases for
retired persons under social security has been running some-
thing like eight or nine percent a year. They have been get-
ting some substantial increases under social security. I
submit to you that this...the passage of this bill would fur-
ther improve the pensions of those people that are...are on
INRF, but they already, for the most part, have a pretty
darned good pension program. Now, the Pension Laws Commis-
sion has submitted to me some information that would indicate
that a person vho was employed under IARF for thirty-five
years, and that's about the working life of a lot of people,
that the pension payable is sixty-five percent of the average
salary. In additionm to that, social security npormally pays
about forty percent of the average salary. So, when you add
those two together, some folks may be retiring at more than a
hundred percent of their salary. I think wmaybe this is a
step *+oo far and that the cost is too much and that we
shouldn't pass this bill at this tinme.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Thank you, H¥r. President. Will the spomsor yield for a
question?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR FAWELL:
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Senator Bruce, I was talking to Sam Magroo the other day
about this bill and he was telling me how +this would only
increase +the average pension around two and a half to three
dollars a month. And when I told him that according *o the
Digest that it said that it would cost a hundred and eighteen
dollars per year and that I had written back to my people,
and I do have a number of them on this pension plan, and said
to them, you know, I will be perfectly happy to vote for this
as long as you realize this is what is happening. And,
frankly, I...I got one guy vho I knov is going to retire
in...in three months and said, you know, go ahead and do it
anywvway. The rest of them I never heard from again. am I
vrong in my figures? He said he was going to get back to me
and he...and he never did.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR ERUCE:

The figures I have gotten from the Municipal Retirenmeat
Fund indicate that the average cost per enployee...the aver-
age increased benefit per employee 1is approxipately two
dollars and tvelve cents a month or twenty-five forty-four
per year. And to give you some idea, there are a hundred and
seven thousand active members, only tventy-eight thousand are
retired, seven thousand have surviving widows, for a total of
a hundred and forty-two thousand. Of course, only thirty-
five thousand of those are presently drawving benefits and the
vidows are only drawing at a percentage of the retired
smployee. They tell me that this benefit cost is approxi-
mately twenty-five dollars and forty-four cents per year per
employee, or about two dollars and twelve cents a wmonth.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

If you will look im your Digest, you will see that it
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says...and let me...let me quote from it. It says, #Increase
in total annual cost per active member, a hundred and
eighteen dollars." Now, you kpow, what I said to Sam was,
"If you guys are going to pay this handred and eighteen
dollars for somebody to get twenty-five dollars, that's
terribly generous of you, but are Yyou sure you know what
you're doing2" And he said he would get back to me, never
did, and I...you knov, I really am somewhat in the air where
to go with this.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR EBRUCE:

Well, we're trying o figure out who would be paying that
since there's no increase in the rate of contribution, and
f...I don't see this...this bill has no increase in the con-
tribution rate. So, a present annuitant is not going to pay
it...any increased cost, neither is any present employee. I
don't...I don't know where that figure of a hundred and
eighteen dollars comes from. There is no increase in the
rate of contribution, so <he hundred and eighteen dollar
figure canno* be correc*.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Is there any further discussion? If not, Senator Bruce
may close
SENATOE BRUCE:

I...I think the hundred and eighteen dollars we're
talking about is probably the...the cost to the nunicipality
per employee OVer...OVer...OVer the year. The average cost
per each unit of local government on this, on a survey that
was conducted by IMRF, is approximately five thousand four
hundred and thirty-four dollars. The...the cost of this
benefit is only going to enure to the benefit of the annui-
tants to about twenty-five dollars a year. They are the only

system...you go down the long sheet and...tick off all the




Page 333 - JUNE 27, 1983

ones, all the retirement systems in the State of Illinois,
every one of them have this benefit. They all have three
percent, all the State-wide have three percent. The only
ones that do not are a few in the Chicago area and the
Municipal Retirement Fund. They are the only State large
fund that does not have it. I would think that we ought to
do justice by +them. Last year, their...their benefits and
marke: value of their book was a billion seven. They wade
sixty-four million dollars in returm on investments through
January of this year. I would thisk <hat they can afford
this minor increase in the benefits for annuitants, that's
all.

PRESIDING OFFPICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 519 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 45, the Nays are 13,
none voting Present. House Bill 519 having received the con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. For what purpose
does Senator Favell arise? Senator Fawell.

SENATOR FAWELL:

I'nm sorry, I...I would have voted Yes. I 3just got the
note from...from Sam telling me what it's all about.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, the record will so indicate that Senator Fawell and
Sam have agreed to vote Yes. House Bill 530, Senator Coffey.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: {SR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 530.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

(Machine cutoff)...Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:
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Thank you, HMr. President and nmnembers of the Senate.
House Bill 530 does not do vhat the Calendar says in the
explanation om the Calendar. So, if you'll disregard that
and listen Jjust for a nminute and I'll...it...it's very
simple. It's been brought to our...the Hotor Vehicle Laws'
attention a problem that the Illinois State Police has been
having in regards to motorcycle drivers. What we're doing
here is doing something very simply by amending the 1Illinois
Vehicle Code which requires the operator of a motorcycle to
have at least one hand on the handlebars whem a motorcycle is
ip motion. I guess they've had a problem with wnotorcycle
drivers going down the road with no hands, and I guess they
want to have the right to be able to stop those people on a
moving violatiom, and tha“'s what this will do. Part two is
an amendment that was added to this bill which addresses the
implied consent law, and it does not do what the Calendar
says, again. This amendment adds one sentence to the drunk
driving law of this State, which says, "No person draving
blood or urine from the subject at the reguest of a police
officer made under this section shall be...shall be civilly
or criminally liable for...for such actions on the theory of
lack of consent of the subject.” The problem seems to be at
the hospital when someone is unconscious or not able to give
consent in writing, and when that blood has to be taken, it's
created problems for the doctors and nurses which withdraws
this blood or urine. ¥e're trying to clarify that Jjust
saying, if they're not able to sign the consent form, that
they are not liable for those conditions. I'd ask for a
favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERHAN:
Well, thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen

of the Senate. I have no problem with the first part of this
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bill talking about motorcyclists having one hard on the
handlebars. The part +hat disturbs me is the part that
excuses the persom that takes urine or blood under implied
consent from liability when they do that at the direction of
the police officer. Now, the explanmation that Senator Coffey
gives might make sense if this was limited to a hospital and
to an unconscious driver who was arrested, but that's not
what the amendment says. Let wme read it to you. "No
person"...it doesn't say a nurse or a doctor, it says, "No
person drawing blood or...urine from a subject at the request
of a police officer made under this section shall be civilly
or crimimally liable for such action on a theory of lack of
consent of the subject.® What that means is that +he police
officer can designate any person, the bum walking down the
highway to...withdraw blood or urine and you, without giving
your consent, would have no basis to sue them if you got
hepatitis or something else. Now, all I'm suggesting, Sena-
tor Coffey, is that it is wnot fairly drawn. Now, if I
recall, and you can correct me if I'm wrong, ve passed a bill
out of the Senate that addressed this, it's over in the
House. I don't know what happened to it, but I think it...it
just goes far too far to ask us to give our consent to ‘this
kind of language. It's a blank check to anyome under any
circupstances to vithdrav blood or urine from us regardless
of whether we can or cannot give our comsent. In fact, this
doesn't say tha: you have to be in a...condition that you
couldn't give consent. I think it's poorly worded. I'd urge
a No vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, I voted for Senate Bill 543, but I had concerns about

+hat very provision. Aand that provision, when a...a police
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officer can order someone to go ahead and drav blood or take
a urine sample and not be liable, what about they use a dirty
needle or something and they say, well, I'm ipnmune? Teaal
think this is a very dangerous type of amendment to put to
this bill, and I cannot support the bill with this horrible
amendment which I feel can...can really hart someone. I cer-
tainly don't object to someone taking a test if they're drunk
or what have you, they should, but I think we're putting our-
selves on a limb. The State itself could be sued if someone
files a lawsuit against the State if this becones law,
because this is bad, bad judgement the way this is drawn.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEEATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? 1If not, Senator Coffey may
close.
SENATOR COFFEY:

W¥ell, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
And if the amendment...and if the members would 3just 1listen
just a minute and let me clarify something, and the two
speakers that has a question or a problem about this
bill...ought +o know the law better tham any of us. There's
already a provision under Section 11-501-2,
section...subsection A2 it says, "Only a physician, a regis-
tered nurse or other qualified persons approved by the
Department of Public Health may withdraw blood.” It doesn't
say the person on the street can do that, they'd be breaking
the law. S0, it...it...it's already clarified in the las who
can...who can draw blood. We're not saying that the bus in
the alley, or whatever has been stated here earlier. You're
going to have problems with...vhen...when these people are
taken to the hospital unconscious or otherwise when
they...the police officer asks a doctor or nurse to take this
blood. As you know, novw there's provisions that says when
they do anything in a hospital that they have to have con-

sent, and there's no one there to give consent, who's going
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to do this? That's all they're asking is to...is...under
those conditions, not under a dirty needle or anything else,
or they're saying that they're not liable. You know that
they're liable, that's what they carry.-..that's what they
have their...the expensive insurance for if they're liable
OC...OF USE @a...3...a Deedle that is not sanitary. This is a
good bill, it clarifies only two things. Says that a person
driving a motorcycle down the road bhas to have one hand on
the...on the handlebars, and the other one just clarifies the
part under the implied consent law, and 1'd@ ask for a favor-
able roll call. This is a provision that was requested by
the Hedical Association. I think i%f's a good anendsent, and
I1'd ask for your vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 530 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote HNay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Ayes are 27, the HNays are 30, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 530 having failed to receive a constitutional majority
is declared lost. For what purpose does Senator Bloom arise?
SENATOR BLOOM:

Yes; thank you, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate. We
have coming up on the Calendar House Bill 606. We have dis-
tributed some material about it. I think it's pretty impor-
tant legislation, so I...I'd like the menbership to take a
iook at it because it's one of the more important bills
you're going to be dealing with this evening. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

on the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading, House Bill 531,
Senator Carroll. House Bill 537, Semator Kustra. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretarye.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 537.

e
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kustra.

SENATOR KUSTRA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. As
members of the Legislative Investigating Commission, Senator
Jones and I offer +this bill as the cornerstone of an
exhaustive four-year long investigation by the Legislative
Investigating Commission of ome of the wmost perplexing and
difficult problems facing our society today, child abuse. It
affects, of course, *hose members of our society who are
least able to defend themselves and protect thenselves. It
takes innovative language and tough laws, guite frankly, to
deal with the problem. The bill before you anthorizes the
Department of Children and Family Services to administer
child abuse prevention shelters and service programs for
abused and neglected children. DCFS is also authorized under
the terms of this bill %o contract with pot—for-profit cor-
porations and 1local governments for the administrations
of...of such programs. o fund these shelters and these
service programs and the five pultidisciplinary teams which
are authorized under House Bill 538, DCES is also author-
jzed...or I should say the Department of Revenue is author-
ized to establish ap income tax checkoff system. That is, a
taxpayer can voluntarily designate that two dollars of his or
her refund be withheld and placed into the Child Abuse Pre-
vention Fund. Funds like this have been created in at least
seven states which we have studied. This systenm has worked
in other states. Both the Department of Children and Family
Services and the Department of Revenue are in favor of this
bill. some of your analyses may not be up-to~-date. There
was a problem with it at one time, those probless have been

resolved. As far as I know, there is no opposition to this

A
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bill. Those groups in favor of it include Parents Anonymous
of 1Illinois, Springfield Parents Anonymous and the Illinois
Association of Family Service Agencies. I would ask for your
favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICEAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the guestion is, shall
House Bill 537 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 55, the Nays are ﬁoue, none voting
Present. House Bill 537 having received the constitutional
pajority is declared passed. House Bill S41, Senator
Maitland. HousSe...Senator...read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 541,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Maitland.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you, very puch, Mr. President. House Bill
S41 appropriates a total of three billion forty-six million
one hundred and fifty-two thousand eight hundred and thirty-
six dollars for the Fiscal Year 1984 ordinary
and...contingent expenses for the following agencies:
Conservation, Energy and Natural Besources; Corrections;
prisoner Review Board and the State Board of Bducation.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is +there any discussion? If not, the gquestion is, shall
House Bill 541 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
gquestion, *he Ayes are 54, the Nays are 4, none voting

Present. House Bill 541 having received the constitutional
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najority is declared passed. House Bill 542, Senator Sommer.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretarye.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 542.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator SomEer.
SENATOR SOMMER:

Mr. President and members, this bill now includes all the
elected officials in the court system. It's tvo million
dollars below the introduced level, which I think is some-
thing of a victory, and I would recomnmend it being adopted.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the question is, shall
House Bill 542 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed
vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 55, the Rays are 1, none voting Present. House
Bill 542 having received the constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill 543, Semator Kent. Read the
bill, HMr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 543.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Kent.

SENATOR KENT:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Chamber.
House Bill 543 appropriates a total of one billion one hun-
dred and sixty-three million nine hundred and ninety-five
thousand nine hundred and twelve dollars to various agencies

for their 1984 Fiscal Year ordinary and contingent expenses.
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(Machine cutoff)...for its adoption.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the question is, shall
543 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay.
The voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted
who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are
54, the Nays are 4, none voting Present. House Bill 543 hav-
ing received the constitutional majority is declared passed.
House Bill 557, Senator Philip. For what purpose does Senator
Barkhausen rise?

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Mr. President, to request leave of the Body to present
Senate Bill 557 in Sena*or Philip's absence since he's solv-
iné all of our problenms...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

You've heard the motion. Is 1leave granted? Leave is
granted. Senator. Barkhausen on House Bill 557. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill...excuse me...557.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, Senate Bill 557
in general relates to the subject of water and does really
three different things. I will mot pretend to you that all
of the problems in this bill are on this general subject of
water about which there are several pieces of legislation
still alive in this Session. Is...is...anssers all of the
questions that some people might have, but let...let nme say
in advance that it's our intention to ask the House to

nonconcar in at least omne of the amendments that have been
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adopted in order that these problems might be worked out in
Conference Committee. Saying that, however, I feel that <the
passage of this bill is important in that it does, as I say,
three different things. For one thing, it would permit a
vater commission to...issue general obligation bonds
rather...rather than only revenue bonds for the construction
of water pains. This is a subject that DuPage County is par-
ticular...particularly interested in and hence Senator
Philip's sponsorship of this bill. It alsc...provides for
rates by vhich a municipality may sell vater to amn area out-
side it apnd would put under the Conmerce Conmission
this...the question of rates set by a municipality other than
those which get their water directly from Lake Michigan and
in turn sell water to individual consumers outside of such
municipality.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEFATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Newvhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Sponsor yield to a guestioa, please?
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Indicates he will.
SENATCR NEWHOUSE:

Senator, is this the...is there a provision in this bill
that requires the City of Chicago to set a rate for munici-
palities outside that city at a rate equal to the rates in
Chicago, so there'd be mo increase in the rates of water sold
outside?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Yes, there is, Senator Newhouse, and that's why I repre-
sented to you in advance that I said the bill wasn't without
controversy and was something that would have to be settled

in a Conference Committee.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Newhouse.

SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Then the city does oppose this legislation, and I would
recopmend a No vote onm it. I'm not sure what the Conference
Comnmittee provisions would be, but there is no agreement at
this stage, and I am instructed to vote No and ask for a ¥No
vote from all those legislators who believe that there ought
to be that differential. »

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEAS)

Senator Egan.

END OF REEL
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REEL #11

SENATOR EGARN:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and sembers of the Senate.
There are several reasons that I stand in opposition to this
bill, one of which is the preemption of honme rule powers over
the distribution of water from a municipality asong others,
wherein there has been a great deal of attention made to
the...the situation, principally in Chicago, and this..othis
amendment that has been placed on...on 2nd reading, at the
insistence of Senator Philip, is...I strorgly object *o for
many, many reasons, and I...I would urge the pembers on ny
side of the aisle to respect my request and vote against the
bill with this amendment.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICERAS)

Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Barkhausen, are you
limiting the amount of money that the City of Chicago can
charge to a mumicipality outside the corporate limits of the
City of Chicago?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Yes, Senator D'Arco. As I said to Senator Newhouse, it
does...it does 1limit the rate to the amount that's charged
withip the city and that's why I say it's something that I
think needs to be worked out in a Conference Committee.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO:

Wwell, then you're telling us that this bill will go to a
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Conference Committee?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BABKHAUSEN:

Yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO:

The President is nodding to me, no. I think he kind of
feels maybe it won't go to a Conference Committee, and...and
maybe it shouldn't go to a Conference Comnittee. Maybe we
should just kill it, Senator.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
can't understand how anybody would want to lock in any
punicipality that's going to be selling wvater. Senator
Barkhausen, how would they be able to control that, say, the
City of Chicago has to add money to their facilities for the
purification of waters, how is that going to affect us?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

For what purpose does Senator Collins arise?

SENATOR COLLINS:

A point of procedure. Did...did the sponsor of this bill
said +hat +this bill will go into a Conference Committee?
Now, are we on 3rd readings or are we on concurrence or
nonconcurrence?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKLS)

We're on 3rd reading, Senator.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Well, then I don't understand how this bill cam go to
Conference Committee one way...or another.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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You're correct, Senator. That's an assumption on his
part. Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Sepator Collins, that is his last hope. If we don*t kill

it, it might end up there. Let you conscience be your quide.
Just ask for a vote against this, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there further discussion? Senator Lenke.
SENATOR LENKE:

I think this is a good bill. Speaking on behalf of nine-
teen suburban communities that are...to take the crap from
the City of Chicago, at least we won't have to pay extra
money to flush our toilets. I *hink we have an Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator D*Arco, for the
second *isme.

SENATOR D*ARCO:

Yeah, I would ask for a ruling on the preemptive nature
of this bill. How many votes would it take?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He're looking at it now, Senator. We will check on it.
Senator D'Arco, the Chair will rule that the bill is pre-
emptive and will require thirty-six votes and...and...and in
*he amendment, in Sectiomn 5-1, lime 18 it specifically says
that, "this section prohibits home rule units from imposing a
price or charge for water in excess...of that which is per-
mitted by this section. This section is a denial of and a
limitation on the powers of the home rule units pursuant o
Subsection G of Section 6 of Article VII of the Constitu-
tion." It so states in the bill and the Chair will so rule,
it will need thirty-six votes. 1Is there further discussion?
I1f not, Senator Barkhausen may close.

SENATOR BABRKHAUSEN:

In answer to Senator Collins, Mr. President and members,
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my vteason for assuming that...that this will go to a Confer-
ence Committee is because of the limitation on the rates that
might be charged by the City of Chicago in another municipal-
ity, and...and obviously you folks on the other side, in the
House as well as in the Sena*e, are troubled by that provi-
sion. I don't blame you, and that's my reason for intending
and...and assuming that this bill will got to a Conference
Committee. I would urge the passage of the bill. Thank you.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall House Bill 557 pass. Those in
favor vote will Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that gquestion,
the Ayes are 30, the Nays are 24, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 557 having received the comnstitutiopal...having failed
to receive the constitutional majority is...the three-fifths
majority is declared lost. For what purpose does Senator
Barkhausen arise?

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

To request postponed consideration.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Barkhausen asks leave to place House Bill 557 on
the Order of Postponed Consideration. Is leave qranted?
Leave is granted. On the Order of House
Bills...Senate,..House Bills 3rd reading, House Bill 563,
Senator Demuzio. For what purpose does Senator Demuzio
arise?

