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1. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

2. The hour of nine having arrived the Senate will come to order.
3. Prayer by the Reverend Anthony Tzortzis, Saint Anthony's Hellenic l
4. orthodox Church of Springfield, Illinois. And will our guests in the
S. galleries please rise.

6. REVEREND ANTHONY TZORTZIS::

7. ( Prayer given by Reverend Tzortzis )

8. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

9. Reading:jof the Journal.

10. SECRETARY:

11. Thursday, May the 20th, 1981.

12. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

13. Senator Johns.

14. SENATOR JOHNS:

15, Mr. President, I move that the Journal just read by the

16. Secretary be approved unless some Senator has additions or corrections
17. to offer.

18. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

19. Are there additions or corrections? On the motion té adopt,
20. all in- favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it. And the
21. Journal is adopted. Senator Johns.

22. SENATOR JOHNS:

23, Thank you, Mr. President. I move that reading and approval
24. of the Journals of Thursday, May the 21lst; Friday, May the 22nd;
25. Tuesday, May the 26th; Wednesday, May the 27th; and Thursday,
26. May the 28th, in the year 1981 be postponed pending arriyal of
27. the printed Journal.

28. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

29. You've heard the motion. Discussion? All in favor say Aye.
10. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it. The motion prevails. With leave
31, of the Body, we will now proceed to the Order of consideration of
12, the Ag;eed Bill List. 1Is there leave? Leave is granted. Mr.

13 Secretary, pursuant to our procedure, relative to the Agreed Bill
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List, which was circulated among the members, would you please
advise the Body of those bills which have been stricken from the
list based on the objections of six members.

SECRETARY:

Senate: Bills No. 823, 886, 1014, 1059, 1119, and 1168.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Thank you, Mr. Secretary. The gquestion now, is whether those
bills remaining on the Agreed Bill List shall pass. The Agreed
Bill List is as printed on today's Calendar. If any Senator wishes
to be recorded in the negative of“Present on fewer than all of
the bills, please indicate that vote and the bill number to the
Secretary. Mr. Secretary, please read the bills on the Agreed
Bill List for a third time.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 19.

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

Senate Bill 21.

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

Senate Bill 68.

( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.
~Senate Bill 115.
( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.

188.

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

259.

( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd-reading of the bill.
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Secretary reads
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1. ( Secretary reads title of bill))
2. 3rd reading of the bill.

3. 1052.

4. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
5. 3rd reading of the bill.

6. Senate Bill 1058.

7. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
8. 3rd reading of the bill.

3. Senate Bill 1060.

10. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
11. 3rd reading of the bill.

12. Senate Bill 1062.

13. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
14. 3rd reading of the bill.

15. Senate Bill 1068.

16. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
17. 3rd reading of the bill.

18. Senate Bill 1073.
19. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
20. 3rd reading of the bill.

21, Senate Bill 1074.

22. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
23. 3rd reading of the bill.

24. 1075.
25, ( Secretary reads title of bill )
26. 3rd reading of the bill.
27. 1077,
28. ( Secretary reads title of bill )
29. 3rd reading of the bill.
10. Senate Bill 1078.
I, ( Secretary reads title of bill )
2. 3rd regding of the bill.

1083.
33. '
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3rd reading of the bill.
'Senate Bill 1205.
( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.
Senate Bill 1206.
( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.
Senate Bill 1218.
( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill. )
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
The question is, shall Senéte Bills 19, 21, 68, 115, 188,
259; 296, 352, 416, 418, 432, 433, 575, 596, 652, 741, 799, 803,
818, 827, 829, 841, 842, 851, 853, 861, 864, 868, 875, 879, 885,
888, 889, 891, 892, 894, 895, 898, 902, 904, 908, 913, 915, 919,
928, 932, 951, 953, 955, 966, 977, 989, 992, 1010, 1027, 1028, 1033,
1036, 1038, 1043, 1044, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1058, 1060, 1062, 1068,
1073, 1074, 1075, 1077, 1078, 1083, 1085, 1087, 1088, 1094, 1104,
1105, 1110, 1125, 1126, 1127, 1128, 1130, 1131, 1132, 1133, 1144,
1145, 1146, 1155, 1161, 1176, 1177, 1179, 1180, 1181, 1182, 1183,
1184, 1186, 1187, 1190, 1196, 1197, 1205, 1206, 1218 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?
Take the record. On...on those bills, the Ayes are 57, the Nays
are none.;.none Voting Present., And such other votes as have
been presented to the Secretary, consistent with our procedure.
The aforementioned bills, having received the required constitutional
majority are declared passed. Resolutions.
SECRETARY:
Senate Resolution 208, offered by Senator Ozinga and all
Senators, and it's congratulatory.
Senate Resolution 209, offered by Senator Berning, and it's

congratulatory.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Resolution Consent Calendar. All right. Pursuant té our
agreement, any bill that was knocked off the Agreed Bill List
we would go to immediately following the calling of the Agreed
Bill List. Six bills were removed, and if you would mark your
Calendar, we will be going to these six bills...seven bills in
o:der, and then we will go back to the 3rd reading Calendar. The
bills that we will now proceed with are, 823, 886, 1014, 1059,
1107, 1119, and 1168. Following that, we will return to 3rd
bill...reading...3rd bills...bills on 3rd reading, where we con-
cluded our business last night. If you will turn to page 11 of
your Calendar. 11 on your Calendar is Senate Bill 823. Senator
Davidson. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY :
Senate Bill 823,
( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Mr. President, and members.of the Senate. This bill was
introduced to correct a...problem that was overlooked in the 8lst
General Assembly. House Bill 2730 which is now Public Act 81-165,
was introduced and signed into law to grant units of local govern-
ment increase bonding and borrowing power to offset equalized as-
sessed valuation losses resulting from the abolition of the cor-
porate personal property tax. And all the local governments was
included except airport authorities. This bill is to correct
the oversight by granting airport authorities the same increase
in debt limitations. I appreciate a favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Is there discussion? Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NEDZA:
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Thank...thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of
the Senate. I rise in support of this bill. Backdoor, rear &oor,
referendums, or not, these...these types of things are essential.
The bonding authority necessary for the airports of this State in
order to...to continue to grow for the coming years, in where our
system and this transportation...or this airport authority being
part of that national airway system, it's essential that we have
this, not only from the standpoint of safety, transportation
but the...but to continue growth fof the traveling public. I
urge your support.for this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? The question is,
shall Senate:.Bill 823 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? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On
that question, the Ayes are 27, the Nays are 18...all right, the
bill will be placed on the Order of Postponed Consideration.
Senate Bill 886, on page 13 of your Calendar. Senator Davidson.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 886.

( Secretary begins title of-bill )
PRESIDING OFFICER: $SENATOR BRUCE)

For what purpose does Sehator Carroll arise?
SENATOR CARROLL:

Mr...Mr. President, I'm sorry_. I'd asked the Secretary of
the Senate last night, I'd suggested a potential amendment which
I've filed with the Secretary. I don't know if there was going
to be a recall list, that was what I was advised. I have not
talked to Doc Davidson about it, yet. I presume there would: be
a list of those amendments filed, as has been the prior procedure

day by day so that I would then discus$ with him the potential of
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recalling this. There's an amendment that I did file, which is why

I asked that it be removed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senatoer Davidson.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

If we're going to get to where we...he hasn't talked to me,
but if we're going to get where...I'm willing to bring it back,
if...providing we're going to get to it. This is the Department
of Transportatiods bill, for downstate urban areas. I...I have
no problem as long as we're going to get an opportunity to pass
on it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The Chair will make no guarantee:that we will get back to
a bill of a number 886. I...I don't'want to be involved in the
controversy, but the Chair is not willing to make any guarantees
that we'll get to any bill twice today. Senator Carroll.

SENATOR CARROLL:

I was advised yesterday by leadership on this side, that
there would be an opportunity to thosebills that were recalled
to be gotten back to, during the course of the day or I would not
have done this.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:
Mr. President...
SENATOR CARROLL:

That was the:wunderstanding I had.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, well, I...I...I think that we will call bills that
are in proper shape, bills that are recalled are going to be
placed farther back in the...in the list. I don't think we can
guarantee any sponsor that we're going to get to the bill twice.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Mr. President...Senator Carroll, why not put a amendment on

over in the House?
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Carroll.

SENATOR CARROLL:

I'm not sure you could pass the bill in its present form.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Well, the Chair is at a loss as where we proceed. We are on
the Order of 3rd reading on 886. Senator Davidson.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Let's try it, if it doesn't pass, we'll put it on Postponed
and we'll pull it back for an amendment. Let's go.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY :

Senate Bill 886.

( Secretary reads title of bill )
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Mr. President, and members of the Senate. This is a Depart-
ment of Transportation bill, it has to do with the Downstate Public
Transportation Act. Authorizes the Department of Transportation
to make grants to monurbanized area carriers for planning purposes.
And the necessity of this bill, is that the availability of Section
18 funds for local planning grants for nonurban areas for public
transportation is available for a hundred percent Federal reim-
bursement. That's what the bill is all about. There's no cost
to the State of Illinois, as I understand it. I appreciate a
favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Carroll.

SENATOR CARROLL:

Well, it sounds like a reincarnate of 870, except that this is
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l. for those areas that are only paying twenty-five percent at the
2. fare box as opposed to those that are paying forty-seven to fifty-
3. two percent at the fare box. So, what we're saying is, if you don't
4. want to pay as much in the fare box, we'll just throw more and more
5. Federal and State grants at you. It seems to me, that if we cdn't
6. resolve 870 to capture money that's already ours, that we're about
7. to lose, why should we be running, seeking other monies that are
8. not going to be there, because we don't want to capture that which
9. we've already been granted, we want to throw it off to other states.
10. would hope that we would oppose-tﬁis, andtthen by way of amendment
11. possibly cure some of_the defects.
12. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
13. Further discussion? Further discussion? The question'.is,
14. shall Senate...Senator Davidson.
15. SENATOR DAVIDSON:
16. Well, you're mixing apples and oranges. First off, it doesn't
17. have anything to do with -capital grants or anything else. And
1i8. you talk about fare box, let's talk about what we downstaters
19. who pay a real estatetax so that the fare box...fare stays down.
20. We pay a real estate...tax of several dollars per year of each
Ta1. individual homeowner or business so that the fare box will stay
22. down. It has nothing to do with anything,..if wgpou want
23. to use this bill for something it...wasn't engendered, that's
24. your prerogative. But this is a request from the Department
25, of Transportation to answer some of the problems as you people
26. have talked about on reducing fuel use, so that public bodies»,
27. transit...operators, serving nonurbanized. . .nonurbanizeddreas
28. and the general populatién in that area will have an opportunity
29. to seeif public transportation is or is not feasible, iis or is
30. not affordable. I urge a Yes vote.
31. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
32, The guestion is, shall Senate Bill 886 pass. Those in favor

33 vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all
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voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the reeord.. On that question, the Ayes are 27, the Nays
are 10, none Voting Present. The sponsor asks that further con-
sideration of Senate Bill 886 be postponed. It will be placed on
the Order of Postponed Consideration. Senate Bill 1014, on page
14 of your Calendar. Senate Bill 1014, Senator Totten. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 1014,

( Secretary reads titienof bill )

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

Senator Totten.
SENATOR TOTTEN:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senate Bill 1014 addresses the deregulation of...of van
pooling. The City of Los Angeles and Knoxville, Tennessee have done
this, and it has worked very successful. The problem that exists
today, on car pooling and van pooling is that if the driver should
attempt to recapture some of the costs by charging a fare, they
come under the Common Carrier Act, and are regulated by the ICC.
wWhat this bill says, is that if a driver charges a fare, and they
...a driver can charge a fare, if they are also a commuter. Iﬁ
other words, if they are taking a group of people to and from work
and want to charge a fare, they are exempted from the ICC. This
would encourage ride sharing agreements, and has worked successfully
in a number of other states and cities. And I think it's a measure
that would well wind its way toward solving, or helping to alleviate
some of our transportation problems. I'd be happy to answer any
questions. And I'd appreciate a favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Is there discussion? Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:




14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
v29.
30.
31.
J2.
33.

Page 19 - May 29, 1981

Yes, Mr. President, and members of the Senate. I think Senator
Totten is very...should be commended for his concern. The problem
is that reading the synopsis; it says that it provides that no
unit of local government may impose these restrictions. And I would
ask the Chair for a ruling if that's preemptive, and if it is,
if it takesthe thirty-six votes to pass.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, the Chair is ready to rule. Since, in the Act,
it states, this Act is declared to be a denial and limitation of
the powers of home rule units pursuant to paragraph G of Section
6, Article VII of the Constitution. So, it...it...even the Act
itself indicates it is preemptive, and it willrequire a three-fifths
affirmative vote for passage. Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, well then, Mr. President. I...I would suggest that this
bill be brought back and placed in committee again for further
discussion. We are talking about now, municipalities, local units
of government, that would be’ preempted from probably issuing
vehicle stickers or some type of sticker where they do now. for
revenue. And I think this would inhibit local municipalities
from raising some revenue.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Well, thank you, Mr. President,‘and fellow Senators. It
seems to me that a cute little bill like this, should really be
looked at, especially in the light of ‘last night, and probably
today, and over the weekend, where reasonable people are going
to find a way into the mass transit solution. But it will be a
compromise. One of the compromise main line ingredients is to

free up pecple to move themselves and each other without the in-
tensive regulationy; the silly monopolistic creations that come

through that regulation. And gosh, I just wish that Senator
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Totten could get this bill out, and that people could get to do
their own thing, and get the damn government off their back.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate.
I wish at times we could remember from one day to the next what it

was that we said. Yesterday, we were talking about we need somew

thing. One of the great problems of mass transit is, we are using
the same system today we were using thirty and forty years ago.
You know, times change, and maybe there comes a day we've got to bend
just a little bit. And it isn't just van pools, whether we're \
talking about jitney cabs, or whatever, you know, you can't
always be locked in concretei Sometimes a new idéa must be allowed
to sneak in, and do you know, in the areas where we've tried a little
innovation, you .know, it's tended to work. And all we're trying
to say here is, try something for a change. We offer you the
potential to...of a partial solution. It doesn't work all at
once, but as I say to our great leader last night, who gave an
impassioned plea, ninety-five percent of which I agreed with, there
was just one minor technical part I had trouble with. But what
we're saying is, try it, if you sincerely want a solution. If
you want us cooperating with you, you have to show that you are not
cast in concrete also. This is a partial solution dealing with
a small part of the probiem. If you want a solution on the bigger
part, you'd better start dealing with us on some of the smaller
parts, too. Our. hand is out saying, join us in solving the problem.
If you don't reach out, shove it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

In that spirit of cooperation, Channel ‘2 has...seeking leave
to film the proceedings. 1Is there leave? Leave is granted. Now,
let' see, don't forget, Ladies and Gentlemen, it's now ten o'clock,

and we don't want to be here at ten o'clock tonight, we will limit debate
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on some of these. I have Senators Chew, Collins, Carroll, Lemke,
and Nimrod. Senator Chew. And Senator Chew, the timer is running.
Wé're going to start it...
SENATOR CHEW:

Thank you, Honorable President. The learned Gentleman from :
Wilmette, I didn't have the privilege of diving as deeply into
the barrel of knowledge as he saw. But when you talk about reach
out or shove it, I know what reach out means, but you didn't
finish the sentence. Would you like to elaborate on that? And
if not, all Savickas has said on the bill, and he's right, that
it does interfere with their home rule units. At the time we heard
this bill, that question did not arise. If it had come up and
proven to be disasterous to home rule units I would have opposed
it. Senator Savickas, did you make a motion to recommit to committee?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

It was a suggestion, because there is also another concern
that this revenue that's lost by local municipalities on their
vehicle tax stickers must be replaced under the State Mandates
Act. And I think this should be looked in...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Chew.
SENATOR CHEW:
. ...Mr. President, I would so move that we recommit this back
to the Committee on Transportation for further study, and we know what
the subject will be when it is studied. There is...already a sub-
committee that is working, and we would just put that into tke sub-
committee. So, I would so move.
PRESIDINGZOFFICER:.(SENATOR BRUCE)

All right. Senator Chew has made a motion to recommit Senate
Bill 1014 to the Committee on Transportation. Under Rule 34, a
motion to commit or recommit until it is decided, shall preclude

all amendments and debate on the main question. And so, we are now
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on the motion to recommit, and on that motion to recommit, is there
discussion? Senator Totten.
SENATOR TOTTEN:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I oppose the motion to recommit. The bill is...the bill
is a very simple measure, and there are no...there are no revenue
implications. It simply allows a commuter to charge a fare for
taking people in a ride sharing arrangement. There's no revenues
lost to a municipality, that is simply the exemption from the Act
that this provides, and if we are sincerely interested in providing
some alternative: means, than it seems to put this in committee would
be unwise, our wisest thing is to get it on the Governor's desk
as fast as we can.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further debate? Senator Nimrod. For what purpose does Senator

" Bowers arise?

SENATOR BOWERS:

I'm sorry, just a parliamentary inguiry. This requires thirty
votes?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Yes, it...it...
SENATOR BOWERS:

I guess if weé'te going to play games, we can be here all day.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Well...further discussion? Senator Nimrbd. Is Senator Nimrod
on the Floor? Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I just...l'm reading the bill...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The motion is...we are now on the motion to recommit, not on
passage.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I understand that.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Ckay .
SENATOR LEMKE:

I...does this still apply to zoning restrictions?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lemke...

SENATOR LEMKE:

Does this still apply to zoning restrictions? They can't
have zoning restrictions, or did you take that out of the bill?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE{

Senator Totten.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Because imposingzoningrest;ictions or taxes that ‘means you
can park a commuter bus in front of a house in a residential sub-
urb. And I don't think many of the residential suburbs in Cook
County want buses parked on their streets, because they have zoning
ordinances against that, especially commuter buses.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Totten.

SENATOR TOTTEN:

Are we debating the bill or the motion, Mr. President?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Well, it...that's...we are on the motion to recommit. Senator
Totten.

SENATOR TOTTEN:

The...the bill simply says it is preemptive, I agree with that.
That this...we would allow commuters or persons driving a car to
charge a fare to take people to work. And that requires a pre-
emption of home rule, and it...and it would preclude a home rule
unit from imposing any taxes on a ride sharing arrangement, or any
restrictive ordinances that come under this very narrow definition
of a commuter charging a fare to take other people.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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All right, Senator Lemke, on the motion to recommit.
SENATOR LEMKE:

That means that you can...park a commuter bus in a hice area
like River Forest on the street or in the driveway. You know, it
would be nice to have...I'd like to see this, Keats, in Wilmette
and Winnetka, to have these nice buses parked right...these
beautiful homes. I think we...we've got a few buses we'll move
there too, we'll have them parked there, from Evanston and...we've
got a few, we can move them...park them over there. Just park
them any placeyou want. You know. ..

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there further discussion? The motion is on...to recommit.
Further discussion of the motion? The question i¢s, shall Senate
Bill 1014 be recommittedto the Committee on Transportation. Those
in favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.
It will require thirty affirmative votes. The voting is open.
Have all votéd who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record.
On that guestion, the Ayes are 14, the Nays are 30, none Voting
Present. The motion to recommit is lost. We will now return to the
main motion, which is on the adoption of Senate Bill 1014. And
on the adoption, is there further discussion? 1Is there further
discussion? Senator Totten may close.

SENATOR TOTTEN:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I again rise to solicit your favorable vote on this pro-
posal. What it allows, is a person to charge a fare to take other
people to work, so that they do not come under the present regula-
tions of the ICC. 1It's a ride sharing arrangement that will en-
courage ride sharing, '‘and it deserves our favorable support.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 1014 .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?

—~ ==
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Take the record. On that question, the Ayes are 27, the Nays are
8, 7 Voting Present. Senate Bill 1014, having failed to receive
a constitutional...having failed to receive a constitutional majority
...the sponsor asks that further consideration of the 1Bill be post-
poned. It will be placed on the Order of Postponed Consideration.
The next bill under consideration is Senate Bill 1107, on page 14
of your Calendar. I'm sorry, it's 1059. Senate Bill 1059, on
page 14 of your Calendar, by Senator Grotberg. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 1059.

( Secretary reads title of bill )

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

Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Thank you, Mr. President, and fellow Senators. Senate Bill
1059 should have stayeéd on the Agreed Bill List because it makes
so much sense. It provides the authorization to establish a State
Trust Fund to the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs for
the purposes of properly accounting for Federal funds received for
general administration of this agency. This bill has been approved
by the Bureau of the Budget, it's been discussed withthe Office of
Comptroller, whHo is not opposed to this bill. Any opposition to
this bill is based upon the creation of a new and special fund.
And that the adoption of this fund would lead to other agencies
requesting such a fund. But this bill is critical to the depart-
ments fiscal operations, and would be cost effective to the State.
Now, I know that doesn't make sense anymore to be cost effective,
but this one is. Through the proposed indirect cost plan, the
State would recover State and Federal funds through the Federal
reimbursement...for‘indirect cost, the percentage six, five, four,

whatever the fund pays for administrative costs. These costs are
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1. associated with the administration costs of the broad spectrum of
2. Federal programs administered by...by Commerce and Community
3. Affairs Department. This agency is unique, DCCA, since they
4. receive over nine various Federal funds from the following Federal
'5. agencies, HUD, Economic and Development Administration, CETA,
6. OSHA, Energy, and Health and Human Services. Now, the Department
1. of Public Aid, DCFS, and Mental Health receive Federal dollars
8. from very few funds and Federal agencies, it's not nearly as com-
9. plicated. One of the things that we find are the liabilities
10. created by trying to handle nine Federal funds in one auditing
11. process. This cost plan has been tentativefy approved by the
12. Federal Government, and they will be conducting anion site review
13. on June 1 and 2, next week, in order to fully approve the plan.
14. The fund is directly dependent upon Federal resources, which are
15. classified as indirect costs. I'd be glad to try to answer any
16. questions about it, but it is a simple approach.:to a very com-
17. plicated program, to pool the fund, the Federal fund operating
18. reimbursement portion:; and I would move the adoption and ask for
19. your favorable support of this bill.
20. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
21, Any discussion? Senator Carroll.
22, SENATOR CARROLL:
23, Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
24. Senate. I rise.in opposition to this legislation. I do commend
25, Senator Grotberg and the department for being cost effective. I
26. said I would identify it, and I know they're over there laughing. In-
27. stead of the usualistuff we get from a lot of departments that are
28. all fancy drawn at hundreds of thousands of dollars, they very
29. skillfully with crayon showed us a chart flow of what they're
J0. intending to do by that. And that was cost effective, unfortunately
1 the bill isn't as effective as the chart. The problem with the.
32. legislation is, you're allowing a department to squirrel away money
33' outsidé the view of the General Assembly, capturing that money from

a bunth of sources, and using it, basically as they see fit. It
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allows them, instead of competing with the other departments for
General Revenue, and instead of being truly under the true look-
see of this General Assembly, they're doing what BOB has always
wanted to do, and BOB has been a pusher of the Governor's veto
of our Federal Funds Bill. BOB doesn't want us to know what they're
doing when they're playing with some of these monies. And true, they
get it from nine sources, but every agency today, of State Government,
if they're doing their job, are trying, and not so successfully
trying, to capture Federal bucks. To allow them each to create
separate funds, I believe, is thébopposite of the way the General
Assembly has always wanted to go. Each time you set up an earmarked
fund, you set up-another problem. The point of this should be,
they should better account for that work which they‘are doing for
the Feds, which is reimbursable, and should be, rather than asking
us to allow them to have a slush fund, of Federal dollars, and
then allow each other agency so to do as well. I don't think this
idea is as worthy of consideration as Senator Grotberg, and I do
believe all those who have worked with the appropriations process,
and many others, have been opposing these types of earmarked funds
for many, many years, because they only come back to haunt us
later. I would hope we could oppose this at this time.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further disé¢ussion? The question is, shall Senate Bill...
Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Well, I thipk in the face of...of smooth talk, that I should
probably close. Because silver tongue from Chicago would have
you think that this bypasses the appropriation process, wrong.
One hundred and eighty degrees wrong, and I can't start my day
out just accepting statements like that. It all has to be appro-
priated. And as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I would
submit that we will be able to figure out what's going on. It all
has torbe subject to Federal accounting procedures. The Federal

Govermnment will save twenty percent of the auditing cost just
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knowing where to go to look for the money, given the silly parade
that goes on in chasing down Federal dollars. Every program
in it is audited. The money is audited, we appropriate it, it
went out of Executive Committee 13 to zero. It was on the Consent
Calendar for ten days. My, this must be a problem with somebody,
somewhere, because it makes sense. I would ask for everybody to
give me a vote, even though I feel that I may have some opposition.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 1059 pass. Those in favor
vote Aye. Those opposed vote Na§: The voting is open. Have all

voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On

that question, the Ayes are...29, the Nays are 21, 1 Voting Present.

Senate Bill 1042, having failed will be placed on the Order of
Postponed Consideration. Senate Bill 1107, on page 14, Senator

McMillan. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

(END OF REEL)
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SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 1107.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
- Senator McMillan,

SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, Senate Bill
1107 is primarily a bill which makes corrections in the
Statute, such as the following, it.;.deals with the oath
which an assessor takes, and it clarifies it so that he
takes an oath to carry out the law as provided by the General
Assembly rather than relating to some specifics which could

change from time to time. If changes the language to make it

clear that...that in counties, such as Cook, where classification

occurs, it makes the language clear with regard to the assess-
ment of certain property, such as...a farm dwelling, it also
clears up some other language with regard to...the multi-
plier. An amendment was added onto the pill by Senator
Netsch which...I think she's prepared to...explain.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you. The amendment was at the request of the
Department of Revenue and dbes basically two things. It
makes all exemptions subject to department review and, in
effect, equalizes the treatment, whether the exemption has
been denied or approved. Currently only the...those that
have been approved are subject to department review., I
think that makes a good deal of sense. And secondly, it
...gives the department the authority to order that property,
which ha; been...improperly determined exempt, can be restored

to the rolls until all of the procedures are...taken care of.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:
Yes, Mr. President, I would...ask for a ruling on the
Chair if this bill is preemptive.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Alright. Senator...is that all, Senator?

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCﬁ)“
Alright. We'll get back to you before we close debate. !
Further discussion? 1Is thére further discussion? Senator
McMillan may close.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:
Yes, I think...the provisions of the...bill are set
forth fairly clearly. Senator Netsch has explained the
details of the amendment. I would seek a favorable roll
call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
The Chair has reviewed Senate Bill 1107 and on page
10 of that...that legislation it states that the department
...1f the department determines that any property has been
unlawfully exempted from taxation or is no longer entitled
to exemption, the department shall before January of...any
year direct that the county assessor, supervisor of assess-
ments or board of assessors, assess the property and return
it to the assessment rolls for the next assessment year.
It is the ruling of the Chair that this is preemptive in
that there are home rule counties that have made determinations
as to assessments and this would allow the Department of
Revenue to change those assessments and exemptions. Sb, it
will require 36 affirmative votes for‘passage. The question

is, shall Senate Bill 1107 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
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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 40, the Nays are 6, 2 Voting
Present. Senate Bill 1107 having received a constitutional
majority is declared passed. Senate Bill 1119, on page 15
of your Calendar, Senator Newhouse. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary, please.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 1119,

(Secretary reads title éfbbill)

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

Senator Newhouse.
SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

Thank you, Mr. President. This is that grandfather clause
bill that we had last year. There are some...there was some
technical problems which were straightened out. 1In addition
to that, however, the industry asked that...asked to add on
some things...an...and an amendment that would...have the effect
of keeping untaxed liquor out of the State and it might...
result in some...some revenue to the State of...of approxi-
mately a hundred and fifty million, according to their
figures. I would ask for a favorable roll cail.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? The question
is, shall Senate Bill 1119 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 35, the Nays
are 17, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 1119 having received
the required constitutional majority is declared passed. 1168,
Senator Jeremiah Joyce. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
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Senate Bill 1168.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Jeremiah Joyce. Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
could probably best approach this by trying to f£ind out why
it was taken off the Agreed Bill List. Basically, what the
bill seeks to do, it seeks to assi§£ the fire marshal in
setting up programs with local fire departments for notification
procedures to identify where invalids and handicapped persons
live. .We're probably talking about an expenditure of approxi-
mately fifty thousand dollars, probably less than twenty
percent of that amount going to the City of Chicago. The
City of Chicago's communication system is prepared to go
in about four or five months. It probably will proceed with
or without this with this type of a program. This has the
support of...fire departments all over the State. It's
been tried in other parts of the country. Memphis has been
lauded for its program. It is not...it was not a vehicle.
Some people thought this is...that this was a vehicle. Quite
frankly, I don't understand why it was taken off the Agreed
Bill List, perhaps one of the signatories could comment on
that.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (_SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Joyce, have you concluded? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise to question...this bill based upon the fact that, as
the sponsor mentioned,...I wonder if we really need it,
if it isn't a voluntary effort? First of all, we're talking

about something like fifty thousand dollars across the State



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Page 33 - May 29, 1981

which would mean a very small amount of money to an indi=~
vidual department, which I doubt very much they'd be able
to use to any extent. Now, we've had some legislation like
this in the past in which we've tried to get the State Fire
Marshal into supervising grants to local departments in
which they would help to buy...equipment and that sort of
thing. The problem has been...is the problem of administration,
the State Fire Marshal's Office doesn't have the people and
doesn't have the personnel to actually administer this kind
of aprogram plus the fact, they musﬁvset up rules and regu-
lations...to administer this program, which they don't
seem to be able to do. I think it's a very laudable effort.
I think that the fact that...what the Senator is trying to
do is to...find out where those disabled people live so that
in case of an emergency they can be properly taken care of
is something that might very well be done on a basis with-
in the fire departments themselves rather than have the
State get involved in this. And the...the follow-up on
that is the fact that...once the State Marshal...the State
Fire Marshal is required to set up this program, next
year you'll have several other programs and pretty soon
you'll have a bureaucracy and the State Fire Marshal's Office
is going to cost a tremendous amount of money and probably
take final control out of the hands of the local departments
in the operation of their...of their departments.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Berning.