SENATOR DENMUZIO:

Yes, I move to recommit House Bill 563 to the Committee
on Elementary and Secondary Education.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

You've heard the wmotion by Senator Demuzio to recommit
House Bill 563 to the Senate...Elementary Education Comnit-

tee. Is leave granted? Leave is granted. On the Order of
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House Bills 3rd Reading, House Bill 564, Senator Denuzio.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 564.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Demuzio.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Thank you, very mnmuch, Hr. President. House Bill 564
deletes a provision from the original bill that requires
accumulated sick leave from all employers to be used for
service credit in lieu of the present language. We bhave
stricken that and mnake it from the last employer ounly and
increases the maximum year of service credit to ome year fromn
one-half year, and I would ask for your favorable consider-
ation.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEEATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the guestion is, shall
House Bill 564 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take fhe record. On that question, the Ayes are 56, the Nays
are 3, none voting Present. House Bill 564 having received
the constitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill
606, Senator Netsch. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY

House Bill 606.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATCR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. Before I begin, Senator Chew
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asked leave to be added as a hyphenated cosponsor...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Is leave granted? Leave is granted.
SENATOR NETSCH:

<..t0 Senators Bruce and KXeats who are already.

Senate...House Bill 606 is an importamt bill. It is a
revriting of all of the Criminal Statutes...or eight of the
Criminal Statutes that deal with sex offenses. It has...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIOQ)

Can we have some order, please. Semator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you. It has a very important purpose which is to
take a hodgepodge of preexisting Statutes and fit thenm into a
consistent coherent whole which is a spectrum of sex
offenses. It is intended to recognize that there is wmore in
the category of sex offense than just the crime of tape alone
which has always had its traditional elements and which
conjures up a particular set of circumstances, sex offenses
go much beyond that. What we have done in repealing those
preexisting Statutes is to create a structure which is on...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR BUZBEE:

¥r. President, I wonder if you would instruct the ser-
geant-at-arms to clear the aisle out here vhere the lobbyists
are making all this racket. Maybe we'll be able to hear the
debate on this very important bill. It's been going on for
several days, it seems to have becone lobbyist laboratory out
here and...and we'd like to be able to hear what's going on
on the Floor of the Senate where we've got to vote on the
bills.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
The sergeant-at-arms has been so instructed. Het's stand-

ing at the door. Senator Netsch.
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SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. Let me just repeat in case it
wvas no: heard. The...the purpose of the bill, really, is to
increase convictions of sex offenses and offenders by creat-
ing uniform statutory elements and by providing flexibility
in sen*encing. And it also defines sexual assault in teras
of the defendant's behavior rather than the state of mind of
the victim, something which has been an elenpent of rape fronm
time immemorial. What we have done is to create basically
+wo major categories of crimes, each with a subcategory
+hat...happens when the crime is committed with aggravating
circumstances: criminal sexual assault, crieinal sexual
assault with aggravating circumstances, criminal sexual abuse
and criminal sexual abuse with aggravating circumstances.
They range from a Class X Felony, which is the criminal
sexual assault with aggravating circumstances, down to a
Class A Misdemeanor. The...in trying to just briefly summa-
rize...I might say, incidentally, to aill of you that we bad
passed out previously several items, one of which is the gen-
eral structure of the bill which shous these categories
of...of crimes, the four of them, and the component parts
+hereof. There...the objectives of House Bill 606 are, as 1
indicated, to create one comprehensive law that reflects the
fact that rape encompasses all types of sexual assault
committed by both sexes against victims of both sexes and all
ages. A second purpose, as I indicated, is to increase
convictions of sex offenders by creating the uniform statu-
tory elements and by providing the flexibility in sentencing
which depends on the seriousness of the sexual assault, the
dangerousness of the offender and the vulnerability of the
victim, the very componen:is that ought to be relevant in the
severity of the crime. I might say also that for the first
tinme we have done what virtually every other state has

done...and what most prosecutors have asked us to do, and

R/
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that is to...create several levels or gradations, if you
will, of what has traditionally been called rape. The point
is not, and I emphasize, is not to pmake the conviction of sex
offenders less easy. It is to increase it and to make it
more likely. The component parts of each of the four cate-
gories, again, are set out on the fact sheet which I had
previously made available to iou. One of the things that I
think is extremely important, and I*ve also just recently
passed out...something on this, is that while...that there
has been in the past a major gap in our existing sex Stat-
tes, and particularly with respect to sexual assault of
children. There are...for example, under House Bill 606,
"Sexual penetration with no force with a child under thirteen
is a Class X Felony," which is what I think most of us think
it should be, Onder current law, you've got all of these
possibilities: sexual intercourse or...deviate sexual con-
duct with a child under nine is a Class X, as an aggravated
indecent liberties; sexual intercourse or deivate sexual con-
duct where the person inflicts great bodily bharm, notice
great bodily harm, or permanent disfigurement with a child
nine to twelve is Class X. That, incidentally, is very impor-
rant because it requires permapent disfigurement or great
bodily harm in order for that crime om a child nine to twelve
to be Class X; sexual intercourse or deviate sexual conduct
or lewd fondling with no force for a child under sixteen,
Class 1, it*s indecent liberties; a child under eighteen,
Class A, contributing to sexual delingquency, and so on. I
urge you to...to look at...and I'? sure sonme of these will
come out again. There are major incomsistencies in our
existing laws. One of the major purposes of this bill is to
attenpt *o provide this continuum of sex offenses. e
do...let me Jjust tell you something about vhat has happened
over here in this House and then respond to guestions. The

bill came out of the House with a significant vote, but it
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was clear that there vere problems in the bill and it was
clear that there were a number of people who felt that there
were problems in the bill. The subcommittee, which Senator
sangmeister appointed and on which he sat, in which he
chaired, must have had, what, seven or eight bours of...of
hearings and vork and negotiating sessions on +the bill. When
ve came back to the full committee with the amended bill, one
of the representatives of the Illinois State Bar Association
vhich had opposed the bill said, I had twenty serious con-
cerns...or coacerns at least when we started this process,
seventeen of them have been fully satisfied; and since then,
I night add, parenthetically, we have satisfied at least one
other of his concerns. The bill has had a great deal of
work. I +think it is...with one exception, which I'a sure
Senator Bloom will point out and which can take care of,
incidentally, very easily, it |is in good shape. It is an
extremely important piece of legislation. I will be happy to
ansver questions.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Bloonm.
SENATOR BLOOHN:

Well, thank you, Hr. president and fellow Senators.
First, I got a question for all the lawyers in this Chamber.
How many of you have tried sex crime cases? Raise you hands
high. Good. And how many of you...okay, one, two, three,
four. And how many of you, on a regular basis, have tried
felonies? One, two, three. I want to say that a lot of time
and effort has gone into this, and I was on that subcommit-
tee, 'cause what came over from the House was a bill that was
just simply awful, it would have been a field day for the
criminal defense bar. Worked very had to try and make
it...try and make i*t better, and when I got the enrolled copy
with all the final amendments that Semator Netsch said would

take care of our concerns, I shipped that off to our local
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prosecutors, and I'll get to that in a minute. The problen
as testimony developed from the witness for...Julie Hamos was
that there aren't enough sex crime convictioms in Chicago,
and the testimony developed as well that in other parts of
~he State, perhaps, the track record vas better. Notwith-
standing that, last Wednesday's paper says, man dgets fifty
years for rape, in the Chicago-Tribune, but what this bill
does is removes the word "rape" entirely from the Criminal
Code and substitutes, therefore, the word...the phrase,
ncriminal sexual assault." Now, what I'm going to say here
probably is a very unpopular opinior and that any given
noment there's an orthodoxy, a body of ideas, im which it is
assumed +hat all right people...right thinking people except
without question certain thing. It®s not exactly forbidden
for me to say this, that or the other but it's not done, and
anyone who challenges this orthodoxy finds himself silenced
with suprising effectiveness. A genuinely, unfashionable
opinion and 1I'11...I*'11 grant that this opinion was
unfashionable among the proponents is almost never giving a
fair hearing either in the popular press or the highbrow
periodicals, that's a lit*le quote from George Orwell, ‘cause
I'm going to say something that's probably unfashionable,
there®s an unvoiced assumption behbhind this bill. The
unvoiced assumption with feminist groups is that they want
the word rape removed and this bill has great symbolic value,
the chairman of the House Judiciary Committee has already
cranked out his requisite press releases as the savior
of...of these groups. It's kind of 1like +this wmigh%t be
perceived in some guarters in both Chambers as kind of a
consolation prize 'cause the Egqual BRights Amendment wasn't
ratified, and...and the female Senators in this Chanber,
you're...you're under tremendous pressure and the
other...there's an unvoiced assumption *hat...that ocught to

give everyone here, whether you're an attorney, whether
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you've handled felony cases or sex crime cases or not is that
+here are...are several classes of rape and that you can have
rape without great bodily hars. And the policy is with the
enhancement of penalty factors. They said, well, Yyou know,
there isS a...a more vulnerable area of the population so the
penalties will be greater over sixty and under twelve, but
the great body of women inbetveen, your housewives, your
teachers, your secretaries, those women of child-bearing
years, they're saying that perhaps...perhaps our penalty
structure is such that your hurt, your trama isn't that
great. House Bill 606 abolishes rtape, deviate sexual
assault, indecent liberties with a child, aggravated indecent
liberties with a child, contributing to the sexual delin-
quency of a child, aggravated incest, sexual abuse of a child
by a family member; and as Senator Netsch says, substitutes
basically two class of offenses, criminal sexual assault,
aggravated criminal sexual assault and criminal sexual abuse
and aggravated criminal sexual abuse, and then uses certain
age groupings amd certain behavior *o raise and lower the
status of the crime. The result of this wholesale shake~up
of sex crimes is that the sponsors have inadvertently created
loopholes im our criminal law, loopholes that are probably
going to reach back and bite the proponents and this is of
concern. Right now, after the spoamsors have added their very
last amnendment, ny state's attormey comes back to me and
there's a...there's a sexual intercourse loophole situation
vith no force used. Right now, a boy sixteen can have sexual
intercourse with a girl ninme through twelve and there's no
crime, ‘cause it's not criminal sexual assault with
aggravating circumstances bescause *he defendant's under
seventeen and the girl's between nine and thirteen, no force
is used; it's not criminal sexual assault because it's not
described in the elements of the crime. 1It's pot criminal

sexual abuse by sexual intercourse because the victim is
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under thirteen. There's another loophole and that is the
reasonable belief in age. B man thirty-five, sexual inter-
course with a girl twelve but she looks eighteen or she could
arguably be believed as thirteen, no crime for the sane
reasons. The same problems...the same problems would go with
+he lewd fondling sections, same thing. Now, the elderly
vonan, a man rapes a woman, let!'s say she's over sixty.
Agruably, this wvoman appears and a man could reasonably
believe that she's under sixty when he taped' her. Under
House Bill 606 his crime would be reduced to a Class 1 Felony
because the reasonable belief as to age is applicable to all
situations., Under the present law, that behavior would be a
Class X Pelony. House Bill 606 does not require the fifteen
year old rapist to be charged automa%ically as an adult
unless the rape was...accompanied by enumerating aggravating
circumstances; that is a fifteen year old boy charged with
this bill's Class 1 rape would be entitled to be tried in
juvenile court. Under the law that's presently on the books
that the sponsors are rying to change, he would have to be
tried as an adult. This is...these are importamt things to
consider. This is after the eight hours of this subcommittee
meeting, trying +to get this bill into shape there are still
these serious flaws and loopholes in it. There's an effec-
tive date problem. A defendant whose crime has been commit-
ted before the effective date which is one March, now wmiand
you...mind you, you're doing a wholesale shake-up of sex
crimes and everybody, your prosecutors, are going to have to
be on-line and going by the first of March, but anyone whose
crime is before tha+ date but has no% been senteaced as of
March 1st, can be elected...can elect to be sentenced under
the provisions of this...606 or under the existing law. What
it is, and wve've looked at the language, my state's attorney
looked at the language, and it's kind of a canmibalization of

Cclass X language. However, as you may recall whem this Body
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changed to the Claés X structure that involved only sentenc-
ing...only sentencing. It involved mathematical formulae,
ineligibility tables. 606 changes the elements of the crige
and so what you're going to have is that the elements of a
crime, after the first of March but bave been proved before
the first of March, you're going tc create different
classifications. This creates a Code of Corrections problen,
a constitutional problems. Now, under judicial interpre-
tations, I know this is a little bit dry for you nonlawyers
but it wmust be in the record, in the douple jeopardy area,
you can't pyramid sentences for crimes. A1l right. Now, if
you read some of the existing Statutes, House Bill 606 nmakes
rape...oh, I'm sorry, criminal sexual assault of a woman
sixty years or older a Class X Felony. In other words, it
enhances a simple rape; under 606 there's simple rape fron
Class 1 to a Class X. Now under the Unified Code of Correc-—
tions, you have to take that into consideration. So you can
have a triple pyramiding; one, because of the age of the
victin; one, because of her age the...the crime allows the
judge to consider an extended tern under an area they didn*+
pick up; because of her age the court is empowered to impose
a sixty-year prision term, but for her age the crime would
have been a Class 1 Felony. Conseguently, this sets up a
pyramiding...a pyramiding scheme or structure. Now what I'm
trying to tell you is tha* first, vhen you get them going in,
you have really thrown out, I think, the béby vith the bath
vater, ‘'cause the bedrock...the bedrock thing that went along
when we went into the subcommittee, the proponents said, we
will not accept the word rape anywhere in the criminal Stat-
utes in our Criminal Code. We want it out. It's archaic.
Well, the result has been that I'm sure that, you Kknow, the
sponsor will say, well, we'll take care of it in a Conference
Compittee. Believe ne, this +thing is 1like a giant

marshmallow, you push here and it kind of comes out there
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because it hasn't been thought through. We do not have,
either as a Body or your individual wmembers of the Senate
Judiciary Committee, enough time to get this thing into the
kind of shape it ought *o be. Aand here’s a final thing 1I*11
leave with you...a final thing I’11 leave with you, where you
have whole new classifications of crimes created, there's a
principle of lenity in judicial construction; and, essen-
tially, it says that if there are any apbiguities, and I can
promise you even if they take care of some of the ambiguities
that my state's attorney has caught, there are going to be
others, they're going to be resolved in favor of the defend-
ant. I would seek and ask the sponsor and ask this Body to
ask the sponsor to send it back to the comaittee for further
study, ‘cause this is in no shape to continue through the
legislative process. No shape to continue with the legis-
lative process.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Hell, thank you, Mr. Presiden* and members of the Senate.
Without question, when House Bill 606 came over to the Senate
and was assigned to ay comnittee, it was, to say the
least...t0 say it needed work iS....is an understatement, it
needed an awful lot of work and we gave it an awful 1lot of
work. Sometimes when you get involved with a piece of legis-
lation maybe you're better off to vote it up or down rather
than to work with it. We decided to work with this. I think
the original concept, I have no fault with, Senator Bloom
has indicated one of the big things, of course, in this pisce
of 1legislation is we are elinipating any reference to rape,
vhich means you got to go through all the Illinois Statutes
to make absolutely cer+ain that that's all correlated, we've
felt we've done that. I have not spent any more time on a

crimipnal law bill since I've been down here, except for pos-
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sibly House Bill 1500 when we went to determine in sentenc-
ing, +*than wvwe have with this piece of legislation. I orig-
inally, before these things have hit the Ploor, was fully
intending to vote for this thing and may still fully intend
to vote for it. I am concerned about with what...what Sena-
tor Bloom has raised. I think some of the things he has
raised are...are a little bit of nit—pickiang but there's also
some substantial things in there that have be be corrected.
So, that finds ourselves in the old position of, do we vote
the bill out of here and hope that everything is going to
work well in the Conference Coummittee or do we do as he sug-
gested recommitting it? It's...it's a difficult decision to
nake. I +think all the *ime and effort that a lot of people
have put into this, I do not care go see it go down. How-
ever, a piece of legislation like this is...is...is a...a
major change in the Criminal Code, as there...as both Senator
Netsch and Senator Bloom have indicated to you. We're going
to have to do some work om i*. Perhaps the good medium would
be...would be to approve the bill, put it ipto a...well, I
guess we've got assurances that it*ll go into a Conference
Committee; it has to, there are things that have to be cor-
rected. And I had one experience not too long ago, if you
recall, when that machine gun bill got through and nobody
found the crack in that. I've been very concerned about this
legislation that there are cracks around, and apparently a
few have developed, not as serious as maybe some would make
them out. Hhaf I think vwe ought to do is vote the bill out;
get assurances that it'll come into a Conference Comnittee;
work with it in that Conference Coenmittee, and then possibly
hold that bill as a Conference Conmmittee on the...on the
Calendar as a Conference Conmittee bill for a concurrence by
both Houses and perhaps then have the summer to look at
it...and I've just *alked with one of the members of 1leader-

ship on this side wvwith sowme assurances that we'll have a
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chance to vote on it this fall. I think that's probably the
program we ought to take.
PRESIDING OPFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
Further discussion? Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

I...I rise to echo, I think, what Senator Sangmeister
said. Dawn, the things that worry me, I...they gave me this
printout aed...and I didu't knowv there were all these prob-
lems in the bill. Well, you knov what I'm worried about, you
know, Representative Jaffe, if he was goofy enough to pass
this bill out of the House in the form that he passed it out
of, I'm worried when it goes back, he's goofy enough to
concur in it. Now there are...there are some glaringly...are
you agreeing with me or...or not? I didn't ask a question.
I want to ask some gquestions. Now the problem is...the...the
problem is in criminal sexual assault, the inconsistencies
and...and the differences bLetvween the ages as far as the
crime is concerned. You know, I...I think you have here a
boy sixteen commits intercourse with a girl eight years old,
that's a Class X. If he comnits intercourse with a girl nine
through twelve, it's no crime. I mean, that's, you know,
insane. If he commits intercourse with a girl fifteen, it's
a Class A Misdemeanor. If he commits intercourse with a girl
twelve, it's a Class X. A girl thirteen...a man thirty-five
commits intercourse with a girl twelve, it*s a Class X; sane
man commits intercourse with a girl thitteen, it's a Class A
Misdemeanor. If he...reasonably believes she was thirteen
and she was twelve, it's no crime. So, it seems to me that
there are some glaring inconsistencies here that, obviously,
have to be worked out in a Conferenmce Conmmittee.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
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I...I echo what Senator Sangmeister has said concerning
the...I think fantastic vork that Senator Bloom has done on
this bill. I, myself, have no* had an opportunity; I've had
the bill, I just have not had an opportunity to dig imto it.
Now, Senator Bloom, you've done a masterful job to indicate
to this Body that we're not ready to pass this legislation.
Now that...don't take that as any interpertation that I'm for
or against the bill, W®hen we worked on Class X PFelony on
House Bill 1500, we vworked two years on it with committees
and testimony; and after that, we worked on the...after the
+wo years, we...we worked an entire one-yszar Session on the
disposition of the ultimate passage of that important 1legis-
lation. If you consider this, Senator Netsch, to be that
important, give us an opportunity to know what we're doing.
I'm going to vote Present on the bill because I don't really
know enough about what it does. MNow we've been busy and
there's all kinds of reasons that I can tell you that we have
not attended to the details, but that's +he fact, we Jjust
have not attended to the details. Senator Bloom has and he's
given us an indication that the details indicate to us that
we ought to take it easy. And before we pass another wmachine
gun bill, as Semator Sangmeister says, let's just know what
wetre doing.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIQ)

Further discussion? Senator Geo-Raris.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Hr. President and lLadies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
when the bill first came to the Judiciary Committee it was in
bad, bad shape, as Senator Sangmeister said; and some of us
voiced objections, I told them I would let them get it out of
conmittee 'cause I felt it was important enough to be worked
on and debated by the full Senate. I might tell you that as
far as I'm concerned, rape is like pregnancy, there's no such

thing as a little rape or a little pregmancy, it's a serious
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crime. However, they have divided it into four sections here
making it four...sex neutral crimes entitled...criminal
sexual assault with aggravating circumstances is a Class X;
criminal sexual assault nonprobational, Class 1; criminal
sexual abuse with aggravating circumstances, Class 2 Felony;
and criminal sex abuse, first offense, Class A Misdemeanor;
subsequent offense is Class 2 Felony. My colleague on *he
Republican side made a...a very fine written dissertation and
I cannot disagree with him in great part, but one of the main
features that is in *this bill is the...the fact that a crime
committed...crime of a sexual penetration with an instrument,
we've had a lot of cases like that and yet we have no law on
the books to protect a woman and call it a form of rape. The
other thing that I think you should know, the Keats' amend-
ment did wmake a definition of rape on page 28, in Section
1-3, which will come under the...Rape Victims Enmergency
Treatment Act. I feel the same way as Senator Sangmeister, I
think i%'s an important bill. I have sitting next to me
Representative Jane Barnes who is a cosponsor of the bill in
the House, and she has given me her word that if this bill is
passed out of the Senate, because so omuch work has been done,
so many women's group feel they should see it passed, that
they will put...the bill...in Conference Committee. I might
also tell you that we minimize rape for too long. HWe have to
clean up our act, and this bill, at least, is the vehicle;
and I think, as Senator Sangmeister said, let this bill go
to Conference Committee and let them work further on it to
make more improvements, but I'1ll tell you right now, it's a
far more improved version than the original one and I think
we should give the courtesy to the people who worked so hard
on it and the many women's groups who are in favor of it to
look into it a 1little further. I might say this, the best
way to +try a rape case 1is, of course, is by good police

investigation, a good complaining witness and a good prose-
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cutor. We have had a very fine record im my county, but I'm
villing to go along because I've talked to +the people fronm
Chicago, and they tell me they've had a lot of problems and
they want to see something in the books that will help nake
more convictions. So I feel that I will support the bill here
and concur with Senator Sangmeister and Representative
Barnes® word that the bill will go to Conference Comaittee.
So, I will support *he bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Thank you, Hr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of +he
Senate. I normally don't speak on things like this, but I
have a great amount of concern regarding this bill. I have
not been party to the great amoun: of work “hat has gome into
that and I apologize for that, but I sha;e Senator
Sangmeister's concern. It looks to me from this printout
that we are sending out another bill, and I would hope that
at midnight on June 30th that we don't come back with a
Conference Committee report that doesn't do what we wan*t it
to do. #e wvant these guys behind bars, these women, what-
ever, but these people that are committing these crines
behind bars and I don't understand why we can't write one
that gives all these loopholes. I would certainly hope that
when this goes to Conference Conmmittee, that we have a chance
to study it before we have to vote on it on June 30th.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? We have several Senators who have
requested...Senator Weaver, Buzbee, Lemke, Bruce, Hacdonald.
Senator...Senator Weaver.

SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. President. You know there...a great many

of us here are not attorneys and we depend on you who are

practicing attormeys to look over these legal bills and flag
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the discrepancies, and I +hink it's asking an awful 1lot
of...of us +to vote this bill out amd put it in a Conference
Conmmittee when, in fact, it can be rereferred to Judiciary
Committee, worked on over the sunmmer, brought back out this
fall if you find...if you find the solutions to all these
problems and we can cast an intelligent vote on it, but at
this point in time, I'm certainly reluctant to support it.
Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Buzhee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you. Like Sena*or Weaver said, those of us who are
not lawyers and have been following this particular bill, it
is probably the most important bill before us this Session
outside of the +ax increase and so forth. Now, you know,
when *he amateurs start lobbying us, they only tell us +their
side of the story, and that's why I have said all along I was
zaking no commitment on this bill until I heard Floor debate.
The professional lobbyists tell you both sides of the story,
but the amateur don't do that, they tell you their side of
the story and I'm an anmateurs at this business and so I
wasn't willing to be persuaded until I heard debate on both
sides. Senator WNetsch explained the bill very will, I
thought, and I listened very intently. Semator Bloom, I
thought, raised...and by the way, Senmator Bloom, I had...I
had read your vhole handout prior to your explanatiom and I
listened and followed ver closely to what you had to say
there. I listened to...Senator Sangmeister very closely.
Now, quite frankly, the most impressive lobbying I got was a
phone call from one of my cons*ituents, who happens to be a
friend of wpine and my wife, her nineteen year old daughter
vas raped three weeks ago by a guy who happened to be
arrested because of that rape and they have now charged hinm

with eighteen over the past three years. The police chief in




Page 364 - JUNE 27, 1983

Carbondale has been gquoted as saying that he anticipates
taking some two years in the prosecution of this case because
they're building, hopefully, an airtight case. And when it
happens to a friend of yours, to somebody that you know, I
don't know the daughter but I know the mother...when it
happens to somebody you know, it presents a whole new pic-
ture. The wmother called me today and asked that I vote for
this bill. Unfortunately, the mother doesn't know what's in
the bill. she only knows that sorebody said, we're going to
tighten up the rape lav. I have a ten year...nine ' year old
daughter. My daughter, if she happened to be the victim of a
boy sixteem or over there would be no crime. I find that
unacceptable. I probably would go much further than the law
would allow if something were to happen to my nine year old
daughter, but that's.alright, I'11 face the law at that tiame
‘if that happens to me. But I amr going to take Senator
Sangmeister and Senator Netsch's word for it, and I'm going
to vote Yes on this bill to get it into a Conference Commit-
tee. If you don't close all these loopholes and if the Floor
debate doesn't convince me, I will no* vote for the bill on
the Conference Committee stage, and I don't care how many
jlobbyists from now or whoever else it is that talked to me in
‘the meantime, I'm not going to commit until I hear the Floor
‘debate. I'm 1like Senator Sangmeister, I don't what to see
another machine gun bill come out of here and find out that
ve have messed things up so badly at the end of the Session
that we have done away with the protection of...of victims of
these kinds of crimes. So, I'm going to vote now with the
understanding that it goes to a Conference Committee and thea
I will not commit to onme soul prior to them, in fact, I just
as soon they not even talk to me. I'm going to 1listen to
FPloor debate and I'w going to listen to my colleaques who
have a lot of knowledge in this area and whose opinion I

respect, and then 1I*11 make up my mind at that time on the
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Conference Committee report. Thank you.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Bruce.
SENATOR ERUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President., Without getting into the sub-
stance of the debate, Senator Weaver and I have spoken with
Senator Bloom and...Representative Jaffe is here, the Senate
sponsor has agreed, +*here was a coanitment that someone
vanted thaé this was going into a Conference Copaittee.
Representative Jaffe has made that commitment to the Repub-
lican leadership, to me, the spomsor, to Senator Sangmeister.
Ve've taken 1 think' nearly an hour already, it's now
nine-twenty. I think the more reasonable approach may be,
since no one is going to know that this is the final vote for
which you could ever be criticized, is to vote this bill oat
into a Conference Comaittee, let the people work, see if they
can work out things; some people think they can work it out
in three days, others have very strong opinions that this may
take a summer. Obviously, if those who think it®s going to
take the suﬁmer prevail and hold that position, we will get
to this next fall. If they can be persuaded that the bill
can be read, revised, rewritten, we can handle this in the
next two or three days. That is a...another debate that the
leadership, I'm sure, is going to take up in the next two or
three days, but our commitment is that the bill will go into
a Conference Conmittee and I'm sure there are a lot of .
gentlemen and ladies who have bills on the Calendar that we
need to get to before midnight that, framkly, we should be
about our business and vote this into a Conference Committee.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Further discussion? Senator Smith.

SENATOR SNITH:
Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I

first want to stand and thank the sponsors from the House and




Page 366 - JONE 27, 1983

those here in the Senate who have toiled lo these many days
to bring us this piece of legislation. And anything that is
as important as dealing with the lives of our women, I don't
see any way that we can just run over that in three days.
It's too much importance that's been placed and brought to us
this afternoon, first in the Semate sponsor's interpertation
about gaps and inconsistencies under the current sex crime;
and then we had our colleague from the other side, Senator
Bloom, who brought to us some truths, things that are really
to be looked at and things that are really true. and I would
like to suggest to this Body and to those who are going to do
the wvwork on this bill, let us not consider three days because
this is too important. We have other important bills that
are going to come before this Senate and this Body, and also
I'n sure in the House, in the next *hree days. I'd _like to
suggest to the coamittee and to the spomsors that if you'd be
kind enough to recommit this legislation to Judiciary II and
let them do a thorough.joh and bring this back to us im the
fall so that it can be voted on in its proper perspective and
passed out of the Senate.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDONALD:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I was on the subcommittee that studied this bill and
I vould like go through the scenario and tell you that as I
first came in, and when I first heard the bill, and we began
discussing the bill on the first night I was unalterably
opposed to this piece of legislation. To the great credit of
the fine minds of the members of +that committee who were
attorneys on both sides, and for the attormeys, and the
judges, and the proponents.of this bill who came to that
committee and worked through many, many, many hours deliber-

ating and exchanging with reason their reasons for support
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and their objections, I have come almost a hundred and eighty
degrees the other way. If nothing more were done and this
bill did pass and went to a Conference Committee and sone
changes were made and it came out of that Conference Commit-
tee, I think that ve have done yeomen's service on behalf of
wopen of the State of Illinoié with House Bill 606 as it has
been amended and is presented to you tonight. I feel that
there, indeed, are changes that will be made, and as any new
and revolutionary concept, particularly in the area of law,
I think that we will be changing this concept probably for
@any years. My basic concern is that in society today, we
are not convicting rapists, even with the word rape and I
object to removing the word rape completely from the bill,
but we are not getting the coanvictions that we should be get-
ting in society today, and I that think this bill is a vehi-
cle and is a means for the protection of women of the State
of Illinois. This 1is not a total new concept, there are
other states that have accepted versions...of this particular
law that we are trying to pass in Illinois, and while I cer-
tainly agree and respect and...and have even higher respect
that I have always had before for Serator Samngmeister, who is
the chairsan of that committee, and I agree with him and
Senator Bloom that more work needs to be done, but I want to,
as a layman, commend all of +the people who were om that
committee, both the propoments, the public members, the
judges, and all of the people that were there, for coming
such a long way in such a short time with all of +the other
pressing matters and stressful patters +that we have had
before this General Assembly. I do hope, indeed, that we go
further with this bill, but I think we should proceed with
this bill and I think that we should see a good lav developed
from the seed that has been planted with 606 for the sake of
the women and of all of the people, of the children and, yes,

the men of the State of Illinois.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President. I rise in support of this
bill going to a Conference Committee, and for that...for that
reason, I wanted the record to show that I am not voting for
this bill in its current form, but I do think it should stay
alive and give those people an opportunity who have worked so
hard to put this bill in a workable form.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Bloon.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Okay, I don't usually speak twice on a bill bat this is
of some magnitude. I have conferred with Senator Bruce, one
of the Senator...Senate spomsors, and Bepresentative Jaffe.
They have given we their commitment +that this goes to a
Conference Coamittee. I don't believe that a Conference
Conmittee can get this bill in the kind of form it ought to
be in by the 30th of June. I know that when I got my
enrolled copy Friday, I shipped it off to my local prosecutor
and did not get the information that I shared with you earl-
ier until today. I think that we all have to be very careful
in this area and check with our local prosecutors to see how
it can be...how 606 will affect us. So, I see then that we
can, all of us, vote to get this bill over to the House and
into a Conference Committee. Representative Jaffe is on the
record as indicating that he is committed to put this bill in
a Conference Conmittee, and then it is alive and there will
be opportunities to deal with it at a later date.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIQ)
Senator Netsch may close.
SENATOR NETSCH:
«ssthank you, Mr. President. I had tried to get atten~

tion sometime ago to indicate that, indeed, Representative
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Jaffe had given me his commitment that he would see that it
vent to a Conference Coamittee. With all due respect, I thimk
there is one gap that...that we had, ourselves, discovered
this morning. We already have amn asendment prepared that
deals with that issue, and I think perhaps there are sonme
others that can be easily corrected if they are there. I am
not sure that all of them are really there; but in any event,
it certainly will go to a Conference Committee and we all
have Representative Jaffe®s conmitment on that. It is much
too important a piece of legislation to just let go by the
board. I think we can correct the one or two things that are
a genuine problem and get back to it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

.Question 1is, shall House...shall House Bill 606 pass.
Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting
is open. Have all voted who vish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that questionm,
the Ayes are 56, the Nays none, none voting Present. House
Bill 606 having received the required comstitutional majority
is declared passed. 609, Senator Sangreister. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (¥R. FERNANDES)

House Bill 609.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Sangmeister.

SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you. 1I'm getting organized here. I forgot this
bill was coming up after we were discussing the 1last one.
Simply what this bill does is eliminates the thirty-five per-
cent limitation oan an annual increase in the State aid
entitlement for a school district over the prior year's

entitlepent. We have school districts in the State of Illi-
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nois vho in a particular year may have had a drop in enroll-
pent or a drop in assessed valuation and as a result cannot
recoup vwhat they should and then get the finances out of the
State Aid Formula that they're really entitled to it at this
thirty-five percent limitation. The cost of this bill is
approximately 2.8 million dollars. It was originally on the
Agreed Bill List. Senator Berman took it off, and I...I think
it's only giving those school districts really what they're
entitled to. This is not a bonus for thesm. They’ve got this
coaing out of the formula and they certainly should get it,
and would request a favorable roll. Will try to answer any
questions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIOQ)

Any discussion? Any discussion? If not...Senator Bernman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

The only reason I took it off the Agreed Bill List is
that I 'just...I think it is necessary to understand we're
changing the formula for a cost of...2.8 million dollars and
everybody is chipping in to make up that difference. I thiank
it's something that we ought to recognize. Your...every dis-
trict iSe..iS...is putting some money in to help these dis-
tricts that have either had a dramatic decrease in assessed
valuation...well, that's, I think, the case in most of thenm.
I'm...you're not going to get more money on the foraula, so
everybody is chipping in for it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMDZIO)

Purther discussion? Further discussion? Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Hr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill has a great deal of merit. There are school districts in
the State of Illinois when we first started the School aid
Formula, there was a thought, frankly, that I...as I recall,
that perhaps Chicago would take a good deal more wmoney than

we had anticipated and we put a thirty-five percent cap on.
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The formula has been in effect for many years. At the present
time, we find it vorking to the detriment of a few districts
in the State of TIllinois who have either had a tremendous
increase in their equalized assessed valuation or a tremen-
dous increase in the number of students without the foramula
reflecting that immediately, and vhen they have had...a large
growth, this thirty-five percent cap hits then. Senator
Berman, I think has mentioned, and Senatocr Sangmeister, the
cost is about four million dollarse..it is...it...2.8. Ve
have gotten better figures. The 2.8 million dollars spread
over the eleven hundred school districts is @not very nuch
money, but to each individual district involved, it is a sig-
nificant amount of money. For example, in my district vhere
ve have a...one district where we've located a major new
industry, they've had substantial influx of nev students
without any available money, and they are up against the
thirty-five percent cap. They would 1like to get out from
underneath that. To this school district, I think it's a
grand sum of about sixty thousand dollars. It's a very small
school district, but they need the increases greater than
thirty-five percent. I see nothing wrong with passing this
and, frankly, we're all in the midst of school aid
renegotiations and this ought to be part of the package.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

All right. Further discussion? I would like to point out
that we have two and a half hours and eighty some bills. 1
will go as fast as you want me to. Senator Maitlaand.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, thank you, very briefly, Sepmator Bruce said it very
well. This was done originally...when the new formula was put
in we had no idea what the impact that new formula was going
to be, so that's why the thirty-five percent limit was put
on. The two million dollars is a variable figure...upon what

the foundation level is going to be. We've got an equity for-
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mula, that's what we call it, this makes that formula equi-
table, and I urge this side of the aisle to support it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Question is, shall House Bill 609 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vo*e Nay. The voting is open. Have
all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted
who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are
56, the Ways are none, none voting Present. House Bill 609
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 610, Senator Kelly. Read the bill, Mr.

Secretary, please.

END OF BEEL
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REEL #12

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 610.

' (Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Kelly.

SENATOR KELLY:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill is the same as Senate Bill 517 that passed this Chanmber
by a vote of 41 to 16 and has been lost over in the House in
+he shuffle with the...busy schedule. The bill requires
school boards to allov teachers to accumulate one hundred and
eighty days of sick leave instead of the present law which
pernits...which requires ninety days of accumulated sick
leave. The present law requires school boards to grant a
minimum each year of tem sick days to teachers and other
school employees; therefore, it would take eighteen years of
full-time service to reach this level. The fact is many
school districts are already providing much pore than ninety
dayse. I'11 be glad to answer any questions, but I'd
appreciate your favorable support.

PRESIDIRG OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? Question is,
shall House Bill 610 pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 44, the Nays
are 12, none voting Present. House Bill 610 having received
the required constitutional majority is declared passed.

619, Senator Buzbee. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

e
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ACTING SECRETARY: {MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 619.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee.

SEHATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you. Both of these bills, 619 and 620, are
designed to insure that the Legislature and ultimately the
public has the opportunitf to carefully scrutinize the impact
of major changes affecting State facilities before rather
than after changes are made. The need for this legislation
became clear last year when the Governor closed the Adler,
Bowen and Dixon facilities. Both bills apply to the Depart-
pents of Mental Health, Children and Family Services, Correc-
tions and Rehabilitative Services. 619 reguires the depart-
ment to provide the Legislature with at least two hundred and
forty days notice prior to closing a facility. Twvo hundred
and forty days notice would prevent the Governor from sud-
denly closing a facility when the Legislature is not in
Session. Legislators and the public could have early input
into the Governor's proposed budget rather tham simply having
to react to it. The department's notice would include a
detailed description of the impact of its decision on
patients, employees and comnunities. 619 is omly a notifica-
tion bill, and I would ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING dPPICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Sepator Friedland.

SENATOR PRIEDLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in support of Semate Bill 619 and it's...the
following bill, 620. About...approxinately two weeks ago, I
and other area legislators were advised that it was the...the

possibility existed that over the next two years the Elgin
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Mental Health Center would be phased out. Now this mental
health center employs about a thousand people, and as we're
sitting here tonight, takes care of approximately six hundred
and fifty patients. It's been in the comnmunity for...over a
hundred years, and I feel these two bills would be a step in
the right direction to prevent legislators from districts who
house these types of facilities from being blindsighted by
the whims of any administration or director. As we all know,
as administrations change, oftentimes the philosophy and the
directions that the department goes changes also. I Jjust
regind you that in...other areas where facilities bave
closed, such as Peoria State Hospital, I think that closure
has left a lot to be desired; and additionally, in Kane
County, the Gemeva Girls School was closed, and 1 understand
today that's Jjust vacant land. So, I think these are a step
in the right direction and would prevent you...and provide
input from you and the constituents im your area.
PBRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOB DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Well, MHr. President and Ladies and Gentlenmen of the
Senate, I think the main responsibility for this should rest
in the Governor and his staff, because I think if we go ahead
and pass these bills, we're delaying tinme, ve're spending
money and possibly not getting...enough input the way we
should. The fact that we are going to let the Legislature go
into it for another six months and another...another time
period, will that do the job or will it be more efficient if
the Governor and his staff work as expeditiously as possible
to see what alternatives there canm be had and also we do the
same? I think I have to speak against these bills because I
do think that we're prolonging the agony...like in Dixon, it
vas built for about eight thousand people, it was housing

only about eight hundred people in there. So, I...T
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have...God knows, I've always supported mental health, but I
think that this is one +time we have %o use a little more
common sense, and I speak against the tvo bills,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Leske.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I move the previous question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIQG)

There's two additional Senators who have sought recogni-
tion, if you'll bhold your motiomn. Senator beAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Hr. President and members of the Senate. A
question of the sponsor first and then a conment.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yeild. Senator DelAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS: .