SENATOR BERNING:

Thank you, ‘Mr. President. Just to...elaborate on what...

the previous speéker said. It appears to me that this may
be one of those things that starts out very innocuously.
Fifty thousand dellars is not a whole lot of money, but then

the...requests continue to grow and I'm reminded of the
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Illinois Arts Council started out at exactly the same amount
of money and we're now up...up to five million dollars

for that endeavor. But probably...equally as important is
the current appropriation to the Office of the State Fire
Marshal. The Grants in Aid Program...may have been amended
down somewhat, but according to the budget was a million
two sixty-five and...support services five hundred and
forty=-eight thousénd. It just appears to me that...this
would be an ill-advised time to embark on this sort of a
program, which could be duplicatoff;

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Jeremiah Joyce may
close.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Thank you. You're getting carried away with this
thing. Let me tell you what we're talking about. We're
talking about having someone in the State Fire Marshal's
Office who would become knowledgeable and perhaps an expert
in setting up a program for identifying handicapped people
and invalids. Putting them into a system so that when some-
one calls of a...with a alarm of a fire at a location, the
information that an invalid or a handicapped person is on
the premises or possibly on the premises would be known
to the fire department when they're responding to the call.
In terms of what the fire marshal is going to give to local
aepartments, we're talking about assistance in setting up
forms, that type of thing. Fifty thousand dollars is an
outside cap. That was, I think, made very clear in committee.
Respectfully, Senator Mahar and Senator Berning, you're simply
making a lot more out of this than it is. 1It's a good idea.
It's worked other places and I urge your support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 1168 pass. Those in
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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 51, the Nays are none,
2 Voting Present. Senate Bill 1168 having received the re-
quired constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate
Bill...alright, If you'll return to page 13 of your Calendar,
Senate Bill 983 was removed from the Agreed Bill List on the
day which we went Ehrough the list and Senator Marovitz held
983 and we called the bill right after it, we should have
called 983. So, with leave of thé-ﬁody, we will turn to
page 13 of the Calendar...and take up Senate Bili 983, 1Is
there leave? Leave is granted. 983, Mr. Secretary. Read
the bill, please. .
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 983.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Marovitz.
SENATCOR MAROVITZ:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentle-
men of the Senate. Senate Bill 983 merely provides for
transcripts of weekly meetings of the Illinois Commerce
Commission that are held alternatively in Chicago and Spping—
field at which decisions aﬂd opinions are given orally.
Currently, there's no transcript or tapes made of these
proceedings, even though important decisions and reasons for
these decisions are given at that time. This bill does not
provide for any...free transcript. It does not provide for
any free transcripts., It says that the public would be
allowed to buy these transcripts at a reasonable cost and
I'd ask for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

e
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Is there discussion? Senator McMillan.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:-

Mr. President and members of the Senate, I rise in
opposition to the bill. The bill got extensive debate in
committee. There are problems which some people sometimes
have in getting access to transcript, but those transcripts
are available and can be obtained. This particular bill and
what it would require is going to be costly,. it could be abused,
and is simply going farther than is necessary in order to make
the information available to the éébple that need it and I
would oppose it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Berning.
SENATOR BERNING:

Just a question of the sponsor. Who...is the beneficiary
of the printing and making available of these transcripts? 1Is
that the court reporters?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE}

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

When you say who's the beneficiary...whomever the ICC
chooses to be the court reporting service...whomever they
choose...they would be the court reporting service and as
far as the beneficiary, the beneficiary would be the citizenry
who would have the opportunity to buy the transcripts. There would
be no cost involved because the cost would be borne in the...
in the cost of the transcripts that were available to the
public.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Berning.
SENATOR BERNING:
Well, I...I think you have pretty well answered my question.

It is the court repofters who get these...the fees for these
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transcripts and if I recall correctly,...just recently we
again increased the rates that the court reporters...are
eligible to charge and...it appears to me that this is an
effort to accommodate a small segment of our society.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Johns.
SENATOR JOHNS:

As a member of the committee, I did hear extensive dis-
cussion about this and I rise in support of it. 1It's exactly
what Senator Marovitz said. The §ﬁblic would be better in-
formed. We...we...everyday I receive hundreds of brochures
of all kinds of trivia from all of our agencies.throuéhout
State Government. We can't even begin to read them, as you
know, because we don't have the time and they're on the best of
paper at tremendous expense to State Government. I wouldn't

mind if we abolished every periodical from every department

and every agency and when we wanted something we could ask for it

or anybody that wanted it could get it. But here is something
that to me you're denying £he public access to informaéion
which would help all kinds of public action groups and citizens
who are inquiring about what's taking place in these meetings
and I urge a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATCR EGAN:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. My
question is very basic and that is, the...the bill provides
that the commission shall provide transcripts...which is
absolutely mandatory and...then it makes...requirement of them
that they have these available for public inspection and then
...requires them to provide transcripts to the public. That
escapes me, I...what does that mean?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Further discussion? Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

In...in answer to the...Senator's question, what that
means is that the public would have an opportunity to buy the
transcripts at a reasonable cost set by the Commerce Commission
to...to take a look at what happened at these hearings, what
decisions were made and the rationale behind those decisions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

But...but that is in contravention to Subparagraph 1,
where it says the commission shall provide transcripts and
there is no further requirement. There are three separate
requirements. The first requirement says that they shall
provide transcripts and then it kind of waters it doﬁn a
little but;..by saying that then they should make them avail-
able,and then they say, then they should pay for them, but
they are not mutually exclusive.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

They are all consistent. Presently, there are no tran-
scripts made or provided. What this bill says, is that
they'd get a court reporter and provide a transcript and in
addition to providing a transcript, they would have...they
would give the public, which they don't have today, the
opportunity to buy those transcripts at a reasonable cost to
offset whatever the cost to the Commerce Commission was.

They are all consistent.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

I should have said they are not mutually exclusive...I

a1
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should have said they are not mutually inclusive. In fact,
they are mutually exclusive. They're...they don't have to do
...they don't have to provide these at public expense. They
have to provide them period, and there  is no fiscal impact...
note in the bill, There's no way to have a handle on what
you're...every time we pass a...an amendment around here of
any size it costs fifty to seventy-five dollars. There's...
there's no handle on it. 1It's loose. My objection is, that
the whole idea is valid but your bill is loose.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCEy

Senator Marovitz. .
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Well, I would take exception, the bill isn't loose. The
...the sixteen dollars a week is the charge for a court reporter
for this, a hundred and eighty-four dollars a week for tran-
scripts, two hundred dollars a week...so we're talking about
a ten thousand a ye&r maximum cost, which will be offset by
the charges to the public to get a hold of these transcripts.
It's...it's...it's very, very simple. It's probably so simple
that maybe that's why you're trying to make it more complicated.
It's very simple. There are no transcripts today. We're
saying let's make the transcripts available and let people buy
them at a cost that will offset whatever the cost is to the
Commerce Commission to know what the decisions are and the
rationale behind the decisions. TIt's just that simple.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Ozinga.

SENATOR OZINGA:

Well, did I hear him right when he said sixteen dollars
a week for a court reporter?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz. -

SENATOR MAROVITZ:
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You heard me right because the meetings are held once a
week and they're about two hour meetings. You heard me cor-
rect.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Ozinga.
SENATOR OZINGA:

How many of these hearings are had every week?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.

SENATOR MAROVITZ:

One hearing a week. Fifty-two hearings. Two hours a
week approximately average time at a cost of eight dollars
an hour. That is sixteen dollars a week for a court reporter.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Ozinga.

SENATOR OZINGA:

That's on each case, but now there are a number of cases
that are up and they do not have to do anything with these
cases because they just issue their...decision. Now, the
cost has got to be tremendous. I agree with Senator Egan
when he-says, "in a long=-run this is going to cost a lot of
dough and the recovery is going to be minimal.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Bowers.
SENATOR BOWERS:

I...I don't want to drag this on forever, Senator Marovitz,
but it seems to me that...that what you're really saying is
that they...they have to provide a transcript and then if some-
body wants a copy of that transcript, they got to pay for it.
The original transcript is at State cost. Now, I guess the
issue really is...how much that original transcript is going.
to...is going to, you know,...is going to cost and that's what

somebody...a lot of us around here would like to get a handle on
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and I'm surevcan't. If I understood you correctly, there's
no transcript made today. So now we're going to provide a...
a transcript. Okay. If it is a contested hearing...and...and
...it's going to be a ten day hearing or whatever it is in
front of the commission itself, is there a transcript provided
today?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Yes, there is a transcript aiready provided for those
hearings which...which are not involved in this billi. For
those...involved hearings where there's...contest...that is

not...what this bill is about. This is their weekly meetings

" where they announce decisions and the rationale for those

decisions, not the long involved testimony. That is not
involved in this bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Grotberg.
SENATOR GROTBERG:

Well, just a point that has not been touched upon.
Assuming the new Open Meetings Act Bill...gets signed into law
in one form or another, every meeting of the Commerce Commission
will be like every meeting that anybody else will héve and
right now today they have luncheon meetings of their own that
the pubiic seemingly is not interested in. I'm sure that would
be part of this program, but anybody for a quarter can get a
copy of their proceedings now of their regular public hearings
that they give notice on.. Twenty-five cents. I don't think
that we can start going into this kind of a...mandate until we
see what happens with open meetings in general. It's just bad
legislation. There's...there's no possible...sense to it.
Leading out with...0f all commissions, the Commerce Commission

to have a transcript of every time they have a cup of coffee,
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every time ...because they'll all be open meetings, public
meetings. That's the words that are used and it says every
public meeting and I think that Senator Marovitz would agree
with me that that is the inference...maybe that's the guts
of the bill too, but...I would recommend a No vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Bowers.
SENATOR BOWERS:

For a second time, I think we're making a mountain out of a mole-
hill, frankly. Senator Grotberg,‘if says the regular meetings.
It's not any meeting that's held over a cup of coffee. I don't
find anything particularly objectionable here and...and it
seems to me that...that the public is entitled to know and...
and this can't be that large a cost if we're simply talking
about those regular meetings that last a couple of hours a
week. I think we ought to vote Aye.

PRESIDING COFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Marovitz may close.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Thank you, Mr. President. Well, what we are ta;king about
in this real simple bill, is just making transcripts available
where presently there are not transcripts available to the
public. So the public will be served and for these transcripts
there is no cost...to the...Commerce Commission because the...
the public will pay for them to offset the cost at whatever
cost is set by the Commerce Commission. This is an effort to
inform the public about decisions that will affect them and
the rationale behind those decisions. It's just that simple
and if they want to be informed, they have to pay for it. It's
just that simple and I would ask for an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
The question is, shall Senate Bill 983 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 who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes
are 45, the Nays are 10, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 987
...983 having received the required constitutional majority is
declared passed. For what purpose does Senator Johns arise?
SENATOR JOHNS:

I1'd like leave of the Body to be shown as a hyphenated
cosponsor of that bill because I believe in it so much.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE}

Is there leave? Leave is gréﬂfed. We will now return
to page 2 on your Calendar where we concluded business last
evening and begin with Senate Bill 149, which did not make
the Agreed Bill List. Senator Rock, do you wish...read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 148.

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

Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. After our rather lengthy discussion last night, I
think everyone is aware of the subject matter and Senate Bill
149 attempts to address the transportation crisis. It affords
yet another alternative in order to avoid what appears to be
an impending shutdown. Senate Bill 149, as amended, would A
authorize the Regional Transportation Authority to impose a
gross receipts tax region-wide. That would be a gross receipts
tax derived from the sale of petroleum products in the metro-
politan region, the six county area. The second thing that
this bill would do, would afford the Regional Transportation

Authority to borrow up to an additional two hundred million
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dollars for the purpose of interim financing. I would solicit
your favorable vote. I think if this bill also fails, then
I will be in a position, and I've already discussed with the
Speaker, that we had better seriously consider a call for a
Special Session to commence tomorrow at noon because time
is running out and we are prepared to do virtually, anything
within reason to avoid a shutdown in the regional transportation
area. I urge your favorable vote for Senate Bill 149.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senatof>§hilip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Here we are again with the same old solution and it's
always the same solution from the other side of the aisle.
The solution to all problems, to everybody is the same thing,
increased taxes. You know, Gentlemen, until there's some cost
containment with the CTA, who is getting twelve dollars and
two cents an hour, forty-seven percent fringe benefits, and
this tax would raise in the area the first year two hundred
and forty million dollars. I don't think we can find it in
our hearts to do anything. Now, we have a proposal, we have
made a suggestion, we have been talking with the other side
of the aisle and hopefully...hopefully we can work out some
...some kind of an accord. I certainly think that this is
unwise, unjustified and it's the same old problem, the same
old answer, increase taxes. And quite frankly, Gentlemen,
it isn't going to fly.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

-Further discussion? Senator Savickas.
_SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Well, Mr. President, I'm appalled at Senator Philip's
concern about increased taxes, that he doesn't want to solve

this problem by increasing taxes. How does he expect to solve
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this problem? His proposal is to increase taxes in Chicago

on the real estate or the sales tax. Isn't that a tax increase?
Senator Rock has made a legitimate effort to accommodate those
people that are concerned about a State-wide tax and claim

that this is a local problem, should be solved locally. The
Republican side of the aisle has refused to introduce any
legislation that would support the people of this State of
Illinois that use our mass transportation system. Senator Rock
has introduced a proposal, in fact, two of them. Democratic
members of the House have introduééd proposals. I have even
taken the initiative and introduced a proposal. We have yet

to receive one formal piece of legislation from that side of
the aisle. This is a serious problem. We're talking toaay
...the daily service is like two and a half million people
daily are using public transportation. The commuter rails have
over two hundred and eighty thousand people daily using it,
suburban busses, a hundred and twenty-five thousand, the CTA
busses, alone, have seven...one million seven hundred thousand
people on a daily basis. Senator Philip is concerned about
raising taxes. How does he expect this State Government to
operate without increasing taxes? He's increasing them
constantly. We are asking for consideration in an area that

is a livelihood, not only for the peéple involved, but for

. the State of Illinois. We're asking for a fair consideration

that a proposal to keep these trains running, to keep the peopie
yorking, keep the taxes flowing into the State Treasury so it
can pay for all of these programs. I suggest that Senate Bill
149 should be voted out with a Aye vote and if there is any
reasonable proposal that the other side of the aisle wishes to
make...to introduce their legislation or to offer it as an

amendment in the House and keep this alive. I suggest the

members on our side of the aisle show their concern for the people

of Illinois and in the six county region by voting Aye for this

proposal.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Totten.

SENATOR TOTTEN:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate., I don't know how clear many of us can be or how much
clearer we can be. What we have said time and time again is
that let us talk about the cost side of the equation before
we talk about the revenue side of the equation. Time and time
again the city, the CTA, and the RTA has come down to us and

we have raised taxes and provided more revenue. Time and time

again the CTA, the RTA have continued to abuse the taxpayer's
money by labor practices, refusal to raise fares, refusal to
contain ‘«costs. The time is now to turn the tide. The time
is now to say to those tax eaters who are abusing the tax
dollars of not only the people from the RTA region and the City
of Chicago but of the entire State that we want to talk about
cost containment first and then we'll talk about the revenue
side of the equation. And until then, we are derelict in our
duties to see that State resources are spent in the most
efficient manner. .
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Keats.
SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gent;emen of the

Senate. Perhaps you've,,.missed our message. Let me spell it

for you, CUT C O S T S, it's called cut costs. If you

actually are concerned about mass transit, we are available.
You know where our offices are, we're not hiding out anywhere,
we're right here. When the day comes that you decide that
quality mass transit is more important than this political crap
you keep throwing. around, we are all available. There are
twenty-nine votes who are perfectly willing to discuss quality

mass transit, not simply for the metrecpolitan area, but for
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this whole State. And as soon as you've decided that quality
mass transit is more important than all your political diatribes
and Sun Times editorials, we're here, just give us a call,
we're not going anywhere.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Carroll.
SENATOR CARROLL:

Thank you, Mr. Preéident and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. You've been here and I think you've been sitting too
long, some of you on the other siaé.of the aisle. We have
been discussing this all Session and we have talked cost con-
tainment and we have talked reduced services in areas without
need. You well know that what you asked of the board last week
would not have kept the transit system open one more day. That
is not the solution. They do not have the funds with which to
operate and where do you break down every time there is a
proposal, that is in providing the money, that is in providing
the means to keep the people moving, moving to their jobs,
moving to hospitals, moving to other places that they want to
go to on public transportation. You're not talking cost contain-
ment. You're talking dialogue that you're not willing to get
into. I sat with members on your side last week and we worked
out, what I thought, was a reasonable approach. It did
talk cost containment. It did talk allowing the RTA to get the
needed figures from the carriers, suburban,city and trains. It
talk eliminating services that were not cost effective and cost
efficient, it did talk of tying labor contracts to Sessions of
the General Assembly so that you can have what you want, some
hammer. But it also talked about putting back in what has to
be there, what's there for elsewhere in the State and not for
our region,.a State subsidy that everyone else is enjoying
and we are not. It did talk about saying the State is involved

in the six county region, the State is involved in the City of
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Chicago; the County of Cook, and the collar counties. It did
talk about saying the State will put its dollars where its
mouth allegedly has been, as it does downstate, and it did
talk, yes, about impdsing a tax within the region. But that's
not what you want. You want to cripple the City of Chicago,

you want to cripple your riders so that they won't be able to

get to their jobs, the elderly, the people who have to go to

hospitals, the people who have to use other essential services.
You don't want to talk about that, you don't want to talk about
really providing a meaningful solﬁfion. This is an effort.

I think it's a step we have to take if we're going to be legitimate
in our approach. Cost containment starting today will not

keep the busses open tomorrow. There's just not enough waste
there that anybody has identified, even by eliminating those
empty runs, to provide one day's fuel, That's where the answer
is at. You know it, we know it, the people of the State know
it. It's about time we put the votes where they should be.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) .

The Tribune is seeking leave to shoot still photographs.
Is there leave? Leave is granted. Senator Collins.

SENATOR COLLINS:

Thank you, Mr. President. And I'm going to be brief
because I think Howard Carroll just said exactly what I wanted
to say, but let me reiterate the wholg excuse of cost contain-
ment. ' That's no argument at all because there's no cost to
contain. There is no money to operate the system and that's
what we're talking about. It is simply saying that...first
of all, if you were going to purchase a home and you were going
to rehabilitate that home, you most certainly would have to
have the monies to purchase the home or knew where the money
was coming from before you can talk about seeking monies to
repair the home and this is what youire trying...we're talking

about here. Senator Rock is talking about some...type of

e
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viable financial resources to keep the system operating. He
said last night repeatedly that he is willing to talk about
structural changes, cost céntainment, revitalization of the
systems, opts out and any other thing that you wish to dis-
cuss to make the system effective. I think what you're doing
is copping=-out and it's time. for us to stop playing games.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, why don't we talk a liﬁﬁie bit about equity and
justice. I...I'm just,...you know, totally chagrined. It
hasn't been mentioned, by the way, that as I understand it, this
bill does not repeal the existing sales tax on the six county
area, this is an add on. I think it's become obvious to
everyone on this side of the aisle and I think a surprising
number of people on that side of the aisle, including people
who perhaps will be voting for this, that the current monster
up there can eat money faster than we could print it, let
alone appropriate it and I think it would be a height of
irresponsibility for us to do anything, Senator Collins, until
we get a collar on that monster and bring it under control.

I should respectfully remind you that I was one of those
people who voted against giving up the State subsidy,+=who

said it was a bad idea at that time. I don't have anything
on my .conscience that the six county area doesn't have a State
subsidy. I opposed the repeal of that State subsidy. We had
that subsidy for several years and out of greed we gave it up.
That's why we don't have it. Because the powers that be in
the RTA decided to let that little apple go to get their hands
on an even bigger apple. So, we don't have a subsidy in the
six county area and they do downstate and we don't have it
because we were greedy. That's the long and short of it. We

éan't talk about additional dollars to the RTA and the CTA until
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we find...get some assurances that that organization and that
operation is going to be fair to all the people of the six
county area and that it will stop burning the public's money.
And that is, in effect, what it is doing with these outrageous
salaries, its horrible mismanagement. I would respectfully
remind those of you who participated that...a week or ten
days ago thirty-eight members of this Body signed a letter
and sent it to the CTA respectfully requesting salary infor-
mation on the...contract employees of that agency. Several
of us have been trying for over a.féar to get it. The RTA
Board, who have literally pumped hundreds of millions of dollars
into the CTA, confessed they've néver seen it, Here we are a
week, ten days later and thirty-eight members have been ignored
to date by the CTA. They won't tell us what they pay those
employees and they have the gall to ask for more money? How .
can anybody here vote for more money for an agency that refuses
to tell us what they pay their employees? If a State depart-
ment came in here and told Senator Carroll or Senator Buzbee
we aren't going to tell you what wé pay our employees, it
ain't any of your business, just give us more money, Senator
Buzbee and Senator Carroll would put two new holes in the
roof on your side of the aisle and there would probably be several
over on this side. We can't give 'this agency any more money
until we bring it under control or the voters can and will
throw each and every one of us out of office.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator McMillan.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Mr, President and members of the Senate, let me just make
a...a couple of points that I think need to be made about the
substance of the bill without getting further into the dis-
agreements that go across the aisle. One of the things that

I think should be understood is, that even though this is an
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attempt and a genuine attempt to make sure that the burden

of this tax is on the RTA region, just attempting to do that
doesn't make it happen. If you really look at the way the bill
is drafted and is...if you really think about the structure of
the oil industry in that area, the burden of this tax is going
to fall outside the region. It does indicate that the person
that will have to write the check to the Department of Revenue
will be the receiver of the o0il product that will be in the
area, but because there's a large amount of the o0il industry
concentrated, particularly in the.géuth part of that region,
there's an awful lot of the...oil companies that operate in
the entire State that are there and many of the distributors
are there and the first point of delivery will be in that
district. But that fuel, whether:it be for automobiles, or
whether it be for heating fuel,.or whether it be for farm
tractors, or whether it be for...downstate mass transit busses,
or whether it be for whatever reason, will end up being paid
for by a lot of people outside the region. Now, there are a
lot of us that maybe are so far away from civilization that it
really won't affect us, but there are a lot of people in the
counties that surround the metropolitan area that will, in
fact, be picking up part of the burden and I think that's a
fact that should be known. There's another fact that I think
really needs to be pointed out, on page 31 of the amendment

and this is regard to the...the...interim financing. If you
look at that in the middle of the.page, there's a provision
that I really think ought to be brought out into the public.
It talks about the notes that will be negotiated in order to
help...carry the...system over until permanent financing comes.
And when it indicates that the...the notes can either be done
competitively or negotiated, it has in parentheses, without any
requirement of publication of intention to negotiate the sale

of such notes. In other words, it can be done without even

=n



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32,

33.

May 52 - May 29, 1981

any public notification that the negotiation is being done
and I, frankly, think that, quite apart from all the other
arguments that we have gotten into, also makes this particular
bill objectionable and I would oppose it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD:
Thank you...thank you, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Nimrod, would you mo&é'over to Senator Philip's
microphone?
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. It seems to me that we all had better start listening
...both sides of the aisle. I believe you, Senator Rock, and
all of you that are over there when you say that you are ready
to make some compromises and changes on the structure. When
you're saying that you're agreeable to cost containment, that
in fact, you...are ready to make serious cuts in the present
services where they're unneeded, where, in fact, labor contracts
should, in fact, be negotiated...renegotiated, where you're
willing to say that a vacant seat can be certainly given to
the suburban side or the county...collar counties. I think
a lot of us have not been listening to what you've been saying
and I, for one, must tell you that I agree with you that the
financial structure is one that has to be addressed. I'm not
sure that our proposal is,..is proper and adequate. I'm not...
and I'm saying that I don't think at this time that yours
seems to be the answer either, but I do think that in the last
twenty-four hours beside the...negoﬁiating groups that have
been involved some of us have seen that there has been some
great progress that has been made. None of us on this side

or other sides want to see the RTA or the CTA or any of the
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transit systems in our suburbs or areas shut down. I think we can
expect that they do run efficiently, we can expect that there
...savings will be made and for one time let's quit talking
about the structure. We do have, in fact, some serious problems
on financing. I think in all seriousness we want to sit and
talk more and negotiate and see if we can find a satisfactory
answer. I want to commend you last night for putting the other
bill on Postponed Consideration. We haven't had a chance

to talk any further since last night and I would hope that

maybe you might initiate, as I'm ﬁféing many people on our

side to form some sort of financial negotiation to continue

and hopefully over the weekend that we can come up with some
answers, as you have and we have, on the structure. I would

say at this time that...we've made great progress and I, for
one, am very pleased with what I see happening. I think that
we are a responsible Senate and we'll come up with some
responsible answers, but now, under this particular condition
...this gun, I don't think we can do it at this moment.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Bloom. Is there...further
debate? Senator Rock may close.
SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I will be brief, but there are just a couple of things
that I would like to point out. It seems that we are in kind
of an inverse ratio as the trains and the busses slow down...
the rhetoric seems to increase around here. Nobody apparently
has bothered to read Senate Bill 854, as amended, because
contained therein are many of the items that you're already
talking about in terms of cost containment. That bill does
call for the fare box to represent a certain percentage...of
the operational cost. We can and will mandate the abolition

of...duplicative or non-used routes. That bill does call for
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all providers to come forward with a balanced budget. And
further I might add, Senator Schaffer, that about two months
ago Senator Shapiro shared with me a printout that he received
from the Chicago Transit Authority outlining their salary
structure. There was additional testimony in committee.

And so many of the things that we're talking about are, in

my Jjudgment, simply talk. 1It's rhetoric. There are a couple
of things I will readily admit that are not in 854. I do

not call for, nor will I call for a renegotiation of an existing
labor contract., And it's interesﬁiﬁg to me at least, that

you call for the reopening and renegotiation of the Chicago
Transit Authority labor contracts, but conveniently forget

the contracts with the brotherhood on the commuter rails

and those folks are at thirteen and fourteen and fifteen
dollars an hour. And I don't call for the abolition of the
current practice of allowing certain public employees from
free rides, because I think it's a good thing when the Chicago
Police Department employees can ride and do ride on the
Chicago Transit Authority. So there are some areas of agree-
ment and there are some areas of disagreement. The bottom
line, however, is that additional revenue is absolutely
essential. Without it...the structure is going to go

away anyway. And Senator McMillan's plea, I think, should
fall on deaf ears. He obviously has never been involved in
the sale of bonds. A negotiated sale is not something sinister.
It's something that's common practice. Additional revenue is
absolutely essential and we can talk and we can talk and we
can talk about all these picayune things concerning structure,.
most of which we will readily agree to. - But until we're
willing, as I said last night, to bite the bullet and admit

to the people that we represent that yes, nobody likes to

raise taxes, that's not going to be on page 1 of my brochure,

if I ever run again, that I was responsible for a tax increase
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of any kind. And I'm sure it won't be on yours. But the

fact of the matter is we have to be responsible and make

some very difficult decisions., Additional revenue is
absolutely essential and so when last night a lot of people
said, "oh, no, not a State-wide tax," even though sixty
percent of it was going to solve the deteriorating road

system problem in this State, I proposed and do propose

at this moment, alright we'll tax ourselves region-wide.

We'll give the Regional Transportation Authority the authority
by an extraordinary vote to impose this kind of a tax only

in the areas they service. And we've got enough opt out

bills around to...in both Chambers and I'm sure McHenry County
will be able to opt out if that board is irresponsible enough
to want to do that. The fact of the matter is, we need
additional revenue. If yoﬁ don't like a State-wide, this is
region-wide and I urge a favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shali Senate Bill 149 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is 6pen.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all
voted who wish? Take the record. On that guestion, the Ayes
are 22, the Nays are 34, The sponsor asks that further con-
sideration of Senate Bill 149 be postponed. It will be
placed on the Order of Postponed Consideration. Senate Bill
163, Senator Jeremiah Joyce. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary,
please.

SECRETARY :
Senate Bill 163.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Channel 25 has sought leave to shoot tape. Is there

leave? Leave is granted. Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
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SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Senate
Bill 163 amends the Illinois Unemployment Insurance Act. It
provides for relocation grants and low interest loans to
Illinois residents who are unemployed and cannot find employ-
ment in the State of Illinois. The program would be administered
by the Illinois Department of Labor. The grants would be made
on a case by case basis with the following factors to be
considered in awarding the grants and the loans. Number one,
whether the...applicant...has demonstrated a reasonable
likelihood of obtaining employment in a new location within
or without Illinois and number two, whether the applicant
has demonstrated a financial need which prevents him from
relocating to the...and his family from relocating to the
new place of employment. The bill is not without precedent.
It emanates in part from a seven year Federal study conducted
by ‘the United States Department of Labor. The reports are
in on that study, they indicate that it, in fact, was a
success, it is called the Job Search and Relocation Assistant
Pilot Project. There are indications that the Federal Govern-
ment will be moving in this area. The source of the revenue
in the bill is from the General Revenue Fund, however, I have
indicated to...someone across the hall that I would accept
an amendment providing that the funds would come from the
Special Administrative Fund. There is a cap of one million
dollars on this. It passed out of committee 10 - 0 and I
ask your favorable support.‘
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Simms.
SENATOR SIMMS: .

Well, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
I rise..,in opposition to Senate Bill 163, even though the bill

did come out of the Labor and Commerce Committee...on a 10 to 0
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vote. I think it was at that time that there was not adequate
information...available that...reflected the impact of this
legislation. !In essence under this plan an individual has
exhausted their unemployment benefits or is eligible for
unemployment benefits may...apply to the Department of Labor
for a thousand dollar grant for travel expenses or a three
thousand dollar loan for the purpose of obtaining food and
shelter in a...a new location, either within Illinocis or with-
in another state where the job market is...more lucrative.
This program is to be administereavby the Department of Labor
and it's up to the director to determine the eligibility of
each...individual that has applied. To be eligible this
individual shall sign a waiver from...waiving any future
right...of benefits. This bill requires General Revenue

funds to be used, but I think the most serious situation

that, and again I think the sponsor of the bill is...perhaps
has...and...I'm sure is very serious at trying to correct a
problem...but what we are in essence doing is saying to
Illinois people, "go someplace else with your problems."

They can't be solved in Illinois. It's more...it's a more
...a productive element for the State of Illinois to encourage
you to leave...the Land of Lincoln to go to some other State
for eﬁployment. I think to a certain degree it encourages
people...of various backgrounds to leave Illinois and go,
perhaps, to some other geographical area of...of our country.
The Illinois Deﬁartment of Labor is vigorously opposed to this,
as well as the Department of Public Aid. But in the long-
term this bill has some very deep financial ramifications,

even though the Senator has placed a one million dollar limi-

tation on it as an experimental basis. I think we are encouraging

people...to this degree, leave the State of Illinois, go some-
place else and so it won't be our problem any longer. This

is not going to solve the problem of the free enterprise
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system in our State. The problem that we face in the State

of Illinois is an unfavorable job climate that's a combination
of an excessive...unemployment,..compensation law and excessive
Workers Compensation Act and many other provisces. And I

think the precedent that we are establishing in retrospect

with the passage of Senate Bill 163 is a very dangerous
precedent that I don't think most Illinois residents would
prefer to go. So, therefore, I would urge that...this bill

be,..defeated.

END QF REEL
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Jeremiah Joyce may close.

SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, very briefly, I don't know whether you know it
or not, Senator, but presently we are paying unemployment
benefits to almost thirty-seven thousand people who are not
in the State of Iilinois. Presently, we are paying out sixty-
eight million dollars a year to people who .are not in the State
of Illinois. Presently, we owe the Federal Government about
two billion dollars...our Illinois Unemployment Insurance
Trust Fund. This is going to become law eventually. We.
are facing a situation where someone goes on unemp loyment,
goes out and looks in the job market for a job in the State
of Illinois that does not exist because it has left Illinois,
we're talking about painters, we're talking about welders,
we're talking ahout skilled and semi-skilled workers and
the way you guys are acting, we're probably talking about
pus drivers soon. So, it's a realistic approach to a very
real problem and I ask your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Channel 3 News seeks leave to film our proceedings.

Is there leave? Leave is granted. The guestion is shall
Senate Bill 163...he was closing, Senator Bloom. Question
is _shall Senate Bill 163 pass. Those in favor vote Aye.
Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted
who wish? Senator Carroll. Have all voted who wish?

Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question
the Ayes are 25, the Nays are 27, none Voting Present.
Senate Bill 163, having failed to receive a constitutional
majority is declared iost. Senate Bill 170, Senator D'Arco.

Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

SEE e r SR
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Senate Bill 170.
(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

This...this bill would give the Department of R and E
the authority to license and regulate the martial arts
professions in the State of Illinois. Presently there
are many martial art sc¢hools in éhicago and other parts
of the State and the purpose of these schools is to
teach individuals the art of . martial arts, which includes
karate, jujutsu, aikidoand other forms of the arts. The
problem is that there is no way to determine if the instructor
who is instructing the people is, in fact, a gqualified
person to instruct people in the art that he is attempting
to instruct them in. The only way we can determine that
is if the department through a seven member board sets
out standards so that, in order to qualify to instruct sameone in the
performance of the arts, they would have to present their
credentials before the board and the board would certify

them as being compétent in that profession in order...and

therefore would...that person would be able to secure a

license through the department as an instructor in one of
these martial art training schools. The training schools
themselves would be licensed, the fee would be fifty dollars,
all martial art exhibitions would be reguired to get a
permit from the department to have an exhibition. The
permit would require that a ten percent gross receipt

tax on the revenue generated at the exhibition would go
toward the State Treasury for purposes of administering

this act and I'd be happy to answer any questions concerning

the act. And or acts...or whatever.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

John, what evil does this seek to remedy?

yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Indicates he will yield.
SENATOR BLOOM:
What evil does this seek to remedy?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:
Well, there were...there are..
newspaper articles...concerning the abuses
unaware of the dangers involved in" contact

martial arts, get involved at the schools

very severe injuries to themselves because

really don't demonstrate the proper technic

1981 |

Will the sponsor

.there were numerous

that people
sports like
and suffer some
the instructors

of the kicks

or the various punches that they should demonstate and,

in fact, simply don't have the qualifications to instruct

people 1in this very dangerous sport.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

Yeah, well, how many...how many...how many serious injuries

have. there been?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator D'Arco.

SENATOR D'ARCO:

Well...I can't document how many, but I read numerous

articles where the article indicated that real people, you

know the program, Real People, that real people were, in

fact, injured by the incompetent instruction of instructors
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1. in this profession. And, you know, very serious injuries
2. to the spine. In fact, I read one article that indicated...
3. the...the person became paralyzed as a result of a karate
4. injury. So, we need some standard or criteria to establish
5, the competency of the instructors before we can allow
6. them to instruct these people in this very serious and
7. dangerous sport.
8. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
9. Senator Bloom.
10. SENATOR BLOOM:
11. I...I don't want to belabor it, we got a lot of bills on
12. the call. I would make an inquiry. Would this be preempting
13. home rule units? Maybe we can get a ruling at the end of
14. debate.‘ I reluctantly rise in...in opposition reluctantly
15. because of my high regard for the sponsor,not 'cause of my
16. high regard for the bill. I don't think R and E wants it
1. and I don't think that there is a...a. real...compelling
18. case made that the lack of regulation.has significantly
19. harmed or endangered the public health,safety and welfare
20. of the people of the State. So I urge a No vote. Thank you.
21. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
22. ...Discussion, Senator Marovitz.
23, SENATOR MAROVITZ:
24. Thank you, very much, Ladies and Gentlemen. I rise in
25. support of this legislation. There are numerous schools
26. in my district of all ethnic backgrounds and I have had
27. a tremendous amount of complaints from people who have attended
28. these schools, received injuries, the training has been
29. totally unprofessional. Many of whom were in these articles
10. that Senator D'Arco talked about and I think it's our obligation,
1. as elected officialssto do what we can'ito protect the public.
12, If this,.indeed, is what our obligation is in order to. protect

13 the public and that's what we're down here for, that's what
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1. we're here to get paid for. This is a profession where a
2. lot of people are subject to injury and if we want to protect
3. them from injury and make sure that the profession is professional
4. and done up to standards, this is a good bill, I'd recommend
5. an Aye vote. We're not here to talk about whether the
6. department wants it or not, we're here to do what we can
7. to protect the citizenry of the State of Illinois. And this
8. is a bill to protect the citizenry. There is a need.
3. PRESIDENT:
10. Further discussion? Senator Gitz.
11. SENATOR GITZ:
12. Question of the sponsor.
13. PRESIDENT:
14. Sponsor indicates he'll yield, Senator Gitz.
15. SENATOR GITZ:
16. Senator D'Arco, what is there to prohibit if there
17. is a problem in a given municipality or area from imposing
1s. some local ordinance or licensing?
19. PRESIDENT: ‘ -
20. Senator D'Arco.
21. SENATOR D'ARCO:.
22, Well, that...that's the reason for the bill because
23. the municipalities aren't doing it and we feel that this
24. is such a serious problem that it should be done and I
25, think if the State has to do it, then it's going to generate
2. a lot of revenue because the matches, the karate matches
27. presently, and exhibitions that are going on throughout
28. the State, all the wmoney that's generated from them,
29. the State isn't receiving any revenue out of it and this would
30. impose a ten percent gross receipts tax on all that money
1. so we can also generate revenue, but the main purpose, of
32. course, ;s to...the welfare of the...physical welfare .of

the citizens.
33,
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PRESIDENT:

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

I have a further gquestion, and then I'd like to speak to the
bill. I'm a little bit confused by the fact that if this
is, indeed, a problem and municipalities should be aware
of it, it would seem that...would be very logical particularly in
an enlightened city 1like the nation's second largest, that
they would have some type of licensing provisions. Particularly
in light of your previous statemeﬁt“just now ‘that- it's
a revenue device as well.

PRESIDENT:

Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

I can't.speak for the city, but...the problem I...I
think it's...it's an invisible problem in a sense because
many of the abuses are...are...go umnoticed or...or also
when a person files a civil action in...in court, all
of that activ;ty the city doesn't become aware of and...
but from the articles I read, you know, people are being
physically abused by this.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Like
Senator Bloom, I have a very high regard for the sponsor.

But I would like to point out that perhaps there might be

a problem with...martial arts, but it seems to me that we
have not exhausted other licensing alternatives. And I'd
further remind the Body that we made a very serious commitment
some two years ago to enact sunset legislation. That we were
going to be pretty tough on putting together new regulatory

and licensing programs. Now, on that Agreed Bill List, we
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even probably sent out of here licensing minnow dealers. It
seems to me that while we have made a commitment to Sunset,
we're not living up to it in light of the many, many licensing
programs that we're putting together one right on top of

the other. And it seems somewhat inconsistent in terms of
where we're trying to take our regulatory and licensing
procedures.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further '‘discussion? If not, Senator D'Arco
may close debate.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. The problem here, really, is
that anybody can hold themselves out to be an expert in
karate, I mean, I can go out tomorrow, buy a black belt,
adorn myself in a gee, that's what they call those things,
and...and open a karate school and at that point instruct
people in the arts of karate, when, in fact, I may have
no knowledge of the art itself. There are very good karate
associations, both nationally and internationally, that
are recognized by various organizations to truly represent
the various classifications in karate as legitimate classifications.
They would, members of those associations, would be appointed
to the board in order to help the department with the guide-
lines and regulations that would be forthcoming to ensure
the criteria for people who want to qualify to become black
belts or brown belts or white belts. Right now, there's no
way that you can determine if, in fact, your instructor is
a legitimate black belt in karate in order for him to instruct
you properly. All this bill would do would say that, when
you sign that contract and you pay a fee and you do pay a
very hefty fee when you enter one of these schools, the
person that is going to instruct you in that art is,in fact, what

he holds himself out to be. And I would ask for a favorable
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vote on Senate Bill 170.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is shall Senate Bill 170 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Senator Bloom, Senator D'Arco was on
his closing arguments. ...Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

Yes, Mr. President. In...in my question and remarks,
I said at the end of debate I would like a ruling as to
whether this preempts home rule because you have a...an

extensive licensing, you're creating business offenses and

'so on and so forth. This says how many studios, how many

exhibitions and so on. I made that inquiry during debate.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Evidently. . .Senator Bruce may be off looking at the bill
now, checking it, but can we have the bill. Senator, the
Chair will rule that this is not preemptive, that there can
be concurrent licensing between local municipality and the
State. It will only take thirty votes to pass the bill.

The question is shall Senate Bill 170 pass. Those in favor
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vote Nay. The voting

is open. Would you give my switch a chop, there, Senator.
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 20, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 170,

having received the constitutional majority is declared passed.

Senate Bill 190, Senator Netsch. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)
Senate Bill 190.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

L
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Thank you, Mr. President. This bill is very much the
product of a bipartisan effort involving a number of House
members, Republican and Democratic and most particularly,
Representative Jack Davis, who has been Chairman of an
Appropriations subcommittee dealing with the subject. What
it does, is to abolish the Illinois Building Authority,
transfer all of its powers and duties, responsibilities,
to the Capital Development Board. It also, and this is
quite critical, specifically authorizes the successor agency
to engage in a program that is hmwn“as Gross Defeasance. And
what gross defeasance means is that all of the money necessary
to retire the outstanding bonds of the Illinois Building
Authority will be, in effect, set aside by Fiscal Year 1983
and we can discontinue rental payments. Now, let me point
out, this bill is very, very, big dollars for the State of
Illinois. Already as a result of our activities we have been
able to propose a.reduction in this year’s budget for rentals
of eight million dollars to the Illinois Building Authority.
If this bill passes and gross defeasance takes place, by
Fiscal Year 1983, we will have made the last rental payment
necessary to pay off all of the IBA bonds. We can save the
State...well, twenty-seven to thirty-five million dollars
per year in rental payments from now untii the time that
the bonds are ready to be fully retired otherwise. Over the
period of the lease rentals, we will, in effect, have saved
the State of Illinois two hundred and fifty million dollars.
That is very big dollars. 1I...it is an extremely important
program and it...this bill is in our judgment, guite necessary
for the final resolution of it. The particular language of
gross defeasance that is incorporated now in Senate Bill 190
was worked out with bond counsel, in fact we all jointly
drafted it, so that it does, in fact, achieve the job of

gross defeasance. I will be happy to answer any questions
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and I would repeat, this is extremely important in terms of

saving Fhe State a very substantial sum of money.
PRESIDENT:

Aﬁy discussion? Senator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Question of the sponsor, Mr. President. Senator Netsch,
what are the outstanding bonds against the IBA now? And what...
PRESIDENT :

Senator...I beg your pardon.

SENATOR WEAVER:

...and what rate of interest are they paying basically
on those bonds?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

The amount outstanding...we;l,as of June 30, 1981,
less than a month from now, there will be two hundred and sixty-
eight million, one hundred and ninety thousand dollars in
bonds still outstanding with interest payable through maturity
of seventy million dollars. So it's two sixty-eight in bonds, plus
seventy million interest.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

What is thé average interest rate on those outstanding
bonds?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Oh, it varies, let's see if I can find that in the...
just a moment, I'm looking for that figure. It is...my
recollection is that the average comes out to...oh, and
here are the interest rates. They vary from about three and

a half to...seven, I think seven is the highest percentage.
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I...I might mention, because I think this is inherent in

your guestion, Senator Weaver. There is no suggestion that
the bonds are going to be paid off before maturity, that is
not what this proposal is. That obviously would not be the
best financial judgment at this time. What this does, is

to set aside all of the money that is necessary for principal
and interest so that we will not have to appropriate yearly
in our annual appropriations process the rental payments

that we currently do. This year the IBA had asked for...IBA
and...and the Bureau of the Budget had asked for, I think it

was initially thirty-seven million dollars in rental payments,

which is the money from which the bonds are ultimately retired.

We've already reduced that down to twenty-nine million. In
Fiscal Year '83, it will be about another twenty some million
and that is the last time we will have to make any payment.

But we are not proposing that the bonds be retired early,

it's just that we will not have to continue making any appropriations

to retire them.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, Senator Weaver, so that we'll record these
comments for posterity, Channel 20 wants permission to film.
Is there leave? Leave is granted. Senator Weaver.

SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you. Well, then through the Capital Development
Board, there will be appropriations made to retire these bonds
in the future, from other than rental income?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)}

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

There will not héve to be any appropriations in our
usual sense because all the money will be on hand to retire
them. The normal last maturity would be 1995. By Fiscal

Year 1983, if we go ahead with this program, we will have
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all of the money on hand to pay the principal and interest
outstanding. It will be set aside in escrow accounts and

we won't have to appropriate another dime to retire the
bonds.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE}
Senator Weaver. Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
Well, Senator Netsch, of all the compliments which you are
heir to, being hyperbolic is not one. Whén you say that an
agency that spends less than a hundred and thirty thousand
dollars a year is going to save two hundred and fifty million,
I think that your hyperbole slips. And all I can say is that,
at best this is officious intermeddling. I did not intend
to say a word about this bill, but after I hear the...the
hyperbole, I had to, I am forced to say bunk, at best.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator
Netsch may close.

SENATOR NETSCH:

Senator Egan, if I might read from the Illinois Building
Authority's own communication,”the early termination of lease
payments from...from  six to fifteen years, depending on
series, will mean a savings in excess of two hundred and
fifty million dollars." That .is the Building Authority's
own assessment of the Gross Defeasance Program, which this
bill authorizies. The authority's own appropriations are
the .own...their own expenditures are a hundred and twenty-
five thousand for their general expenses and...insurance
payments o©of in the neighborhood of three hundred thousand
dollars. That also, will be saved by transferring to
Capital Development Board. But the main thing is, that
vthe Gross Defeasance Program, which this bill auathorizes,

will, over the period of these bonds, save two hundred and
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fifty million dollars to the State of Illinois and that
is by the IBA's own communication. I would urge your
support of this extremely important bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Egan, Senator Netsch was closing. Senator, we

just haven't allowed anyone...after the sponsor has closed.
The question is shall Senate Bill 190 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 recaré. On that question the
Ayes are 42, the Nays are 7, 1 Voting Presenﬁ. Senate
Bill 190, having received the required constitutional
majority is declgred passed. 191, Senator Netsch. Yes,
Senator. Okay. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 191.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. The bill is intended to £fill
a gap in implementation of the 1970 Constitution that many of
us were not fully aware was a gap until the question became
one last fall. The Constitution provides that after the
Governor and Lieutenant Governor, the succession goes to the
elected Attorney General, the elected Secretary of State and
then as provided by law, we, in the General Assembly had
not further provided by law. This bill would simply...carry
out the pattern that is already in the Constitution,provide
that the next in line would be the elected Comptroller, the
elected Treasurer, the President of the Senate, the Speaker

of the House. Hopefully, we will never have to get beyond
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the first or...and or second...level, but if we do we should
have a law on the books that provides an orderly succession.
This bill would do it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Rhoads.
SENATOR RHOADS :

Thank you, Mr. President, members of the Senate. I
rise in support of Senate Bill 191. We had offered some
amendments on 2nd reading which didn't fly, but Senator
Netsch has made a good faith effort here to fill a vacuum
in the existing law and I would urge an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) )

Further discussion? The question is shall Senate
Bill 191 péss. 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 57, the Nays are none, none Voting Present.
Senate Bill 19...l1...191, having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill
212, Senator Dawson. Maximum Interest Rate Bill. ...There...
okay, there's no guarantee, Senator, that we will get back
to that one today. All right. 213, Senator Carroll. We're
going to skip all the...if I might have the attention of
the Body, we're going to skip all the appropriation bills
today, early in the day, and then we will get back to them
later on today at one time. We'll take all appropriation
bills...in order. Senate Bill 216, Senator Demuzio. Read
the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 216.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Senator Demuzio.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and...Ladies and
Gentlemen of the Senate. Senate Bill 216 is a very simple
bill. It simply deals with the merit increases for those
employee...for those employees, State employees, who have
been locked in at the top of their particular step. It
provides for a three percent merit increase after eighteen
months of satisfactory service. The...under the current
salary plan, which covers most of tﬁe clerical and lower
State employees, there are seven steps...within each salary
grade. Through step four an employee can move to the
next step after twelve months and he can move to steps
five and...ttwrough seven after eighteen months, except for
éuperior performance increases during...after six months.
After reaching step seven, it usually...it usually takes
about eight years for the employee and he gets no merit
increases unless he leaves State employment or moves to
a different job position. The employee would continue to
get his negotiated pay...cost of living increases, under
any collective bargaining contract or any contract and
any increases which apply to the entire step plan. But
no incentive for...for merit increases. There has been
a fiscal note that has been applied to this bill, the
fiscal note has been filed with the Secretary. It amounts
to approximately 7.5 million dollars and I would ;sk for
your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Simms.
SENATOR SIMMS:

Well, Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate.
I rise ip opposition to this bill...I also opposed this bill

in committee. As amended, this bill has a fiscal impact to
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the State of 3.5 million dollars, which would be less money
that could be used for other purposes to operate State
Government. But the genesis of this legislation, very
frankly, is that this is a...article that failed to be
placed into the contract that the Director of Personnel
last year negotiated with the State employees. So the
State Employees Association chose instead to come by the
way of the Legislature to mandate this automatic pay
increase rather than'...become involved with the
collective bargaining process that'; now in place. This
bill as amended would require the Director of Personnel
to adjust any pay plan now in effect to provide for a
three percent automatic pay increase to any employee,

irrespective of merit qualifications, who has been at a

'position for eighteen months or more. The bill also would

place a legislative mandate on the Director of Personnel

to impose this automatic pay increase and taking away a
prerogative, a prerogative that this group of people
failed to receive during the collective bargaining process.
As...we have the Executive Order that established the

right of the Director of Personnel to enter into good faith
negotiations and what they are doing now is trying to use
the Legislature to obtain something that they failed...at
the bargaining table...at...negotiating table to do. And

this is the wrong way in which to effect something. In
essence, you're saying, if you can't get it at the collective
bargaining table, come to the Illinois Legislature and have
them statutorily mandate it. That's a poor precedent, -
it's expensive by 3.5 million dollars this year with a
potentiality of more money and more money from the years

to come. And I think the Legislature would be well served
to...to defeat Senate Bill 216.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Demuzio
may close.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Yes, let me just suggest to you that...to be absolutely...
incorrect to Senator Simms that this bill was not a creation
of the Illinois State Employees Association. I put the bill
in originally and then they came by and supported it and
support the concept. I think that it is certainly;..an...
it is certainly a plan that ought to be put into the...into
effect. I think it's high time we did something for some
of the State employees that we have. This plan certainly
addresses that specific issue and certainly we have passed
out numerous appropriation bills this year to take care of
other types of projects that are less important and I would
urge...respectfully ask for your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is shall Senate Bill 216 pass. Those in
favor wote 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 25, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 216 having failed to receive a constitutional majority
is declared lost. 217, Senaéor Geo-Karis. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary, please.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 217.

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

Senator Geo-Karis.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate. This

bill ., ,was introduced to amend the Industrial Revenue Bond Act
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to provide counties with the same opportunities available
to municipalities relative to issuing industrial bonds.

It was amended...there were four amendments, they were put
in the committee that...on...on the bill. And the fifth
amendment related to expansion to the industrial projects to
mean capital projects...comprising one or more buildings
and other structures, et cetera. It's‘necessary in the
area...it's to try and bring pysiness and industry in and...
areas like Senator Gitz' county can use it, we can use

it and a lot of counties who would like to attract business
and industry in would be allowed to issue industrial
bonds and I ask for favorable consiaeration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Is there discussion? The question
is shall Senate Bill 217 pass. Those in favor voté Aye. Those
opposed vote Nay. The voting is open. Have all voted who i
wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish?
Take the record. On that question the. Ayes are 51, the
Nays are none, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 217...
having received a constitutional majority is declared
passed. 229, Senator Savickas. Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Mr. President...Mr. President, I would, at this time,
seek leave to recommit Senate Bill 229 to the Senate Trans-
portation Committee for further legislative study and I do
make this motion in the atmosphere of cooperation with
our various political forces that are concerned about
our transit crisis and I will resurfect this bill if no
movement is forthcoming or no agreemeht is forthcoming
to solve our problem. I am sure that your constituency
just like mine, are concerned and are tired of worrying
and wondering if every morning they get up, if they

will be able to find a way to work, if the senior citizens
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and the old people become shut-ins, if our middle class

working people will lose their jobs and jeopardizing over
a million and a half people's lives daily by a transit
shutdowh. So, I would hope that this proposal, as it
was offered to members of the other side of the aisle, as
it was offered to the Governor for his comments and his
consideration and his support and yet I have not received
any communication for him...from him. It was offered to

the...news media for their consideration, to the Civic

Federation two months ago for their thoughts and consideration

and comments on it and to the Taxpayer's Federation. And
as of yet, either because of its volatile nature, its new
approach that they are afraid to comment on it I would
like to keep this alive in the study...in the Transportation
Committee and have it available as a possible alternative
solution to our present crisis.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The motion is to recommit Senate Bill 229, made Sy
the sponsor. Is there... On the motion to recommiﬁ, all
in favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it and the
bill is recommitted. 244, Senator Sangmeister. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senéte Bill 244.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Sangmeister.
SEi\IATOR SANGMEISTER:

Yes, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This is
a pension bill. We have voted on a number of pension bills
in this past Session,but I can think of no pension bill that

is more important than the one that's before you presently.
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This is an increased pension plan for the corrections employees
that work in our penal institutions on a @aily basis in
m@&wwMtImmtmmkmﬂwaud&weMEtww

is probably the most dangerous job in the State of Illinois.
What this bill would do...is all those security...it covers
all those security employees that are in direct contact

with prison inmates. That covers approximately five thousand,
nine hundred and eighty-four employees. In order to be
eligible under the increased pension benefits, you'd have

to have the same retirement eligibility as...currently
provided. This is a compromise which attempts to curb

costs while creating an incentive for certain correctional
employees to remain in what I have indicated is a very
stressful and dangerous occupation. It increases the formula
only if an employee remains a security employee for a minimum
of twenty years. Now this...pension plan is still far less,
far less, than what we presently provide for our State police,
our fire fighters and our air pilots and investigators that
are employed by the Secretary of State. People that fly

our planes have a better pension plan under the State of
Illinois than what we are proposing here today. I need

not remind you of what has happened at...at Pontiac. And

I want to tell you frankly, I'm mighty EOncerned about

what's going to happen in our penal institutions as they

now exist and the quality of the people that we havé in

those institutions. And I want to tell you, we better give
them some kind of an incentive to stay on the job. Let

me give you just last year's turnovef' rate. This is an
annual turnover rate which you should certainly be concerned
about. I can give you figures on any of the institutions
that you may want. But for example, at Joliet, 26.3 in
1980, better than one out of four,left after they were

employed, at...Pontiac 38.6 percent in one year left.’
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Stateville, 37.4 percent of our employees left. History
shows that if you employ someone in the Department of
Corrections today, out of a hundred people employed today,
there's going to be one left five years from now. And
one of the reasons they're leaving is we don't give them
any incentive to stay. Those people are protecting us
on a day to day basis and we're doing nothing for them.
I strongly urge that you support this pension bill. We've
put all kinds of pension bills out of here. The first
year's cost is going to be a hundred and eight thousand
dollars...is what the cost will be. What a small amount
to pay toward starting career employees in the correctional
institutions. We've passed all kinds of pension bills
out of here, I'm sure we'll even be considering one of
our own before too long. God, there can be no more important
people than we're going to take care of. You know, yeah,
you know, the Pension Laws Commission is going to tell
you, you know, that they disapprove of this, you know...
I'm sure that is coming. I've seen very few bills that
they have been in favor of, but we take care of the judges,
we take care of everybody else, let's take care of our
correctional employees. Request a favorable roll.
PRESIDING OQOFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Weaver.
SENATOR WEAVER:

Thank you, Mr. President. Well, Senator Sangmeister
this includes not just prison guards, but all prison
employees, sore six thousand who would pe covered under
this so you're not...just talking about prison guards
who have hazardous duty. And I think we're talking about’
an expenditure of some four million dollars, not just pay
out t§ the pensioners but what the actual cost would

be to maintain the pension...system. So...so...I think at
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this...at this time we just can't afford to keep increasing
benefits in these days of diminishing revenue. So I'd
urge a No vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berning.
SENATOR BERNING:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
I also must rise in opposition to the bill as presented.
I think an argument can always be made to give more and
give more and give more and that'é éhe easiest thing in
the world. But we do have to then, ultimately reconcile
our costs with our income. Now, this is going to cost
over four million aollars a year, but what it does is
immediately add over twenty million dollars to the
unfunded debt of this pension system. If there is a
justifiable reason to provide inducements for people
to take these jobs and stay on these Jjobs, it ought
to be by means of compensation. And I would be the
first to join with the sponsor in an effort to elevate
that as the proper way to go. Increase compensation,
which in the long-run will also aid in the...benefits
under the pension system. But to take this route
is ill-advised and indefensible and I remind you again,
that if we do nothing in providing additional benefits
to .the various systems,lwe ought to be appropriating two ‘
hundred million dollars every year just to stay even.
There's one other ironic...twist to this, Mr...President
and members of the Senate. I have here an article clipped
from one of thenews media from May 22nd. And it recounts
the flagrant abuses by the very security people we are
being asked to reward here, the very security people who
are bringing in contraband of all kinds and aistributing

it to the inmates. Until these people really recognize
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their responsibility to the job they have, there should be

little interest in providing additional rewards. Mr. President,

I think this bill should again be defeated, it is no better
this year than it was last year when it went down to a
resounding defeat.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further dis;ussion? Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. First of all, I was going
to rise in support-of this bill, but...but my first comments
must be...in...in response to the pure unmitigated horse
manure that I just heard coming from Senator Berning's
microphone. For him to stand there and characterize all
of the empléyees who work in our prison system as not
understanding their responsibilities because there are
a few in some...in some prisons who have a little
dope ring going, is...is just beyond any...any good
sense, Senator. I'll tell you what, I've got one of
these hell holes in my district, you talk sometime to
some of the folks who work there, some of them who have
experienced a riot, some of them who have been taken
captive by those animals that are inside the walls and
held with a knife at their throat for seven or eight days
or be... In one case I know of a man who was knocked out
in one of those riots and that's...the only thing that
saved his life because they thought that he was dead and

they left him there because he happened to be unconscious.

To characterize those employees who start at. the magnificent

salary of about nine or téen thousand dollars a year, to
say that they don't recognize their responsibilities, that
we ought to withhold any rewards from them because they're
not good employees, that's the worst thing I've heard

you ever.say on this Floor, Senator. Now, I understand

your opposition to increasing pension benefits, but don't

e ——
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characterize those folks who put their lives on the line
every time. I have talked to people who work. behind

the walls who are literally nérvous wrecks, they are

afraid to go to work of a morning, but they are locked in,
they...they needthe job...and they work for the magnificent

sum of nine or ten or eleven thousand dollars a year.

And there's so much illness caused by nervaus problems

that usually they're understaffed on every shift because

there are so many employees who are absent:. It's not because
they don't want to be there, it's.bécause they're sick.

Now, I understand that this is going to cost some money.

But, I'll tell you what, if we think that there's any group
of people in this State that needs to be rewarded in a
little bit of an extra special way at all, this is the

group that should be rewarded. _These are the people whose
lives are on the line everyday and that's not just an
expression, it 1is literally true. And if you've ever taken
a tour through one of these places, I know that you are aware
of what goes on. In some cases, every time I've beeh.m.inside
the walls, they know that, as they call it behind the walls,
the heat is here. And they put on a show for us. The last
time I was at Menard, they bashed in one prisoner's

head in the machine shop that day, just to show us -what they
could do. This is the prisoners, I mean, taking after another
prisoner. They can do that to the guards at any time they
want to. This is an opportunity to allow them to get out

a little bit early. And...Senator, if I read your bill right,
what it says after twenty years, that person would be eligible
for a forty percent pension...at age sixty. Now, I would ask
you to compare that with the Legislative Pension. These
folks are asking to get a forty percent pension of their
magnificent salary of nine or ten or twelve or thirteen

thousand dollars a year, forty percent pension after twenty
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!
years of dealing with the scum of the earth. Our pension ’
after twenty years is eighty percent at age fifty-five,
not at age sixty. And there are bills in to raise that, :
even. Yes, it's going to cost some money, but they're j
going to contribute more also. It's about time that we !
start to recognize that these people that deal with
the direct prisoner care deserve something extra. And
I solicit an Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS) ;
Is there further discussion? ‘if not, Senator Sangmeister
may close debate.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:
Well, Senator Buzbee, I thank you for those remarks,
it's a lot easier, I think, when someone speaks who doesn't
have the obvious interest that I have with the peﬁal institutions
we have in Will County. But I'll tell you one thing, you know,
you're all for law and order, no one more.than I, that's for
sure. We've got to put these people somewhere, we're filling
up these institutions..in fact we have to let them out now,
ninety days in advance in order to keep them coming in the
other door. Think about the people that on a daily basis
are...are handling these people and working with them. This

is not a give away, as Senator Berning says, give, give, give,

~this is an incentive plan, so that the department can say

to somebody, if you stick with us for twenty years, we're
going to try to give you sometﬁing. Nothing more than private
industry does. When'you're looking for a job for a company,
you're interested in what their pension plan is going to be.
For God's sake, let's put this on the Governor's Desk. We
can't be on both sides of the issue. If you're for good

law enforcement and if you want to do something to help the
situation, this is the way to do it, a good incentive plan
for our prison employees. This is the best pension plan

that we could possibly vote out of here. I really don't
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see how you can vote against it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is shall Senate Bill 244 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The Qoting
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 35, the Nays are 11, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 244, having received the constitutional majoriﬁy is
declared passed. Senate Bill 255, Senator Nimrod. Read
the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 255.

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

...Just...for what purpose does Senator Ozinga arise?
SENATOR OZINGA:

Mr. Chairman, Mr. President, may I respectfully request
that you put the timer on from here on out. At the rate
we're going, we'll be here a week from next Sunday.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Your request is in order. For what purpose does Senator
Johns arise?

SENATOR. JOHNS :

...I tried to get your attention. I want to...having
voted on the prevailing side, I want to move to reconsider
the vote by which 244 passed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Johns moves to reconsider. Senator Buzbee moves
to Table. All those in favor indicate by saying Aye. The
Ayes have it, the motion is Tabled. Senator Nimrod. And you're
on the time...

SENATOR NIMROD:
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Thank you. Thank you, Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen
of the Senate. This bill is a...creates a...has come about
as the resultof a problem of several vendors who are involved
with the postage machines and we have amended the bill to
incorporate the...impact upon the State and at the present
time that's less than one thousand dollars, so this would
not apply to the Mandate Act. And the industry is...is..
provides a service to the public and, in fact, they do save
millions of dollars across the country. And they're asking
their...support on this bill to stop.éhe harrassment and expense
that goes on in Illinois on a regular basis. This...I would
be happy to answer any questions, if not, I ask for a favorable
roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President. There was some discussion about
this bill, it is clearly preemptive and I think Senator
Nimrod agrees to that. The total revenue, I am told, by
the...the vending machines involved in this whole proposal
State-<wide is like twelve hundred dollars currently. They
provide a service. There is really not much in the way of
licensing that can be done to thése small machines. Every
time they go into a community, they get harrassed by la;ge
fees. One of the fees that they have suggested from Norridge
was a hundred dollar per machine fee. 1I've been told that they
do not make their business at a hundred dollars per machine,
they make their...their profit is based not on one machine,
but on many, many, machines making a very small turnover.

It seems to be a reasonable piece of legislation, just to

say that these small machines cannot be ‘licénsed by municipalities

to where...to the extent that it...it's really.out of business.

Although we opposed it in the beginning, I see no problem with
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the legislation as it is presently drawn. .