Senator Buzbee...Senator Buzbee, what happens if the
Governor's Cffice doesn't notify?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIQ)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

o

b

i H R B . .
®¥ell, this is strictly a notification...and there is no

penalty. The Governor is an honorable mam and I'a sure he
would abide by the law.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

§ell, if there is no penalty, there's no law, Semator
Buzbee. But let me point out to you, the decisions that have
to be made have to be made within a budgetary year. You're
asking for a two huondred and forty day notification. That
means that decision for the announcement has to be made
between June 30th and September 1st, okay? way in advance of

the opportunity to know what the fiscal resource is and
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vhether you're capable of, in fact, doing something worse,
and what you're going to do is force some prenotification
just siaply to cover yourself in the event you have to do it.
Rnd Senator Friedland, in regard to your comament, this bill,
in fact...you said it...they®*re going to do it in two to
three years, this bill would require a lot..a lot less notice
than what you're getting right now.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENDZIOC)

Further discussion? Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

¥ell, frankly, I think Senator DeAngelis hit om a little
bit of it, but the simple fact of the matter is if ybu live
in the real vorld you tealize that we have a surplus number
of mental health institutions; and thank the Lord because of
a lot of things, better copmunity anental health, better
treatment, better prevention, we don't have the population
that we used +to have, and it's my sincere hope that ten or
twenty years from now whoever is here will have an even
smaller number of people because through prevention and...and
better treatment we'll be able to cut that population down
even more. It's one of the real success stories in this
State and this country. Practically speaking, this bill and
the bill that follows will make closure of an institution
next to impossible, which I suspect is the subagenda. ¥We
have a lot of institutions. We...if you drive through any one
of them, you see huge buildings. You go through Elgim State
Hospital, there's a building in there that's almost in square
footage bigger than this Capital building sitting empty. He
have to close some of these institutions. He have to try ¢to
do it in an orderly path. I have no problems with require-
ments for...that would provide for a reasonable, orderly clo-
sure of these institutions, but clearly, the way these two
bills in tandem work, we will have trouble not only closing

institutions but even modifying them to respond to the ebb
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and flow of the needs of the State. This is not a good idea,
this and the bill that followus, obviously, it's veto mate-
rial. 1 understand where it's coming from, but it's not
responsible and in not...in the final analysis doing a
service to the mental health clients or to the taxpayers.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Chew.
SENATOR CHEW:

I would suggest to the spomsor, let the Governor be the
Governor of the State of Illinois.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

All right, Senator Buzbee may close.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Senator Chew, I had every intention of doing
that, but I intend to be Senator Buzbee, the Senator from the
58th Legislative District of Illinois, and 1 would...I would
point out that Senator Geo-Karis, obviously, did not read the
bills and misunderstands them completely because what she
said doesn't address the,_ . the bills at all, what the pill
says is, 619, that if the department plans to...any depart-
ment that is described in this bill plans to close a
bill...close an institution, rather, that they will give
eight-month notice to the Speaker of the House, to the HNinor-
ity Leader of the House, to the President of the Sepate and
to the Minority Leader of the Senate; and I doun't know where -
Senator DeAngelis got his inforration because to meet the
requirements of this 1law, should it become 1law, as an
example, on August the 1st, the department would have to
inform those four individuals that they plan ‘to close
so-and-so institution on March the 31st, that would meet the
eight-month requirement, or if they decided that at the end
of a particular fiscal year they wanted to close am insti-
tution at the end of that fiscal year, then they si;ply have

to give notice on November the 1st, which then makes it June
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30th that that institution could be closed, and on and om and
on. You could pick any particular date that you want to and
go on till eight months from now. It doesn't have to infornm
the Legislature while the Legislature is in Session. It bhas
to inform those four imdividuals that I just naosed, fhe four
leaders in both Houses. I think this is fair and eguitable
legislation. I am responsible enough to know and sensible
enough to know that probably there are going to be other
institutions closed in this State in future years. This
simply gives those of us who are going to be impacted and
those of you and those of us who are voting on the budgets of
particular agencies the opportunity to kmow in advance, eight
months in advance, as a matter of fact, that thatt*s what
their intention is and then we can plan accordingly, our
coamunities can plan accordingly, and we can take the proper
action legislatively if we want to try to stop it. I think
it*s very sensible legislation. I think it's rather mundane
legislation, as a matter of fact. It's not revolutionary,
and I would solicit am Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Question is, shall House Bill 619 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have
all voted who wish? Senator Buzbee. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who vish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Ayes are 28, the Hays are 23, none voting Present. House
Bill 619 having failed to receive the regquired constitutional
majority is declared lost. 620, Senator Buzbee. Read the
bill, Kr. Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. PERNABDES)

House Bill 620.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
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Senator Buzbee.
SERATOR BUZBEE:

¥ell, if you didn°t like this one, I think you're going
to love this...if you didn*t like that one, you're going to
love this one because this is only sixty days as opposed
£0...t0 a hundred and...tvo hundred and forty days, rather.
It provides for a procedure under which the Legislature could
disapprove departmental plans for closing or waking major
reductions at facilities. Notification to the Legislature
would have to be made between Pebruary the 1st and May the
1st. The Legislature would have sixty days froms the date of
notification during which to disapprove the departament's plan
by joint resolution. If no such action is taken by the
Legislature, the department is free to follow through with
the changes, and I would...subait to you that this a
sixty-day plan as opposed to two hundred and forty amd this
tells the department if they want to close Qeeedeesif they
vant to close a facility that they've got to give us
sixty-days notice and then wve have chance to react to that.
If we don't..if we don't react to it, then the department is
free to follow through with their plan to close the facility.
I would submit to you it's good legislation and I
vould...solicit a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Any discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOBR GROTBERG:

Thank you, Mr. Presideat and fellow Semators. Question
of the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield. Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

My record shows this is the bill that ve put the Visit
and Exapine Coamission on to fulfill the hearing funcgion, if

there is a hearing function. Is that correct?
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

No, Senator Grotberg, I thimk it was on the other one.
The other one...620, does not require that hearing, amnd it
vas 619 that we put that amendment on...your amendment.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Grotberg.

SENATOR GROTBERG:

I agree with you. I had the wrong...or I had 619 analy-
sis. My guestion then is, is there a hearing process within
this one or is it just that the...the Governor amnounces that
he's going to close such-and-such an institution, then we are
potified and we are free to wheel and deal or is there a
formal forsat for us to go back...or who...somebody have the
hearings? The Governor?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENSATOR DENUDZIO)

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

It Jjust simply says if the General Assembly does not
disapprove the proposed change by joint resolution within
sixty days after receipt of sase, the proposed change may be
made by the department. There is no mandatory hearing proc-
ess in this one.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Senator Grotberg.

SENATOR GROTBERG:

Well, them, to the bill, Br. President. The same concept
of sixty days vhere we're going to leave here tomorrow or the
next day and ve come back in October, that's a hundred and
tventy days. I don't know hov this Legislative Body can
really respond to aunything in sixty days when we're not here
and some of those things bother me. Maybe betueen +hese two

bills we had a good idea going but I'm not so sure now, Mr.
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President, that we've got anything going at all.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Purther discussion? Senator Buzbee may close.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you. Senator Grotberg...Semator Grotberg...Senator
Grotberg, to your...to your point, it specifically..there are
date certains established im this bill. Dates certain, I
should say, that the director of the department making such
changes submits...such proposed change in writing to the Gen-
eral Assembly by delivering a copy thereof between February
the 1st and May the 1st to the Secretarty of the Senate and
the Clerk of the House. And again, I would say that this bill
iS...it is different than the other one. It gives us sixty
days to react and...or gives the...it gives the...department
sixty days to notify us and then if we don't react, the
department can go ahead with their proposed change. Again, I
think in trying to bring some balance between the executive
and the legislative process in the deternmination of what pro-
grams are going to continue, what programs are going to be
cut, how dollars are goihg to be spent that the taxpayers pay
into the State coffers, that this makes good sense and is
sensible legislation, and I would solicit an Aye vote,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEHMUZ10)

Question is, shall House Bill 620 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Bay. The voting is open. Have
all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On
that gquestion, the Ayes are 30, the Nays are 24, none voting
Present. House Bill 620 bhaving received the required con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. House Bill 621,
senator Leske. Read the bill, Hr. Secretary, please.
(Machine cutoff)...for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Having voted on the prevailing side on House Bill 620, I
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wvould move to reconsider the vote by which that bill passed.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Senator Buzbee moves to...Senator Buzbee moves to recon-
sider. Senator Savickas moves to Table. All in favor signify
by saying Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it. The wmotions
lie on the Table. 621, read the bill, Mr. Secretary,
please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (8R. FERNANDES)
House Bill 621.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PBESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)
Senator Leake.
SENATOR LENKE:

This bill does not deal any...anysore with the subject of
abortion. What it does is creates the Disability Children's
Right to Treatment Act, talking about live born childresn, a
bill which we passed out as Semate Bill 563, 46 to nothing.
The people in concern have been working om this constantly in
the House and have come up with amendments, and I thimk that
if we pass this bill out it will...I talked to the House
sponsor, we'll put this in a Conference Committee and the
Medical Society, the nurses and all the parties concerned are
heartily working at a solution to this terrible problem that
occurred in Illimois, and I ask for an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? If noi, the
question is, shall House Bill 621 pass. Those in favor vote
Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the...record. On that question, the Ayes are 55,
the Nays are 1, 3 voting Present. House Bill 621 having
received the required constitutional pajority is declared

passed. 622, Senator Barkhausen. Read the bill, Nr. Secre-
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tary, please.
ACTING SECRETABY: (MB. FERNANDES)
House Bill 622.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR DENUZIO)
Senator Barkhausen.
SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, House Bill 622
would authorize a nickle levy for downstate only school dis-
tricts for the purpose of leasing school district facilities.
It benefits...or potentially benefits only a small handful of
school districts in the State which are growing and provides
an incentive to these school districts to 1lease facilities
from neighboring school districts that are losing population
and oftentimes closing schools to lease those facilities
rather than...rather than levying to...to construct facili-
ties at a far greater cost. The bill is unanimously supported
by the education community, the School Problems Commission,
and the Association of School Boards, IEA, IFT and ED-RED.
Be happy to amsver any gquestions.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEBUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion?  Senator

Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Question of the spoasor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Sponsor indicates he will yield, Sepator Schumeman. .
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Senator, I heard your presentatiom of the bill. I'a curi-
ous vwhether or not this might be available to a school dis-
trict which is consolidated. FPor example, one school dis-
trict is abolished, another school district is created, would

there be any way that...that this levy could be used in a
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situation like that?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENMUZIC)

Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

I don't believe there's any provision in the bill which
would prohibit that subject to the...the backdoor referendua
requirements with the further requirement that there be a...a
publication of a notice as to how to proceed with a backdoor
referenduon,

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZ2IO)

Further discussion? Question is, shall House Bill 622
pass. Those in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The
voting is open. Senator Savickas. Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 36, the Nays are 18,
3 voting Present. flouse Bill 622 having received the
required constitutional majority is declared passed. 626,
Senator Bersam. BRead the bill, Mr. Secretary, rlease.

ACTING SECRETARY: (4R. FERNANDES)
House Bill 626.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)
Senator Beraan.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Well, thamk you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlenen
of the Senate. As the bill was voted out of the House and:
came over here, it revised payment schedules for the Conmon
School Pund as they relate to regional superintendents®' sal-
aries and supervisory expense funds. It deleted outdated,
unnecessary language. It was amended on 2nd reading by amend-
ment offered by Senators Haitland and myself to provide for a
local real estate tax levy for eleven school districts which

are listed; essentially, they are Evanston and then ten
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school districts that are in Senator Maitland's district to
provide a levy to cover the charge-backs that are involved in
these school districts for the expenses charged to these high
schools to cover the costs vhen their children go to the jun-
ior colleges. They are...these districts are not in a junior
college district. The provision is applicable to...to all
eleven districts; namely, that they've attempted referenduas.
The...referendumns have failed. The Sepators representating
this district...these districts have indicated their willing-
ness to authorize a levy to cover these charge-~-backs. 1In the
situation of Evanston, we're talking about eight hundred aﬁd
ten thousand dollars which is five percent of our Evanston
Township High School total budget. It*s a...the 1levy is
subject to a backdoor referendum. It does not affect any
school districts other than the eleven school districts that
I've nmentioned, ten in Maitland's district and one in nine.
I solicit your Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Is there any discussion? Senator Btheredge.
SENATOR ETHEREDGE:

Kr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
rise in opposition to his bill as amended. Senator Bernmanm
has directed most of his remarks toward the amendment, as I
do as well., I vant to point out that the amendment consti-
tutes a nevw policy direction for the State of Illinois. This
Body, the...and the House, the General Assembly, has deter-
nined that it is in the best interest of the citizens of
Illinois that all school districts be served by éommunity
college district, and in order to encourage the implementa-
tion of that policy it...the 1lav now says that if there
is...after a certain...there was a number of years given
during which the school districts could form themselves into
community college districts and a tax could be levied during

that period of time to...to pay the charge-back. That period
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ran out several years ago and now these charge-backs must be
taken out of ghe...out of the regular 1levies of...of the
school district. So we...by enacting this...this bill, we
are permitting the iepplepentation of a...a new levy and, as I
say, it represents a new policy direction for the...for the
State of 1Illinois because we are removing the incentive for
the formation of community college districts; and we're not
talking about a gquestion of whether the...whether the tax-
payers will pay or not, because whether they...because this
bill wvould...would cause a levy...a nev levy to be applied,
that is a tax increase to be applied, although there is
a...the backdoor...referendum, but there would be an increase
in the levy in order to...to pay for...for these
charge-backs. 1It's also true that if they Héuld organize
theaselves into a coamunity college district...approximately
d...a comparable rate would have to be levied, but these
people would not have the bemefit of having a community col-
lege district which would be expressly ofganized to...t0 meet
their...their particular needs. As...has also been pointed
out, there are eleven districts that would be affected by
this bill. All together, however, there are...forty-two, I
understand, school districts that...that now pay
charge-backs. So, what's going to happen if this bill passes,
the other thirty-one school districts will be in with legis-
lation in succeeding years asking for the same right to levy
an additional tax, and I would suppose that...l'm gquite sure
that the eguity argument would be used to provide then the
same opportunity to do so. As I say, the inplementation of
this bill represents a nev policy direction...a change in the
policy direction for the State of Illinois. I think it is
@ev.8e..the wrong direction for us to go, and I would urge a
No vote on this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Sonmaer.
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SENATOR SOMMER:

Mr. President and uamembers, I*d like to correct Senator
Berman on one point. One of these school districts is in ay
district, and of course the taxpayers haven't talked toc me
about this hué they did speak on the referendum on the issue
of joining the junior college district four or five years ago
and they beat it 20 to 1. Now, you're going to go through
the back door and raise their taxes; therefore, I would stand
opposed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIO)

Further discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, very amuch, Mr. President and pembers of the
Senate. I rise in support of House Bill 626 as amended. I
would say to Senator Etheredge that this doesn't necessarily
generate a new policy direction. This, of course, ués done
back in the years of 1976 and 1977, so it's not unprecedent
wvhat we're doing here tonight. I want you to understand that

. these school districts have, in fact, attempted a referendun
and those referendums have failed. Aand I think the
overriding feature that you bhave to understand, meabers of
the Senate, is the fact that since there is no community col-
lege district, or they are not a part of a community college
district, the charge-back comes out of the educational fund
of the high school, and this denies high school students who
are now in school...now in high school, it denies them the
nusber of dollars that are now being used for charge-back for
the community college students. Now these coamunity college
students are students that took advantage of that educétional
fund when they were in high school, and no¥ they are taking
it away from those high school students when they're imn a
conmunity college, and +that®s really through no fault of
their own, through no fault of our own. I have the same con-

cerns that are mentioned by...by Senator Sommer and Senator
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Etheredge, but this 1is the best we can offer these people
tonight and there is the...the proviso for a backdoor refer-
endun. I urge you to consider the problem that we bhave in
these eleven school districts and vote for House Bill 626.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIO)

FPurther discussion? Senator Berman may close.
SENATOR BERHAN:

Thank you. We many times see bills here that are trying
to get m@pore State money to solve local problems. Senator
Maitland and I come to you with this bill., We are not asking
for State money. #WHe are willing to bite the bullet and pose
a local real estate tax to pay for a situation which is not
the making of the school children...in these districts. The
voters have turned down the referendum to join the junior
college. We have failed to pass legislation to mandate thes
in, and the school children in the high school are caught
between a rock and a hard place, because in Evanston, for
example, eight hundred thousand dollars is used for junior
college students that really should be going for the high
school education. I vwould ask your Aye vote to allow¥ us to
address our needs of these school children in these dis-
tricts, and 1 want ¢to agaim stress, this is subject to a
backdoor referendum of the voters.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR DEMNUZIO)

Question is, shall House Bill 626 pass. Those im favor
vote Aye. Those opposd vote Nay. The voting is open. Have
all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 22, the Nays are 29, 3 voting Present.
House Bill 626 having failed to receive the required con-
stitutional majority is declared lost. 631, Senator Berman.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR, FEBRNANDES)

House Bill 630.
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill. That was 631.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMUZIC)
Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. This is a nev nonreferendum tax for the City of
Chicago to provide a five-cent increase for the purpose of
fire prevention safety and energy comnservation. It is a tax
similar to what is provided in downstate school districts,
what we usually call our life safety tax. This tax would pro-
vide .an additional ten million dollars to the City of Chicago
in these very tight times. Be glad to respond to any gues-
tions and ask for your favorable wvote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR DEMU210)

Is there any discussion? Any discussion? Question is,
shall House Bill 631 pass. Those on favor vote Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Senator Johns., Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 16,
the Nays are 36, 4 voting Present. House Bill 631 having
failed to receive the required constitutional majority is
declared 1lost. 632, Senator Berman. Bead the bill, Nr.
Secretary, please.
ACTING SECBRETARY: (MR. FERBANDES)

House Bill 632,

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZ2IO0)

Senator Beraan.
SENATOR BERMAN:

House Bill 632, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of

the Senate, is a...tax levy for special education purposes
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for the City of Chicago. An eight cents increase in the levy
which would bring to them sixteen million dollars. 1I solicit
your Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DEMUZIOQ)

Is there any discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Very...very quickly, Mr. President. This particular bill
doubles the rate that...that was originally in the bill to
eight cents, as Senator Berman has mentioned, but it goes, I
believe, one step further and I...and I believe this the
departure from what we had in the past. It also allows for
the first year, the eight cents to be used for...for...in the
Educational Pund not just for special education purposes. I
would just suggest to the Body that this is a departure froa
what wvas in the bill wvhen it vas introduced, and for that
reason, I'n going to oppose it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENDZIG)

Is there amy other discussion? Any further discussion?
Senator Barkhausen.

SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Senator Berpan, I...I can't tell froe my anmalysis in the
amendment, I wonder what...what the effect of this might be
on...on child-care facilities. I know that I was approached
by representatives of the 1Illinois Child Care Association
earlier in this Session...I don't know whether it was this
bill or amother bill authorizing a levy for special education
building purposes *cause they were...in many case,‘ are con-
cerned that the existing facilities, private facilities, are
not being used and were concerned about money being spent to
construct public facilities that might be in conpétition with
thenm, Have you had any discussion with a representative of
any of those child care groups in connection with this legis-
latiomn?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR DENUZIQ)
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Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

I know which bill you're referring to, I don't remember
the number, it wvas a Senate bill. This has nothing to do
with...with that. This is strictly a levy to allow <Chicago
to carry out its obligations in the treatment of its own spe-
cial ed. children. The bill that you referred to is over in
the House and I'm not sure...it has nothing to do with this.
Senator Kustra had...had the other bill,

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Berman may
close.

SENATOR BERMAR:

Thank you, this is a...an eight-cents 1levy for special
education purposes. It vwould be in...included in the oper-
ational fund levy for the first year as explained by the
board attormeys in order to accelerate and capture it for
fiscal...their Fiscal Year '84. I solicit your Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Question is, shall House Bill 632 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 14, the Rays are 30, S voting Present. House Bill 632
having failed to receive the constitutional majority is
declared 1lost. House Bill 633, Senator...Senator Berman.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: {MR. FPERNANDES)

"House Bill 633.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:
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I hope to break my streak. House Bill 633 is a bill
that would authorize the Chicago board to utilize in their
education fund the difference between fifty cents that was
authorized to be used by the School Finance Authority and any
amount that the Finance Authority fails to use. This year
it's anticipated that the Pinance Authority is omly going to
use thirty-eight cents of the fifty-cent levy. This bill
vould allow Chicago, in their education fund, to utilize that
tuelve cents difference. This puts into effect what we, I
think, intended to do vhen we passed the Finance Authority
Act there was a total cap of two dollars and eleven cents,
fifty cents was given to the Pinance Authority. This bill
says if the Finance Authority doesn't use part of that fifty
cents, the balance can still be used by the schools for their
education fund. I solicit your Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Maitland.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

-..thank you, very much, MAr. President. Senator Berman, I
hope I can help you break your string. I rise in support of
House Bill 633. This money that should into the educational
fund. It's a part of the fifty cents that was taken away from
the educational fund. This will help the system and it truly
belongs there and I rise in support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Carroll.

SENATOR CARROLL:

Question of the sponsor, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR CARROLL:

Senator Bermam, are they now, in fact, levying the fifty

cents and is it unused or would they without this bill would

they be levying, in your example, only thirty-eight cents and
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then this would be a twelve-cent increase?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

If they don’t...if this bill doesn't pass and they don't
use the thirty...if they...if this bill does not pass and
they use only thirty-eight cents, then the total 1levy would
fall twelve cents.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Grotberg.

SENATCR GBOTBERG:

A guestion of the spomsor, Mr. President, thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'1ll yield.

SENATOR GROTBERG:

Senator Berman, how does this relate to the famous Jone's
program that 1is a fifty cent...we're talking about the same
fifty-cent reduction that we took off in *79, and you're
restoring part of it and he's restoring all of it, or what is
the answver?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator...Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Okay, that's a...that's an excellent question 'cause a
lot of times there is confusion. Let @me take...let
Re...S5enator Grotberg, okay. In 1979, when we created the
Finance Authority, the Chicago Board of Education had two
dollars and eleven cents levy authority in their education
fund. We took fifty cents of that and gave it to the School
Finance Authority leaving a dollar sixty-ome in their edu-
cation fund. So the education fund plus the Finance Authority
totalled two eleven. This bill, 633, still keeps it within
the two dollars and eleven cents. It says, any part of the

fifty cents that we gave to the Finance Authority that®s not
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used by the Finance Authority can be used by the school. The
Jone's fifty cents, if it was passed, would bump up the old
dollar sixty-one, the Finance Authority fifty and amother
fifty. Do you understand my explanation? Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, thank you, Mr. President. I would also 1like to
help Senator Berman break his streak. There is nothing wrong
vwith this particular idea. When we passed the School Finance
Authority, we took off fifty cents to retire the bonds. That
was the best guess ve had of how much they would need, what
they would be utilizing. They now find that that camnot be
utilized. It seeas only fair that we allow them to utilize
the full f£fifty cents that we bhad...they had already used,
inplenented and spent, and let them use it to operate their
schools with. .
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Jojyce.

SENATOR JERENMIAH JOYCE:

#ell, I...I don't have any argument with that, but where
I have a...a disagreement is I don't think ve should be doing
this when we have a fifty~cent piece of 1legislation still
before us. I mean, are we talking sixty-two cents here or...
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.

SENATOR BERMAN:

Well, let ne...if we don't approve this, I'm not sure,
you know, this is...this is our...our last shot at what I
think is a fair treatment of Chicago®'s problems still within
that total two dollars and eleven cents. If...and I don't
want to predict but, you know, 632 and 631 were similar to
ten...to the fifty~cent bill, it didn*t £fly out of here. I

think this is a fair treatment. There's an amendment on here
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the...that has to be concurred in...in the House. I am sure
there vill be communication if between now and aidnight some-
thing unexpected occurs with the full fifty cents, and I's
just basing it on the eight-cent and five~cent bills that
just went down the tubes. So, I think that this is a fair
treatment of Chicago. I don't think it should be locked in or
tied to the fifty-cent proposal, we'll address that on its
own merits,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JERENIAH JOYCE:

#ell, again, that's where you and I differ. It Just
doesn't =make any sense, you know, you are for the fifty
cents. We are going to vote for this in the blind. If you
could tell us...if ve knew where we we going on the other
fifty cents, then we knew what we could do with this. You
knov, there®’s a lot of us who support this. We don't have any
problem with this. My Bep is the House is...is the House
sponsor on here, but I can...I don't see where it makes any
sense to be voting these things in the blind and not knowing
hov ve're going to deal with the nomey that the Chicago
school system needs.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Hr. President. Por just that very reason, I
think that this is a defensible one. There are some of us
wvho do not feel it is right to impose an additional full
fifty cents on the taxpayers of Chicago and who feel that
nore of the funding for not just our school district but all
should be coping from State resources and State revenues, but
recognizing that we did take away fifty cents from the corpo-
rate fund, that this simply restores the full wuse of that

f£ifty cents that was set aside for the School Finance Author-
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ity. It seems to me that this one is appropriate no matter
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what happens to the other fifty cents.
PRESIDING OFPICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

1Is there further discussion? 1If not, Senator Berman nmay
close.

SENATOR BERMAN:

I...I solicit your Aye vote for a fair approach to some
of the probleas of Chicago. It stands alone. We cross each
bridge as we get to it, and I would suggest to you that this
is a fair and...and evenhanded approach. We took away fifty
cents. If the fifty cents isn't being used, they ought to
use it for the education of the children. I ask for your Aye
vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICEKAS)

Question is, shall House Bill 633 pass. Those im favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 26, the Nays are 21, S5 voting Present. House Bill 633
having failed to receive the constitutional =majority is
declared 1lost. House Bill 643, Senator D'Arco. BRead the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 643,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senpator D'Arco.

SENATOR D*ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. This is the recodification of
the Detective Act pursuant to the Sunset review pending the
repealer provision in the Act. There is a problem with an
anendment we adopted yesterday, Mr. President. The amendment

gave the law...the Department of Law Enforcement authority to
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do criminal checks on people employed by corporations and
local units of government and there wvas some hoopla about
that in the House and rightly so. So we would ask that the
bill pass and be sent to a Conference Conmmittee and...and
anend the amendment to conform to the way the bill should be,
and I would ask for a favorable vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SESATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Well, I...I rise...and I'm going to support the bill, but
I just wanrt to put into the record ome area of the bill and I
respect the vword of the sponsors. This is a good bill and
it's a necessary bill, but...but there is a section of the
bill that calls for the Department of Law Enforcement to fur-
nish records to businesses and conmerical establishments of
nolo contendre and probation, et cetera, et cetera. So busi-
ness and commercial establishments will be getting records
from the Department of Law Enforcement, but in another
section of the bill, it says that the department or its
ermployees or agency of the State, none of thea shall be
responsible for the accuracy of the information or have any
liability for deformation, invasion of privacy, negligence or
any other claim in connection with any dissemination of the
information. So, we're going to be disseminating information
to...to business and industry but we're...ve're exempting all
the personnel and lav enforcement from any negligencé, and I
think, hopefully, that is one of the areas of the bill 'that
the sponsors are going to address and take out by amendment.
Other than that, I think the bill is an excellent bill and
I'a going to support it and...and know that it's going to be
amended in conference.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the gquestion is,

shall House Bill 643 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
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Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 48...the
Noes are 8, and none voting Present. House Bill 643 having
received the constitutional majority is declared passed.
Senator Rock.

SERATOR BROCK:

Thank you, HMr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. After some lengthy...lenghty discussion with Senmator
Philip, 1I'd like to point out to the membership that tonight
is the deadline for House bills in the Senate. We have some
eighty bills remaining on the Calendar not including those on
consideration postponed. In fairnmess to everyone, for both
their physical and political health, we will attempt to
afford everyone the opportunity to have their bill called. I
vould just arge the membership that the hour is growing late
and we ought to be, if we can, as brief as possible. The
T.¥. cameras will not be allowed in, so all your speeches
vill go unrecored. I would ask the membership, just please,
with a little deference to members who have bills that are on
the Calendar behind you, let's move as rapidly as possible.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, with that admonition, we have House Bill 663, Sena-
tor Barkbausen. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (BR. FEBRNANDES)
House Bill...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

For what purpose does Senator Vadalabene arise?
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, while President Rock was making an announcement, I
may as well pake one nov while we're all awake that the
Appointment Executive Committee is at ten ofclock tomorrow
rather than nime o'clock. Ten o'clock tomorrow rather than

nine.
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PRESIDENT:

On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill
663. Read the bill, Nr. Secretary.
ACTIRG SECRETARY: (AR. FERNAKRDES)

House Bill 663.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Barkhkausen.
SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Mr. President and members, House Bill 663 is the securi-
ties bill about which there has been much discussion, wmostly

in committee but also on the Floor, where we adopted an

amendment that most all of the parties were basically agreed

to. It is a bill, Mr. President, about which there could be
considerable discussion, but trying to follow your admomition
to...to keep things brief, let me try to do that. Essentially
the bill changes or increases the...the exenptions on the
securities bill ir a number of areas which I'd be happy to go
into. Most significantly it...it deletes the requireaent
that the Secretary of State review securities offerings to
determine that they are "equitable" and...and screenm those
that are...deemed to be inequitable. It is felt that tbis
requiresent prevents many offerings from being made inm Illi-
nois that would otherwise help Illinois businesses and other
businesses raise capital...in Illinois and...and bring busi-
nesses here. A recent story reported in the Chicago papers
told how the high technology business Am-Gen, which ihe State
is attempting to bring into it's high technology park at the
University of Illinois was discouraged froa an offering bhere
because of the provisions in our securities laws. Let
Re...in addition, let me simply emphasize that this bill
maintains the power of the securities divisior of the Secre-

tary of State's Office to...to screen those offerings which
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are...which have a tendency to create a fraud or deceit. 1In
other words, this bill in no way takes from the Secretary of
State the...the responsibility for keeping out offerings
which are in...in anyvay or appear to be fraudulent and, in
fact, by...by doing away with the...with the requirement
+0...to screen offerings that are inegquitable, more personnel
and resources will be devoted to...to the other important
functions of this securities division. Be happy to amsver
any questions.
PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Senator Demuzio.
SENATOR DENUZIO:

Thank you, very much, Hr. President and Ladies and
Gentlemen of the Senate.. This is the special,‘special, spe-
cial interest bill for the Session, House Bill 663. What
happens to this bill, if this bill passes, I think that in
the elinination of the serit review, we're going to open up
Illinois to a lot of umscrupulous...unscrupulous securities
offerings. I think we're going to have a lot - of
fly-by-nighters into this State. We're going to have sone
blatant rip-offs of the public as it pertains to the...the
stock  issuances, and I can say an awful lot of other things
about this bill. I suggest to you that we defeat this bill
because if there's ever a bill in this Session that needs to
be defeated, it certainly is this one.

PRESIDENT:

Purther discussion? Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Ar. President. 1I°d like to speak in favor of
this bill. I think for three reasons; first of all, I think
that stock can be offeted in Illinois finally for new Illi-
pois issues of Illinois coampanies. Secondly, the bill doesn't
eliminate the possibility of losing money in the stock

market. Certainly not. The only way we camn do that is to
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eliminate the...the sale of all stocks in the State of Illi-
nois. The risk involved in purchasing these stocks is what
makes them valuable. That's why you make monmey on stocks is
because you take risks, ard finally I'd just like to say that
I think Illinois should be able to compete in the money
markets with New York and other states, and I think that the
time has come to enact a law just like this. Thank you.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Hudson.
SENATOR HUDSON:

Thank you, Mr. President. Ladies and Gentlemen of the
House, I sat on the subcommittee, Finance and Credit Regula-
tions, that heard this. I listened to the testimony. The
more I listened, the more I became convinced that the
judicious thing for us to do, contrary to what Senator
Demuzio maintains, is to go to a disclosure systea of provid-
ing securities. This is a delicate balance admittedly
between giving people opportunities to buy securities in the
State of Illinois and thus prosoting the accumulation of
capital...capital formation which many of us feel will aid
business and the business climate in the State of Illinois as
opposed to ultrasuper protection im the assumption that the
investor really has to be protected against himself. This
bill simply proceeds on the assumption that the investors are
adults, that they read their prospectus, they knov what
securities are being offered, they take the time to look into
them to invest wisely and are willing to assume some risk.
There's no way, indeed, Ladies and Gentlemen, that any system
can protect against fraudulent practices entirely, including
the system ue nov have. So, I think this is a good bill. I
think its time has cose. Let's aid capital formationm in the
State of Illinois and help this State to get om its feet as
it should in a business way.

PRESIDENT:
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Further discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise in support of this bill and, Senator Demuzio, I don't
know what private interest you represent; I don't represent
any, and incidentally, I do support the bill, and...
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Joyce.

SENATOR EGAN:

If you*ll pardon the expression...
PBESIDENT:

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

eeeMr. President, I...I hadn't finished.
PRESIDENT:

Oh, Senator Demuzio is not in his chair. I don't know to
wvhom you were addressing your remarks.
SENATOR EGAN:

I vas addressing my remarks to the Body.
PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

SENATOR EGAN:

One of whom is which yourself too, Mr. President, and you
might listen. 1I'm...rise in support of the bill because vwe
nov have a situation in Illinois vhich is becoming archaic.
There are many, many states ip this union that do...provide
the opportunity for the..the same result of the passage of
this legislation, and I commend it +to your favorable con-
sideration.

PRESIDENT:
Purther discussion? Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:
Mr. President and menbers of the Body, since

Denuzio...had to be so cute and get up and say, "special,
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special, special interest," let me tell you what the special
interest is. I couldn't care less whether you vote for this
bill, vote against this bill. We got to run around- all over
the committee and all...in a subcommittee and "all the
other...Demuzio is trying to...special interest to Secretary
of State for whatever hell interest he had, and I couldm't
care less about...there's mno special interest in the bill.
Vote it on its merits.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Berman.
SENATOR BEBRMAN:

I rise in support of the bill. The proponents entered
into substantial negotiations. There are substantial amend-
ments to provide protection in delays in some of the more
important implementations of this bill. I urge an Aye vote.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator DeAngelis.

SENATOR DeABGELIS:

Yeah, just rather gquickly, Hr. President. If you want to
know what the special interest is in Illinois, it's the con-
suger public. In ay over-enthusiastic endeavor to clear off
mny desk, I just wiped out two stock offers made last week
which were eligible to the buyers of the State of Illinois
but they were not eligible to be bought in Illinois by under-
writers, so the imitial offering price of both stocks was
eighteen dollars, but if you want to buy it in Illinmois, it
was going to cost you twWenty-two and twenty-six dollars. This
reform of this particular Act is absolutely needed.“ Illi-
nois, time after time, has been the only State that has not
allowed stocks to be offered when we have some of the largest
underwriting firms in the country in this State. And let ame
tell you vwhat's even worse, they were not withheld because
the stocks were fraudulent; they vere witbheld because the

person who was supposed make this opinion didn*t offer opin-

L
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ion, and when you don't offer opinion, the stock has to be
withheld. I urge the support of this bill.
PRESIDENT:

Purther discussion? Senator Barkhausen may close.
SENATOR BARKHAUSEN:

Mr. President, I feel the bill has been...explained as
well as time permits. I'd ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 663 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted vho wish? Take the record. On that guestion,
the Ayes are 52, the Nays are 3, none voting Present. House
Bill 663 having received the required constitutional majority
is declared passed. 669, Senator Bruce. On the Order of
House Bills 3rd BReading is House Bill 669. Read the biil, Hr.
Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 669.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Presently under the law, in the guestion of recognition
of exclusive bargaining agents you must file a petition. This
bill says that in addition to the petitions you file a
authorization cards. Also it allows representatives %o npeet
with school teachers during the duty free times of those
school teachers. Ask for your favorable vote. '
PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the




Page 406 - JUNE 27, 1983

Senate. I'd like to sake this fairly brief. The original bill
as it passed out of comaittee was fine; in fact, I voted for
it in comnittee, it came out 7 to nmothing. The amendnent,
vhich is a Floor aamendment, is a significant one. We Just
passed 1530, what, yesterday or today...I lose track of tinme,
I forgot which day we did it, but it nov will mandate State-
vide teacher collective bargaining which we've chosen to do
or not to. What this thing does is a step that goes a heck of
a lot farther. It says the union agent can now go im and
meet with people on their off-duty time. It doesn't say
just bargaining unit employees. Suppose the union is already
represented in there and you've got employees who aren't;
you're a teacher, you're trying to teach and you got wunion
organizers in there beating you over the head, saying, hey,
you got to join the union. Anyone who's every been involved
in a union organizing campaign has got some idea of something
called peer pressure. How would you like to be at school and
in your off-duty time you aren®t even given the opportunity
to get avay fros the union organizers? So from that angle, I
think it really just plain goes too far. I mean, how wmuch
access to the employees do you need? You can't even get”
away; the minute you walk out of the classroon, they can grab
you. The collective bargaiming, if we chose to do it, fine,
but give the teacher some area where he doesn't have to be
pushed on this issue. I would appreciate a HNo vote or at
least a Present just to give a little personal protection to
the individual teachers.
PBRESIDENT:

Purther discussion? Purther discussion? Senator Bruce
may close.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Hell, I think..first of all, I would like to have a tran-
script of what Senator Keats said, that...I don't think,

Senator Keats, that anyone can speak as fast as you can and
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you got it all in because Rock said to hurry up. The other
thing of it is, I think you should have read the first para-
graph that says, before you can come into the building, any
building, you have to identify yourself, tell the purpose of
your entry. Any person who refuses to do that is quilty
of...of a petty offense and it's a fine of a hundred dollars.
I wean, there...there is not an abuse in this bill. It Just
says that the...the...the authorization card shall be filed

with the petitions, and if you come into the school building,

you do it...talk to people on their free time if you tell
4S.esdS...aS 1in current law, you must tell them the purpose
of your visit and if you fail to do that, it's a petty
offense. 1I'd ask for your favorable vote.