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, I must caution the Senators now, that it will take
thirty-six votes since this is preemptive. Thirty-six votes
to pass this legislation. Is there further discussion?
If not, the question is shall Senate Bill 255 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?
Take the record. On that question the Ayes are 45, the Nays
are 3 and 4 Voting Present. Senate Bill 255, having received
the constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill
263, Senator Hall. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 263.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of
the Seﬁate. This bill would free up needed tax dollars paid
under protest and held by the county tax collector that
exceeds one half percent of the total taxes collected or the
amount equal to the average tax objections sustained over
the preceeding five years. Now, the basis for...for this,
is that protested taxes are deposited in interest bearing
accounts by the couﬁty tax collector and the earnings
for said investments are then transferred to the county general
fund. For the county to collect...once said tax objections are '
adjudicated and usually it takes around two years. This
places an undue hardship on local téxing bodies on thé
fact that because of severe cash flow restraint most taxing

bodies issue interest bearing warrants in anticipation of
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collection of these taxes to local banks or other institutions
willing to purchase them. Thereby increasing the interest
to be paid on these warrants by local taxing bodies and
because of the retarded distribution of these taxes from the
county tax collector, this results in an ever increasing
burden for local government. WNow, I'm not asking...for

the interest, the county will maintain the interest, I'm

not asking for that. What I am asking for...if...that since
...and I have records hereshowing that most of the time it's

two years before these cases are édiudicated. One of

the questions that was asked, what would happen if they

were paid too much, this is Eaken care in...in the bill.

If it is found that the amount deducted and held for a
particular tax year by the county tax collector is not
enough to satisfy the amount sustained by the final order
of the court, for that particular year, the county tax
collector shall deduct from the taxes of any year the amount
needed to equalize the distribution. Thé genesis of this

is that in many depressed a?eas, as I've told you, that
where thefbhave to float tax...anticipation warrants,

as long as that money is held waiting for it to be adjudicated
and most of the time, it's over two years. This just allows
the cities to use a portion of that. One particular city,
from...where I'm from, is that they're not able to pay

their firemen, they're not able to pay their policemen,
waiting on the adjudication of these taxes. This would

free up some of this and a;low...and it still does not

take away from the county the interest that would be

made on the other money that they hold. I'll be glad to
answer any questions, if not, I'll...appreciate your

most favorable support of this bill.

End of Reel
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? If not, the guestion is, shall
Senate Bill 263 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 36, the Nays
are 16, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 263 having received
the constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill
275, Senator Lemke., Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

ACTING SECRETARY: (MR, FERNANDES) -

Senate Bill 27S.

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

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

What we did here is amended it. We let out two...bills
as the Primary date, so it gives you an option how you want
to vote. This...the first bill gives you the Primary date
the...in April. Has been...it's been amended to...the third
Tuesday in April. This would be the following...I'm sorry,
last Tuesday in April. This would be petition filing for
the establishing of parties and independent candidates and
new party candidates for the following offices...ninety-nine
and ninety days prior to the Primary. Legislative candidates
...your filing date would be January l9th to the 26th of 1980,
national, State and county Judiciary were January 19th...19th
to the 26th of '82, political party_candidates will be January
19th to 26th, 1982. Certification to election officials of
candidates® petitions sixty-one days prior to the Primary,
February 26, 1982. Absentee ballots available forty days
prior to March 19th, i982. This is...this changes it from

the third Tuesday in March and sets up these dates.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Rhoads.
SENATOR RHOADS:

Yes, thank you, Mr., President and members of the Senate.
I...generally in support of the bill, but I do have a question.
Senator Lemke,...the Calendar is not correct,...is that...is
that right? The amendment regarding...party enrollment was
not adopted. Am I correct on that?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Well, we had an amendment drafted to...take...was it...
the party enrollment was not...the party enrollment.was...no,
that failed...that lost.>
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Yeah. Senator Rho#ds.

SENATOR RHOADS:

Then...fine...then the...the Calendar is incorrect on
that point. I do rise in support of this bill. I don't see
any...partisan implications. If you like it fine, if you
don't like it fine., I happen to think that it would be de-
sirable to move the Primary to a later date and I intend to
support this bill and the next one...to anything to get it out
of March. Part;cularly in light of the fact that this is the
year that we reapportion new legislative and Congressional dis-
tricts. I think we'll just need the extra time...available.
So, I urge an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Would
the sponsor yield for a question?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Indicates he will yield. Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Senator, is it. your plan to pass both of these out of the
Senate and...then let somebody else select which day is ap-
propriate?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Well, my plan is, I'm for changing the Primary date to

...from what it's at and my point is to vote for both bills,

like Senator Rhoads. It's up to what the Senate wants to do,

if they want to pass both bills out or if they just want to
pass one bill out. But this gives you an option to change the
date and to allow...the House to decide...what day they want.
And then if the House decides the...both days, then it will be
up to the Governor to decide what day. I mean, but...both
bills would change the Primary date.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Mahar.
SFNATOR MAHAR:

Well, I agree with both you and Senator Rhoads.that...the
change in the Primary date is long overdue. I have in the
past preferred a September Primary and had legislation...in the
House to provide for-a September Primary. Unfortunately it was
held in committee each time. And I'm just...the reason I asked
is because I...it seems to me that probably an April or May
Primary would have a better chance of passing...passing in the
House and if you give them the option, that both of them might
be...might be killed over there. But the fact that...thirteen
states now have September Primaries and eight states have August
Primaries and nobody has a Primary in March except Illinois. The
fact that we do move...the Primary date, I think, is most im-

portant. It's going to cut down a great deal of the time between
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...the Primary and the General Election as far as campaigning
and campaign costs and...I think the people get tired of their
rhetoric that they hear by candidates...time after time. And
if we can move the Primary date...farther toward the General
Election, I think we've served...everybody a good purpose and
I would...hope that we would vote for both of them.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Simms.
SENATOR SIMMS: -

Well, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,
...I would agree with Senator Mahar that...it is desirable to
move the Primary. The next bill looks more desirable to me.
Frankly, I...looking at a...I don't think we're going to gain
that much by movinq the Primary one month and on a very practical
note, I don't know how you're going to operate...the Legislature
efficiently in your even year...with the practicality of
operating the General Assembly to do your peoples' business,
to appropriations, to operate...the...government of the State
of Illinois when basically most people are interested...those
incumbent members of the Legislature...that are seeking re-
election or election to some other post, their interests are
not going to be stimulated...in the peoples' business in Spring-
field but more or less on the political trail back home. And
I think if you're going to move the Primary, you should move
it beyond...the scope of...during the time that the Legislature
is normally in. And my great concern is that...you're going
to not have a very productive...Legislative Session between...
the first of May and...the end of June if you move it to
the...last Tuesday in April. So, I think...it's a decision
the Assembly has to make, but picking up that four weeks I
don't think is going to help solve the peoples' business and
will create more political chaos than...the end result will

achieve.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Purther discussion? Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

I think...everything has really been said on this thing.
I think it does make a difference to move the...move the...the
Primary date one month. Campaigning in September, as the
next bill would...would...reqﬁire, is a terrible idea. There's
enough apathy as it is and people are away on vacation in July
and August. You're never going to be able to deal with these
people. I think moving this to...to April, if we can...adopt
...adjust the Legislative Session, we'll at least be able to
campaign in good weather, 'the people will...more people will
come out. It's a good idea. It's better than what we have
now and I would solicit an Aye vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Lemke

may close.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I just ask for a roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 275 paés. 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 43, the Nays are 7, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 275
having received the required constitutional majority is de-
clared passed. Senate Bill 276, Senator Lemke. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 276.

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

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

R
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Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

This bill is exactly like a bill we passed out last year
from the Senate...unanimously. It sets up the first Monday in
September as the Primary date and provides for meeéting the
State conventions in June of Presidential election years to
select delegates and in turn alternate delegates to national
nominating conventions. It eliminates the Presidential
Preference Primary in Illinois.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)"

Is there discussion? . Senator Schaffer.
SENATOR SCHAFFER: |

Mr. President,...I guess I...I very much wanted to see
us move out of March and out of the snow and April is probably
a pretty good idea and I was happy to support that bill. This
bill does a couple of things. I don't know, my clerks...swear
up and down they'd have trouble with September. I...they
do it in other states and the clerks survive, so I don't
know how valid that argument is, but they certainly make
that argument forcefully. There afe problems if the machines
are impounded in a Primary, how are they going to get them
ready for the November...they do make some good points. My
principal objection to this approach is, that it takes the
election of the convention delegates out of the hands of
the people and the Presidential préference choice, which I
think is...a valuable exercise in democracy in this State
is done away with and it puts the selecéion of the convention
delegates in the hands of the State conventions. Now, I
can't speak for the Democratic Party, but our Republican State
Conventions that I've been to have...been less than...what I
would choose...to do...as a mechanism for selecting delegates.
I suspect I might be happier with the kind of delegates the

convention would -select, but I'm not sure that that's in the
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best interest in...the people. I'm going to oppose this bill,
not because I particularly object to September, but...because
it deprives the people of this State a chance to meaningfully
participate in the selection of the various major party can-
didates for President and many times it is, as we well know,
...it is the Primary Election or the Presidential nomination
that really is the most important part of the process. I
just don't think the people of Illinois should be disenfran-
chised from selecting.the President of the United States.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mf. President. My position is exactly that
which Senator Schaffer has expressed just now. I have been
a strong proponent of a September Primary and have from time
to time sponsored bills to that effect myself. Unfortunately,
this bill is not limited to changing the Primary date. It
changes the method of selecting delegates to a national

convention. And, Senator Schaffer, if you think you're

concerned about the...that process in practice in the Republican

Party, I assure you that some of us in the Democratic Party
have at least equal concerns. I think that it is extremely
bad in principle to do away with a direét participation in
the selection of delegates...quite apart from any internal
party problems. It's a very major step backward and it's too
bad that it burdens this bill to the point where, hopefully,
the bill will not pass.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

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

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I

rise in favor of this bill because I understand that the party

caucuses can still select delegates. And, frankly, the people
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in my area get tired of all the rhetoric they have to hear

from candidates for nine months. And anything that will cut
it down to September, which I think is far more reasonable
and, certainly, less expensive on both candidates and people
who support candidates,...I certainly speak in favor of this
bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Carroll. Senator...Rhoads.
SENATOR RHOADS:

Yes, Mr. Presidént, I share the concerns of Senators Schaffer
and Netsch, but I want to point out two things. First of all,
it isn't a problem yet. It won't be a problem in 1982. We...
we have another Legislative cycle to go through prior to the
1984 Presidential...elections. The second thing, it's just
a mechanical problem, Senator Schaffer and Netsch, if you
hold a special election solely for the purpose of convention
delegates, it's qguite a costly process. I, like you, have
mixed emotions about it, but I would still urge an Aye vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE}

Further discussion? Senator Davidson.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Mr. President and members §f the Sen;te, I rise in support
of this bill. 1I've had this bill, similar, in for the last four
Sessions. It addresses a problem that we need to think about.
Shorten up the campaign so the public doesn't get tired of the
rhetoric for a year, it makes cémpaigns less expensive for those
who have spent money in a Primary, the name recognition carries
right on into the General Election. This is an excellent bill
and I urge all of you to vote for it. We need to get the days
into where it's a decent time, decent weather, for people to
be involved and you'll get more people involved. I urge an
Aye vote.

PRESIDINC OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)




Page 96 - May 29, 1981

1. Senator Newhouse.

2. SENATOR NEWHOUSE:

3. Thank you, Mr. President. This would be a great bill if
4. we could split the gquestion, but the good part is encumbered
5. by a part that's just intolerable in this day and age. When
6. we talk about separating the people from the process of electing
7. a president,...they just can't swallow that. I would love

8. to vote for the...for one half of this bill and vote for...
9. against the other half. Is that possible under the rules?
10. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

11. Is that a question, Senator?

12. SENATOR NEWHQUSE:

13. I suppose it isn't, Mr. President. If we could divide
4. the question, I think this would be a reasonably good bill
15. on one half and a poor bill on the other. I'd have to rise
16. in opposition to the bill in the form that it's in.

17. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

18. Further discussion? Further discussion? Senator Lemke
19. may close.

20. SENATOR LEMKE:

21. I ask for a favorable vote.

22, PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

23. The question is, shall Senate Bill 276 pass. Those in
24. favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The.voting is open.
25. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Would...
2. Senator Buzbee...have all voted who wish? Take the record.
27. On that gquestion, the Ayes are 34, the Nays are 17, 2 Voting
28. Present. Senate Bill 276 having receiv?d the constitutional
29. majority is declared passed. We will skip from 208 on page 3,
J0. all of page 4, we are going...on pages, 346 as an appropriation
31, bill. That moves with the capital appropriation and we will

now start on the top of page 6 at Senate Bill 384. And I would

32.
‘33' like to announce several Senators have - inquired about the




10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3l.
32,
33.

Page 97 - May 29, 1981 .

consideration of Executive Order No. 1. We will take that up
as near to one o'clock as is possible..about a half hour from
now we will take up that matter as it is convenient for the
Body to do. Onthe Order of Senéte Bills 3rd reading is Senate
Bill 384, Senatdr Nimrod. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 384.

(Secretary reads titlé of bill)

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

Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank. you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate, This bill came about as a problem on...on those who
are, in fact,...are in residency that has to do with their
licensing for those students of podiatry. There is no objection
to the bill. The Department of Registration and Education is
sending a letter that...confirms that this is necessary and is
...is temporary certificates for podiatrists in hospital...
residents is a problem, which must be addressed legislatively
and...the Podiatry Act does not now permit for the practice
of podiatry under any circumstances by a graduate podiatrist.
This is not the intention and...and the students who do take
residency...should be able to get their license and be able
to practice during that time. I'd be happy to answer any
questions, If not, ask for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the question is,
shall Senate Bill 384 .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? Tgke the record. On that question, the Ayes are 51,

the Nays are 1, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 384 having
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received the constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate

Bill 387, Senator Bruce. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY: !
Senate Bill 387.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Senate
Bill 387 is a very simple matter. It would restrict foreign
entities from owhing Illinois farm land after January the 1lst,
1982, Foreign entities currently have tax and capital ad-
vantages, which create an inequitable situation when they
compete with family farmers throughout the State. This would
really remove that inequity and allow young farmers the...the
possibility of buying Illinois farm land. Everyone gets very
excited about this bill. It's been enacted in twenty-seven
other states across the United States. Who's going to be
affected by it? Ninety-three percent of the people, the
foreign entities that own farm land, are corporations. They're
partnerships or trusts. We're not talking about individual
aliens coming over and being denied. We're usually talking
about large corporations who have bought up farm land because
of the capital treatment and also because it just happens to
be a good investment in the long-term. Not only in the sense of
making ordinary income now, in the long-term they can handle
the losses of today by capital gains of later. Only foreign
entities that have ten percent or more foreign ownership are

affected and only foreigners that purchase land after January

the 1lst, 1982 are prohibited from further ownership of land.

Everyone keeps talking about...I'm sure someone will hop up

and say, "only one percent of all the tillable farm land...in
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the United States is controlled by foreign interests." Well,
I want to tell you that the...the amount of purchases escalate
each year and a study done using United States Department of
Agriculture figures, on the size of parcels that are being
purchased in the years 1970 through '75, the average purchase
by a foreign entity was five hundred and forty acres. That
was the average purchase in that five year period. Between
1975 and 1981 the average purchase was eight thousand nine
hundred and twelve acres, a sixteen hundred percent increase
in purchasing by size...sixteen hundred percent increase. It
seems to me that foreign interests already own seven and a
half million acres of farm land. They have a value of 3.6
billion dollars in this economy and twenty percent of those
are purchased through corporations, which are stationed in
the Netherlands, Antilles and Luxembourg and in Switzerland.
And so it seems to me that if twenty-seven other states can.
say, "you cannot own the productive capacity of our nation,"
that Illinois ought to join with those bther twenty-seven,
I commend to you Senate Bill 387.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. To no one's surprise, I suspect, I rise in strong
opposition to Senate Bill 387. I stood before this Chamber
a few days ago and attempted to amend this bill to include
every bit of property in the State of Illinois. I ask you
why single out the Illinois farmer or the Illinois resident
who owns farm land in this State? There's no logical. reason.
We all compete in the same market.and yet we strongly objected
and defeated that amendment that we attempted to put on Senate
Bill 387. The hue and cry goes out that farm land is being

gobbled up by all the interests around the world. And‘it is
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true, as Senator Bruce has indicated, some land is being pur-

chased by aliens. And yet most of those individuals who strongly

support this concept aré convinced...are convinced that the
Middle East countries afe buying the farm land, which, in fact,
is not true and Senator Bruce, I think, would agree with this,
This is not the case. So, that argument, I think, falls on
deaf ears. I stood before this Chamber two years ago and was
the sponsor of the Alien Reporting Bill and at that time much
of the opposition stemmed from the fact that aliens would be
able to use the Illinois Blind Trust Law and circumvent the
system. The same, I would submit to you, will be the case
with the banning of purchase of farm land. It will circumvent
the process so the bill will be ineffective in that regard.
Yes, in recent months there has been a slight increase in the
purchase of farm land by aliens, but I would submit to you that
we've gone through very trying economic times in the farm
community. And what you're saying to that landowner .who has
inherited that land, for example, and is now being forced to
sell it because of unfair tax laws, he or she can't sell it
to the highest bidder, if that highest bidder might, in fact,
be an alien and yet should they go to a community to buy an
apartment house or buy a condominium in Florida or anyplace
else, they are competing against that samé alien and I submit
to you this is not fair. And it must not...it must not be
allowed. If agriculture is to be strong in this State and
indeed strong in this nation, it can be stréng only with the
absence of increased government intervention. I think the
farmers and the landowners in this State have a right to ex-
pect that. To this point we've not been able to address that
problem. Ladies and Gentlemen ' of the Senate, this is legis-
lation that's...of extreme interest to the farmers in this
State. I am very much concerned about it. I think it's a
dangeroﬁs precedente to set, I think if we make.an environ-

ment clearly free of government regulations, we need not
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worry about aliens purchasing farm land, but in the meantime
please don't single out the Illinois farmer, the Illinois
landowner and prohibit him from selling farm land to whoever
he pleases. I urge defeat of Senate Bill 387.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator McMillan.

SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, I rise in
opposition of this bill. There have been many times in this ;
Body when there was need for legislation to deal with problems !
that affect farmers when I have not hesitated at all to sup-
port them, to work on them and try to get them achieved.

This, however, is a piece of legislation which I know is
designed to do something for farmers, which is simply unwise
and wrong and should be defeated. I, frankly, believe that
organizations...farm organizations and...otherwise that talk
about free enterprise and talk about private ownership of
property have it in their bylaws, have it in their objectives
need to realize that...that means people who own the land
should be able to buy it and sell it. I don't happen to

come from a farm family that owned any land. My dad always
has :been and is a tenant farmer, which means...he doesn't
have any land, therefore, he doesn't have the land to...to
sell. One of the things that I think we need to keep in mind
is, that when we're talking about a lot of other things that
people in foreign countries can buy...sure they can take it
out of the country, they can cause problems, but there's no
way anybody from Italy or anybody from Iran or anybody from
England or anybody from any other country is going to be able
to pick up Illinois farm land and somehow place it down in
some other country and permanently deprive us of that pro-
ductivity. I think the thing that is absolutely most objec-

tionable about this bill, however, is that it purports to do
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something to preserve farm land and it does prevent an alien
from buying farm land and farming it, but it does not prevent
an alien, someone from another country, to buy farm land and
then turn right around and turn it into a strip mine or a
hazardous waste site or anything else of the kind. That's
really...the most absurd part of this bill of all is, it...
it supposedly is designed to protect farm land and to main-
tain farm land.and farming. It prohibits somebody in another
country from buying farm land in this country and allowing it
to be farmed, but it allows somebody to buy that farm land and
to destroy it and that is the most objectionable part of this
bill and I would seek - its defeat.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

vWell, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
Senator Maitland said this bill is of extreme interest to
farmers and he certainly is correct. In fact, most of the
farmers that I have talked to in my home community in north-
western Illinois have joined in support of this proposal.
And I dare say there's various...never a coffee shop that you
can't go into in Forrest or in someplace that they're not
talking in Ogle County about a tract of land that was just
sold to a foreign investor. ©Now, let us be clear of a difference
between blockages that exist to a nonresident alien and some-
one who comes to this country to participate. There is a lot
of investment going on in Illinois farm land, which I dare
say, if you ask those individuals in their home communities
...to locate ;hat in a map, they'd probably have a pretty
difficult time.to do so. I'm holding in my hand a Statute
and it says, "no corporation" and this is no corporation, let
alone any nonresident alien can own land and the date of

implementation is June 29th, 1932 in the State of North Dakota.
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Virtually every agricultural state, ranging from Wisconsin to
Minnesota to Oklahoma, not only have bans on foreign invest-
ment in farm land, but have gone to the...part of providing pro-
tection for family farm operations that go and extend to
corporations. There's a significant difference between some-
one who is a participant in that community, even a resident
alien in that community who is participating in farm land
production, and someone who has no direct ties except, perhaps,
the balance of foreign investment and tax shelters to par-
ticipate. Senator Maitland said, "what is the difference
between this bill and restrictions on banks or any other?"

Well, there's a very key distinction, which is the central

- part of my argument. The key distinction is, the land in

Illinoi§ is not something you can pick up and move. If you

have a foreign investment,...own...bank and there is a problem
in the community, you can form a new bank, but the land is
something that is very, very special and peculiar to the State.
It is the heart blood of our entire economy and operation. And,
Senator Maitland, this kind of...restrictions in free enterprise
...you know, if you go to West Germany, they will let you do

a lot of things, but they will not let you own their land. If
you go to the Country of Japan, which is a model of free enter-
prise, you cannot own their land either. Most countries, and
indeed mosf states, have felt that there is a very special
proprietary interest when it comes to the very basic resource
that provides the heart of our agriculture production, namely
the landownership itself. And it's not just a question of land,
it's a question of also the local communities. There's a
difference between people who have a tie to the local community,
the local schools, the local seed corn dealer, the local imple-
ment dealer than someone who is looking upon that land primarily

because of our political stability and because of the investment

"laws. I submit to you that this is not a radical proposal.
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Indeed, I submit to you there are only two states in this
country that don't have some type of restrictions and they
are California and Illinocis. And both of them are a very
fine roving hunting ground for foreign land speculators.
I don't think we should allow ourselves to be put in the
same posture we are with petroleum in the form of OPEC countries.
This legislation, I think, should be approved.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator...Berning.
SENATOR BERNING:

Thank you, Mr. President. 1I'd just like to make the
additional observation that according to my understanding,
we cannot go down and...as American citizens and purcﬁase
land in Mexico. I'm inclined to agree with Senator Maitland
that it ought to apply across the board. But perhaps this is
a good first step.

PRESIDING COFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Simms.

SENATOR SIMMS:

Thank you, Mr....President. The discussion today probably
should be more..:appropriate placed in the Congress of the
United States 'cause it's probably a national issue. Contrary
to what has been said, I think if we look back over the history
of our country, there are millions and millions of American
dollars that have bought foreign land, that have placed American
dollars in the past and still in the present in other countries
and the colonialization of other countries where it was fine at
that time for Americans to invest in the less populated and less
educated countries of the world, it was fine for the American
dollar to follow those interests to our best interests and I
agree, that's free enterprise, I think that's fine. It's still
possible today and there are many places in the world today,

including Mexico, Senator Berning; that Americans can own...




11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Page 105 - May 29, 1981

land in Mexico and in Europe, but whatever precedent that you
set, whatever, basically, is good for America to buy foreign
land then the same precedent should be established in this
country. I don't see how you can believe in the principles.
of free enterprise and be able to purchase and invest in
foreign lands and foreign...corporations and foreign develop-
ment without having some type of private enterprise competition
in this country by...individuals that do not live here. I
suggest this is an issue for the Congress of the United States,
that they should have addressed, perhaps, many, many years
ago. But it seems fhat a state by prohibiting ownership of
farm land is not the answer to the question. If we were to
deal with the question on a fair and equitable basis, perhaps,
Senator Maitland's amendment that he attempted to offer was
the most fair. And that's...the total prohibition of any type
of land, but to single out one industry in this country or
in our State and prohibit it in something that does not seem
fair, and I think if you look back over American history,
you're going to find, on the long-term basis, there have been
many, many more Americans that have bought foreign land and
foreign reserves and foreign products and used the foreign
talents than any foreign elements or any alien elements that
have ever attempted to...purchase interest in this country.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Joyce.
SENATOR JEROME JOYCE:

Mr. President, thank you. I would like to point out that
we are the number one expert...exporters of corn, we are the
number one exporters of soybeans and where do you suppose these
go to? They go to foreign countries and then...yet we tell
these people that if they come over here, they can't bpy any
of our land and no, this is not Mexico, it's not Japan, it's

not West Germany, this is America, our whole foundation was
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based on free enterprise and especially...especially, I
might point out, in the agricultural community and many times
to its own detriment. They're fiercely independent and
fiercely free and I would strongly oppose this bill. 1I'd
like to keep it the way it is. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nash.
SENATOR NASH:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,

I rise in support of this bill. It's not only Mexico and
West Germany that won't let foreigners own property, it's
all thé European countries. You can go to Greece and Italy
and other countries in Europe and unless you have a partner
who's a national of that country, you can't own property.
Why should we let foreigners come to our country and own
property? I urge an Aye vote on this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any further discussion? If not, Senator Bruce
may close debate.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senate Bill 387 is supported
by the Illinois Agricultural Association, commonly known by
us as the Farm Bureau, by the American Agricultural Movement,
by ‘the NFO and by -the Illinois Farmers Union. We had a nice
hearing in committee and had the Attorney General...one of
the Attorney Generals from the State of Iowa come and expressed
amazement. The bili, in TIowa, passed without a dissenting vote
and he was amazed to find the committee members opposed to it
and that I was going to have any trouble at all and I told
him Illinois is an interesting state in which to live., But
as I look around this Floor, I dare say, as Senator Rock
earlier said today, that no one is going to put on the front

of their brochure that I was the one that increased taxes,

R
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no one is going to put on the front of their brochure next
time when you run that I wanted aliens to own Illinois farm
land and voted against Senate Bill 387, 'cause, guys, you're
not goingto do it. There is not one person that stood on this
Floor today and have said or espoused the idea that it is

an excellent idea that nonresident aliens own Illinois farm
land, not the first one of you. You all had other reasons

to oppose this bill, that you can sell it to...higher prices
that somehow this is regulation by the government, but not

one of you stood up and said, "I want to go on record as
saying that resident...nonresident aliens can own every

acre of Illinois farm land because it would be good for our
economy.”  Not one of you said it because you wouldn't and
couldn't. Now, to the idea of government intervention in
this, one of these days, and we were talking earlier this
afternoon...one of these days this bill is going to pass

and the very people who have complained about government...
intervention will be the sponsors of the bill to say that
when they get twenty-five or thirty percent of the acreage

in one of your counties, as they have in Wayne County in my
district, then you'll come and say, "look, we need somebody
to stop farmers from selling out the productive capacity of
our nation.” Once foreign interests own our productive capacity,
there's nothing that we can do about remaining as a strong
country. HNHow we can argue about whether or not you can own
land in other countries, whether or not we've exploited other
countries in our...in our past history, but the fact remains,
as we take the world as we find it today. And we find our=-
selves in a situation with foreign interests, have increased
the size of their purchases by sixteen hundred percent in the
last five years. And that's the facts from the USDA. We've
talked about agriculture, we talk about the RTA, we talk about

the business climate, unemployment, workmen's comp., the
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largest single industry in the State of Illinois is the
agricultural industry. We exported from this State more than
seven billion dollars worth of Illinois agricultural products,
five hundred million more dollars than we exported of all

the manufacturing goods made in all the plants in this State.

We exceeded all of that manufacturing product by five hundred
million in corn, beans, wheat and other agricultural préducts.
Agriculture is the largest single purchaser of rubber products,
the largest single purchaser of petroleum products, the largest
single purchaser of steel products, the largest single purchaser

of chemicals in the State of Illinois. And I%think that we

.ought to say to that...that economic beast that helﬁs support

all of us, that we are going to help you by ensuring that
foreign interests do not own all of the productive capacity
of this State.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 387 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Tﬁose 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. The...on that question, the Ayes are...28, the Nays
are 21, 1 Voting Present. Senator Buzbee seeks leave to post-
pone consideration. Leave is granted. Senator Bruce, I'm
sorry. Senate Bill 390, Senator Vadalabene. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 390.

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

Senator Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
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Senate Bill 390...municipalities other than Chicago and
unincorporated areas of Cook County, would be prohibited

from enacting local ordinances to control and regulate the
development, conversion, sale, and management of condominiums,
if Senate Bill 390 is enacted. I strongly believe in a State-
wide uniformity in the regulation of condominiums, in the
piecemeal local ordinance approach, resulting in a confusion
patchwork of regulations, rules and restrictions on develop-
ment and ownership. This variance of standards confuses all
parties to a condominium transaction and adds more cost of
enforcement in...compliance and I would appreciate a favor-
able vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

Thank you, Mr. President. First, I'll raise the gquestion
of preemption as to...and to the number of votes that it needs.
Secondly, I recognize the arguments of the sponsor regarding
the need for uniformity. However, from my district we have a
somewhat unique situation, I represent as part of my district
the City of Evanston, which is a home rule unit. The people
in Evanston have debated the question of condominiums in
their city council and it was the will of the city council
and supported by‘their coﬁstituents to pass a condominium
ordinance,.which in my opinion gives greater rights to the
...tenants and greater rights to those people affected by
conversions than would a State-wide...Statute. I think that
these are difficult bills because you have to...if you're a
realtor, you're caught between the problems of the variations.
between different localities. But speaking for my constituents
at Evanston, who have been able to, after many, many, many
hours and days of great deliberation...great debate, to form

and carve out a local ordinance that, if this bill passes,

S .
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would be preempted in my opinion ang, therefore, I must rise in

opposition to it. I think that, in this case in Evanston,...that

the people were able to do and model an ordinance that fiti
their needs and, therefore, I must stand in opposition to 390.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Carroll.
SENATOR CARROLL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Sorry, Senator Sam, but on this one I too have to
oppose you and I do so because of an interest in the suburban
part of my community of the district I serve. In Skokie they
have been very effective, obviously, in producing condominium
regulations and conversion regulations, because the genesis
of the opposition from that village is not from the founding
fathers bhut father from the Condominium Owners Associations.

They are concerned that this type of preemption and State-wide

regulaticns will not serve their needs and what they've been able to

accomplish in protecting their properties and have urged
strong opposition and I think they are right, especially,
assuming the ruling is that it is preemptive, which from
its face it is,...it just seems to me this is not the way to
go. Property is unique, that's one of the basic tendency...
upon...which all law is founded and I think to say that all
is equal everywhere just makes no sense.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Yes, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate,

I speak in favor of this bill, because this bill is very similar

to the regulation, for example, that we exercise on a State-
wide basis for realtors and...and so forth. I think that...
when you have condominiums and the way they're sprouting up,

you're going to have a variety of...standards and...and
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confusion when you have every municipality indulging their

own condominium...ordinances. I think that this bill would
remove...a lot of...unnecessary costs to buyers and I think
that...it would make for more efficiency and effectiveness

if the...there was one State-wide law on the subject and I,

therefore, speak in favor of this bill.

Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DEANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise in support of this fine bill. We have a crisis in

home ownership in Illinois. Everybody is aware of it, values

have risen, peoplés' income have not risen with it, interest
costs have gone up, real estate taxes have gone up, utility
taxes have gone up. The condominium is probably one of the
few areas in which people, of either a young age or people
who have no other way, can get into home ownership. And it
seems to me that we ought to make it so that it is more
available rather than more restrictive. I have no problems
with communities who want to regulate some of the things in
their communities. However, if you will notice the trend in
municipal government, it is to run up more costs of home
ownership rather than making home ownership more available.
What this bill provides is an opportunity for condominium
developers and other people who purchase them to know how
to get them and not be obstructed by some local governments
who choose to impose unnecessary or costly restrictions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise also in opposition to
the bill, althougﬁ I have some sympathy with what I know to

be the intention of it. The members of the Joint House-Senate
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Committee on condominium legislation spent a good deal of time
not only on substantive changes that might or might not be
proposed, but also on the question of preemption. And, in
fact, we had members of the real estate industry attend several
our meetings and had joint discussions about it. The...I
think it is fair to say that there are a number of the members
of the committee might have been sympathetic with the...need
for uniformity and the fact of uniformity, but only if they
were satisfied tha£ the basic Statute was protective enough

or at least accomplished whatever their principal concerns

were. In my case, it's concern for protecting...the rights

of those who are involved in conversions particularly. I,
for one, am not convinced that the State Statute is as good
as some communities can easily absorb at the present time.
We appreciate the fact £hat Chicago has been excluded from
the preemption, but there are, I would rémind you, at least
twelve other communities that do have their own condominium
ordinance that.woul& be effectively invalidated by this.
Until we have had a chance again to address the substance
of the State Condominium Law, it seems to me that we should
not cut off the right of communities to take a slightly
different approach if it better suits their circumstances.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS) -

Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate., I, too, rise in opposition to Senate Bill 390. The
village board in the village that I represent, the Village of
Oak Park, has enacted, I think, a...a very good ordinance
with respect to condominiums and I would not like to see that
ordinance preempted, nor would I like to See preempted any
other ordinance of any other home rule unit. I don't think there

is a need for a State-wide condominium law. I think this is
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something that can and should be handled by local officials
and I would urge a No vote.
PRE#IDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
. Is there further discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

A question of the sponsor, because I'm getting confused.
I heard that he had taken Cock County out altogether.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, Senator Collins, the unincorporated areas of Cook
County and Chicago...other than Chicago.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Collins.

SENATOR COLLINS:

Well, then...then Oak Park would still be...ckay. Well,
I think Senator Rock...stated it very well. We live in the
same village and I have to oppose the bill.

PRESIDING QFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, the Chair will rule that it is preemptive and will
require 36 votes. Senator...Vadalabene may close debate.
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, that is...that...that is correct. It will take
36 votes, so I will need every vote that I caﬂ possibly get...
on this most.important bill. The Illinois Association of
Realtors is constantly striving for the improvement of real
estate standards within Illinois. And these standards must
be uniform in nature and needs to be interpreted for common
understanding and not subject to the many variations offered
by different municipalities. And varying regulations can be
very confusing and contribute to ineffective and inefficient
operation and fewer safeguards to the general populous of

Illinois .and I urge your support for Senate Bill 390.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 390 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 38, the Nays are 16,
none Voting Present. Senate Bill 390 having received the
constitutional majority is declared passed. Mr. Curtis Wong
of United Press International requests permission to take
still photographs. 1Is leave granted? Leave is granted.
Senate Bill 402, Senator Buzbee. It's predetermined we...
will go to the Order of Executive Order 1. Tﬁis is committee
reports.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Committeé reports.

SECRETARY:

Senator Gitz, Chairman of the Committee on Reorganization
of State Government, to which was referred the Governor's
Executive Order No. 1, reported the same back with the rec-
ommendation that the Senate Do Not Disapprove.

Senator Gitz, Chairman of the Committee on Reorganization
of State Government, to which was referred the Governor's
Executive Order No. 2, reported the same back with the rec-
ommendation that the Senate Do Not Disapprove.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

We will take up the consideration of Executive Order 1.
Senator Gitz.

SENATOR GITZ:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
The committee report, indeed, reflects the majority status
of the votes in that committee, which was a motion which is

put under the Constitution not to disapprove the committee

report notwithstanding. I would like to suggest to this Body '
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that there are very serious problems with this Executive Order
that go well beyond the substance of the recommendations.
Indeed, in this debate I'm sure we will close out by touching
on some of the substance and some of the problems within it,
but I'd like to outline for you basically what you are asked
to do before today and you will .probably be, depending on
whether the House decides to call this issue at all, the
court of final resort. As you are all well aware, the Con-
stitution provides a unique incentive for Executive organ-
ization to make sure the General Assembly addresses it. It
allows the Executive the power to submit to the General
Assembly and for their reaction within sixty days a re-
organization...an Bxecutive Order. And if that Executive
Order contravenes State Statutes then the Legislature has
one of two options. It can either approve, take no action,
which is also basically approval, or to disapprove. You're
asked today to approve an Executive Order that in two parts
will not become effective...and, Gentlemen and Ladies, I
think this is most important...not effective until 1982,

the first part in January of 1982 and the final part in July
of 1982. Now,.I dare say in my three years in the Illinois
Senate few issues have been so hotly contested. The hearing
that we had on this Senate Floor filled both galleries, the
entire Senate Floor and went on for some seven hours, which
led to an adjournment that led to another hearing in the City
of Chicago with an equally vigorous turnouﬁ. As a result of
those hearings, we are now in the position and posture of
being asked, in essence, to modify an Executive Order. To
do something, which I frankly believe is not going to fall
within the purview of constitutional provisions. Now, there
are many of us on the Executive Reorganization Committee who
believe that there is some very proper and prudent thrusts

to reorganize and consolidate services. There are many of us
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who believe that some of these functions should indeeq, in
proper time, be transferred to the Department of Child and
Family Services, but I think it is gquestionable, highly
questionable, when we are asked to approve an Executive
Order and through subseguent amendments to Senate Bill 1208

and others to contravene that very Executive Order because

of the Department of Mental Health...powers will not be |
transferred. So, Gentlemen, when you approve Executive Order
1 you will shortly then be asked to undo your very work,
which is, frankly, without precedént and of questionable
constitutionality. It seems to me the most prudent thing
that could be done if we agree with the thrust of Executive
Order No. 1, would be to ask the Governor to either with-
draw Executive Order No. 1 or to disapprove. And what would
be the net effect of that if we were indeed to take that un-
precedented step not to accept Executive Order 1, virtually
nil because he could...issue a ne& Executive Order and under
the provisions of the Illinois Constitution that Executive
Order would be taken up in...next March. At maximum, you
might...three months. But if you decide to approve this
Executive Order, you will be creating a precedent to amend

by substantive legislation which has always been considered
in the Constitutional Convention to be simply a virtual vote
up or down. I think the substance of this, many speakers who
follow will be touching upon, but I would like to émphasize
to you that the procedures that we follow and how we react

to our own Constitution and laws are...should be of equél

and valid consideration of this Body. We should be very
cautious about accepting a scheme of approving and then
backing off to pacify the groups. If the Executive Order was
a good idea when it Qas put together before this Assembly,
then it should be a good idea in its totality and if it is

agreed and the Governor and his staff have agreed that there
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are shortcomings and shortfalls and unpredictable elements
in it, then I submit to you that we should not be in the
posture of approving an Executive Order and then backing
away from it through further amendatory legislation.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Geo-Karis.

END OF REEL
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SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate.
I was a member of this committee that heard the testimony on
Executive Order No. l. I would like to address the point of
constitutionality. The point of constitutionality that has
been the basis of most of the objection,.is the fact that part
of the Executive Order No. 1l is going to be stricken from it...
or has been stricken from it because of the Department of
Mental Health, reference to mentallhealth has been taken out of
it. Now, there is no case...the Constitution of Illinois,
provides that the Governor can issue an Executive Order. However,
there is nothing in the Constitution of Illinois that says if
any part of his Executive Order is stricken or removed, that the
rest of his Order fails. I might also tell you, there is no
case law on the subject at all. And I think the closest thing
we can look to is, perhaps, the analogy that we have, in the
construction of wills by the courts. When the courts have a
will, where there's samelanguage that might be objectionable,
the main intent of the will is still preserved in it, the court
strikes out the language -and construes the will in favor of its
validity. Now, I think the Executive Order is basically a very
good Order. The .exception has been made, where removal from the
Executive Order for the Division of...Mental Health covered in
it, and I think it's high time that we try to coordinate our
department, you know, the Children and...Family Services under
one umbrella, and try and bring the best sexrvice, at the least
cost, to the citizens of Illinois. I speak in favor of the
Executive Order.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Berman.
SENATOR BERMAN:

A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President. What is the question

that will be put, and what is the vote that will be necessary to
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carry that gquestion? -
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, there have been several inquiries of the Chair
as to exactly how the question will be put once we conclude debate.
The question will be put, pursuant to the Constitution, shall
the Senate disapprove, shall the Senate disapprove the Executive
Order. And it will require thirty affirmative votes to disapprove
the Executive Order. It requires a majority of those elected to
disapprove. Further discussion? Further...Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOCM:

Thank you, Mr. President, and fellow Senators. I'm surprised
at the observation that this can be amended, because the Chairman
of the Delinquency Prevention Commission asked to be taken out
of the Executive Order, and people on the second floor that he
communicated with said, well you're right, you probably don't...
you probably shouldn't be gobbled up by the Department of Children
and Family Service, because you do have a unique function, you do
go out and attract private dollars from the foundations, but it's
too late, we can't do it. And now, in debate, I find out that
portions of the Department of Mental Health functions have been
written out. This, I think, is...this, I think, is grossly unfair,
and I wonder how many other smaller agencies, or smaller operations
that go out and attract private sector money. And I seriously
doubt that DCFS could attract the kind of private sector money
that the Commission on Delinguency Prevention could, are going to
be gobbled up in this Order. Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Johns.
SENATOR JOHNS:

Senator Newhouse was before me, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Johns, go ahead. Senator Johns.

SENATOR JOHNS: -
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All right, well, we're looking at a seventeen percent increase

in the budget of an agency that I have fought with constructively,
I think, for a number of years, because I've found that the case-
workers and many of the people connected with DCFS have been very
insensitive. I've been in my seat through these years and watched
us pour billions of dollars, when you look at all the money, into
this particular agency. And I haven't noted, maybe somebody else
has, any degree of new efficient operation. Maybe it's too big
to become more efficient to the degree that I want it. But maybe
that's part of the problem of handing them more responsibility.
I have found that this agency is like an octopus, it just goes
out, and out, énd out, and there's no end to the power it now
holds, it's gargantuan. The people that are in it, don't have
the rapport and the continuity and the communication with the
head office, that they ought to have. There's a lack of control
now, within this department. And then to give them more respon-
sibilities, to put the most vital natural resource wé've got in
Illinois under another umbrella, a bureaucracy that's overwhelming
and stagnant, is just beyond my imagination. So, I say, vote Yes
to disapprove Executive Order No. 1.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion?. I have Senators Davidson, Collins,
Schaffer, and Netsch. Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON !

Mr. President, a question. If you support the Governor's
position, due to the number of people that have contacted me, and

I'm sure other people who are saying,yes, support the Governor,

actually, if you're going to support the Governor's position, you're

going to vote No on this proposition as it...the question is put
to it. Is that correct?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

To support the Governor, you would vote red, to oppose the

Governor, you would vote green.




10.
11.
12.
13,
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

19,

20.
21.

23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
il.
32,

33.

==

Page 121 - May 29, 1981

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Thank you, I just wanted that on the record so those people
who have been contacting me, and I'm sure you, saying yes, vote
‘for the Governor's program, will understand those who vote No,
are actually supporting the program. Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I guess, I'll have to ask Senator
Gitz if he will yield a question here.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

He indicates he will yield, Senator.
SENATOR COLLINS:

I know that we...and Senator Schaffer last night, amended the
Mental Health provisions as it relates to this Order. Did the
Governor rewrite the Order leaving out the Department of Mental
Health, or are we now acting on that original Order?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Gitz.

SENATOR GITZ:

Senator Collins, there is no way, under the Constitution, or
even, indeed, according to the Constitutional Convention transcript,
to amend the Executive Order. 1I'm sure that probably would have
occurred in this situation if it was possible. When you voted on
Senate Bill 1208, you did so with the faith and trust that if you
approve this Executive Order, we'll go on to do by Statute,
things which are in this Executive Order, they now wish to take out.
So, you were, in effect, atteméting to amend because you cannot
amend this Executive Order, you either take it or you don't take
it. '

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Collins.

SENATOR COLLINS:
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That is exactly my concern, and my confusion. If we approve
this Executive Order, we are approving it as written, notwithstanding
what we do by amendment. So, either you support the Mental Health
provision in the Order, and vote for it, or you don't.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Gitz.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Isn't that...so, it's really not out? Okay, that's...I wanted
to make that point clear. However, there...there are other real
problems with it. I've received calls from people both for and
against, unfortunately, most of the people that have talked to me
about being against the Executive Order, were people that were
told false information by department heads and...and the
employees of various agencies, only because they were concerned
about the loss of their jobs, and that's unfortunate. Whether
or not the Order is...beneficial to the various groups, like the...
the community committees, and the others involvéd in the Executive
Order, is one thing, but whether or not someone éeeks'to defeat
the Order simply because of their personal interest, that is another
thing. But I think we have a responsibility to...to look at this,
and I think DCFS, if, in fact, we have the Governor to wait and
to reissue the Order, would most certainly give.,.have some time
to straighten out some of the problems that they're having now,
and éear up for the additional responsibility. I think that would
be beneficial to the State, and to what the Governor is trying to.
do, because I support the concept, but I'm opposed to his Order.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Mr. President, and members of the Senate. I, iike many, and
perhaps more than many, in this Body, had reservations when Executive
Order 1 was first dropped upon us, seemingly out of the blué. After

doing a little research, I discover that the wheels have been
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turning on this particular Executive Order for over two years.

And that virtually all of the groups involved in the Executive
Order have been heavily involved in thé process. I speak pri-
marily of the number of commissions mentioned in...in the first
phase of the Executive Order. The one glaring omission, or one,
shall we say, notable lack of groundwork, was in the area affecting
the Department of Mental Health. That did indeed come as a shot
out of the blue to most of the agencies that deal with the depart-
ment, that deal with children. This Executive Order is not just
the product of the Governor's Office, it's the work of the Commission
on Children, and I might add, many of these small commissions that
are involved, I think, view this as a logical plan. The plan
simply put, was to put those agencies that deal with children into
one umbrella type.structure, so that we could work and concentrate
our efforts to deal with the problems of children, and to eliminate
that much overworked phrase, the kids would fall throughthe cracks.
I think the concept does make sense, and itk been two years in the
making. To delay it another year, I think, would be ~regrettable.
The compromise, and let's face it, you know, we've all...we all
like to kick Governors around down here, it's more popular than
soccer in this Chamber, it's a bi partisan sport, I might add.

The simple fact is, that the basic idea makes sense, the Governor
could have been hardnosed and said, no, all of my ideas are

carved in granite, and there's no room for modification, and no
room for compromise. But he, quite frankly, I £hought was very
reasonable, and his people have been very reasonable. And they've
said, hey, you're right, maybe this is an area that we jumped

in a little gquick, and wé better fall back and take a look

at. They got all the lawyers together, and as sometimes, or
almost always happens. when you get a group of my friends in the
legal profession together, there was not unanimous...unanimous
consensus of, if you will, on how to, in effect, modify the

Executive Order. The plan before us, the compromise before us;
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and what is this legislative Body about, if it isn't compromise..
We've heard a great deal of talk about compromise, and that's
something I think most of us understand, and most of us believe in,
is simply to pass this Executive Order, then pass Senate Bill 1208
with its amendment, which, in effect, repeals a portion of the Ex-
ecutive Order, to then take that portion that was repealed, put

it in as a separate bill, which I believe was done yesterday, and
hold some hearings on that, and see if the affected groups can
live with it or not, or whether it's a good idea or a bad idea,
and lay the groundwork that, perhaps, should have been done initially.
I think it's a reasonable compromise. I think the Governor's

people have said, look let us go forward, let us make those changes

that are good, and let's take a look at the things where people .
have questions. That's the nature of compromise. This is a
good compromise, and I urge that we go forward with the compromise.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. I...first of all, if I might just
make one comment on the way that the guestion is put, which was
suggested to me. It is put in a strange way, so that you seem
to be voting the opposite of what you really intend to do. The
reason for that, is that the only power that the Legislature has,
is to disapprove an Executive Order. The situation is somewhat
comparable to our vote on confirmation of a gubernatorial ap-
pointment, when, in fact, the Committee on Executive Appointments
has recommended a disapproval, that is, the question is still put
in the affirmative, but you vote the opposite way. That is just
simply because that is the...scope of our constitutional power.

Now, on the merits, or rather on the procedure of theé Executive
Order. I think that the case has been made, that there is a very
good reason to bring about some consolidation of the youth services,

and I suspect that many of us have been relatively persuaded on
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that. But the problem is, that what we have before us, right now,
is a garbled mess. There is no question that the Legislature

can effectively override an Executive Order.by action that takes
place subsequently. But the problem is, that what we have here

is, a whole array of effective dates, separate effective dates within the
Executive Order, the effectve date of the Executive Order itself
and the proposed effective dates of legislation which is intended
to overcome the Executive Order. And when you combine this array
of...of effective dates, with the fact that you are also trying

to recast, if not rewrite part of the Executive Order, what you

get is a result that is simply too confusing. We are, in fact,
dependent on the good faith, if not to say, the energy, also, of
the Executive Branch, in fact,carrying out what it says it is going
to do to bring about the result that presumably is well agreed upon
now. And I regret to bring this up again, but I do feel compelled
to do so, last Session, when I was Chairman of the Committee.on
Reorganization, we had a similar situation. An Executive Order
that did not satisfy everyone, a subsequent agreement by the
Governor, by the major State business organizations the labor unions,
and half a dozen other interested groups, that there would be
changes made by the accompanyingimplementing legislation. That

was the Department of Commerce and Community Affairs. I gave the
de¢iding vote to allow that Executive Order to be approved, because
I'm very committed to the concept of Executive agency reorganization
power, bdependent, also, on that good faith. Unfortunately, when
that bill came over to the Senate, it was sat upon, it was never
called, and the administration's word was broken to every major
business group, every major labor union, to the Republican House
sponsor of the bill, to myself, and to half a dozen others, so that
I am not very comfortable in felying on that kind of assurance.

I would add one thing, and that is, that that which we do agree
upon, the consolidation of the youth services can still be accom-

plished either by a subsequent Executive Order, or by legislation

-y
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1. now, even before we leave on June 30th. I would strongly commend
2. that course of action to the Governor.
3. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
4. Further discussion? I have the following Senators; Senators
5. Newhouse, Nimrod, D'Arco, Hall, Carroll, J. E. Joyce, and Senator
6. Becker. Senator Newhouse.
7. SENATOR NEWHOUSE:
8. Thank you, Mr. President, and Senators. I think we all rise
3. rather reluctantly today, knowing the workload that we have. But
10. I rise in support of this Executive Order, and let me share some
11. of my thoughts with you. First of all, this isn't just two years
12. in the making, there are some of us who go back five, six, eight
13. years, with the theory that certainly there ought to be some central
14. control over what happens to children in the State of Illinois.
15. And the problem, of course, is that we have different agencies,
16. with different mandates, so that we have an overlap of services
17. or people fall in between the cracks. But the real problem, the
18. real problem is this, that most agencies simply don't want to
19. serve the hard cases, and that's as cold as it can get. Now, we've
20. just finished doing a study in twenty counties around this State.
21, Many of you Legislators participated in those studies, and what
22, comes out...what came out of that study, which is on your desks,
23. or in your office right now, is very, very clear. It's clear that
24. the services aren't...being provided. Now, there are some...
25, there was some reference made to people and jobs and the rest of
26. it, and how that fits into the picture. I think that we ought
25. to be concerned about the people who have the jobs. There are
28. people in local communities who are delivering the services. And
29. those services ought to be preserved as they are. What this study
30. says, as a matter of fact, is that the local service agency is
1 best prepared to deliver the service, but that the State should
32: have ay enabler role, and the State should provide the leadership.

13 And the only way that leadership is going to be provided, is that




10.
11.
12,
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3l.
32.

33.

.

Page 127 - May 29, 1981 i

somebody's in charge, and that somebody's responsible. If the
Governor.'s Executive Order has any one guiding principle, <*hat
is it. And I would suggest to you, that no agency ought to fall !
outside of the purview of that Executive Order. Now, of course,
there have had to have been same political decisions to...have been made,
I understand that everybody here understands that. But the facts
of life are these, that children in the State pf Illinois are

not getting the services, not getting the services, and that there
are a variety of reasons for that, and that agencies are shuffling
children back and forth, and they;ie not being held to their:re-
sponsibility, and they ought to be held to their responsibility.

We owe something to these children, yes, we can put this off, we've

put it off already for five years, for two years, for one year,
for six months. But there are children béing destroyed out there
everyday, everyday.. And it's time we took some kind of an
action to say the buck stops here, we are responsible. That
is my position, I hope it's yours. I hope you support this Executive
Order.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Further discussion? Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senator Newhouse, I think, has touched on the very crucial
issue that we ought to be concerned about. And that is, that we
are and have been neglecting children,that extensive studies have
been made, that, in fact, yes, Senator Gitz, we have had this
particular area jammed with people who were concerned. But those
that were concerned, were those...those Mental Health providers
who were misinformed and misguided. And through that confusion,
was removed, and for the most part, all those particular people
that have objected have sent lettérs in supporting the Governor:'s
position, and even yes, even the procedure by which we're attempting

to go about to make sure thét'ourAQords} in'facﬁ, are kept, and that
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promises and the amendments are put intc order. I think what we
have to know is about the abuse and the neglect of these services
that are done, in the child welfare services. And we're talking
about the drug-alcohol services, of treating individuals in one...
one member of a family in one way, and treating another member of

a family somewhere else. What is hoped to be gained, and certainly
I speak with the director, is that we can finally have a grasp upon
this, as Senator Newhouse has indicated, that if whole families'
problems can be treated...and be held accountable in one place. For
us to continue on with this charédé of continuing...when we have

a chance to do something about it, because of some technical reason,
seems to me, to be an excuse. We all admit that maybe there were
some problems, and there were some corrective actions that were
taken to try to correct it. They're sincere, they're practical,
they'll do the job, and the real gquestion is, are we going to con~
tinue to provide the kind of...dismembered services, or are we
going to bring them all together under one agency where we have
some direct control. And I heard testimony after testimony, by
judges, by leaders of the community, heads of agencies, heads of
departments, providing all these services, who've had all these
problems, that said, yes, this is the answer, and we support it.

And if I might say, one of the men that I look to, and really have

looked to for respect, is Father John Smith over there at Maryville.

And I know his problems have been many, and things involved, and
he came in and testified that this is something that is needed.
And I, for one, can tell you thatwhen agencies like that come in and
say that this could help solve their problems, I think we ought

to listen to their calls and not delay the issue. And I would
certainly ask you to support this measure, and remember, if you're
supporting the measure, you have to vote No in the way it's pre-
sented. So, those who are in favor of this and support the
positiqn of enforcing the...passing this?..would have to vote

No. Thank you.

i}

t
I




12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.
32,
33.

Page 129 - May 29, 1981

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator D'Arco.
SENATOR D'ARCO:

Thank you, Mr. President. The first thing I wouldllike to
do, is congratulate Senator Gitz, as Chairman of the Reorganization
Committee, he and...did such a tremendous job as the chairman, and he
kept everybody in accord with the proper procedures, and I would

like to congratulate him for doing that. The idea of having all

"of the youth agencies consolidated in one department, is a very

good idea. But the problem is, that the Executive Order doesn't
do that. Senator Nimrod has alluded to the fact that the Drug and

Alcohol Abuse Programs are in the Executive Order, but, in fact,

those programs in the Department of Mental Health are excluded

from the Executive Order. The important programs of grant in
aid in the Dzpartment of Mental Health formentally ill youth
population, which was originally in the Executive Order, and

the reason why it was in the Executive Order, I am told, was
that these local Mental Health agencies were receiving more than
one grant from numerous State agencies. So, the Office of Ed-
ucation would give them a grant, and the Department of Mental
Health would give them a grant, and DCFS would give them a
grant. And the idea was, that wouldn't it be nice, that instead
of getting three or four grants from three or four different
agencies, they could get one grant from one agency. And I
thought about that, and I said, gee, that is a nice idea, it
would help to consolidate the paperwork, and the procedure

in handling these cases. So, what did they do, they took them
out of the Executive Order. They're not in here anymore, all
that's left in this thing is UDIS ;. and the Inst;tute of Juvenile
Research, and that is a non-diagnostic research center  that

has nothing to do with treating youth for all of the related
problems that they are suffering. So, what we have here, is an

emasculated Executive Order. The Commission on Delinquency
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Prevention is in the Executive Order, and their philosophy of
treating youth with indigenous people in the local communities,
instead of people hired by the State agency to do the work, is
totally contrary to the philosophy of DCFS. You know what the
problem is, let's be honest, the problem is, the caseworkers in
DCFS that treat these abused and tattered children, are not ded-
icated people. They could care less about these people, they're
just doing a job on the street. So, when they get a case, they're
thinking about their next job that they're going to college for,
that they can get a degree and gbuon to big and better things in
life. Well, that's fine, but that doesn't help the abused and
tattered child that is depending on DCFS for help. Judge White
testified, and he's the Administrator at the Juvénile Court for
twelve yeérs in Cook County, he testified that the:problem, and
this is.a catch phrase, children are falling between the cracks,
everybody talked about children falling between the cracks. He
said, they're not falling between the cracks in different agencies,
they're falling between the cracks in DCFS. Thirty-seven percent
of: the cases in DCFS are never reported to the juvenile court, they
don't even know where these kids are. Believe it or not. And
that's unbelievable.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate.

First, I hant to ask a question of the sponsor. I was on this
...Senator Schaffer, you're the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
No, Senator Gitz is technically the sponsor of the...
SENATOR HALL:
Well, Senator Gitz, now I started out vehemently opposed to
this, then I was contacted by people in my area, and they say it's

a good idea, and then I was told that they took the Mental Health
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out of this thing. Now, I want to know what I'm voting on,
Either the Mental Health is in or the Mental Health is out,
now, who's able to tell us that?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ: ;

Senator Hall, when you vote, and if you vote a red light, i
you are voting to put Mental Health within DCFS as it pertains
to children, and you are then asked at a later date to hope-
fully modify that, which is goinguto create a very questionable
constitutional item in Senate Bill 1208 to take it out. So, when
you vote now, you're going to put it in, and then maybe later you
can take it out and hope that it gets through the Legislature.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

That wasn't the understanding we had down there in the meeting
we held the other day. When they came there, they testified
that the Mental Health was out, and that's the reason you got
...my vote. That...that, if the Mental Health was no longer in
this, and then we voted to send this up to the Floor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SEANTOR BRUCE)

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Senator Hall, the really basic issue, which everyone has to
understand, is you do not modify an Executive Order, you accept
it the way it's filed or you reject it. It is a legislative veto ,
so ,the only thing that you can do is approve it orx disapprove
it. Now, he could have filed a new Executive Order, and done that,
and that would be heard next year under the Constitution. But
the only way to take care of this in the way they have chosen, is
to ask you to approve the Executive Order, and then by substantive

legislation, which you'll hear later today, take it out. ©Now, that
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has to go all the way through the House, and it has to be signed
by the Governor, and it has to withstand court challenges.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Well, sometimes you wonder who's on first around here. The
point is, that you get so many different versions of this. In other
words, I hear from one side that you can't amend it, I hear from
the other side that it's already out. So, I'll just have to re-
serve mine, and see what happensvaéwn the line.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Carroll. For what purpose
does Senator Nimrod arise? Senator, not on the issue, not on
the issue of what the question was. If you have a personal
rule that you would like to have, but we will...we cannot allow
people to make comments, and everyone else...going to make comments
on that. We have...two rounds. Senator Nimrod.

SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, Mr. President. I happen to be the minority spokesman
on that committee, and there was a question asked, and the chair-
man made the remark, and naturally he is opposed to the whole con-
cept. I think that...that when Senator Hall's question was dir-
ected, all I was saying as minority spokesman, I would-like a
chance to address that question for him.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Fine, Senator, your point is well-taken. Go ahead.
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you. Senator Hall, your question was that...is it in
or is it out. At the time that we voted for this issue to be
brought out, we did outline the steps that had to be taken and
that it was the intent, and what the desire was, and what procedure
would be followed. Now, that procedure is being followeéd, the

amendments have been filed, and the net result is...is what I think
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you're looking for, and that is, when this process is completed,
that, in fact, Mental Health will be out. And if for some reason,
the legislative process has a hitch-up, that the Governor has al-
ready prepared the Executive Order that also takes it out in the
event there's some legislative problem. So, we have all of the
procedures that we had discussed originally when this passed out,
are in. line, and the proposed suggested changes that...that Senator
Gitz has inferred might or might not take place, are just not
so. They are going to take place, and, in fact, have taken place.
The Executive Order is ready to 5é.signed on June the 2nd, which
is the first opportunity it has to be signed. And 1208 amendment
is on the Floor. If the legislative process does stop, the Governor
still has his Executive Order, which, in fact, will do the jot.
We don't...I presume that answers the technical part of your
question. Thank...thank you, Mr. President.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Thank you, Senator Nimrod. Senator Carroll.
SENATOR CARROLL:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. And hopefully, Senator Hall can be listening also. I
totally disagree with what Senator Nimrod just said, and that was
my original purpose for rising to speak. There is confusion in
the area, there is confusion in the législation, and the confusion
is the type that we commonly refer to as Section 8. It happens
to be in Section 8 of 1208. What they're trying to do, is do
by a convoluted method, which is much simpler if.we had true
leadership coming from the second floor. Yes, this is an art
of compromise, that is what the General Assembly has always been
about. What we have here though, is after an idea was surfaced
by way of Executive Order, as it should be, there's no way of
amending that. What you've got to do, is be honest, and openly
admit your mistake. That's what happened here. O©h, quietly

they're going around saying, yeah, we made a mistake, we're going

S
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to amend 1208, we'll come in with a new Executive Order, we'll do
this, that, and the other, we've also got to change the law. Be-
cause as it stands now, all those laws would be ineffective, they
would have no effect whatsoever. Even if you didn't follow
Senator Netsch's line of reason, that his track record::shows he
doesn't follow through on these commitments. Even if you felt
that...all right, that time he didn't follow through, maybe
this time he would, he can't, not under the law. The clean way
to do it, since the Constitutional Convention gave us Executive
Orders, and said they cannot be.aﬁended, don't come up with all
this cau-cau, convoluted theories, and jeopardize an important
program, June 2nd put in an Executive Order, that does it, and
does it the right way. What are you jeopardizing, not five
years, Senator Newhouse, ten weeks. The new Executive Order,
put in June 2nd, could be effective ten weeks after the first
effective date of this Executive Order, and three and a hd&lf
months before, three and a half months before the second pro-
posed effective date of the convoluted theory. Admit your mis-
take on the second floor, which you're doing quietly, ask us all
to reject the Executive Order and come in with a clean one that
will do the-job, and do it right, and not jeopardize the kids.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

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

Thank you, Mr. President, and members of the Body. Just

very briefly, I, too, rise in opposition to Executive Order No. 1.

I think it is stupid , an awkward way to proceed. I think it makes

for bad and clumsy government. And I think we should reject
it, and put it back with the Governor, and let him start anew.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Becker, did you wish to address this? Senator Rock.

SENATOR ROCK:

o

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate.
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I rise in opposition to Executive Order No. 1, and in favor of
the motion to disapprove. As we're all aware, under Article
V, Section 11, the Executive Order shall not become effective if
within sixty calendar days after its delivery to the General
Assembly, either House disapproves the Executive Order by the record
vote of a majority of the members elected. I am reliably informed
that the motion as filed in the House, probably, will nct be
called, because it's pretty common knowledge that a majority of
those elected to the House do not favor Executive Order No. 1.
And if it is not called, I suggeéﬁ to you that this is the only
game in town, as it appears to be at the moment. Executive Order
No. 1 was the brainchild of a couple of those high priced planners
down in the Governor's Office. I suggested at the time, it was
a mistake, I suggested later when his advisors caved into thé
heat that was generated by the folks who were concerned about
the Mental Health component, that it was a mistake, and he ought
to withdraw it and come in with another one. He has chosen not
to do that. I think that's a mistake. We cannot legally undo
what approval of this will do. I urge a green vote on the motion
to disapprove. Let's uphold, at least, our legislative respons-
ibility, if he won't, with respect to his Executive responsibility.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Schaffer, for a seccnd time.
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, I just want to say, for the benefit of everyone involved,
I think the Governor's Office is saying quite publicly, that they
have, in fact, made a mistake. I don't think anybody's trying to
hide that, I think they're saying we have, in fact,vmoved too
guickly on one segment. But the compromise that has worked out,
I think,'is one that will work. As Senator Netsch pointed out,
clearly we have the power through...the passage of legislation to
superséde Executive Orders. We do that on a very regular basis,

and we will continue to do that. The reason the House motion has
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not been called is because they have been informed of this compromise, .

they've been involved in the deliberation, and members on both
sides of the aisle have concluded that it is a rational way to
accomplish the majority of the Executive Order which, I think,
most of us agree with. I think it's a reasonable compromise, and
it will, in fact, promote service for children in this State, and
I would certainly urge opposition to the motion.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Gitz may close. Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD: .

If...if...could we have equal time for closing this...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Go ahead, Senator Nimrod. He's the chairman...you would...
you would procede him in the closings, Senator.

SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President. My only comments are
this, is that hearings have been held, the people have come to these
hearings from all over, the decisions, the testimonies are ié and
on the records, to try to delay this for really no other reason
than either technical or otherwise, and ignoring the needs of the
children that are there. I think we do many things in this Leg-
islature in order to expedite and to conform and make...provide
services to the people that we're trying to serve. Well, here
is a service that is needed, and certainly acknowledged by most
everyone that's involved, the only problem ardtheonly question is
technical to delay this, and have new hearings again.,later would
only cause more problems and controversy, and certainly would
be a big waste in both time and effort that has gone by, and I
think the procedure that has been outlined for the changes that
are necessary to make this effective, and to remove the Mental
Health services have been outlined and presented. And I would like
to tell you that to vote for this issue, remember to vote No. And

I think that will give us a chance to say that, yes, the Department
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of Children and Family Services provider those services now, and
let's coordinate and give...address the individuals and the
children on a family basis, so that we can get some results. Thank
you, very much.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well,'I have found it somewhat ironic that we seem to,on
occasion be arguing against ourselves. The thrust of this Executive
Order was to consolidate serviceéuin one agency. And out of those
hearings, and out of that testimony, becéme very obvious that this
Executive Order had a lot of loopholes and problems, and therefore,
that Executi?e Order on the face of it, ‘was not going to stand the
test of a vote. Now, Senator Nimrod indicated that it was merely
the misquided, misinformed people in the Mental Health community
that somehow are not on the team. If you accept that for a moment,consider
this, they are the people who are being taken out of the Executive
Order, what about the other people who are kept in it. We have
bent over backwards to try to meet the Governor's mandates, you're
talking about an Executive Order which has a delayed implementation
date, which in one case will be six months from now, another time
a year from now. Now, he hasindicated his desire, he being the
Executive, to file a further Executive Order, fine. I told him
I would give him a signed notarized letter to accept that Executive
Order and to work for its implementation. But what we're being
asked to do today, is basically to avoid a historic precedent
of disapproving an Executive Order. And I think sometimes, that
we let ego get in the way of the substance. Now, there has been
a lot of reference to commissions. I want to gquote to you some
things that I thought were very interesting. The Governor's own
report on the task force of services to troubled adolescents, the
chairman of that task force said quote,"our finding after seven

months of work was that. the major shortcoming was not State level
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organization problems, and therg are manv of those, but that

the current system does not include incéntives to the ...encourage
communities to address their own problems, develop alternative
services, to maintain adolescents in their own homes and com-
munities.' He went on to indicate that he felt you had to deal
with it at the local level and put the programs together there.
And what did that same report of the Governor say about re-
organizing all of these services together, quote,"when we con-
sidered this option, it became clear that the consolidation did
not meet the test of principles.?” I suggest to you, that there
are, indeed, questions on both sides. All of us would agree that
that department needs proper tools, but Gentlemen and Ladies,

for a_moment, consider the Governor's own words, which were also
at issue here today, a mere two years ago, when he stated in an
address on the Illinois Status Offenders Program, “"it is with this
quality of service issue in mind," and he was taking it out from
under the Department of Child and Family Services, "that I have
decided to move the State's responsibility for overseeing the
Illinois Status Offenders Program out of DCFS. The DCFS chief
obligation at this point is to ensure it can meet its mandated

service responsibility to complete its reorganization," and here's
the interesting part, "it does not need any additional burdens
than it already has by law." Those were the Governor's own words.
We should have an orderly implementation, but the Mental Health
community was in an uproar, they were taken out of this Executive
Order, and I submit to you, the way...thetkind of legislative chaos
you have before us, how realistically is Director Coler going to have
the complete cooperation of the people before him2 What is so
unreasonable about asking for a new Executive Order to be formed,
and taking that time that Senator Schaffer speaks of to put this
in proper tests? Why is it, in the Constitutional Convention, when
a delegate said, does this rejection eliminate the possibility of

change, and'they were talking about amending Executive Orders, and
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Mr. Tyson said, yes. if they reject it, or disapprove it, that's
the end of it, either House, by a majority. And the delegate
qguestioned, they have no chance of modifying.it on their own?
Answer, no, it doesn't have the feature of amendatory or
conditional concept to it. You're talking .about today, the ques-
tion of putting substantive legislation before the Governor, which
is signed, but the delayed implementation date is way down the

road next year. And that is in conflict with the Constitution, and
under the Constitution, that will take precedence. Now, whatever
you believe on that side of the éiéle, or on this side of the
aisle, in terms of the validity of the issue, keep in mind that wé're
going about this in a very cumbersome and awkward way. All of us
commend the Governor for his strong stand, but the question is

why trample on these procedures when there is a much cleanér
available option before us. On that basis, Mr. President, I

put the question before the Body as required by the Constitution.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, before I put the guestion, I would remind the
membership again, that to support the...the Go?ernor, you would
vote red, to oppose the Governor, you would vote green. The
question is, pursuant to Article V, Section 11 of the Illinois
Constitution, shall Executive Order No. 1 be disapproved so that
it shall not become effective by operation of ‘law by its terms.
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,
...on that question, just...the Ayes are 30, the Nays are 24,
none Voting Present .and Executive Order No. 1, having been
disapproved by a majority vote of the members elected, is dis-
approved. For what purpose does Senator Schaffer arise? Senator
Schaffer.

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Well, fine, let's...let's just verify the positive.

-
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, there's been a request for a verification. Will
the members please be in their seats. Will the members please
be in their seats. Will the Secretary call the names of those
Senators who voted in the affirmative.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative:

Berman, Bloom, Bowers, Bruce, Carroll, Chew, Coffey, Collins,
D'Arco, Dawson, Demuzio, Egan, Gitz, Johns, Jeremiah Joyce, Jerome
Joyce, Kent, Lemke, McLendon, Naéﬁ, Nedza, Nega, Netsch, Philip,
Rupp, Savickas, Taylor, Thomas, Totten, Mr. President.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Schaffer, do you question the presence of any member?
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Senator Egan?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is Senator Egan on the Floor? Is Senator Egan on the Floor?
Yes, he is, Senator. Senator Schaffer, do you question the names
of any other member? On a verified roll call...

SENATOR SCHAFFER:
Senator Nash?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Well, hold on Gentlemen. On a verified roll call...
SENATOR SCHAFFER:

Nash.

PRESIDING OFFIéER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Well, Senator Nash is in his...now, wait a minute, hold on.
Now, Senator Schaffer, for the second time, do you gquestion the
presence of any member? .

SENATOR SCHAFFER:

No.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right, hearing a negative, on a verified roll call, there
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are 30 Ayes, 24 Nays, and Executive Order No. 1, having been dis-
approved by a majority vote of the members elected is disapproved.
For what purpose does Senator Chew arise?
SENATOR CHEW:

Having voted on the prevailing side I move...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Chew moves to reconsider the vote by which the
Executive Order was disapproved. Senator Johns moves to lay that
motion upon the Table. On the motion to Table, all in favor say
Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes havéuit. The motion to reconsider
is Tabled. Senator Gitz, is it your intention to go to No. 2?

All right. If I might have the attention of the Body, there are
two Executive Orders before us. We still have the consideration

of Executive Order No. 2. Mr. Secretary. All right, the committee
report hasi:been read in. Executive Order No. 2 is before the
Body. Senator Gitz} for explanation.

SENATOR GITZ:

Thank you, Mr. President, and members of the Body. Executive
Order No. 2, I dare say will not have any of the controversy
attached to Executive Order No. 1. This seeks to transfer all of
the risk management provisions, the Department of Finance, Ad-
ministrative Services, et cetera, all to the Department of Per-
sonnel to consolidate them under one agency. It is non-
controversial, all of us think that theGovernor has done a com-
mendable thing in putting this under the umbrella of the Department
of Personnel. And it passed out of committee without any dissenting
votes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Is there discussion? The guestion'is,
pursuant to Article V, Section 11 of the Illinois Constitution,
shall Executive Order No. 2 be disapproved so that it shall not
become effective by operation of law by its terms. .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? Take the record.
On that question, the Ayes are none, the...the Nays are 52, 1
Voting Present. Executive Order No. 2, not having been disapproved
by a majority of those Senators elected, shall become effective
by operation of law by its terms. Senator Buzbee, when we had
gone to this Executive Order we were just ready to start on 402.
Do you want to start that series? .All right, Senator...Senator
Buzbee is ready on 402. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
SECRETARY :

Senate Bill 402.

( Secretary reads title of bill )

PRESIDENT: '

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. There's been a lot of...of speaking
today, concerning irony. I only have four bills this Session and
the irony that I find in this situation is, that they're coming
up right after that little non-controversial subject that we just
were on. I would like to talk generally for just a minute about

Senate Billls 402, 403, 404, and 405, consecutively, for these bills

.are a complimentary package. These bills represent the first

comprehensive attempt to ‘deal with the technical and promotional pro-
blems of the Illinois coal industry. I believe the State has

an obligation to provide research and promotional support to this
vital industry, which directly employs over twenty thousand of
our citizens. Senate Bill 402, authorizes the formation of a

nine member Coal Research Board consisting of representatives

from government and industry. The Coal Research Board will assist
coal utilization research in four ways. One, the board will assess
the areas in which research is most needed, and may be most effec-
tive both in the short-term and in the longer range. On the basis
of this assessment, the board will develop a coal research agenda

that will set out the goals of Illinois coal research for the next
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several years. Two, the board will assist the research institutions
in Illinois in coordinating coal research projects, to maximize
their overall progress toward the goals of the research agenda.
Three, the board will provide State funding for specific research
projects that are considered most important, and have not received
adequate funds from other sources. Four, the board will encourage
increased funding and participation from the Federal Government,
other states, and private industries. Hopefully, this will include
cooperative research projects involving the operation of private

or Federal demonstration projects that will utilize high sulfur
coal. There are two important factors in the operational scheme

of the board, One is, the board will seek the input and cooperation
of all interested research institutions and State agencies in its
development of research objectives. Two, the board will not upset
the existing structure of research assessment and funding at the
universities and...and institutions in Illinois. The board is
designed to enhance the present system rather than dominate it.
Based on a fiscal analysis, I estimate the administraﬁive cost of
this board to be one hundred thirty-seven thousand eight hundred
dollars. The money would be appropriated from the Public Utility
Fund, not from tax dollars. And I believe this modest investment
is a better use for this money than refunding it to the utility
companies. To date, the State has left the coal research initiative
almoét entirely to the Federal Government, even though a number of
excellent research institutions exist within Illinois. As a result,
Illinois coal and Illinois coal utilization industries have re-
ceived only limited attention on the level of applied research.

A decline in Federal funding for coal utilization research in the
coming years may mean that essential research will bg ended al- -
together. Other states, particularly, Kentucky and Ohio, have
recognized the need for the systematic.continuiﬁg support of coal
research. The coordinating and fuhding mechanisms that these states

have developed have already mitigated the effects of declining

T
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Federal support. In these states, the availability of a coal
research program has also encouraged the active participation
of private industry, both in research ?ctivities,and on the dem-
onstration and commercialization level. Before closing, I wish
to point out that this bill is supported by the Illinois Energy
Resources Commission, the Illinois...Employment and Training
Counsel, Argon National Laboratory, the Illinois Coal Association,
the United Mine Workers, and the Allis-Chalmers Corporation. I
ask for a favorable consideration for Senate Bill 402.
PRESIDENT:

Is there any discussion? Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I rise in support of the Coal Research Board. I, too,
had a bill in, it was a little different than this, but I think
this is the bill .that is before us, and I think it's very
vital and important for the reasons that were outlined by Senator
Buzbee and some of the others, that we shouldn't take the time
to go over... that we do need some agency that will, in fact,
coordinate the various research projects that are going on through-
out our State. It's very important if we're to have any kind of
a comprehensive program, that we do have a board that will be...
consist of members who have the expertise and the ability to make

sure that this effort is coordinated. 1It...we are...in a constant

onslaught to bury and keep it buried, the sixty billion tons of coal

that are in our ground, we need to have some means of being able

to coordinate this research so that we can effec{ively make some

use and have an orderly development of a progfam..the technology that's

needed in order to produce this coal, not only to be used in
Illinois, but used on a national basis, and to be used effectively
in our export markets. I would certainly say that this is a good
step forward, and I would certainly ask that we support this mea-

sure.
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PRESIDENT:

Any further discussion? If not, the question is, shall Senate
Bill 402 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 31, the Nays are 21, none Voting
Present. Senate Bill 402, having received the required constitu-
tional majority is declared passed. Senator McMillan. Senator
McMillan has requested a verification of...will the members please
be in their seats. Mr. Secretary, read the affirmative votes.
SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative:

Berman, Bruce, Buzbee, Carroll, Collins, Dawson, Demuzio,
Egan, Geo-Karis, Gitz, Grotberg, Hall, Johns, Jeremiah Joyce,
Jerome Joyce, Lemke, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash, Nega, Netsch,
Newhouse, Nimrod, Philip, Rupp, Sangmeister, Savickas, Schaffer,
Taylor, Vadalabene, Mr. President.

PRESIDENT:
Senator McMillan.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:
Gitz?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Gitz is in the Chamber.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Senator Jeremiah Joyce?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Joyce on the Floor? Senator Jeremiah Joyce.on the
Floor? Strike his name, Mr. Secretary.

SENATOR MCMILLAN:
Senator McLendon.
PRESIDENT:
Senator McLendon on the Floor? Senator McLendon on the Floor?

Strike his name, Mr. Secretary.
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SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Senator Newhouse?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Newhouse., Senator Newhouse is on the Floor. On
that question, the Ayes are 29, the Nays are 21. The sponsor
reauests that further consideration be postponed. Want to go
on with the rest of them? Senator Buzbee?2
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President...

PRESIDENT:

On the Order...wait a minute, let's read the bill. On the

Order of Senate Bills 3rd reading, Senate Bill 403. Read the

bill, Mr. Secretary.

(END OF REEL)
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SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 403.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senate Bill 403 directs
the Board of Trustees of Southern Illinois University to
establish a State research institution that will...maximize
the development of technology that is essential to the future
use of Illinois coal as a direct fuel or a feed stock. Basic
operational funds will be provided by appropriation through
the university. - In fiscal '82 the university will absorb
these costs. Research funds will be provided through contract
with the Coal Research Board and other grant sources secured
by the laboratory. A fiscal note supplied by SIU estimates
the administrative cost of operating this facility will be
sixty-five thousand dollars. The responsibilities of the
laboratory will be to work with the Coal Research Board in
the development and execution of Illinois research programs
directed at coal utilization technology. The laboratory will
work in close coordination with the geological survey as
well as other institutions and industries as directed by the
board. The Coal Research Board will have the mandate to
maximize the coordination of coal utilization research through
the new laboratory and the new laboratory will concentrate on
combustion technology, which utilizes the engineering and
chemical programs of the university. The close association
of thé laboratory to SIU is intended to make its operation
efficient to make use of the existing grant processes and to
keep the Coal Research Board out of a cumbersome administrative

role. I believe that the university's proximity to the coal
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fields combined with its excellent track record in coal

1.

2. extraction and coal cleaning research justify the establish-
3. ment of this lab. I submit that such a facility with a

4. clear mandate to focus on utilization technology will guarantee
5. that major portions of Illinois' research effort will._be

6. directed toward solving problems which have prevented a rapid
7. expansion of demand for Illinois coal. I ask for a favorable
8. consideration of Senate Bill 403.

3. PRESIDENT:

10. Any discussion? Senator Becker.

11. SENATOR BECKER:

12. Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. Will
13. the sponsor yield?

4. PRESIDENT:

15. Indicates he'll yield, Senator Becker.

16. SENATOR BECKER:

17. Senator Buzbee, isn't it true that the Board of Trustees
18. did not approve this program?

19, PRESIDENT:

20. . Senator Buzbee.

21, SENATOR BUZBEE:

22, No, that is not true, Senator.

23. PRESIDENT:

24. Senator Becker.

25. SENATOR BECKER:

26. That was the testimony that was given in the. Board of
27, Higher Education, Senator. .

28. PRESIDENT:

29. Senator Buzbee.

10 ' SENATOR BUZBEE:
31. I...I'm not sure what you're referring to, Senator. We
32. have been working with SIU...with the administration, including

33.

the...the...the academic vice~president, who reports directly
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to the president, who reports to the Board of Trustees and...
I don't think that the academic vice-president is...going to
be...taking any kind of action which is...in contravention
to the wishes of his...Board of Trustees because they are
the ones who can hire and fire him.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Beckef.
SENATOR BECKER:

How many employees are you...talking about in this
bill,...Senatqr Buzbee?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

The university estimates that the...administrative cost
will be about sixty-five thousand dollars. The...the total
number of employees would be impossible, at this point, to
say because...the...the research that is directed toward them
will be done by...faculty members and so forth as it is needed.
So,...there wil;...it'll be...it would be impossible to say
how many exact employees there would be because administratively
there would probably be three or four...or maybe two, even. The
...but the research efforts will be done by...university on
board professors.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKER:

Isn't it true, Senator Buzbee, that you're thinking of
leasing or buying an old Pepsi-Cola warehouse to start this
lab, which is not located on or near the campus?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

One of the suggestions for a possible permanent facility
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at some point in the future has been made by my Republican
Representative in the House, Representative Ralph Dunn, to
look at a...an abandoned Coca-Co?a bottling plant at DuQoin,
which is twenty miles from the SIU Campus and happens to be
in Perry County, the largest coal producing county in the
State of Illinois...as a possibility for the location of a
permanent facility. However, at this point,...there is another
laboratory facility, which is owned and operated by the U.S.
Department of Mines and Minerals, which is located in Carter-
ville, Illinois, which is seven miles from the SIU Campus.
That particular Federal laboratory's funding is being cut
off this year under the Reagan...Administration and they
anticipate that by 1 September those folks will be leaving
...that laboratory and that is another facility that the
university is going to look at. If that one comes about,
it will be...a gift or...a...a lease arrangement from the
Federal Government to...to...SIU.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKER:

Is it true, Senator Buzbee, that you're talking about
twenty million dollars in capital bonds for a new building
for this project?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Absolutely not. There is no intention whatsoever of...

of...building a new building if one of these other two facilities

can be used. If...there were at some point in the future...
if the laboratory ever got to the size where they needed a
permanent facility and those ofher two that we've just dis-
cussed were not available, however, it looks like that either

one of them are going to be available, then there might be a
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request for a capital bonding...project to build a building
at some point, but...it wouldn't reach the twenty million
dollar range by any means, if we got to that point and I
don't anticipate getting to that point, because I think one
of the other two facilities...will be available.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Beckér.
SENATOR BECKER:

I do rise in opposition to say that, Mr. President,...
that this billAcame out of the Committee on Higher Ed. on a
partisan vote, 4 to 3. I also say that the testimony that
was given at that hearing was that the Board of Truétees of
Southern Illiﬁois University did not favor this project. I
also stand in opposition on the basis that I think it is the
coal miners...the owners of the mines that should be investing
and not the taxpayers of the State of Illinois. I recommend
a No vote,

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Nimrod.
SENATOR NIMROD:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Buzbee, I support your
package...coal package and I think it's commendable. However,
I do understand about the laboratory and I very reluctantly
have to rise in opposition to that lab, not because of its
location or not becauseit's down at SIU,...that is really not
the issue. The issue is that, here we are propésing a coal
laboratory to accomplish those purposes of looking at all the
researchbprojects, determining and coordinating all the efforts
and before we have even a coal research program to know what
is being done throughout our State, here we are setting up a
laboratory before we even know what we...have to be done. So,
I would think that this is a little premature and I would hope

that...that you wohld either withdraw this bill...or...or at least
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wait until its...put it in at a needed time after we have a
report. And, in fact, I...I just want you to know that...even
on our commission there was...seemed to be great concern and
we couldn't get enough to support and endorse this position
on the Energy Resources Commission. And I'm sure it wasn't
because they disapprove it...they didn't think that a
lab would at some time be necessary. But we have laboratories
throughout our State, as you've already stated, and it would
certainly be the first step of setting up the board and doing
it and then at a later time...determining the need and whether
or not it would be wise to go ahead put a board...a laboratory.
In fact, that laboratory might be very well where you want it. I
have no objections to that, but I do think that it's a pre-
mature situation and certainly this...this particular laboratory
...should not be supported.
PRESIDENT:

Any further discussion? Senator Buzbee may close.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. To correct...something that
Senator Becker...said...it simply is not true that the
university is not in favor of this. If you think I'm going
to try to force something on the university...in the form
of a research facility that they don't want...is...it's...
it's just not...it just isn't so. I've been working very
closely with the universityvon this concept for about two
years now. I have worked with the academic vice-president,

I've had many, many conversations with the President of SIU
Carbondale, I've had many, many conversations with the Chancellor
of SIU system about this laboratory, the...head of the current
research efforts at SIU and I have worked very closely together.
They are the 6nes that have provided me- all of the facts and...
and data as to...the costs and...and what they anticipate would

be done. I know Senator Nimrod's...opposition to this bill.
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The only one, I think, in the package that he does oppose. I
just simply don't agree with his philosophy. The time is now.

As a matter of fact, Illinois coal production is...not near

where it should be. There are sixteen hundred coal miners
laid-off when they...when they're not...before the strike
...there were sixteen hundred coal miners laid-off in the
State of Illinois, not working. There were about another

two or three thousand who were on partial work weeks. The
reason why we say that the State ought to be taking the

lead in the research effort is because our motivation is

not a profit motivation. Our motivation is to promote the
use of coal and promote coal related jobs in the State of
Illinois. The coal companies...tend to be owned by major

0il companies, they do do some research. There's no question
about that, but they do their research based on a profit
motive, If their profit happens to come from their western
coal, that's where they put their emphasis, not on Illinois
coal, if it's...if that's not where the profit is. So, the
time has come for the State to...to take the lead in this
field and get on with the job and I would ask for a favorable
vote.

PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall Senate Bill 403 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed will Qote Nay. The voting
is open. Will you vote Senator Savickas Aye, please, Senator
Hall? 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 24, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 403 having received the requifed constitutional majority
is declared passed. Senator Becker, for what purpose do you
arise?

SENATOR BECKER:

Verification of the affirmative votes.
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PRESIDENT:

Senator Becker has requested a verification of the
affirmative vote. Will the members please be in their seats.
Mr. Secretary, read the affirmative roll call.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Berman, Bruce,
Buzbee, Carroll, Chew, Collins, D'Arco, Davidson, Dawson,
Degnan, Demuzio, Egan, Gitz; Hall, Johns, Jeremiah Joyce,
Jerome Joyce, Lemke, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash, Nedza, Nega,
Netsch, Newhouse, Rupp, Sangmeister, Savickas, Taylor,
Vadalabene, Mr. President.

SENATOR' BECKER:

Senator Degnan.
PRESIDENT:

Is Senator Degnan on the Floor? 1Is Senator Degnan on the
Floor? Strike his name, Mr. Secretary.

SENATOR BECKER:

Senator Joyce...Jeremiah.,
PRESIDENT:

Is Senator Jeremiah Joyce on the Floor? 1Is Senator Joyce
on the Floor? Strike his name, Mr. Secretary.
SENATOR BECKER:

That's enough.

PRESIDENT:

The roll again has been verified. There are 29 Ayes, 24
Nays, none Voting Present. The sponsor requesﬁs further
consideration be postponed. So ordered. On the Order of Senate
Bills 3rd reading, Senate Bill 404. Read the bill, Mr. Secre-
tary.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 404.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
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PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Senate Bill 404 establishes
an Office of Coal Commerce within the Department of Commerce
and Community Affairsband directs cooperation with the
Illinois Institﬁte of Natural Resources in order to promote
Illinois coal.. Tllinois' large reserves of high quality
bituminous coal give us the opportunity to play a leading
role in supplying fuel throughout the nation and the world.
However, through the 1970's Illinois coal development remains
static. Nuﬁerous coal development projects, which were
originally targeted.for construction in Illinois, were dropped
by the Federal Government. The availability of the Coal and
Energy Dévelopment Bond Fund gives Illinois a drawing card for
demonstration plants to locate in the State. Howevef, the
fund mechanism is activated after an interested developer
approaches the State for financial assistance. This procedure
does not allow for an organized State supported effort to
seek out companies who may use Illinois coal and entice them
to locate in Illinois. There are a number of other activities
which warrant our attention and consideration as they pertain
to coal development, utilities and industrial coal user§ in
the southeast are loocking to the midwest for future long-
term coal supplies. Continental Resources Company is looking
to Illinois as a possiﬁle beginning point for a fifteen hundred
mile coal slurry pipeline to Georgia and Florida. It has been
estimated that forty to fifty million tons of coal each year
would flow through the pipeline. Larger quantities of coai
are sought by western Europe, Japan and other nations. Coal
exports are expected to increase substantially over the next
few years, coal export terminals in the Great Lakes and in

the gulf would serve as focal points to support Illinois coal
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overseas. These promotional activities are best suited for |
development within the Department of Commerce and Community
Affairs. DCCA currently works with industries which are
looking to expand within the State or locate new facilities

in Illinois and addition...addition DCCA is best equipped

to operate a foreign and domestic coal market. A fiscal

note provided by the Department of Commerce and Community
Affairs estimates the cost of this office to be one hundred
eighty-two thousaqd seven hundred dollars. I believe the
potential for increasing employment and revenues by selling
more coal justifies this expenditure. Let me illustrate the
impact to our State's economy caused by the impact of an
organized and developed promotional effort. 1In 1979 Illinois
failed to attract a commercial size coal gasification plant,
even though the interested firm gave a high priority to an
Illinois site. The Illinois Energy Resources Commission has
...was directed to study this matter in Senate Joint Resolution
89. The findings of this study inciuded that, Texas Eastern
found the lack of overall State support the most significant
problem they encountered, Illinois' lack of an organized
visible and well=-informed lead agency was also a serious
problem for Texas Eastern. The next most significant problem
was the lack of an offer for an option on property acquisition
from the State. The report recommended the following measures
to improve the State's competitive position: one, there must
be adequate staffing for agency coordinatioﬂ; two, a budgetary
commitment to tﬁis effort must be made; three, the packaging
of siting information needs continued work; four, permit and
regulatory assistance is critical to attract industry and care
must be taken to develop the most applicable procedure to
Il;inois; five, economic incehtives for industry should be
evaluated further; six, the State must recognize the uncertainty

of Federal energy policies and their possible effects on Illinois.
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Loss of the Texas Eastern plant cost this State over four
billion dollars in investment capital and over three hundred
permanent jobs. My.package of bills and Senate Bill 404, in
particular, addressés this problem. This bill is supported
by the Energy Resources Commission, the Illinois Employment
and Training Coﬁncil, United Mine Workers of America and the
Illinois Coal Association and I would ask for a favorable vote
on Senate Bill 404,
PRESIDENT:

Any discuséion? Senator GéoiKaris.
SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the Senate, I
certainly support this wholeheartedly because there's no doubt
in my mind that we don't have an adequate unit that can deal
with other states who want to come in...in businesses, so I
certainly urge your favorable support.

PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President. A question of the sponsor.
PRESIDENT:

The sponsor indicates hé'll vield, Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Senator Buzbee, the cost you've indicated is,..is around
a hundred and eighty-~five thbusand dollars. What...what does
this entail? I know it would be a new office, but how did
you arrive or how did they arrive at that figure?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Buzbee.
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Yes,...in conversations with DCCA, they have indicated
that they...anticipate...pardon me...a...staff increase of

about four...four people, which would all be...people in the

T
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Springfield office. We do not anticipate any increase in staff
in the...in the State foreign offices....that those people would
be trained...and...and given...schooling in what Illinois cocal
is and what it's about and so forth. And...the hundred and
eighty-two thousand seven hundred dollars, although not broken
down directly,...wait a minute, I'm sorry...it is broken down...
in their fiscal note that they gave me. I beg your pardon.
They anticipate four people, so Personal Services would be
eighty-three thousand dollars...with the Concomitant Retirement
and Social Security; Contractual, thirty-seven thousand; Travel,
in State and out of State, twenty thousand; Commodities, two
thousand; Printing, five thousand; Equipment, forty-eight
hundred; Electronic Data Processing for sites file enhancements,
fourteén thousand; Telecommunications, thirty-eight hundred;
and Operations of an Automobile, one thousand dollars.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator...I beg your pardon...Senator
Mai;land.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President. 1I...with all due respect to
the sponsor, who has very...very strong feelings in this area,
and...and I share those feelings. I'm just concerned that the
creation of this office is...is unnecessary and is, at this
point in time at least, duplicating some...some programs that
we already have and offices that we already have and I...I think
in a period of time when we're...we're pinching every possible
penny we can,...that this expenditure of a hundred and eighty-
five or two hundred thousand dollars is just...not warranted
at this time. And, Senator Buzbee, additionally, if...for no
other reason I think, perhaps, it might be a bit premature be-
cause of the committee that both you and I serve on that...that
attempts to get at...especially the Illinois coal problem and

...and coordinating the efforts of the Federal Government.
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and the State of Illinois and I would, therefore, at this time
rise in opposition to Senate Bill 404.
PRESIDENT:
Further discussion? Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKER:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise in opposition to Senate Bill 405, 1In 1975 your great
Governor, Governor Walker, signed a bill to kill the State
of Illinois when‘he signed the Workmen's Compensation Bill,
when he signed the Unemployment Compensation Bill, the Pro-
duct Liability, the Scaffolding Act. Senator Buzbee, since
1975 we've lost one thousand five hundred and eighty industries
in the State of Illincis. Maybe we won't need money for this
great mass transportation that we're talking about in Chicago.
I only say to you about the Western Electric Company, who is
aown from twenty-seven thousand employees in 1975 to five
thousand today. Plant after plant‘in the Town of Cicero are
closing their doors. What tax incentive did any Senator
ever stand here on this Floor and give any of them industries
that are taking off to the Sun Belt?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock.