PRESIDENT:

Question is, shall House Bill 669 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Hay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 36, the Bays are 23, none voting Present. House
Bill 669 having received the...required comnstitutional major-
ity is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
BReading is House Bill 674. BRead the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 674.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDENT:

Senator ﬁatson.
SENATOR WATSON:

Thank you, Mr. President. I'd like to have leave to put
House Bill 674 in the Motor Vehicle lLaws Study Commission.
PRESIDENT:

We'll certainly give you leave to put it anywhere but

here. The Senator asks leave to recommit it to the Committee
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on Transportation. The Chairman will make sure it gets there.
Compmit to Transportation. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 691, Senator Macdonald. BRead the bill,
Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 691.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Macdonald.

END OF REEL
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REEL #13

SENATOR MACDONALD:

Thank you, Mr. President and nembers of the Senate.
House Bill 691 creates the Illinois Wildlife Habitat Commis-
sion, authorizes the Department of Conservation to issue
vildlife conservation stamps, creates a wildlife conservation
fund. This bill sumsets December 31st of 1984, The conmmis-
sion is to consist of seven members, one chosen by each of
the following: the Environmental Council, the #ildlife
Federation, the Department of Conservation Advisory - Board,
the Natural History Survey, Endangered Species Protection
Board, Chapter of the Wildlife Society and Chapter of Society
of American Foresters. The commission is to study the
development, preservation and retention of Illinois wildlife
habitats and is to be...repealed, as I said, on December
31st, 1984, If this bill passes, it will become effective
December...the stamp program which is to be...the stamps ' are
to be sold for five dollars, and the...that will becoame
effective on December 31st of 1984,

PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, Mr. President and members of the Senate, I'd Just
commrent vhat a difference a day makes. The other
day...Senator was against all new commissions, that they were
unneeded, it took too much money, and here today her own per-
sonal one. Here we go.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, a question, please.

PRESIDENT:

|
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Sponsor indicates she'll yield, Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Senator, is there a defipnition of wildlife?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Macdonald.

SENATOR MACDOHNALD:
Not in the bill, no, sir.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Thank you, Mr. President. Will the 1lady vyield for a
question?

PRESIDENT:

Indicates she®ll yield, Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

%hat's the appropriation for this cosmission and out of
wbat fund?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDONALD:

They serve without compensation. The director of Conser-
vation is to be the chairman of the commission.
PBESIDENT:

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ2:

Well, there is an Advisory Committee already in the
Department of Conservation, and there are public
appointees...or I'm sorry, there are appointees by the Gover-
nor who are public members, and the compensation that they
receive is the...strictly on expemses. Now, is this going to
be a duplication of that? There*s John Case on there,
there's Art Janura from the Forest Preserve, fhere's a
gentleman by the npame of...Mr. Tony Skowronek. Are you

familiar with that Advisory Committee?
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PRESIDENT:

Senator Macdonald.
SENATOR MACDONALD:

Yes, Senator Lechowicz, I...I am familiar with that
conmission, and I think they do a very good job. This is a
special commission for one year, and I believe that the pur-
pose for the coamission is really to see...we have two bills,
you know, we passed 220 which was py nongame wildlife check-
off bill, this is a stamp to generate funds, and I believe it
is to just investigate how that system will be wused in...in
comparison to the check-off systen.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

The bill...to the bill, Mr. President. I personally
believe that with the existing appointed public nmembers in
the Department of Conservation, with the recourse that any
member of this General Assembly has as far as g¢going to the
Legislative Council and asking them to come up with a
report...determining the dollar amount that is raised by
‘those two respective stasps, I don*t believe this bill is
needed, it should be defeated.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further...Senator Vadalabene.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, I...I think I ought to say something. This is a
good piece of legislation and I would ask my colleagues to
support this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Macdonald may close.
SENATOR MACDONALD:

§ell, the hour is late and I'm not going to spend a 1lot
of time. Senator Vadalabene and I are chief cosponsors of

this legislation. It passed out 95 to 15 to 2 in the House.
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go on and on and on as many of our commissions do, and I ask
for your support.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The gquestion 1is, shall House Bill 691 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 42, the Nays are 12,
1 voting Present. Bouse Bill 691 having received the
required constitutional majority is declared passed. House
Bill 695, Senator Darrow. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary,
please.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 695.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BﬁUCE)
Senator Darrow.
SENATOR DARROW:

Thank you, Hr. President. Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, this is the same piece of legislation we discussed at
some length two or three days ago pertaining to downstate
mass transit. The changes that I spoke to Senétor Rock and
Senator Nedza and made a commitment to them that if this bill
vere to pass, we would hold it over in the House of Repre-
sentatives and put it in Conference Committee and hold it aad
vork it out until we had all the problems with it and became
part of the package. We don't want it to die over here
tonight, amd I'd ask for a favorable vote so that we could
get it over there into Conference Coammittee.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Discussion? Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President. We talked about this bill when
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the Senator was kind enough to hold it. This is an improve-
ment for the funding for the downstate public transportation
system. We have vworked, as a matter of fact, at some length
today and this evening on a subsidy for mass transportatioﬁ
in the northern part of the State. The Senator and the House
sponsor vere kind enocugh to assure me that it would be held
on the House Calendar until this is worked out. I'nm
confident it will be worked out, and I would urge our members
to support this and send it over to the House. I urge an Aye
vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Question of the spomsor, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOYICZ:

Is this out of Genmeral Revenue Funds?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Darrow.
SENATOR DARRON:

This is...this is funded the same way the BTA used to be
funded, out of the one thirty-seconds of the sales tax gener-
ated in the dovnstate mass transportation districts. How-
ever, as was said, wve're going to nonconcur with the amend-
nent over in the House and hold it there until all the pro-
grams are out on the table and we know where we're going with
it. I assure you that we do not plam to pass it out in this
forn and it would be coming back to this Body.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator...Lechowicz. Further discussion? The gquestion
is, shall House Bill 695 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted

who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?




Page 414 - JUNE 27, 1983

Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 37, the Nays
are 16, 5 voting Present. House Bill 695 having received the
required constitutional majority is declared passed. House
Bill 700, sSenator Schaffer. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary,
please.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 700.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEEATOR ERUCE)

Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Hr. President and members of the Senate, this bill was
debated at some length earlier. I don't wish to impose upon
the time of the Senate. Let me suggest to you that the
people who didn?t like it still don't like it. Those of us
that like it still like it. Senator Bock is still with ne.
The amendment Semator Rock put on the bill will...I can guar-
antee you and the House sponsor guarantees you ve'il put it
in a Conference Committee. This is not final passage. The
House sponsors, Representative Ebbesen and Bepresentative
Capparelli, very much would like to see us pass it and get it
back to the House. I would like to see that happen. I would
like to keep the debate short, but if the opponents want to,
Senator Joyce and I are prepared to give orations about the
sunsetting on the campus and end up by singing in the BHNorth-
ern fight song, if that's absolutely necessary; if not, I*'d
Jjust like a roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Discussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, I'm...I...the Senator is absolutely correct, it was
a bad idea the other day, it's a bad idea today. I...I sug-

gest we save all those Conference Committees and all that
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electricity we have to burn in those Conference Conmittee
roons and just kill the damp thinsg right now.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Well, you're right, let's save vear and tear om our
bodies and save our health and kill this bhill as it should
be, and...so it...before it lays any more eggs or any amore
turkeys, and appreciate a No vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Schaffer may close.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, we've discussed. I homestly believe there's merit
for the proposal. The bill in its present form needs work.
#e sent a whole bunch of stuff over to the House in Confer-
ence Compittees. I know the House sponsors have worked hard
on this and they would appreciate that courtesy. Appreciate
a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall House Bill 700 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 34, the Nays are 23, 1 voting Present. House Bill 700
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. House Bill...Senator Buzhee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Hr. President, I'm sorry, I hate to be obstreperous at
this time of night, but I might as well be and ask for a
verification of the affirmative...roll, and I'd like to have
the Secretary turn the lights on in the Chamber so I can see.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

There's been a request for a verification. W#ill the men-
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bers be in their seats. The Secretary will read the affirma-
tive votes.
SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Barkhausen,
Becker, Berman, Chewu, D*Arco, Dawson, Degnan, Egan,
Etheredge, FPawell, Friedland, Geo-Karis, Grotberg, Hudson,
Johns, Jeremiah Joyce, Keats, Kelly, Kastra, Lechouicz,
Lemke, MNacdomald, Mahar, Marovitz, HNedza, Philip, Bigney,
Rupp, Schaffer, Vadalabene, Watson, Welch, Zito, Mr. Presi-
dent.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SERATOR BRUCE)

Senator Buzbee, do you gquestion the presence of any

menber?
SEFATOR BUZBEE:

Yes, Senator Barkhausen.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Barkhausen is in his seat.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Senator Dawson.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Dawson on...Senator .Dawson is here.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Se&ator Philip.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

«..Senator Philip is standing behind Senator Friedland.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Senator Becker.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Becker om the Floor? Senator Becker. Strike his

name.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Senator Watson.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator W®atson on the Floor? Senator Watson. Senator
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Buzbee, he's in the phone booth...the Chair sees him, I'm not
sure you cafe.
SENATOR BUZBEE:
Senator DelAngelis.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator DeAngelis on the Floor? Senator DeAngelis is on
the Ploor and he's recorded in the negative.
SENATOR BUZBEB:

Sure am glad to see all the friends of our education at
work tonight.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEBEATOR BRUCE)

Alright. On a....on a verified roll call, there are...33
Ayes, 23 MNays, 1 voting Present, and House Bill 700 having
received the required comstitutional Bmajority is declared
passed. Senator Johns moves to reconsider the vote by which
the bill passed. Senator Schaffer moves to Table that
notion. On the motion to Table, all those im favor say Aye.
Opposed HNay. The Ayes have it. The amotion to recoasider is
Tabled.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Newvhouse, for what purpose do you arise?
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

On a point of personal privilege, Mr. Chairman...Mr.
President.

PRESIDENT:

State...state your point, sir.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

In the interest of brevity, I didn't speak on the last
bill because I thought that turkey would surely be buried,
but apparently I had the vwromg signals. 1 want the record to
show +that I would have spoken in opposition to it héd I any
idea that it would fly.

PRESIDENT:

The record will so reflect. On the Order of House Bills
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3rd Beading is House Bill 708. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 708.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDEBNT:

Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROME JOYICE:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 708 amends the Park
District Code for organizing and pmaintaining a police force.
It's two and a half cents per hundred dollar valuation, and
vhat this bill and the next bill do, this cne removes the
organizational date, 1973, which from there back had a. front
door referendum, from there up there was no referendunm at
all, and puts a backdoor referendum on that was agreed to by
the Taxpayers' Federation.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Yes, Mr. President. One guestion to the spomsor.
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Is the City of Chicago included in this bill?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Joyce.

SENATOR JEROXE JOYCE:
Ro.
PRESIDENT:

Any further discussion? Further discussion? If pot, the
question is,...shall House Bill 708 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote HNay. The voting is
open. (Machine cutoff)...voted who wish? Have all voted who

wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
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question, the Ayes are 44, the Nays are 12, 1 voting Present.
House Bill 708 having received the reguired constitational
majority is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 709. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 709.

(Ssecretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROHME JOYCE:

Thapk you, Mr. President. This bill does exactly the
same thing with parks and...with 1lighting streets within
parks and playgrounds of a district, and the organizational
date there was 1963.

PRESIDENT:

piscussion? Discussion? If not, the question is, shall
House Bill 709 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 39, the Nays
are 18, none voting Present. House Bill 709 having received
the required constitutional majority is declared passed. On
the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 721, Sena-
tor Bruce. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary. ‘
SECRETARY:

House Bill 72t.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:
Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This

addresses a problem that I'm sare many of us have had, and
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that is the solicitation of some of our constituents by
people who profess to be representing police or police orga-
nizations. The Fraternal Order of Police along with the
Attorney General of the State of Illinois have enacted legis-
lation...or propose to enact this legislation which says
before you can solicit advertisements for a magazine which
you say is a police officer's wagazine, they would get a
certificate of qualification from the Illinois Attorney Gen-
eral. I believe it really, in fact, will solve a lot of
problems. I don*t know how your constituents are; mime, I
get a call every once in avhile fropn someone that's been
harrassed by people that say that they are a bonafied police
organization wvhen they are not. This makes sure that these
people are, in fact, bonafied police organizations operated
by police, and I ask for your favorable vote.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? any discussion? If not, the guestion
is, shall House Bill 721 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Bave all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 56,
the Nays are none, none voting Present. BHouse Bill 721 hav-
ing received the reguired comstitutional majority is declared
passed. Oon the oOrder of House Bills 3rd Reading is House
Bill 731. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 731.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Degnan.
SENATOR DEGHAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. House Bill 731 amends the

Election Code. It provides that when the difference between
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the top two candidates rumning for Governor is less than one-
half of one percent of the total votes cast for the office,
the State Board of Electioms shall conduct a recount of all
the votes cast for the Office of Governor. BRecounts shall be
conducted at State expense, the board shall canvass the
recounted votes. Any declarations made pursuant to existing
lav should be based on the board's canvass. This is obvi-
ously legislation offered in...in reaction to the most
recently completed gubernatorial race. Be happy to answer
questions.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Any discussion? 1If not, the guestion
is, shall House Bill 731 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 53,
the Nays are 3, pone voting Present. House Bill 731 having
received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House
Bill 744. Read the bill, #r. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 744.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill was brought to me by the Joint Committee on Administra-
tive Rules. I will inform you that the Calendar is in error.
House Bill 744 allows the Nature Preserves Comaission to
receive and review and approve in writing rules promulgated
by the Department of Comservation. It also clarifies the

responsibility of the Nature Preserves Commission. I would

o




Page 422 - JUNE 27, 1983

move for its passage.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? If not, the question is, shall House
Bill 744...Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Question of the sponsor.
PRESIDENT:

Indicates she will yield, Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE: '

Now, Senator, where are we on this at this point? 1Is
this the director's...compromise with the commission, or is
the director in favor of this or opposed to it or...or where
are we?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

I have a letter here from the Department of Conservation
stating their support. It is unamended. So, this is final
passage.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senpator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

1 know...I know the department, where is the commission?
Have we worked out the difference betveen them and the
commission?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

I think that the coemission itself would prefer a 1little
different language, but they had approved this prior to all
the confusion in committee.

PRESIDENT:
Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:
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¥ell, the confusion in the compittee 1is, I think, the
compission had voted 3 to 3. Are you telling me they've
taken another vote? All right, sO...vell,...how have we
cleared up the compission's problems with this pa:ficular
piece of legislation?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Kent.
SENATOR KEET:

Well, they would...their position in regard to this has
not changed since it has not been amended at all. We were
trying to keep it from going back to the Bouse which...to
have other things happen.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Bloon.
SENATOR BLOOHN:

Well, briefly, I rise in support of this. This is one of
these things where when you have advisory commnissions and
agencies, they sometinmes get in turf wars over who initiates
rule making; and where you have them doing it jointly, I can
promise you, you have all kinds of adasinistrative probleas.
Look at the problems we had vhen we had Public Health and the
State Board of Educationm jointly addressing imspunization and
other. This says one of them starts it, but the other one
has +to okay it in writing, and now there seeas to be a dis-
agreement as to who should start it. This, I think, is
the...the best decision because it clarifies that one of thea
starts it with the other one's radification before it goes
through the rule making process. I see nothing wrong with
this and see that we sbould probably support this 59 to noth-
ing.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Kelly.

SENATOR KELLY:

senator Kent, I just want to ask you one guestion.
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Indicates she'll yield, Senator Kelly.
SENATOR KELLY;

I'd like to ask you, is there an amendment or something
on this bill to do with that trail that we've been lookiang at
for awhile?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

No.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? If not, the question is, shall House
Bill 744 pass. Those in favor vwill vote Aye. Those opposed
will vote Nay. The voting is open. BHave all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that guestiom, the Ayes are 47, the Nays are 5, #
voting Present. House Bill 744 having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. On the Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 747. BRead the bill,
Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 747.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
House Bill 747 recodifies the existing law as it were in
relationship to county jails to upgrade the law to nmeet the
Federal standards that have been set down in the Federal
court decisions. It abolishes the Act to revise law in rela-
tion to jails and jailors in an Act relating to the medical

expenses of prisomers in county jails. This is the...this is
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the...the Sheriffs' Association bill so that we®ll have a
code where with...whereby they can exist, and it's been
anended to resolve a problen with misdemeanants.
There...there pmay be a problem with the Department of HMental
Health that we are trying to work out. It has to go back to
the House for concurrence, and I'm told that they will
attempt to do that in the House, and I ask for your favorable
consideration.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Kelly.

SENATOR KELLY:

Yeah, briefly, Mr. Speaker. There®'s just one thing that
concerns me in this bill, and that's on the wardem being able
to assign convicts to institations. WNow, I knmow that Cook
County Jail is overcrowded and I've got a couple of mental
institutions out im my south suburban area, and I...I know
the...the word is, we'd rather have thewm, you kmow, in those
types of institutioms than letting them walk...valking the
streets. But there is a little problem, at least on ey part,
with that one concept of getting into a problem where we get
a whole load of...of comvicts.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Kent.
SENATOR KENT:

Excuse me, very gquickly, you are taking this back to
conference to clarify some of the Department of Hental
Health's problems, am I right there?

PRESIDENT:
Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:
That's correct.
PRESIDERT:
Further discussion? Senator Bruce. Senator Johns.

SENATOR JOHNS:
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«-.I just want to hear Semator Egan tell nme one pmore
time, the Sheriffs® Association is behind this bill?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, it's their bill.
PRESIDENT:

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 747 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
vish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 55, the Nays are nobe, none voting
Present. House Bill 747 having received the required con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. On tbhe Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 751, Mr. Secretary.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 751.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Chew.
SENATOR CHEW:

Mr. President, this is a bill that cam be used in high
schools where principals or designees may accept registration
for eighteen year old studeats or older. I would ask for its
approval.

PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Discussion? If not, the question is, shall
House Bill 751 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 51, the Nays
are 2, none voting Present. House Bill 751 having received

the required comnstitutional pajority is declared passed.
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Senator Lemke on 755. On the Order of Bouse Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 755. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 755.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

What this does is increase the death benefit
for...on...in a firemen's pension case. I understand that
it*s a good bill, it®s an agreeance, and 1 ask for its adop-
tion.

PRESIDENT:
Discussion? Senator Luft.
SENATOR LUFT:

Is the Calendar correct, Nr. President?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

The Calendar mandates firemen to vote by mail at trustees
elections and makes other changes relating to the death bene-
fits. I would assume it's correct.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Luft. Senator Luft.
SENATOR LUFT:

Just for «clarification, wve are mandating that people
vote?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Lenke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

According to the staff, they took that part of the bill
out, and all it does is raise the death benefit.