" SENATOR ROCK:

I think the Gentleman is on the wrong bill, Mr. President.
This is Senate Bill 404.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKER:

I beg vour pardon, Senator Buzbee. I'll repeat what I
said. ' ] -
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Buzbee

may close debate.
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SENATOR BUZBEE:

Thank you, Mr. President. This is a package of bills
which we...have been developing for several months and we
developed this package of bills because of the distinct lack
of leadership...from the Chief Executive in this field, we
thought. There's been a lot of talk bantered about by former
Governor Walker, Governor Thompson, several of us here in
the General Assembly, the Illinois Congressional Delegation.
But what we've tended to do at the State level is to always
complain that it's the Feds fault. "~ The Feds are the ones
that have created the problem. That's why our coal industry
is not thriving in Illinois. &nd the fact of the matter is,

that they are partially at fault...through the Clean Air Act

and so forth and we've been addressing that through testimony"

to the...to Congressional committees and the reauthorization
of the Federal Clean Air Act. But they're not completely

at fault. We haven't done anything to help ourselves in
Illinois, so we developed this package of bills and an
...interesting thing came about. The explanation of this
particular bill that we put out in describing what it was
about the Governor issued an Executive Order...and then issued
a press release naming the Lieutenant Governor to take the
lead in the promotion of Illinois coal and the language in
his press release was almost verbatim out of the explanation
of our Senate Bill 404. Now, we've been talking with the
Lieutenant Governor, we think that this particular Office

of Coal Commerce would compliment very well the efforts

that he's going to be making. He's going to need, in some
agency, the professional staff to help in his efforts. We
think that the Lieutenant Governor is an altogether fitting
person to be the lead. You need somebody that's visible.
You need somebody...somebody in the Chief Executive...

Branch that will take the lead, but they're going to have
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to have the technical backup, they're going to have to have

the people that know where the sites are that do the preliminary
site surveys, that know where the markets are, the export and
the...and the domestic markets. So, for an investment of

a hundred and eighty-seven thousand dollars we will see that
money returned many fold to the economy of the State of Illinois
and to the tax coffers of this State. I would ask for a
favorable vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 404 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
...have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Take
the record. On that question, the Ayes are 31, the Nays are
23, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 404 having received the
constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill...405,
Senator Buzbee. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 405.

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

Senator Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

I'll tell you what, Mr. President, I'll make a deal with
Senator Becker. I'll kgep my opening remarks very, very
short if we'll just take your comments on the last bill as...
to be the comments on this one and that way we can save a lot
of time. If that's...if that's acceptable...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICXAS)

Senator Becker.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

This bill provides that corporations which are subject
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to the Illinois Income Tax would receive a tax credit equal
to twenty percent of the amount spent on Illinois coal
utilization research and five percent of the amount spent on
equipment intended to increase the use of Illinois coal during
the tax year and I would ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Becker.
SENATOR BECKER:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. No
doubt with the additional two Senators present I assume there
will be a very favorable affirmative vote. I repeat, if I
must, but I don't think I have to, because I've listened to
Senator Buzbee bum rap our Governor on so mahy occasions on
this Floor when he's doing everything in his power through
the Department of Commerce to bring industry into this State
and yet they won't come in because of the taxes. I'only
repeat on this bill again, unless we can do it for all
industries in the State of Illinois, let's not pick out
just one industry and show a little favoritism. I recommend
a No vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Buzbee, do you wish to close or...Senator
Buzbee.

SENATOR BUZBEE:

Yeah. 1I'll make another deal with Senator Becker if...
1'll stop bum rapping the...the Governor if he'll...if Senator
Becker will vote Aye on my bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 405 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...the Ayes are 30, the Nays are 25, none Voting Present.
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Senate Bill 405 having received the constitutional majority is
declared passed. For what purpose does Senator Becker arise?
SENATOR BECKER:

Verification of the affirmative vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Becker has requested a verification. Will all
the Senators be in their seats. And willvthe Secretary read
the affirmative votes.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Berman, Bruce,
Buzbee, Carroll, Chew, Collins, D'Arco,...

PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

For what purpose does Senator...
SECRETARY :

...Dawson, Degnan, Demuzio, Egan, Gitz, Hall, Johns,
Jeremiah Joyce, Jerome Joyce, Lemke, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash,
Nedza, Nega, Netsbh, Newhouse, Rupp, Sangmeister, Savickas,
Taylor, Vadalabene, Mr. President.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Becker, do you question any of the affirmative
votes?
SENATOR BECKER:

Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He's standing right by Senator Eerman.
SENATOR BECKER:

Senator Nega.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Nega is standing by Senator Hall. Stand up, Wally.

SENATOR BECKER:
Senator Jerome Joyce.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He's in his seat.

e Y
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SENATOR BECKER:

Thank you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The roll call has been verified and the Ayes are 30, the
Mays are 25, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 405, on a
verified roll call, is declared passed. Senator Rock.
SENATOR ROCK:

Having voted on the prevailing side, I move to reconsider
the vote by which 405 was declared passed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Rock moves to reconsider. Senator Buzbee moves
to Table. Those in favor of the motion indicate by saying
Aye. The Ayes have it. The motion is Tabled. Senate Bill
406, Senator Dawson. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 406.

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

Senator Dawson.

SENATOR DAWSON:

Senate Bill 406, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen
of the Senate, was introduced because Senate Bill 172 did not
cover completely what I asked for in the...Environmental Com-
mittee. And what it does...within a county of two million
or more population no person shall establish a sanitary land-
fill site within five miles of any existing site. And I ask
for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, the question is,
shall Senate Bill 406 pass. Those in favor will vote Aye.
Senator McMillan, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR MCMILLAN:
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I apologize...I thought there was going to be a longer
explanation. I do rise in opposition to this bill. Primarily
for one reason, this subject was given very extensive con-
sideration in the...Ag Committee. There were several bills
that were introduced, bills from sponsors on both sides of
the aisle who are very concerned about problems in their
district with regard to the siting and location of...of a
waste disposal site. There was an agreement in that committee
that what we would do...would be to hold a lot of those bills,
not dump a bunch of bills out on fhé Floor and that we would
go with Senator Demuzio's bill, which was a good bill which
we could support which did give and create substantial local
control over the location of said sites. The bill that's currently
before us is one of those bills that we agreed not to go with,
but the bill later came out. What it does now is,...is, cause
any such waste sites to be pushed absolutely out...into rural
areas, Now, obviously, we have problems when there are such
waste sites in densely populated areas. But because there's
a restriction on how close they can be together,...if you
find a good area chat happens to be densely populated...or
sparsely populated, but is not in the middle of...farm land
or something else, it's probably desirable to put several of
these sites in the area. And what this does is say if you
find one, you can't put another one within five miles of it,

which means you put them right out in the middle of agricultural

,areas and rural areas. And I really think for both reasons

...this is not a bill we should vote for.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Further discussion? If not, Senator Dawson may close
debate.
SENATOR DAWSON:

As I stated before, Senate Bill 172 did not cover all

what I was asking for. I Tabled my bill in committee at
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the wishes of the chairman and when the bill came out it did

not cover it so that's why I introduced 406 and I ask for a
favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 406 pass. Those in f
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 42, the Nays are 6, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 406 having received the constitutional majority is de-
clared passed. Senate Bill 407, Senator Keats. Read the bill,
Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 407.

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

Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. This is actually Senator Donnewald's bill, but
unfortunately he is not here so Senator. Bruce and I have
taken care of the bill. Senate Bill 407 includes the printing
industry in the machinery tax rollback, which was the
position the Legislature...originally took when we passed
the bill. The Department of Revenue found some garbage words
in. there and claimed that they weren't included, so we have
now passed...this is...we're now offering legislation to make
sure the printing industry is covered, as we thought it was
under the original legislation. WNow, the thing to keep in mind,
this bill is not a special new one, what it says is, the
printing industry will be included under the existing manu-

facturing tax...assistance and will not come back into force
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until that does. So if we have a rollback, this is rolled
back. This just fits into the main program, it's not a
special one, it does not come up separately. It has been
supported, not simply by the printing industry, but by the
AFL-CIO. In fact, for those with a sense of humor, a...the
secretary-treasurer or...of...of one of the major international
unions and a vice-president of the AFL-CIO were two of my
witnesses on the bill and so we were in a little bit of the
odd couple. And the printing industry of Illinois itself is
supportive. I would appreciate ybdf favorable roll call and
would be more than happy to answer any questions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you. I would rise in support of this. Senator
Donnewald has one printing plant in his district, I have
two,-a2ll owned by the same company. They have been good
employers, they have expanded in Illinois since 1975, in
fact, and...I believe.that we all...expected their machinery
to be in the general machinery exemption. It was not by rule.
We are the only state- in the United States that has an
exemption for manufacturing equipment which does not include
printing. We're the only one and I think we all thought we
included it. This bill makes it clear that we have, in fact,
and as Senator Keats pointed out, if we roll back or change
that exemption, this bill is drafted perfectly to mesh with
that. If we roll back or stop additional tax...credits on
this equipment, it will alsovapply to printing. We're not
treating tﬁem any differently than any other manufacturing
equipment.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Becker,

SENATOR BECKER:
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Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate, It's
so nice to see Senator Keats and Senator Donnewald working
together as a team to bring a little tax relief., We've closed
thirteen union label printing shops in the State of Illinois
during the year of 1980 and '8l1. Maybe this is the road that
we should be going down. Let's keep our industry here in
the State of Illinois and let's give them a break. I say,
thank you, Senator Keats, and I would like to hear said...
the President of the Senate, Senator Rock, say "Keats."

Yes, Senator Rock, it's Keats and 56nnewald. Thank you.

I recommend a Yes vote.
PRESIDING CFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Keats
may close debate.
SENATOR KEATS:

I'd...and he's my roommate. You know what that's like?
I would appreciate a favorable roll call. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 407 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
none, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 407 having received the
constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill 427,
Senator Gitz. Read the bill, Mr....

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 427.

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

Senator Gitz.

SENATOR GITZ:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
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act would follow some twenty-two other states, including major
states like, California, Michigan, in fact, every other major
and industrial state other than the...State of Ohio, to re- '
quire our electrical utilities to file long-term energy

plans and to modify those plans and to...set out the pro-
cedures and proposals for construction and alternatives. This
is a necessay device,.I believe, for the commission to have

a methodology in which the public and all concérned can react
to. So many time you and I find ourselves, I'm sure,...

with a rate increase that is filed Aow, the controversy is

now when, in fact, perhaps we should be looking at these issues
down the road. And incidentally, the commission seems to agree
with this concept, because with the amendment that went on

this bill to say, this does not diminish their authority in
other areas, the Illinois Commerce Commission said, "yes,

this is an acceptable bill and it's one we can live with,

we do need some budget resources with it." One of the

things that led me to introduce this, and I'll close on that
note, was the need for power and choice of technology. State
decisions on electrical power facilities which is an American
Bar Association report, they took the State of California

and Illinois and compared, And one of the major statements
they made is quote, relating to Illinois, "it's Statutes require
a certificate of public convenience and necessity from the
Commerce Commission for construction of a power plant, but
specify no particular procedures or policies beyond this

bare requirement. There are no consolidations of multi...

in the authority, no forecasting requirements, no deadlines

in administrative decisions." They went on to say "the result
is, that the public planning for the future electric power needs
is virtually nonexistent at the State level. And private
utility planning is essentially limited to the licensing

of new facilities." I think this is the kind of legislation
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that may get us off the dime in reacting only to immediate
problems, immediate rate increases, and looking down the
road to where we're going.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President. A guestion of the sponsor.
PRESIDING QOFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will yield.

SENATOR MAITLAND:

Senator Gitz, you indicated in your opening statement that
the Commerce Commission seemed to think this was...an
acceptable...procedure and indicated that there would need
to be funds accompanying this mandate. I want to know specifi-
cally when you talked to the Commerce Commission did you
ask them the question, did they need this or if they had it,
could they live with it? How...again explain to us exactly

what the Commerce Commission said and...exactly what the

‘Commerce Commission agreed to.

PRESIDING OFFICER: . (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, Senator Maitland, I didn't put the question to
them exactly that way, but just to make sure that the record
was clear, I asked them for a letter that spelled out their
position and here's what they said quote, and this is the
amendmgnt that we talked about earlier, "although the commission
supports the substance of the proposal, we will.have difficulty
meeting the intent of SB 427 with currently available resources."
And you will recall that there was some discussion in Appro-
priations...about cutting their budget, etc. And as the fiscal
note prepared by the commission stated, the Fiscal Year 1982

cost of this program is approximately eighty...thirty-eight
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thousand dollars...one hundred. Now, the,..later years cost would

be about sixty-four thousand dollars, according to the
commission zone estimates. So, I would refer back, although
the commission supports the substance of the proposal would
seem to indicate the answer to your question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President., Well, once again,...it seems to
me that...that we're duplicating some services here or some
things here...where in an attempt to help the consumer, so
to speak, we're duplicating some things that are already
...already being given to the Commerce Commission. Every
year, required by...by Federal law, tﬁe power companies are
...are required to...to...advance a long-range, and in this
case a twenty year plan of...of their uses and needs and
transmissions and all of these things and the Commerce
Commission gets a copy of this every year. As a matter of
fact, they get two copies from each of the individual groups.
They are doing exactly what Senator Gitz is asking to be done
and it seems to me this covers the broad spectrum that...that
the Senator wants to cover. In addition to that, it's once
again an additional cost and the money is going to have to
come from someplace and it's not going to. benefit one consumer.
It will not benefit one consumer. I urge the defeat of Senate
Bill 427.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? Senator Taylor.
SENATOR TAYLOR:

Thank you, Mr. President. I rise for the purpose of
an introduction. I havé here from the heart of the 26th
District the Gershman Grade School, the 6th and 7th grades,

led by Mrs., Lila Sterling.

-
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Would thgy please rise and be recognized? Senator Gitz
may close debate.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, Senator Maitland,...apparently the bar association
doesn't seem to agree with this. Yes, the utilities submit
their plans and there's no Statutory authority. 1In fact,
the only thing they have to do under the current rules is
a two year forecast and certificate of convenience. Well,
you know, the bill does more than'féquire them to submit
the plans. It also requires them to evaluate it and spells
out the criteria to...that it's sufficient generation to meet
demand, that-it's in the public interest considering engineering,
economics, health safety, etc., that it takes into consideration
governmental regulations, that it contains a plan which
discourages inefficient energy use. Now, some of the most
prestigious organizations in the country seem to feel that we
can go a little bit further in terms of cleaning up our act
and looking down the road. And I find it kind of...distressing
that anything that is offered in a spirit of reasonableness,
even something that has the support of the commission, you've
got to object. What do you fear? What's so wrong with
looking at this? Why do we have to...debate this issue of
allowing people to look at this, react to it and see where
we're going? I think it makes a lot of sense. It is good
legislation that virtually every other major industrial state
has already adopted andibut into effecf.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 427 pass. Those in
favor will vote Aye. Those opposed voté 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 26, the Nays are 25, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 427
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having failed to receive the constitutional majority is
declared lost. Senate Bill 431, Senator Gitz. Read the bili,
Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 431.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
Senate Bill 431 simply allows *a county.board by a two-thirds

vote, to dismiss a supervisor of assessments prior to the

expiration of his term. Now, one is...obviously goint to ask the

question of what are those conditions. And it says, ‘for

just cause, malfeasance, or misfeasance. Why do we need this
kind of legislation? A county board has the power to hire

a supervisor of assessors, but if they have that just cause

or misfeasance or malfeasance, there is nothing in the present

Statutes that allow them to dismiss that person before the

end of their term. And I might add that a Republican controlled

country board in Winnebago County ran into exactly this
problem. And even when they wanted to buy out the contract,
they had very much difficulty trying to get that individual,
...through the message, to leave, even after they'd cut his
salary. It seems to me if we give them to...power to hire
this person, we ought to be very careful, but we ought to
give them the options to dismiss that person and this bill
provides Jjust cause and misfeasance and malfeasance and a
two-thirds vote. It is the kind of legislation which the

county boards, frankly, throughout the State...seem to think

would be very helpful to them in terms of their responsibilities.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

—
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Is there any discussion? Senator Simms.
SENATOR SIMMS:

Well, Mr....President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the i
Senate, I would rise in support of Senate Bill 431. Our
county, Winnebago, did experience such a circumstance, as
Senator Gitz did illustrate. Many times the...since the
changes in the Revenue Article and pertaining to the assessors
on a...a county-wide basis many of the counties have...been
forced more or less to hire some people that...they might
not have otherwise been able to obﬁéin because of the credentials

and the criteria. Our county was placed in such a position

of having someone in that...particular office that was in=- 0
capable of handling the administrative duties of that office. :
It was a...a unanimous decision of the county board, including
both Republicans and Democrats, that the individual must go
but, as Senator Gitz said, there was no mechanism for him to
...be relieved of his duties, It wound up that the county
board had to, in essence,...negotiate a...a consultant contract
for a period of time to essentially remove him from office

on agreeable basis. However, had they...he had not chose to
agree with the county board and follow that action,...we would
still be saddled with that individual in office. This gives
the county board the flexibility to still have the control

over their employees and secondly, it does give protection to
the existing supervisors of assessments that it takes an
extfaordinary majority, above...the majorities that we re-
quire here in the General Assembly for extraordinary measures,
to remove that individual from office, as Senator Gitz has...
illustrated in his bill...the three points. So, I would
certainly ufge each member of the Senate that we support Senate
Bill 431 to give back to the county boards the autonomy to
control ;he...hiring and the firing practices of their own

county officials.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Davidson.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Two questions to the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he'll yield.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Senator Gitz, malfeasance and misfeasance, I understand.
First question is, why just cause, anybody can say just cause?
The second question is, does thisvépply also to county commission
...commission form of government where two ocut of the three...
you're only dealing with three people,...two out of.the three can
remove someone from a job?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Gitz.

SENATOR GITZ:

I'l11l answer the second question first. It says...Section
3A, this is the Statute we're amending, in counties containing less than
a million inhabitants and not having an elected board of

assessors, the office of supervisor of assessors shall be

filled by the appointment of the presiding, etc. Now, those

are the people that are covered under the legislation, nothing
more, nothing less. In terms of just cause, Senator Davidson,
I think that most people can arrive ata reasonable interpretation
of just cause and certainly the courts...entitled to interprét
that if there wasn't...any other clause. But I think that we
ought to provide some...some escape valve...for a situation

if that person is not performing in office., And the fact

that we were drafting this and put that in the context of
malfeasance and misfeasance suggests to me that just cause

in that interpretation...would clearly be pretty much narrowly
defined.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Mr. President and members of the Senate,...the other
part under the Constitution is the possibility of someone
in your family being affected or you have a conflict of
interest, you're supposed to declare it. 1I'd like to say
two things. One, having a member of my immediate family who
is a supervisor of assessments, who took a county with a five
plus multiplier to a one, went through a lot of hell. I
think there's nothing wrong if you @ant to hold it to mal-
feasance or misfeasance, but to throw the words "just cause"
in, many of you that sit in: this group are past county board
members, and if you couldn't put together one of two-thirds
vote on whatever you wanted, you didn't deserve to be the
board chairman., I think there should be some way to remove
someone who's not doing the job on a malfeasance or mis-
feasance. True. But I think this bill goes too far and
I'm going to vote No and declare my conflict and urge the
rest of you to vote No because you're going to suddenly have
a bunch of county boards getting even with some people,
real or imaginary, then you're not going to have any supervisors
of assessments to take the heat and the county board members
are going to be the first ones back in here pounding you on
the back...say, "protect us, protect us, get those people off

of us,"

when someone is trying to do their regular job as
they're supposed to in assessing the valuation of property
throughout this State.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Gitz may
close debate.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, I think Senator Simms hit on a very key element.

This is not legislation‘thatwas just dreamed up, it's
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legislation that is based on actual occurrences. I'd like

to quote one of the members of the Winnebago County Board.

I think that that kind of expresses it, and by the way he

was a Republican. He said, "we in Winnebago County went
through a terrible time last year trying to remove a very

bad supervisor of assessments. However, because -of the current
laws, we were unable to get anything done and ended up more

or less paying off the SA for his time remaining. We felt

that this very...unattractive alternative was worth it so

we could appoint a new SA who could-get the job done and

help us get our tax cycle back on schedule. The new SA has indeed

done an outstanding job for us. While our own problem has
been solved the Winnebago County Board continues to support
such legislation as Senate Bill 431, because we know the
trouble we had and are sympathetic to other counties which
may have a similar problem in the future. We don't want
them to go through what we went through." Now, this is
not a partisan bill, it's a bipartisan legislation and,

by God, if we're going to give them the authority to hire;
then why shouldn't we, by an extraordinary majority, give
them the tools, with cause, to dismiss someone? It seems -
to me an eminently sensible proposal.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The guestion is, shall Senate Bill 431 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 guestion, the Ayes are 47, the Nays
are 4, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 431 haQing received
the constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate Bill
438, Senator Lemke. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 438.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

What this bill does is allow...people that have amuse-
ment rides to either buy insurance or post a bond so they
can operate in the State. If they don't have either, they're
unable to operate amusement rides in the State of Illinois.
It protects the citizenry. The bill has been amended on
the suggestions of the Department of Labor. I think it's
a good bill now and I ask for affirmative vote.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? If not, the question is, shall
Senate Bill 438 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 gquestion, the Ayes are 37, the
Nays are 10, 2 Voting Present. Senate Bill 438 having re-
ceived the constitutional majority is declared passed. Senate
Bil; 444, Senator Lemke. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY :

Senate Bill 444.

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

.Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

What this bill does is allow those people that comply
with the Bingo Act, those organization§ not-for-profit, to
sell pull tabs and jar games at...at the affairs by buying a
license for the State for fifty dollars and if little leagues
want to have a one time operation, they can buy a license
for a ten day period for teA dollars from the thing. What

this does is, is regulates the printing of pull tabs and
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jar...so there's so many winners in a jar. I think it's a
good bill. I think it will assist private...educational
institutions, veteran's organizations and other charities
to raise money that is badly needed to keep them in operation.
PRESIDING OFFICEsz (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Walsh.
SENATOR WALSH: )

Mr. President and members of the Senate, just...so the
+..my colleagues are familiar with the consequences of this
bill. 1It's a rather broad extensidh of the...of the law
permitting...legalized gambling in...in Illinois the...
the jar games and pull tabs...would provide, as...as Senator
Lemke said. Basically those that are now permitted to
operate bingo games, which is...is not what it was originally
when we formed that for fraternal and charitable organizations,
it now extends to other not-for-profit organizations
which have been in existence continuously for a period of
two years before making application. Now, we've recently
extended...bingo to proprietary institutions. We've extended
the Lottery to...the University of Illinois Athletic Associ-
ation. Now, we're going to get in the pull tabs and jar
games business and...I think it's too broad to begin with
but the potential for extension...makes this bill even worse.
I think...we should draw the line here and I recommend a No
vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? 1If not, Senator Lemke may
close debate.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I do not think that this extends gambling. All it  does
is legalize something that is existing. It allows people to
do.u.thipgs out front, it allows those charity institutions

to raise money to keep things in operation. This is not an
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extension of gambling. If private educational institutions
cannot get State money for the bussing of children or other
means, then I think this is a way to give them the rights
to raise money to pay for these educational purposes...are
doing. It also allows veteran organizations that are in...
badly need of money and it allows little leagues to have a
one time for a ten day period for...for a ten. dollar fee.
It regulates something that's being done and...and a lot of
the activities now with jars are run by people that print
the tickets do things...don't print winners. You could buy
five jars and not get a winner. This would regulate it and
J..and it would be a good bill. I ask fof affirmative vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 444 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 23, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 444 having failed to receive a majority is declared
lost. Senate Bill 449, Senator Demuzio. Read the bill, Mr.

Secretary. -

END OF REEL
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SECRETARY :

Senate Bill 449.

( 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 Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senator Maitland, get ready, I think you're up next.
Senate Bill 449 is a proposal that has been put forth by the State
Treasurer, here in the State of Illinois. The proposal to est-
ablish the Illinois Agriculture Development Revenue Bond Authority,
is not unigue, it is applicable in a couple of other states, it's
my understanding, and has been utilized successfully. I think it's
a innovative, and certainly a creative new approach to providing
some additional low cost capital to Illinoisfarmers through the
creation of the low cost secondary market, which can purchase up
to ninety percent of a fammer...of the fammers...ninety percent »
portion of the Farmers Home Administration Guaranteed Loan Program.
And it would function simply as the mechanism would be available
as the Screen process through the local Farmers Home Administration
Agency which will be administered under their specific guidelines.
It will establish a...a board, ‘which would be established to
carry out the functions of issuing the tax exempt insured Agricul-
ture Development Revenue Bonds, and will provide funds to the
farmers in the...in the acgquisition of land or equipment at in-
terest rates that are far below the available conventional interest
rates today. This program is...would be available on a State-wide
basis. It is a proposal that I think certainly has merit
and is certainly one that, since it does not involve taxpayers'
money, is one that, I think, can, in fact, function propefly in
the State of Illinois, and be beneficial. And I would respectfully

ask for your favorable consideration.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Is there any discussion? Senator McMillan. Senator McMillan.

SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Mr. President, and members of the Senate. I rise in opposition

to the bill, Without going into a great deal of detail, let me
mention a few of the reasons why I believe this would not be wise
public policy. One of the things that is allowed in an amendment
to this particular bill, is to allow the wholly owned sub-
sidiary  of some manufacturer, or seller, or distributor of goods
to be able to have access to appréval of loans underneath this
program. .That type of organization would be called a Captive
Finance Company, what that would really allow is, some farm
machinery company, some chemical company, ‘or whatevér, to have
special access to this kind of a program, which, in fact, would
mean that they would be able to allow a lot better credit terms
than some other company, and would be putting the State or this
State sponsored agency in a position of making one company more
competitive that others with particular farmers. And I don't
really believe that's the kind of way in which we want to get
government involved. 'The scope of this program is fifty million
dollars, that bothers me, I guess, that it's that big, but

when I begin to look at the clientele that's hopefully served,
you divide that down into less than one-half million dollars

per county, and we'd probably get down to where it might make
funds available to four or five farmers. Before you vote on this
Act, consider the fact that if the'money is available, it's
going to be a government agency, and somebody's going to Have to
make decisions about who gets the loan funds, and who doesn't.
Farmers will be lining up at your front door to get you to apply

pressure to this government agency to make sure that they have

access to the money, and their neighbor doesn't. AaAnd if we please

five farmers in every county, there will be a_hundred and fifty

or two hundred or five hundred who are unhappy, and it's bad
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political news for everybody. I really believe that one of the
places we make our biggest mistake, in exercising the power of the
government to get involved, and to provide programs, is when we
set up an avenue for making funds available so that the person that
happens to get in line first, or the person that happens to have
the most political influence, is the one that ends up benefiting
and others do not. That probably creates more ill will and hard
feelings on the part of constituents as it relates to us and
government in general than anything else. I really believe,
though well=~-intended, this is not wise public policy, I don't
really think it's in the long-term benefits of agriculture, and
I really think it should be defeated.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator DeAngelis.
SENATOR DeANGELIS:

Thank you, Mr. President, and members of the Senate. Senator
Demuzio, I do not really oppose your bill, but I am going to stand
in opposition to it for two reasons. First of all, two years ago
...two years ago, we...this General Assembly passed a bill that man-
dated that the Illinois Housing Development Authority issue fifty
million dollars in bonds to first time home buyers. They never
did it, they skipped around it, then the market wasn't right, et
cetera, et cetera. Lasti fall, Treasurer Cosentino said, we're
going to buy up a hundred and fifty million dollars worth of mort-
gages so that people who are obtaining mortgages can get low in-
terest mortgages. Well, that'was never done either, because the
investment market got better, and I would submit to you, Sir, before
we start another program, let's dutifully go ahead and put in
those programs that we...already committed ourselves to doing.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Further discussion? If not, Senator Demuzio may close debate.
SENATOR DEMUZIO:

Yes, thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
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Senate. I respectfully differ with Senator McMillan who indicated
that farmers would be lining up for the loans. In the eligibility
criteria to establish a persorls eligibility for this...for this
loan, that person must meet the...the credit test. In other

words he must have been turned down by another financial institution.
And I think it is a program that is...it's innovative, I thihk it's
creative, I think it certainly would be helpful to the agriculture
community throughout the State of Illinois. I understand the
philosophical differences that my colleagues on the other side

of the aisle, at least, some of them have in...this respect. But

I do think that it is something that does not involve taxpayers'
money, something that is unigque around here. And I think that this
bill certainly deserves a chance. The House passed the bill out...
similar bill out of the House, a 127-11, which currently is over
here in the Senate, and I would respectfully submit that we ought
to pass Senate Bill 449, and send it to the House. Therefore,.I
ask. for your favorable support.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 449 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. Senate...on that
question, the Ayes are 26, the Nays 26, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 449, having failed to receive a constitutional majority is
declared last...declared lost. Senate Bill 455, Senator Philip.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 455.

( Secretary reads title of b;ll )
3r§ reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Philip.

SENATOR PHILIP:
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Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senate Bill 455, as amended, extends thé licensing of
liedetectors, better known as polygraphs, for about ten years.
As you're probably aware, we've already extended sanitarians and
pump installers. The Department of Registration and Education
has asked for some amendments, we have agreed to put them on,
and basically this is what the amendment does. It adds two
public members to thé& board, deletes thé age and citizenship
requirement, raises the renewal fees to ninety dollars, and
deletes two years experience requirements for applicants from
out-of~-State. In my district, in my county, I have a lot of
banks, savings and loans, supermarkets, police departments, wﬁo
use the polygraph. As you know, it's a very sensitive piece of
equipment, in some cases the operator is telling somebody, somebody
may be dishonest or be stealing, and it's a very sensitive area.
We think they ought to have a good education, pass a test, and
this is one area that is very sensitive, and we should continue
the licensing of polygraph examiners. I will be happy to answer
any questions.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Marovitz.
SENATOR MAROVITZ:

Thank you, very much, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen
of the Senate. I rise in support 6f this legislation. You know,
you take a look atbills that we have in the hopper here, and the
House bills to license horseshoers, and fight promoters, and ring
anﬁouncers, and sanitarians, and pump installers, none of whom
really concern or are involved with the public protection, public
safety, public welfare. Here is a bill, here is an area, where
a real expertise is needed, the publids protection is really at
stake, and if we're going to continue.licensing anybody, we ought
to: license these people. And I would support 455.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

I rise in support of 455 also, I think Senator Marovitz has
already said what I was going to say, and in the interest of time,
it is a very good idea.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

I rise in support of this, and note with interest that one
of the prior speakers voted for iicensing of fight promoters, and
the sanitarians, and all that. This is important, and this was
not the recommendation of the fabulous Sunset Committee, it was
by no means unanimous. I was in the minority, but I felt that
the staff of that fabulous committee by using a puré market ana-
lysis, totally ignored the criminal justice system, which indeed
they did. And, I think, that unless they are relicensed, and
those of you who were following the amendment process, we've
ironed out some wrinkles. 1It's important to ensure that the
prosecuters in the criminal justice system can use this, because
they use these tests extensively in sexualassault situations, and
first time, or youthful offenders, just for background polygraphs,
to...I...I believe that this is necessary, and important. Thank
you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, would the...Senator Pate Philip respond to a guestion?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

He indicates he will.

SENATOR‘VADALABENE:

How many polygraph operators do we have in the State of Illinois

now? '

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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Senator Philip.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Very honestly, I don't know. I understand Senator Bloom
has that information. So, I will yield to Senator Bloom.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

It's all in this report. I can't...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Vadalabene.