PRESIDENT:
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The question is, shall House Bill 755 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote BHay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 47, the Nays are 4, none voting
Present. House Bill 755 having received the required con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. Senator Newhouse,
on the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 758.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 758.
{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President and Senators. As a result of
Amendment 2, what this bill does...and it's an...it's an
agreed bill between the firemen and the City of Chicago.
They*ve worked om it at...at length. And what it does is
conform the formula in the City of Chicago to the same for-
nula as dovnstate. It raises the widow's benefits. It's a
good bill and I would ask your favorable roll call on it.
PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Discussion? If not, the gquestion is, shall
House Bill 758 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye. Those
opposed will vote Bay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 53, the HNays
are 3, none voting Present. House Bill 758 having received
the required constitutional wmajority is declared passed.
Bottom of Page 8, on the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is
House Bill 767. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
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House Bill 767.
{(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and mesbers of the Senate. This
is the peace officers?! collective bargaining bill. They have
worked long and hard to get this through. It gives policemen
the right to organize and bargain collectively; states that
they can negotiate fair share agreements with employers; it
sets forth a grievance procedure; it puts a 1limit on their
fair share, I think Senator Hudson talked about in an earlier
bill this nmorning; it requires a...sets forth an election
procedure, also a revocation of their certificate in the same
manner; it also states that any agreement reached smust be
approved by the governing body. #®#here the State of Illimois
is the employer, the agreement shall not be deemed approved
until approved by the General Asseambly; and if it's not the
State of Illinois, then any other agreement shall not be
approved until approved by the appropriate lawmaking body
vhere they are presently employed. Dispates are resolved by
arbitration, a three member arbitration panel is...is cos-
posed. The cost is paid by both the employer and equal
shares by the employees. If there is no agreement, they can
have an arbitration panel, they must consider the 1lawful
authority of the employer, stipulations of the parties,
interest and welfare of the public and the financial ability
of the unit of government to meet the cost. They compare
wages and hours and other areas, the decision of the arbitra-
tion panel is...is specifically reviewable by the circuit
court and the costs of the operation of the supervising body
will be shared by the employer and the employees. Strikes

are specifically prohibited in Section 20, and if there is a
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strike, employers may apply to the circuit court for injunc-
tive relief. The bill also in its final sectiom, Section 26,
states that this is not preemptive and does not preempt the
concurrent exercise of home rule units of...powers comsistent
with this Act. I'd be happy to answer any guestions.
PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Semnator D'Arco.
SENATOR D*ABCO:

Again, H#r. President, this is the identical bill to the
firemen's collective bargaining bill. It mandates that the
municipality must abide by the arbitrator's decisioh. We
debated this bill on the firemen's issue, it's the identical
bill and I would ask for a No vote.

PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEG-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
speak in favor of this bill. This bill absolutely prohibits
strikes; it does provide for mandatory arbitration; there is
a right of appeal to the courts and it gives the reasons, and
I think it's a good bill and it®s a true collective bargain-
ing bill without any right of strikes.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR HEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President. The citY...
PRESIDENT:

«.spardon me, Senator Newhouse. Beth, will you...Senator
Newhouse.

SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President. The City of Chicago opposes
this bill. There is no agreement there. W®e would hope that
this get a...a No vote by all this side. .

PRESIDENT:
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FPurther discussion? Senator Lenmke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

It's my understanding that in the House Judiciary Comnit-
tee, the mayor's spokeman, Carol Brahm, brought in a letter
fron the mayor of the City of Chicago, before *the April elec-
tion, endorsing collective bargaining for policemen. I think
ve should go along with that agreement, and I ask for am Aye
vote.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
that letter that Senator Leake is speaking about was when
Mayor Washington was a candidate, and since becoming a mayor
has changed bis issue. So, Senator lLemke ought to get an
updated version of the letter.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Purther discussion? Senator Chevw.
SENATOR CHESH:

Yes, Mr. President. I have just heard Senator Newhouse
said the City of Chicago is opposed to it. Senator Newhouse
has not told me that the City of Chicago was opposed to it,
and I wvant to know where it...where...I don't know what to do
on it. I...I haven't had no direct...I'm not thinking about
the letter you talk about, you can twist that around like you
vant it. Second time I heard the Senator say the City of
Chicago was opposed to it. I would like to help the City of
Chicago the best that I can.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR CHEW:

But the City of Chicago or whoever is around here repre-
senting it ought to come up and tell me. The last time I had

a conference with the mayor, no ome in the Senate had been




Page 432 - JUNE 27, 1983

selected, that I know of, that was representing Chicago. So,
I feel that certainly ny desire is to help the city save
money or whatever they want to save, but you get one signal
ope place and you get ome from the other place and you don't
know what signal to obey. I 1like to think that...that I
represent a district down here, that I ought to bave the
authority to vote as I want to vote until someone has con-
vinced me that the vote should be otherwvise. Just to say
that someone is opposed to it is not good enoughk for me.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Farther discussion? Senator
Newvhouse.

SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Mr. President, I'd just like to clarify one thing. To
say that the mayor of the City of Chicago is in favor of
collective bargaining is absolutely accurate. The mayor of
the City of Chicago is opposed to this specific bill. Now,
if the Senator or anyone else has a problem with that, that's
their problem. I'm simply reiterating what position has been
taken and passing on that information.

PRESIDENT:

Purther discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, the
people that are covered by this bill put their lives on the
line on a daily basis, and I personally believe that a
commitment was made to them a long time ago. In the City of
Chicago and in many other nmunicipalities in this State, there
are collective bargaining agreements with the police 6fficers
that are there to protect and to serve all of us. To come in
at the last minute, the last day, and say that there's sone
problem with a bill that they've been megotiating in good
faith for some time is totally unacceptable to me, and it

should be unacceptable to each and every one of you. On
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behalf of the people that put their lives on the line for us,
I encourage an Aye vote.
PRESIDENT:
Further discussion? Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, just for a point of information, I thought that
Senator Savickas was the City of Chicago representative
within the Democratic Senate delegation from Chicago. I
don't know, isn't that...am I wrong, Semnator Rock?

PRESIDENT:

That...that is not a proper parliamentary inquiry. Fur-
ther discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
sure wish somecne would tell ame who that spokeman is, it
would save me a lot of grief and pain over the last six
months om collective bargaining. And, therefore, I have to
rise in support of this bill for the same reasom that I stood
in support of the other bill. It should have heen negotiated
in 536, I attempted to do that, and I wasn't there so‘I can't
say that they...it vas a shutout or not, but I did proamise
them a fair shot at their bill; and for that reason,;..I
haven't got any word from the City of Chicago and I assunme,
and let e correct that, because I most certainly would not
like my remarks to be misconstrued when I say that I don't
care about the City of Chicago. Oh, I care about the City of
Chicago, but I don't care about what an individoal of the
City of Chicago says. I will vote for the bill.,

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Reaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. President. Question of the SpoOnSoOr.
PBESIDENT:

He indicates he'll yield, Senator Weaver.
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SENATOR WEAVER:

Senator Bruce, how does 767 differ from 1530 that we
passed this morning?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BBUCE:

Are you asking that as a representative from the City of
Chicago or...no, Senator...Senator Weaver, 1530 was just edu-
cation. This bill is solely police. And so, I mean that,
you know, we are talking apples and oranges. The strikes are
absolutely prohibited; arbitration is in here; arbitration
decisions are binding on both parties, and there are a series
of differentiations. The...the election procedure and
decertification are about the same, but generally, we're
talking about two different areas and they don't...they dontt
mesh entirely.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Well, Senator Bruce, aren't the substantive provisions
about identical in the two bills?
PBESIDENT:

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

I think that's accurate. 1If...if you make the one pro-
viso about the strikes, they are...they are substantially the
same.

PRESIDENT:

Purther discussion? Senator Vadalabene.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, just briefly. Again, everybody is saying the City
of Chicago, the City of Chicago. This bill is for the entire
State of 1Illinois and us downstaters, I'm one of them who's

going to support this bill.
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PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. The policemen and the firemen
in the City of Chicago were given éarity vhen we passed iden-
tical pension provisions for fifty and twenty...for fifty and
tventy,...and those provisions are so generous and the City
of Chicago is granting them provisions even though it's going
to cost the pension funds a lot of money, but that's not
enough, they want more tham that but nobody's talking about
the people of the City of Chicago, everybody is talking about
politics, but what about the people in the nmunicipalities
that this bill is going to affect? They're going to have to
pay the taxes to pay for these increases. Nobody cares about
those people though, right?

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator lLemke.
SENATOR LENKE:

Well, Senator D'Arco, on behalf of twenty-three handred
policemen that reside in ny ward in the City of Chicago, I'n
voting Aye, and I think there's a lot of other wards im Sena-
tor BEgan's and other places have a lot of policemen that live
there and they all vant this and they all pay taxzes, and
everyday they...lay their 1lives on the...on the line, and
they were told by the mayor of the City of Chicago before he
was elected, on this bill, that letter was brought into
connittee to get this bill out of committee, and this is
exactly the bill that he endorsed and I think this is exactly
the bill we should pass, and I ask for an Aye vote.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce may close.

SENATOR BRUCE:
Thank you, Hr. President and members of the Senate.

House Bill 767 has been well worked over in the House of
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Representatives. I believe that we have answered and they
have worked to get the answers of almost every gquestion
raised. And I would want to reiterate one point, that any
negotiations and any agreement that is reached between the
policemen and their employer will go before either the Gen-
eral Assembly if they're vorking for the State of Illinois or
before the appropriate lawmaking body after the settlement is
reached. This city council is going to have to approve these
agreements if, in fact, an agreement is reached. No right of
strike, binding arbitration, everything that we have said
that we would want to give to the police if we were going to
give them collective bargaining is within this bill. I
believe that we ought to give them the right to organize and
bargain collectively, recognize their rights and pass this
bill.

PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall House Bill 767 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 27, the Nays are 25, 6 voting Present.
House Bill 767...Senator Bruce regquests that further con-
sideration of House Bill 767 be postponed. So ordered. On
the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 787, Seba-
tor Newhouse. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 787.

{(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDERT:

Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thanks, Mr. President. 1I'm on a...a roll today...787, in

effect, is a...is a statement of principle. What it attenpts
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to do is to make certain that medical emergency treatmeant is
provided for all patients...for all persons who apply for it.
There were some questions raised about it earlier. There are
no penalty provisions, and as such, it sioply amounts to a
statement of policy on the part of the State of Illinois, and
I would ask for a favorable roll call on it.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? 1Is there any discussion? If not, the
question is...I beg your pardom, Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I'd like to ask the sponsor a question.

PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield, Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Yeah, in...hypothetically, a...a person comes into a
drugstore which has a pharmacist and the drugstore closes at
nine o'clock, the pharmacist closed at six ofclock, I have a
lot of those in sy district, and that person is in the dire
need of some kind of drugs and obviously there's not a
pharmacist there, it's closed but they're in the drugstore
and they're needing help and, of course, unfortumately, can®t
provide it. #®hat happens to the owner of that pharmacy or
that drugstore?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

The ansver under this bill, Semator, is, nothing. There
are no penalty provisions. It's nothing more than a state-
ment of policy.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIPF:

Well, then why have the bill?
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PRESIDENT:

Senator Newvhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

My opening remarks were, Senator, is that this...what
this turms out to be is simply a statement of policy oﬁ the
part of the State.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Sommer.
SENATOR SOMMER:

Thank you, MT. President. Just briefly, Senator
Newhouse, if this establishes a policy, what happens if some-
one goes...goes into the civil courts and creates...does this
create a cause of action allowing for a recovery in the civil
courts?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

I don*t think so, Senator, I hadn't thought about that,
but I don't think so since there is no...no punitive provi-
sion here nor any sanctions whatsoever in this piece of
legislation.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Apny further discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 787 pass. Those in favor will
vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 31, the Nays are 16, 2 voting Present. House Bill 787
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. 799, Semator Collins. Oon the Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 799. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 799.
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(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PBESIDENT:
Senator Collinms.
SENATOR COLLIRS:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
The...this bill is...authorizes collective bargaining for
State police under the Department of Law Enforcement. . It has
the same provisions in it that Senator Bruce explained in the
other police bill. It does not affect the City of Chicago or
no other city. It deals alone with the Department of Law
Enforcement, and I would move for your favorable consider-—
ation. It is a fact the product of the House, as all of +the
other bills that we've been dealing with, they are the prod-

uct of the wisdom of the House.

PRESIDENT:
Any discussion? Is there any discussion? ‘Senator
Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

--.0N€e question to the sponsor.
PRESIDENT:

Sponsor indicates she'll yield, Senator HNetsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Are they not...are they not covéred by the Executive
Order that has been on the books since about 19752
PRESIDENT:

Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

TeeoTeooX think they are, I am not sure, Jjust as APSCHE,
but they would prefer a bill to codify that.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? FParther discussion? If not, the
question is, shall House Bill 799 pass. Those in favor will

vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.
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Have all voted vho wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 32, the Nays are 20, 3 voting Present. House Bill 799
baving received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. Senator Schaffer, 813. Gn the Order of
House Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 813. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 813.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President, this is the bill that would allow a town-
ship that is a receiving unit for pablic aid that has...has a
referendum to reduce the general assistance tem mill down to
seven-five to continue %*0 be a...a receiving unit. As
amended, it would not infringe on the taxpayer®s right to
hold the referendum, and it is no way any form of tax
increase without a referendum. The last time this gem was
visited upon us, Senator Lenmke correctly pointed out that we
had not deleted some of the 1language that neceded to be
deleted to acconplish vhat ve wished to do. #We brought the
bill back, Tabled the first amendment and put the- second
apendment on which deleted everything after the enacting
clause and put the appropriate language on. I believe it's a
reasonable bill. I don't know of any problens. If anyone
has a problem, let me know and I'l1l Table the blasted thing.
PRESIDENT: :

Discussion? Any discussion? If not, the guestion is,
shall House Bill 813 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all

voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
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wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 54,
the Nays are 1, nome voting...1 voting Present. House Bill
813 having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. B826. On the Order of House Bills 3rad
Beading is House Bill 826. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 826.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Seunate,
House Bill 826 permits the State Department of Central Man-
ageﬁent Services to negotiate a fair share or modified agency
shopper agreements to the labor organization that is an
exclusive representative of State enployee and appropriate
bargaining unit. A fair sbhare agreement would preserve an
individual®s right not to join a union but require nonmembers
to pay a service fee to compensate for the umion only for the
cost incurred in procuring matters affecting vages, hours or
other conditions of employment. House Bill 826 would clarify
the current law by assuring State employees who are under the
Personnel Code, their bargaining representatives and the
Department of Central Management Services that fair share
agreements are permissable under the law. While there are
many public sector labors...agreements that already contain
fair share agreements, the State has refused to even nego-
tiate concerning this subject in the absence of a iaw
expressly permitting such provisions.

PRESIDENT:

Discussion? Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

I thank you, Hr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of
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the Senate. I rise in opposition to the bill. I just want
to raise a point, and for Senator Bruce's behalf I will speak
nuch slower and get my points out. AFSCME is the main propo-—
nent. We're getting in the middle of...of a union fight.
You got ISEA who represents soge State employees, AFSCHE
representing another. Well, AFSCHE is going to get the whole
pie. They'll get six million additional dollars for doing
nothing other than what they're doing today. 1It's a six mil-
lion dollar giveaway to APSCME, they aren't expected to do
anything for it, and ISEA, who's certainly the more hussling,
more aggressive union gets tossed out in the cold. Now, if
you feel we should get in the middle of an AFSCME-ISEA fight,
hang one union, basically, you destroy the existence of ISEA
vhich is what this union...I mean, this bill does, then fine.
But I think when you look at the employees who are repre-
sented by...ISEA they probably would not appreciate it. Do
as you see fit. We've tried to help you guys a few tinmes,
naybe you could help the Gov, but them again, he doesn't help
himself very often so, you know, do what
YOou...I'd...appreciate a No vote.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Collinms.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Question of the sponsor.
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield, Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Senator, are these groups covered under the 5367
PRESIDENT:

Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

They would be if it's passed and signed into law.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Collins.
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SERATOR COLLINS:

They are currently now bargaining with two separate bar-
gaining...groups?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

The Executive Order doesn't provide for a fair share in
this, Senator Collins.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

«.-.does it prohibit them from negotiatimg it in their
contract?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Dawson. Senator Colliﬁs.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Ther vhy do we have to pass a law in order for that to
occur?

PBRESIDENT:

Senator Dawson.
SENATOR DAWSON:

If 536 does not pass, then they will still have the fair
share agreement. This brings it in compliance with the U.S.
Supreme Court setting of the percentage of what they may
charge.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

You have in this bill a percentage for fair share, and if
so, what is that percentage?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Dawson.

SEFATOR DAWSON:

No percentage.
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PRESIDENT:
Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

I just think it's unnecessary.
PBESIDERT:

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Dawson
may close.
SENATOR DAQSON:

All I can say is, I ask for a favorable roll call on this
piece of legislation.
PRESIDENT:

The gquestion is, sball House Bill 826 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The
voting is open. All voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted vho wish? Take the record. On  that
question, the Ayes are 28, the Nays are 26, 1 voting Present.
House Bill 826 having failed to receive the required con-
stitutional majority is declared 1lost. Senator...Senator
Johns, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR JOHNS:

Thank you, Mr. President. Having voted on the prevailing
side on House Bill 799, I move to reconsider that vote.
PRESIDENT:

Rlright. Senator Johns moves to recomsider the vote by
vhich House Bill 799 was passed. Senator Lechowicz moves to
Table. All io favor of the motion to Table indicate by
saying Aye. It's Tabled. 826...848, Senator Schuneman.
Senator Lechowicz, I thought you vere making a motioa to
Table, I beg your pardon.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

That is correct, Mr. President, but I would also like to
introduce to this Body a member who has served here many,
many years or the leadership team and now the fine State

Treasurer, Senator Donnewald. It's good to have you with us,
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Jimamy.
PRESIDENT:

Who? Senator Schuneman on B848. On the Order of House
Bills 3rd Reading is House Bill 848, Read the bill, Mr.
Secretary. ‘ b
SECRETARY:

House Bill 848,

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Schuneman.
SENATOR SCHUNEMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. RBouse Bill 848 is a very
simple bill. It simply removes from the Statutes the tax
exemption for . Blue Cross-Blue Shield. Now that that
non~profit health care organization has become a mutual
insurance coumpany, this tai exemption no longer applies. I
know of no opposition to the bill. Ask for a favorable roll
call.

PBESIDENT:

Any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the guestion
is, shall House Bill 848 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. All voted
who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted Hho_vish?
Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes are 54, the HNays
are none, nome voting Present. House Bill 848 having
received the required constitutional wmajority is declared
passed. Sepator Welch, on the Order of House Bills 3rd
Reading is House Bill 849. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

House Bill 849.

{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDENT:
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Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

Thank you, Nr. President. What this bill does is adds a
new section to the School Code by requiring school boards to
provide mailing lists to subscribers and to mail them copies
of their agenda, wninutes, budgets and audits. Allows the
school board to ‘charge a subscription fee therefore
approximatidg the cost of reproduction.

PRE§IDENT:
v':\?Any discussion? Any discuséioﬂ? If not, the question
ié, shall House Bill 849...Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:
Question of the spoansor.
PRESIDENT:
He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

The subscription list that you're talking -about, does
that include the names of pupils and the names of teachers,
are those saleable to private subscribers, private mailing
lists?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

I believe it does not. It'S...limited to the séhool
board agenda,. school budgets and their audits.
PBESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

What are the...what are the mailing lists that they. are
providing?
PBESIDENT:

Senator Welch.
SENATOR WELCH:

The...the bill reads, "To establish and maintain a mail-
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ing lisi of the names and addresses of persons." Perhaps the
Digest was...worded it, but the words were not in the correct
order. It is...it maintains a mailing list of the names anﬂ
addresses of persons who request inclusions thereon to mail
to those persons on that list this information. People do
not .teceive a list, they are on the list of...recgiving
items.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Just to clarify. All it says is that they shall maintain
a list of people who...who have requested a subscriptiom to
their agenda. It's...that*s exactly what Senator Welch
said...just to clarify it. Thank you.

PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall House Bill 849 pass. Those in
favor uikl vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The
voting is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
vish? Have all voted who vish? Take the record. on that
question, the Ayes are 38, +the Nays are 18, none voting
Present. House Bill 849 having received the required con-
stitutional majority is declared passed. 854, Senator
D'Arco. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading - is House
Bill 854. BRead the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 854.
{Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. This is the funeral directors

and embalmers bill without any amendments, and I would ask

for a favorable vote.
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PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the guestion
is, shall House Bill 854 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open. Have - all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take +he record. On that question, the Ayes are 55,
the Nays are 3, none voting Present. House Bill 854 having
received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading is House
Bill 862. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

House Bill 862.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT: '

', Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D*ARCO: '

Thank you, Mr. President. This bill provides that the
Criminal Sentencing Commission will prepare...a prison popu-
lation impact note to determine the fiscal impact of increas-
ing criminal penalties. I dont't know of any opposition, and
I would ask for a favorable vote.

PRESIDENT: ‘

Any discussion? Any discussion? If not, the guestion
is, shall House Bill 862 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting is open.( Have all
voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 56,
the Nays are 2, none voting Present. House Bill 862 having
received the required constitutional majority is declared
passed. 869, Senator Lemke. On the Order of House Bills 3rd

Reading is House Bill 869. Bead the bill, Mr. Secretary.
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REEL #14

SECBRETARY:
House Bill 869.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PBESIDENT:
Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEEKE:

‘%hat this does is amends the Wage Payment and Collection
Act in regards to wages. Requirement that general contractor
pay vages to the...wages of the subcontractor employees. We
have an amendment put on by the contractors that says that
enployees must inform the contractor in writing of the wages
due, and also that if the contractor pays the subcontractor,
that he's not liable...if the subcontractor pays' the...the
contractor pays the subcontractor before the employee noti-
fies, he's not liable. I ask for its adoption.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Are...are you saying, in effect, that...that if a subcon-
tractor bas ten employees and the contractor owes hinm a thou-
sand dollars, then this...the employees of the subcontractor
can go to the contractor and collect a humdred dollars apiece
from them and they're taken care of and the...and the...and
the contractor, in effect, is screwed? .

PRESIDENT:
! .Senmator Lenke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

This is an occasion where a subcontractor goes out

of...is...and gets in financial <trouble ard doesn't pay

his...employees, and if there's money due that subcontractor,
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those employees can notify the...the genmeral contractor and
he 'will pay them their wages. This is similar %o how we
worked the mechanics lienm for subcontractors who arem®t paid
by the éeneral contractor. I think it's a good bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Fawell.
SENATOR FAWELL:

Okay, but what you're saying though is, say that the con-
tractor has @not paid t?e subcontractor because he does not
fgel that the subcontraétot has met the...the require-
iénts...or set the specifications, that there is a legitimate
reason why he is not paid. Couldn't the subcontractor then
just sort of walk avay from a job anmd, in effect, tell the
employees, hey, you want to get paid, go to the contractor, I
am through?

QRESIDEET:

Senatot,Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

This is only is a case where there's money due, and this
would only create a lien for those employees. If the...if
the general contractor felt that he didn't owe the...the
money to the subcontractor, I would assume that would go into
yitigation. But if the coért determined that the subcontrac-
'gbr didn*t do any fault and there was money due, then these
employees would have a lien on that subcontractor's money.
That's all we're asking is that these employees get paid.
Most of the time the general contractor goes out and gets the
employees and has them d0o the...finish up the work because he
doesn't...I mean, this is generally what happens. This just
protects the...the...you know, the money so the employees are
paid.

PRESIDENT:
Further discussion? Senator Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:
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Yes, Bev, this is Sam, I got your note.
PRESIDENT:

<e..further discussion?’' Senator Collinms.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Yés, thank you, #r. President. This is the...bewitching
hour, I assume, but whether or not Senator Lemke is conmuni-
éating, this is really a serious' problem, and specifically
for ;small and minority éontractors who cannot meet the bid
specification on the...the major...prime...as a prime con-
tractor, amnd most often, they subcontract. They then have
their employers working and the...the general contrac-
tor..iprimary contractor in many instances subnits
@...8...voucher to the State and collects that money and put
ig in the bank, draw interest on it, hold the subcontractor's
money so that he's unable to pay his employees on time, and
often he lose good emﬁloyees for that reason. I
had;..met...the opportunity to meet with a group of comntrac-
tpr% just three weeks ago, and that was their major concern
vhgﬂ. it came to highway construction. And this is a serious
problem. I don't know whether or not this bill will cure all
of the problems, but it is a good step in the right direction
and, therefore, I would ask for your favorable vote,
PRESIDENT:

,further discussion? Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

...Senator Lemke and...and the meabers of the Body, I
hope that you all take a look at what you're about to do to
every contractor in the State of Illimois. You are going to
terninate subcontracting in Illinois. This bill says that
once you hire a subcontractor, he becomes not a subcontractor
but your employee. As an employee, he becomes your agent.
If he commits a tortious act, you're liable for it. The
vhole idea of contractor-subcontractor liability is that once

I have a job and I subconiract it, that person is not my
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C
agent, and if he commits a tortious act, I'm not liable. But

this fbill says, "for all contracts in the State of Illinois
the céntgactorsishall be deemed as employer and shall becone
civillf liable.n Now, I don*t know if you want to turn the
law of cgntracts and subcontracts upside down, bat every sub-
contractor that you do business with, that I do business with
becomes nmy employee. I don't want to have that liability.
That's why you subcontract work. There may be some problenms
vith wages, but you're turning upside down the whole law of
agency in the State of Illinois.
‘PRESIDENT:
, Further discussion? Senator Gec-Karis.

SfHATOB‘GBO-KARIS:

) I:.:no discussion. Please turn some lights on so I can
see e@efyone.
PéESIDENT: ’

Pﬁrther discussion? Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Thank you, Mr. President and...nmembers of the Senate. I
;ise in opposition to this bill, also, and I agree with Sena-
tor Bruce. What we're doing here is we're asking a contrac-
t§q to never let a...a...subcontractor take any part of a
jéb. They are going to be responsible. If that subcontrac-
tor decides not to pay his bills even after the contractor
has...has paid the subcontractor, he's going to end up on the
short’ end of the deal. And I think it's a bad bill, and I
fhink we ought to kill it.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Purther discussion? Senator Lenke
may close.
SENATOR LEMKE:

If you would read this bill very closely, it amends the
Illinois Wage Payment and Collectionm Act. It has nothing to

do whether the contractor is liable for the torts of the...of
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the subcontractors, employees or any...don't even get into
that. All it says is, creates the payment of employees wages
lhere the general contractor owes the subcontractor money.
?hat's all it says. He...the employees notify that...that
general contractor that they have not been paid, and the gen-
eral contractor...it's to his benefit to know the employees
are not paid so he doesn't get too far down the load...road
v;th this subcontractor who might be going bottoms up. This
brotects the general contractor and the employees. It just
covets:Qages_and only amends the Illinois Wage Payment Act.
And: I'think.Tetry Bruce is too good of allauyer to know that
just by paying wages does not create an enmployee...agency
relatiohship. There's other...prerequisite, you understand,
there's other prerequisite. 2And under the Workmens' Compen-
sétion ‘Act, we already have that clause in there where the
general contractor is liable, that®'s in there. This is only
;he:e he is notified by the employee that wages are due, and
fhe:e is money there, he just holds that money until they can
settle the dispute with the Department of Labor. I think
it's a good bill, and I ask for its adoption.

PRESIDENT:

The questioﬁ is, shall House Bill 869 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The
voting‘is open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that
question, the Ayes are 19, the Nays are 35, 2 voting Present.
House Bill 869 having failed to receive the required con-
stitutional pmajority is declared lost. Senator Maitland, on
883. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Reading, the bottom of
page 9, is House Bill 883. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECBETARY:

House Bill 883.

(Secretary reads-title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
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ERESIDENT:

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, very much, Hr. President and members of the
Senate. As amended, House Bill 883 would allow air pilots
vho are.coveredyundet social security to become eligible for
the altérnate..pélte:native retirepent forsula. MNost of thke
State 'énployeés ‘vho are under social security are on this
formula. There are some twenty-six pilots, as I anmr told,
that...th&t would fall under this provision. There is a...a
increased annuél cost of about forty-eight thousand dollars.
PﬁESIDBNT:

Any discussion? Any discussion? Senator Savickas.

i ;

SENATOB SAVICRAS:

!es; would the spomsor yield to a guestion?
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield, Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

I npay be mistaken, I just want to clarify. There was an
amendment to reduce years of service and the age, was that
Tabled? I think to bring it down to fifty with twenty-five
years of service,

PRESIDENT:

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Senator Savickas, the only asmsendment that I'm aware of is
one that...that was Tabled off of that bill by me the other
day. It was a somewhat controversial amendment and we took
that amendment off. I...

PRESIDENT:

The Secretary indicates the amendment was Tabled, Sena-
tor. Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

_Well, thern this bill would allov our pilots at age fifty
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with twenty-five years of service to retire at the same pen-
sion benefits, is that correct?
PRESIDENT:
Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:
That is correct.
PRESIDENT: | |
Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Well, I would just apprise the Body that there were a few
other groups that had appeared before the committee that
sought the same luxury; the police, I think, the fire, and
they were all denied this benefit. I think it would be nice
if we all vere able to retire at fifty with twenty-five years
of service.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Macdonald.
SEHATOR MACDONALD:

Question of the sponsor, please.
PRESIDENT:

Indicates he'll yield.

SENATOR MACDONALD:

One guick gquestion, Senator Maitland. Are these pilots
full-time State employees or...or are they contracted?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Maitland.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Senator Macdonald, it's ny uoderstanding that they are
full-time pilots.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Well, to clarify, Senator Savickas, the...the police and

fire did get pension benefits at age fifty with twenty years
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of service. ﬂe.just did that; so, we're, you know, doing it
for the pilots as well.
PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall House Bill 883 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is
open. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 53, the Nays are 1, 1 voting Present. House
Bill 853 haviné received the required constitutional majority.
is declared passed. On the Order of House Bills 3rd Beading
is House Billlaeu. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 884.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Holmberge.
SENATOR HOLMBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President. This provides for the Depart-
ment of Energy and Natural Resources to designate pilot
comnunities for emergy conservation programs. These pilot
projects are intended to provide low interest loans to a
iarge nunber of households in a community in order to demon-
strate that home veatherization can contribute a great deal
to energy comservation. A survey has shown that...that this
residential energy could be reduced by thirty-seven percent
if these weatherization methods were used, resulting in a
savings of 2.6 billion dollars, or the equivalent of five
hundred dollars per household per year. This is a very cre-
ative idea that came out of the House. The sponsor amended
it to include rural communities or counties as well as
municipalities. It does not have any accompanying money
authorization. That particular part of the bill died in the

House, but it's an idea that's being kept alive for a time
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vhen ve might be able to fund such a pilot progran.
PRESIDZNT:

Discussion? Senator Rigney.
SENATOR BIGNEY:

Hell, I hoﬁe everyone was listening to what the sponsor
had to say about her bill, because really I think she did a
good job of describimg it. What we're doing here is setting
up a system of loans and grants and demonstration projects
and energy audits for one purpose, to show that it's a gqood
idea to weatherize our homes. Now, talk about reinventing
the wheel, I think this is a good example of it. I think
something like this deserves the Golden Fleece Award.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Holaberg, do you wish to close?

SENATOR HOLMBERG:

I...ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDENT:

The guestion is, shall House Bill 884 pass. Those in
favor voée Afe. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. Omn that question, the Ayes
are 32, the Nays are 25, 1 voting Present. House Bill 884
having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. Top of page 10 is House Bill 888. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
House Bill 888.
(Sgcretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDI&G OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, this bill
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doesn't do any of those things that were just mentioned. It
is novw...it became a vehicle bill and it now has the budget
in for the Department of Mental Health and Developmental Dis-
abilities, the Department of Public Health, the Dangerous
Drugs Coemission and deeed small appropriation for
the...Auditor General, for a toial of seven hundred million
eight hundred and seventy-two thousand dollars, and I'm sure
it will see a Conference Committee.
PBRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Discussion? Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Yes, will the spomsor yield to a question, Mr. President?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicateé he will yield, Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

In the...in the budget at three hundred and fifty-nine
thousand you've got a transfer from central offices to
regional offices for additional staff and support costs.
Could you tell me exactly where that money is being trans-
ferred to and for what purpose?

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, I think there's a realization that the regional
staffs have been decimated by the series of cuts to a deg;ee
that is pot prudent, and there's an attempt being made to, I
hope, selectively and intelligently reinstate that staff
assuming we have some money. I might add that this is above
the Governor's...vell, it's certainly...above the Governorts
doonsday budget. So, obviously, that it's...that type of
transfer is highly optimistic without additional revenue.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:
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Conld the gentleman kindly respond %o the gquestion
though, as far as exactly wvhere this money is going and for
what purpose and how much?

PBESIDING.OFPICBR: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator...Senator Schaffer. !
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

" I believe it's primarily going to Region 2, and for the
dollar amount, quite frankly, I...T do not have that at my
disposal at this moment. Be happy to get back to you om it.
For some reason our staffs are busy working on some other
project that somebody else wanted them to work on. I dont't
know, some little project they've been working on.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BROCE)

Senator Lechowicz. Further discussion? Oh,...I'm sorry.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Yes. In fact, there's going to be a little discussion on
this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

««.lay we have some order, please. Senator Lechowicz.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ: '

Area 2...Senator Schaffer, you pointed out that this
money is going to be tramsferred to Area 2. Is that three
hundred and fifty-nine thousand dollars worth of this money
being transferred to Area 2?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Defer to Senator Buzbee.

PRESIDING OPFICEB:4 (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Buzbee, can you enlighten as?
SENATOR BUZBEE:

I've been trying all evening. What happened was we took
three hundred and fifty-nine thousand dollars from cen-

tral...office operations to the regiomal offices for addi-
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tional staff and support costs. Now, I don't have the exact
dollar change as to how nuch went into Reqion 2, but I can
tell you that most of it did, because it was reallocated on
4...0n a...0n a proportiomal basis, and those regions that
had the biggest proportion, which is obviously Region 2, got
the biggest portion of +that three hundred and fifty-nine
thousand. I don't have the exact dollar fiqure right handy,
but most of it did go to Region 2.

PRESIDING OPFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Is there any money in this budget for...for the Edgewater
Center?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Buzbee or Senator Schaffer, who...
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Yes. The answer to that is, yes.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:
. How much?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

s« Senator Bugzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

It adds six hundred...or pardon me, sixty-six thousand
seven hundred dollars from Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental
Block Grant Faunds for a grant to Edgewater Uptown Community
Mental Health :Centet, the same level of funding as FY *'83.
The departament did not include funds in its FY *84 budget for
the center, and with the anmendment that we added on, swe did.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lechowicz.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Yeah, why don*t you just leave the mike on, it's a lot
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easier. 1Is there any money for Elgin State Hospital in here?
SENATCR BUZBEE:

The answer to that is that...yes, Elgin Mental Health
Center is funded. The department has indicated that they may
very well be cloéing Elgin Mental Health Center, but for the
present time anybow, it's included in their budget request
and it's funded.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

At the same level as last year, or at what level?
SENATOR BOZEEE:

It is slightly below, as it is in line with every other
mental health institution im this State.
SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

Can I also ask you, as far as the...Dangerous Drugs
Commission, is that funded at last year's level? l
SENATOR BUZBEE:

The Dangerous Drugs Commission is slightly above the FY
*83 spending levels, vhich as you know is below the FY '83
appropriation levels, as it is wvith every agency.

SENATOR LECHOWICZ:

I have no further questionms. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further questions? PFurther discussion? Senator Schaffer
may close.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

The gquestion is, shall House Bill 888 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayes are 50, the Nays are 4, 2
voting Present. House Bill 888 having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. For what purpose

does Senator Lemke arise?
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SENATOR LEMKE:

Just a point of personal privilege and information. The
House, in their infinite wisdom, has adjourned, and every
bill that's on the House Calendar has died and not been
called in the House; therefore, I think at twelve o'clock we
should make the appropriate motion, and any Senate bill that
lies on the Calendar should be treated the same way. We
should adjourn at twelve o'clock, because that's what we
agreed to as deadline, and I...I think...at the right tirve,
I'm going to make that motion whether my bills are called or
not. I think wvwe should treat...we should treat the House
bills as the House treats the Senate bills. And I think ve
set a guideline for twelve o'clock, we should adjourn.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Bock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Well, I...I am prepared to file a motion...as a matter of
fact, it should be filed or will be filed very shortly, to
afford more courtesy to the members of the Senate than the
House affords to its own members, and I think we ought to do
that. We can continue on as long as we wish, and I am pre-
pared to suspend the rules for that purpose to afford all the
senbers the opportunity to have their bill heard...it...it is
a compmon courtesy. Unfortunately, we probably let too many
bills out of committee for a whole host of reasons, not the
least of which is that we have a lot of new House members who
have not yet become accustomed to the Senate. I think next
year will be different. But I think in order to afford a
courtesy that the House didn't see fit to afford its own
menbership, we ought to just keep right om going, and 1I'a
prepared to make that motion.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Rock, your motion is now in...in file. Do you

wish to proceed with the motion now?
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SENATOR BOCK:

I would very much like to. It's a motiom to suspend the
rules to afford us the . opportunity to work beyond midnight
for a period...as long as we can get through the Calendar,
and I would so move.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The' motion is to suspend the rules so that we might con-
tinue to act on House bills. on that @motion, Senator
Jeremiah Joyce. Senator Jeremiah Joyce.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Thank you, Nr. President. Well, you know, this
iS...¥ve're back to the same old charade stuff, Mr. President.
Why don't we just adjourm till tomorrow morning? Make your
motion, adjourn till tomorrow moraning. You got all these
people stuck here, you got all the staff people, we go
through this...why have to go through this harangue? You
know, screw .around, run around for meetings, all this other
stuff. Why don't we just adjourn? Make your potiom, adjourn
until ten or eleven o'clock tomorrow. You know we're going
to be sitting around here all day tomorrow <runnhing arouand
with all this other gawes we play. Why go through this whole
thing? I mean, vhat's the difference?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK: '

I would ask the Secretary to read the motion.
SECRETARY:

Motion in writing. I move to suspend Senate Rule 5C con-
cerning the final date for 3rd readiﬁg and passage of House
bills in the Senate and that those bills be heard on Tuesday,
June the 28th, 1983. Signed, Senator Rock.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SBEA@OR BRUCE)

Alright. Sebator Bock.

SENATOR ROCK:
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I pove we stand adjourned +ill nine o'clock tomorrow
morning.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Rock, the motion is pending. Do you wish to act
on the motion?
SENATOR BROCK:

«se.absolutely. I would very puch 1like to get a...a
notion to suspend so that we're all on the same vavelength.
Everybody is tired, I want to go home, too. I have bhad the
opportunity to talk to Senator Philip for five and a half
hours.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Airight. The motion is that the rules be suspended so
that the bills...House bills might be considered on the Order
of 3rd BReading tomorrow. On the motiom to suspend, those in
favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. Well, then we'll ask for a roll
call. Those in favor of suspension of the rules will vote
Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. It will require thirty
affirmative votes to suspend the rules. Have all voted who
wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. Oan that
question, the Ayes are 43, the Nays are...%#2, the Nays are
11, and "the wmotion to suspend the rules prevails. Senator
Rock now poves that the Semate stands adjourned until the
hour of mnine tomorrow morning. On the motion, discﬁssion?
Those in favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes bave it. The
Senate stands adjourned until nine tomorrow morning. Senator
Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

What happens to Executive Appointments?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEBATOR BRUCE)

Sam, we'll get back to you.

SENATOR VADAI.ABENB:_

Bev, this is Sam, good...