SENATOR VADALABENE:

By my information, I think there are six. Well, let...let
me...let me then go the other way around. I happen to live in
the second most populous area in the State of Illinois. Now,
the president of the chief of police....has written me in opposition to this
bill, so that:'you're aware of it., They, for...in Madison County,
they would have to go to Fairview Heights about...it would be
about a forty mile round trip to take their prisoners over there
for a polygraph examination. They are presently using what is
termed, a psychological stress evaluator, they are getting along
very well, and to purchase one of these polygraph machines, I
understand, is up in the neighborhoods of over thirty thousand
dollars, and you have to have a two year college degree to operate
one of these, and the chiefs of police throughout the State of
Illinois who are using these stress evaluators, are doing an out-
standing job, they do it immediately on the spot, and they don't
have to wait in line, like getting a number in the supermarket
to go to one of these polygraph examinators. So, I want you to
know, in good conscience, I have talked to my chief of police,
and I...and he asked me to make these points on the Floor of the
Senate. You can vote your conscience, whatever you wish. But
these things are tough to come by, they cost a lot of money, and

you're going to hang these chief of police and their...and their
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stations up for quite some time, to be examined by one of these
licensed polygraph operators. Now, if you want a long waiting
list, then getyourself a ticket at the supermarket, you vote for
this bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? If not, Senator Philip may close
debate.
SENATOR PHILIP:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. I have been informed there are a little over three
hundred licensed polygraph examiners throughout the State of
Illinois. Very honestly, geogfaphically, I do not know where
they are located, Sam. The problem is this, with your attitude,
you would like to open it up ard have more polygraph examiners.

Quite frankly, I'm not so sure that's good, we ought to make it
difficult to become a polygraph examiner, we ought to have tough
requirements, because you're, in effect, allowing a person to
suggest somebody might not be telling the truth. In my judgment,
that's a very, very, sensitive area, and'I'd like to have somebody
running that polygraph machine that really knew what they were
doing, very honéstly. Well, without further ado, I would certainly
appreciate a favorable consideration.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 455 pass. Those in faver
will vote Aye. Those opposed will vdte.Nay. The voting is open.
Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who_wish? Take the
record. - On that question, the Ayes are 40, the Nays are 10, 1
Voting Present. Senate Bill 455, having received the constitutional
majority is declared passed. Senate Bill 457, Senator Coffey.
Read the bill, Mr...for what purpose does Senator Nimrod arise?
SENATOR NIMROD:

Mr...Mr. President, a point of personal privilege.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
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State your point.
SENATOR NIMROD:

We have an elected official from our community, the Mayor
of Prospect Heights, Mr. and Mrs. Dick Wolf are with us, with
their daughter Karen, and their guest - Miss Borstrum. I mind...
if you might recognize them. They're in the balcony here...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Would they please rise and be recognized. Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Yes, Mr. President, just bfiéfly here. I would like to have
Senator Nash removed as the sponsor of House Bill 780, that's
with his agreement, and I'd’ like to show myself as the sponsor of
House Bill 780.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is leave granted? Leave is granted. Senator Coffey. Read

the bill, Mr. Secretary.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

House Bill 45...Senate Bill 457.

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

Senator Coffey.

' SENATOR COFFEY:

Yes, Mr. President, and members of the Senate. Senate Bill
457 strengthens and revises the present DWI...Statute regarding
the implied consent. It amends the Vehicle Code as it relates
to the conviction of driving while under the infludnce of alcohol,
and other drugs. A new section has been added to define the various
tests for determining the amount of alcohol or drug content in
the blood. It also adds to that test, blood and urine for the
...bodily substance through which may be tested. It increases the
penalties from three to six years for persons refusing to take the

test...three to...yes...three to six months, I'm sorry. It also
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adds paragraph 6-205, and 6-206 regarding various mandatory...
and Secretary of State discretionary revocations of the
suspension of the driver's license. It requires the keeping of
records for court referrals to the remedial or rehabilitation driverd#s
education program to be submitted to the Secretary of State for
record keeping purposes. A second test refusal within five years
of the first refusal results in a twelve month suspension of each
and every subsequent arrest or refusal to take a test. I'd be
glad to answer any questions you might have about this bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, Senator Coffey, if I may, I...I...there is only one
proviéion in the bill that is frightening to me, and if I'm wrong
I would like to be corrected. The increased penalty is fine, and
the elimination of the two tests is fine, and the ninety minutes
is fine,-but as I understand it, the breath test is no longer a
presumptive...it's no' longer just a presumption,it is irrebut-
table, is that possible? I haven't really had a chance to
thoroughly look at it, and I would like, if I may, for Senator
Sangmeister to attend to that question, if he.can, if you know
anything about it. I know this was in your committee, it was
taken from your committee, we didn't loock at it in the Judiciary
Committee. And we're doing something here with a court...procedure
that...that the experts have not had a chance to look at. And
...that's really my question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Was that a question, Senator? Do
you want...was that a question at the end?
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, I...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.
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SENATOR COFFEY:

I'm sorry, Senator, I'm not sure I can...can answer that
question. I thought I had some professional backup here that I
don't see, that I requested was here a few minutes age. Someone else
might be able to answer that question, but I cannot.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan. Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Well, I see,the only criticism, at all, with the advance of
this bill, is that the lawyers would have a chance to look at it
if it went to the Judiciary II Committee. And now I ask the
question, which is quite important, and I don't have an answer,
which indicates to me, that the bill has advanced without those
looking at it that should have, namely the people on the Judiciary
II Committee. How it ever got along as it has, without that
question being answered, is, indeed, interesting, and Senator
Chew, if you want to answer the question,I'}1l be glad to hear
the answer. But I...you know, those of us who just ask those
...kinds of questions, I think should be heard from. You know...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Chew indicétes he can answer those types of questions,
Senator. Egan.

SENATOR CHEW:

If you will ask the question again, Senator, I will try to
answer it.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, it's very simple. I am informed, not having read the
bill, that the Breathalyzer test is not a presumption, it is
irrebuttable, is that correct?

PRESIDING OFFICER: ({(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Chew,.
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SENATOR CHEW:

That is correct, Sir. The purpose of the bill, is to tighten
up our laws on drunken driving...a similar bill came out of the House
157 Ayes, and no Nays. We realize tﬁat some of our friends would
attempt to interfere with this bill, because it may not put it where
Senator Egan said he wanted it, and that's for lawyers to look at.
While this bill 1is not a lawyer's bill, this bill is a citizers
bill. This bill is designed to keep‘drunken drivers off the high-
way, and it has no probitition to have the accused driver to secure
himself an attorney, and the attorney takes a éase depending on
its merits. He wins it on its merits, or he .loses it on its
demerits. Now, we know what has gone down where this bill is
concerned, and I'm...I regret that Senator Egan got into this
portion of it, but if he wants a battle on it, walk forward
brother, because I've got your answers. Now, if we don't want
the State of Illinois to have a Drunken Driving Law, then let's
defeat the bill. But if we want to tighten up the drunken driving
in the State of Illinois, this is the véhicle to do it. He
knew the answer when he asked the question, but just ask them
direct, Senator, we'll have some answers for you.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Well, don't be upset, Charlie, I...I'm just trying to pro-
gress as...as we have in the past with criminal law bills, so
that we do the fair thing for the defendant. You know my position,
I'm...I'm not one who goes easy on criminals, but it seems to me
that if we're going to provide that the machine is irrebuttable,
that we are dangerously treading on all of the civil rights, and
all of the personal rights that I've heard you crying about for
so many years, that means Senator Chew, that the police officer
who administers the test, whatever the slip says is irrebuttable,

Your Honor. How can I...how can I put on a witness to say, that
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the defendant did not even have an ounce of alcohol all day,
when he is then being convicted by a slip of paper. Now, that's
something just to consider in case you ever get caught with a
slip of paper. Now, my suggestion is, that under those circum-
stances, nobody in their right mind would take the test, even if
they were sober. So, what you're doing, isself-defeating this
bill, which is going to save all kinds of lives on the highway.
Why don't you just put an amendment on it, that if you're caught
with any alcohol, at all, in your system, that you're guilty.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICI{AS)

Senator Chew, that wasn't a question, that was a statement
to your answer. Senator Egan, was that a question? Senator Chew
may answer it.

SENATOR CHEW:

Well, Senator, the proper place to put aﬁ amendment on it is,
2nd reading, I assume, you have been here in the Senate, I've
seen you here everyday. The bill first went to Judiciary, and
that wasn't the place for it, it belonged in Transportation.

I'm not going to put an amendment on it, to say if you've been
drinking that you are guilty, you know that's unconstitutional,

I don't have to say that to 7you...yodte an eminent attorney, with
all of the practice that you can use. We didn't design this

to have trial lawyers to twist it around, we designed it to get
drunken drivers off the streets. We have no prohibition for you
taking the case once he has been charged. We have also increased
the amount of time that one gets for suspension, for not taking
the test, it was three months, now it's six months. What the
bill is designed for, Sir, is to...when you're driving while you're
drunk, or when you're driving under the influence of alcohol, is
to take you off the highway, to teach you a lesson, to suspend
your license where you will not be permitted to drive. It's not
designed for argument of constitutional rights, because it's not

a constitutional question, driving is a privilege, not a right.
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And we are licensed to drive according to our conduct. I could go
on, and on, and on, but this bill was not to be watered down, it's
identical to the bill that came out of the House with a 157 votes.
Now, if a hundred and fifty-seven people over in the House are
stupid, so some of us ought to get stupid enough over here, give
the State of Illinois the kind of tight law that is absolutely
necessary, Senator. Now, if we want to dodge the issue, then we're
going to dodge it, but I'm supporting the bill, it's...it's a
creation of the Motor Vehicle Laws, we've had ample testimony on
it, we've got statistics from everYwﬁere on it. You have not come
to either one of the sponsors and asked one question. It seems
to me if you'd had an interest, Senator, you would have asked
somebody prior to the bill getting on 3rd reading. But I don't
think that's the purpose, the purpose of the bill, is to pass it,
put it on the Governor's Desk, lethim sign it, and let's tighten
up on the drunken driving on the highways.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Egan, do you wish any further éomment?
SENATOR EGAN:

Well, I don't dispute your position, Senator Chew, I dispute
the fact that we are progressing in acivilized society whereby the
slip of paper makes you guilty, and you can't rebut it. I...

I'd like to put on a rebutteéed...a rebuttive witness, I'd like
to rebut your evidence, and put on the witness, and tell them,
judge, I, in fact, did have nothing to drink. Not...not just

the slip. That makes the law kind of tough. I...you know, and
I'm...I don't...sure it was intended to be tough, but...but I
think that you're...you've gone too far. If...if the presumption
was rebuttable, then you have a valid law. If it is irrebuttable,
I cah't support it. And let me further state that...that...we

do not have a - right to drive a motof vehicle in Illinois, that
is a privilege, and it is not unconstitutional to require the

defendant to be driving without any trace of alcohol in his blood.
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Why don't you do that, I...I'dsupport that too, but...but when you
make it irrebuttable, you lose me.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

That was not a question, Senator. Next speaker, we have...
we have ten speakers at this point. Senator Jeremiah Joyce.
SENATOR JEREMIAH JOYCE:

Well, very...very briefly, Mr. President. I think Senator
Egan's points are well-taken, and if you were to bring in a group
of defense attorneys, and a group of State...State's attorneys,
and ask them which group would benefit most from this bill, I'm
telling you that the defense attorneys would be very supportive
of this bill, because the only way a person is going to have an
opportunity to have his day in court under this bill, as I under-
stand it, will be to have a defense attorney with him. And I
think we are creating a...a bad situation with this bill. I
have some experience with the..Breathalyzer, I've administered
some of them, I've prosecuted some cases, and I think that this
is...I think that this is a...a...a bill that's going to have
serious implications beyond what we contemplate here today, and
I think we're going to be back looking at this legislation again.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bowers.

SENATOR BOWERS:

Thank you...thank you, Mr. President. Senator Egan, I...I...
Senator Egan, I have to agree with you, T think there ought to
have been some more input into this. However, I think you have
misinterpreted the bill, at least, the.way I read it. On page
14, I call yourattention to the language, and I think Senator
Chew answered you incorrectly. I don't think it is an irrebuttable
presumption, I don't think it changes the laws that exist today.
It's a rebuttable presumption as I read it, because it says,"if
there was at the time an alcohol concentration of .05 or less, it

should be presumed that the person was not under the influence."
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The next paragraph says, "between .05 and .10, such facts shall
not give rise to any presumption," and the next paragraph says,
"over .10 there is a presumption," and that's all, a presumption
of intoxication, and as far as I understand, or, at least, as I
recall, that's the law today. So, I don't think there's any
change in that. I think you and I can support this bill, and...
and I'm sure you want to, and I'm sure I want to. I totally
agree with you. I think there were some red herrings tossed
around in the press that were totally unfair, particularly unfair
to Judiciary 1II, but let's not let that prejudice our think-
ing. If you read the bill, I think it's acceptable, and I would
hope we could vote in favor of it.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lemke.
SENATOR LEMKE:

I...I kno& we're talking about certain things. 1Is there
any...any matter in there regards to the qualifications of the man
giving the test, Charlie? Or the qualifications, whether the
machine is properly maintained and operated?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lemke, the sponsor of the bill is Senator Coffey. and

I'm sure he would...
SENATOR LEMKE:

I'm sorry, Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

Yes, Senator, the same qualifications as is required today

for those testing, is still in the Statute, it hasn't been changed.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Is there...is there qualifications in there for the guywho has...

takes medication?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

£
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Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

Yes.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

Is there qualifications in the bill that says the guy when
he...if he works in an industry like, say, in your case, where
you make gasohol, you know, that you absorb that through your skin,
and 1is tthere gualifications for that?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

No, there is not.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Lemke.

SENATOR LEMKE:

That seems to be...there's going to be a serious problem,
I mean...especially in your area, and you're...you're for gasohol,and
it's a known fact that alcohol can be drunk or it can be absorbed
through the skin, and cause the same effects. And...and this...
this should be taken into consideration, because it's a growing
industry, you know, alcohol...using alcohol as...as gasoline.

And if you're going to work around this all your life, it's going
to absorb into your...your skin, and eventually if you get stopped,
and you've never had a drink all day, and you take the test, and
you.,.you.. .you happen to have a number on this thing because of
alcohol in your system, and you don't even drink, you could be
a...a teetotalerentirely, and you could...you could...you could
blow a big number. I mean there's a lot of problems, you know,
just saying it. TI...I think...you know, as far as tightening up
the concession, if you...refuse to take the thing, the judges

right now take the position, if you're tried, and you're found
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not guilty of drunk driving, the other charge is automatically
dismissed, they go together. So, you can't, you know, you're...
you're...I know what you're trying to do, and I agree with the
concept, but we also have to take in some of this consideration.
And I mean, I...I know the problems that are involved. And I,
you know, I'm a great supporter of law and order and policemen,
but I know this, there's certain suburbs around me that if you
whistle through that town, with voluntary ...policemen on the
weekend, you know, they pay them two dollars an hour, you've got
problems. You've got big problems,'énd they're investigating those
suburbs right now. So, I mean...you know, you've got a lot of
problems, and I think you got big problems. I'mean, you know,

we're trying to solve a problem, but I don't think you can solve

it because the first thing that's going to happen with this bill...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator, your time has run out.
SENATOR LEMKE:

It's...it's going to be declared unconstitutional, because it
doesn't meet these Supreme Court cases, and it's going to be
thrown out, we'll have no bill for drunk driving, there will be
no law.

PRESIDING QOFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Carroll.

SENATOR CARROLL:

Thank you, Mr. President, and Ladies an& Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senators Chew, Coffey, and others, I'm sure you have had
good intentions in drafting this,as you have in all the past years,
when there's been similar efforts. The mere fact that it's good
intention doesn't make for good law, and you all know that, you've
been down here long enough. Let me just say what concerns me
with this, and I do not handle these types of cases, and I did,

however, when in the House, served on and helped draft the current

implied Consent Law. There is no question, that it is defective in
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its application, that we are not getting enough convictions, that

it must be stronger. There is no question in my mind about that,
and some of the things you are attémpting to do, are very good,
excellent. But where you have fallen short of the mark, both

in a legal and practical sense, I believe, jeopardizes this program,
and that is going to one test instead of two. Courts have already
ruled in those states that have done that, that that is not compet-
ent qualified evidence. Reason is this, two tests, when legitimately
administered, which they have to be, that's the idea of two tests.
Let me step back a second, Governor Ogilvie brought some people
down to convince us on implied consent, some eleven years ago,

and we asked the technician, who showed us how the machines worked,
'are there any ways to play with these machines?" And he shéwed

us how to play with them to get‘a high result, if you wanted to.

He said the only way to insure against somebody playing with them,
is two tests, becauseiin between,the record card has to show a
purging of the machine, a cleaning out of the chambers, a
reading of zero. That does not happen when there's only one

test. So, he said any policeman that wants to get a guy, he just
rubs his finger with a little bit of something on it over the top
before the first test, which is what was happening in a lot of
states, and the first test is sky high, but when tkey had to take
the second test, that difference between the two results was so
dramatic that novcourt would allow for a conviction in that case.
The two tests can even give youvmore convictions, if the first one
is under the .10, because if the second one goes over you see the
trend, and there is scientifically acceptable evidence of what

that trend is in blood alcohol, how long it takes for the alcohol
to be dissipated in the bloodstream. So, when you see a difference
you can see the trend, and that is qualified and competent evidence.
Without two tests, as I said before, many of these have been knocked
out, and I think you're putting in jeopardy, the exact thing you're

trying to do. The other things in hére, I, personally, believe are
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super, I think they are...they will make formore effective control of
drunk driving, but the minute you eliminate that safeguard to the
people, and the minute you eliminate that competent evidence, I
think, yot're jeopardizing what you're trying to protect.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Carroll, would you bring your remarks to a close.
Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

I'1ll yield to Senator Netsch...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch. For what...Senator Netsch. For what purpose
does Senator Chew arise?
SENATOR CHEW:

A point of personal privilege. It was a statement made
in...in...
PRESIDING OFFICER: ({(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, Senator, you'll get...
SENATOR CHEW:

«..in...in respect it was a question, and I think it ought
to be answered.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

There was no question asked, Senator.
SENATOR CHEW:

What he was saying Senator...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator, that was a statement, not a question.
SENATOR CHEW:

...if it were amended, where you would have two tests...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator, that was not a question.
SENATOR CHEW:

Was that a question, Mr. Carroll?

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

Thank you, Mr. President. Ihave one guestion about the
content of the bill, I have most of it in front of me, I'm not
sure how the amendments fit in. Is it correct, Senator Coffey,
that there is only one presumption that is written into the bill,
and that relates to the alcohol content? I...incidentally;-I"

agree with Senator Bowers, it is not an irrebuttable...presumption,

it is, in fact, a rebuttable presumption. But is there just the...

the one presumption, and it relates to the measurement of alcohol
content. And...and specifically, what I'm asking, are there any
presumptioﬂs that relate to driving while under the influence of
drugs, other than alcohol? That can be fairly important, because
there are a number of people who are required to take medicinal
drugs that might measure something, that might have some impact,
and I'm not...I'm not sure you really want to bring them into the
net.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

Well, I've been informed by staff that the answer to that
question is no.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH: -

You mean, no, hhere is noiother presumption?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

That's right,

SENATQR NETSCH:

So...s0 (machine cutoff) one, is the one that reldates to alcohol

content, and if we are correct, whichI am sure we are, in reading
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it as a rebuttable presumption, then that is no significant change
in the preexisting law?
SENATOR COFFEY:
That's correct.
SENATOR NETSCH:
Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Sangmeister.
SENATOR SANGMEISTER:

Thank you, Mr. President, ahd members of the Senate. I'm not
going to get into the merits of this bill, but I do feel that
something ought to be said. I believe it was about two weeks ago,
in a Sunday editorial of the Chicago Tribune, the President of this
Senate was unnecessarily slandered, in my opinion, by stating that
they were overjoyed, of course, that the House Bill had come out,
and that's fine, that's their right. But that Senator Rock had
assigned it to the Judiciary Committee, and that was certainly
done because he wanted to have that bill killed. I can't believe...
hownaive that editorial is, because they went on to say that we
were being saved by Senator Coffey's bill, because that got assigned
to Transportation. Funny, they don't realize that Senator Rock
assigns that bill as much as he, on the Assignment Committee, as
he would have assigned the House Bill to Judiciary. So, I want
it made clear that the editorial makes no sense, and I'm sure Senator
Rock is as much in support of reform of that Act as anyone else is.
Also, it went on to impugn the...the Judiciary Committee, to the
effect that we would not give that bill a fair hearing, and when
the facts come out, it isn't even assigned to Judiciary II, it's
assigned to Judiciary I. The editorial made no sense, and I think
was certainly derogatory to a Presideht who works hard.

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

SENATOR CHEW:

e
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Mr. President, on-the statement of Senator Netsch, my...my
breakdown @nd Digest strictly said no person shall drive an auto-
mobile while driving uhder the influence of alcohol, other drugs,
or a combination of both.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Netsch.

SENATOR NETSCH:

No, I understand that, Senator Chew. The...the question I
directed to Senator Coffey was, is there any presumption that a-
rises out of any testing that's done with respect to other than
alcohol. And his answer was no, there is no presumption, and
that is...that was the answer to the question that I askéd. Yes.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator...Chew.

SENATOR CHEW:

Okay, I have nothing else to say on Senator Netsch, I was
just merely giving that...

PRESIDING OFFICER: ({(SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Well, your timds running, Senator. No further discussion?
Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

I just wonder, in the...in the bill, as introduced, there
was a requirement that the law enforcement officer state that
a refusal to take the examination, that he would lose his
license. I can't see in the amendment...you seem to strike
that portion, and I would like to know, does the arresting
officer have to.state that the refusal to take the test would
result in the suspension of your license, and if so...where is
it, it was on page 5 originally, but I can't see it, and I'm...
if that is true, then I have another question.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS) -

Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:



11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24,

25,
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
3l.
32.

33.

Page 204 - May 29, 1981

I can't tell you on what page, I know originally there was
an amendment that was talked about to be introduced when we were
going to call it back to 2nd, which, in fact, would not request
...0or require the officer to give that notice. But that amendment
was not put on. So, the officer still has that obligation under
the bill as it's drafted. That amendment was not offered, or was
not adopted.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.

SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, if...if that is the case, arid I can't...it's in Section
...it's in Paragraph C of Section 11501.1, on...well, I don't have
the printed bill, it's...you'll have...all right, page...all right,
but the problem 'is, if that is true, then I...on your amendment,
which was on page 10, it states that...at the civil hearing, lines
30 through 32, it says, whether the person was informed that such
persors privilege to drive would be suspended if such person re-
fused to submit to the test, shall not be an issue. Now, it seems
to contravene the mandate, that the police officer state...one
of you guys is wrong, is what it amounts to. Either...either
he has to give the notice, and say look, if you don't take the
test you'll lose your license for six months, if this is your
second time, twelve months, because when I have to go in and de-
fend one of these guys, you state in the amendment that I can't
bring that up as an issue. And it can't be both ways. It's in
the amendment, yes. ...amendment, whatever that was.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)
Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:
Yes...yes...that's what we was...that's what amendment was

you referring...there was an amendment thatwwas...that was passed

around that was not adopted, but I don't know where you're looking.

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

It is Amendment 1, paée 10, lines 30 through 32. And if we're
nét on the same pages, that would be contained in...it was on page
6, by deleting lines through...l through 26. Senator Geo-Karis
has found it anyway. I don't know..

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Geo-Karis, can you get this ball rolling here.

SENATOR GEO-KARIS:

. . On line 28, it says,"and...and whether such person refused

to submit and complete the test or tests upon the request of the
law enforcement officer, whether -theé person was informed that

such persons privilege to drive wbuld be suspended, if such person
refused to submit to thé test or tésts shall not be an issue.” That's

what you're referring to, isn't it?

. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Collins. O©Oh, Sedétor
Bruce. Senator Bruce,
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, I just...you know, if...if this thing passed out of
the House 197 to nothing, or something, maybe that's just grand,
but maybe the House members didn't read it, that's usually what
happens to any bill that comes over here a hundred, or two hundred, .
or three hundfed and seventy-five to zip, is that the guys over * =«
there are having a good time. Now; they...they were supposed to
go into Session at noon, they didn't make it yet. So, I mean, that's
the kind of workload they've got today. So, you know, it leaves
me...yeah, you wonder what they say about us.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator, ..Senator Coffey.
SENATOR COFFEY:

I'm not sure when they went in Session, but I've got three

people that are trying to identify the question that you're asking.
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I don't have the answer to the question, either they're going to
have to come up with the answer, they're going to have to vote the
bill up or down, or do whatever you'd like.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Well, I know all of us...you know, I...I read the same ed-
itorial, and everyone wants towvote for this bill, because it's...
it's the answer to taking drunk drivers off the road, but I think
one of the things we've got...there is not a Senator on this Floor,
I dare say, that has not had a constituent request from someone
who's had their license suspended, that you have had to go to the
Secretary of State and try to get a hardship license for. Now, I
want to be as tough on drunk drivers as anybody in the State of
Illinois, but as Senator Lemke has pointed out, if we don't do
this right guys, it just goes right back out the window, and your
Implied Consent Law is going to go away. I was here in 1972 when
this bill originally passed, and it's very difficult to get the
courts to accept what you want to do. 1If you mandate the police
officer to give the warning, and you say in the hearing, that it's not
an issue of fact, it ain't going to pass the court test, thgt's
all. And...and another thing, when you're...have your four experﬁs
there, where is the requirement,. which is in the present law, that
states that testers are tested by the Department of Public Health
and they have to have qualifications, and...and that the machines
are cerﬁified by the Department of Public Health? That was
stricken out by the...by your original bill, and'I want to know
who...who tests the tester, and who certifies the machine, if
anyone?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there further discussion? Senator Coffey.

SENATOR COFFEY:

The...the Department of Public Health, and its been relocated
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in the section.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Senator Keatg, for what purpose...Senator Keats, why did...
for what purpose do you seek recognition?
SENATOR KEATS:

To move...to move the previous question on this zoo.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

You've heard the motion. At the present time, there is one
other speaker that sought recognition. Senator Netsch. Would
you hold the motion. Senator Bruce.

SENATOR NETSCH:
I'm...I'm trying...
SENATOR BRUCE:

Why don't I ask my own...
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The motion...the motion is to move the previous question.
All those in favor indicate by saying Aye. Those opposed. The
Ayes have it. The previous guestion is moved. Senator Coffey
may close debate.

SENATOR COFFEY:

Mr. President, and members of the Senate. I'll be very brief.
First of all, we have attempted to answer the questions and the...
maybe I should better...been better informed on exactly the parts
of this bill, but we have!legal staff on both sides, and I think
there's been sufficient time for them t6 look at this legislation,
if they, in fact, do want to vote for this bill, I think you've
had time to research it the same as anyone else. If you choose
to vote No on this, if you want to see the drunken driving people
continue to drive up and down the roads in the State of Illinois,
then I guess you'll vote No.on this bill. There's been twelve
other states that have had the one testing device, and has been
upheld in the courts, so I don't think that's a good argument to
Vote against this bill. Presently, with the...drunk driving laws

that we have in the State of Illinois...is...has taken a lot of lives
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from the...from many of our young people, and the people of this
State. I just ask for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 457 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 41, the Nays are 4, 9 Voting Present.

Senate Bill 457, having received the constitutional majority is
declared passed. Senate Bill 459, Senator Gitz. Senator Gitz,
do you wish 459 called? No. Senator...Senate Bill 464, Senator
Bruce. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 464.

( Secretary reads title of bill )

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

Senator Bruce.
SENATOR BRUCE:

Thank you, Mr. President. Let's see.,..under this legislation,
there would be a post retirement increase extended to a group of
retirees, approximately five hundred and fifty in number. The
bill was recommended by the Pension Laws Commission, that it be
approved if there was an amendment saying that this would occur
only for future years. Senator D'Arco, in two attempts, got the
bill passed. I would call your attention to the last sentence of
his amendment which states that this...this change will not take
effect until July the lst of 1982, which meets the mandates put
forth by the Pension ' Laws Commission. Ié says it is recommended
that three percent automatic increase be extended to this group,
but this be done for future years only, by the amendment, it is
for future years only. It also provides,..at present time, there's
a fifty percent, without é limit, this would put an eighty percent,

with an eighteen dollar a month limit. I am told by the...system,

S
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that presently the cost is some thirty dollars, if I can find my
notes, for retirees. So, this would put a cap on the system, and
rather than paying half, which is what the present law states, it
would put a cap of eighteen dollars. And I would ask for your
favorable consideration,
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR SAVICKAS)

Is there any discussion? Senator Egan.
SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, Mr. President, and members of the Senate. What Senator
Bruce has stated is correct, there is a provision on insurance,
Senator Bruce, that...that I...I just wanted to ask one question

on it. The original bill, Senate Bill 453, is now a part of

" Senate Bill 454, and I-forget how that happened, but...that's

of no consequence. My question is, it...originally it was twenty-
five dollar...up to twenty-five dollars, the system would pay
on the group health insurance, and that's been reduced to eighteen
dollars, so I don't have a cost aspect. It does cost some money.
And I...I'm curious as...as to whether or not the system, itself,
is desiring the increased cost or is it the annuitants, I don't
know? Well, it...the source isn't as important as the conseguence,
and -apparently you have amended it down to the point where the
...the cap also has been reduced, and it does have a cost impact,
but it's...it's a matter of...a policy decision for the system,
and if that's what they desire, that's...sobeit.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Berning.
SENATOR BERNING:

Well, thank you, Mr. President. Just to carry that point a
bit further. Senate Bill 453, essentially, was amended onto the
present bill 464, 1In its original condition, 453 provided a
twenty-five dollar a month payment by the system for this health
insurance. That was a substantial increase, that now has been

reduced to a maximum of eighteen month...eighteen dollars, and
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still accounts for an annual cost of about two hundred thousand
dollars. The two bills together now, represent a cost of about
two hundred fifty thousand dollars. And I just thought the
membership ought to know that.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Bruce may close.
SENATOR BRUCE:

I...I would just point out.to Senator Berning, the bill...the...
the system...presently pays one-half the cost, we put a cap
on there of eighteen dollars which should hold their cost down
since the present premiums exceed thirty dollars a month. AndlI
have a letter from the...Senator Egan asked about the support, I
have a letter in support from the TRS Board on the...in the 464
aspect of it, saying that the system's actuary anticipates a first
year pay out to be forty-nine thousand, the annual increase would
be approximately eight...eleven thousand dollars, which they can
pay out of the current assets of the system. And they are, in
fact, in support of the 464 portion. I would ask for youf
favorable vote.

PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall Senate Bill 464 pass. Thoseiin 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
41, the Nays are 1, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 464, having
received the required constitutional majority is declared passed.
I'd remind the membership it is now 4:15, and we have about ten
more pages to go. So, we will be invoking shortly, I hope, the
Weaver-Donnewald or Donnewald-Weaver roll. On the Order of
Senate Bills 3rd reading, is Senate Bill 472. Read the bill, Mr.

Secretary.

(END OF REEL)
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SECRETARY:
Senate Bill 472.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Nega.
SENATOR NEGA:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. Senate Bill 472 creates the Parks Recreation and Open
Space Distributive Fund in the State Treasury. This money will
come out of the General Revenue Funds amounting to one forty-
eight less than two percent of the money derived from the
Illinois Income Tax Act. This bill provides that the Department
of Revenue shall allocate monthly the amount available to each
district. Now, the total amount that is available, ten percent
of the monies will go ﬁo the Chicago Park District all the
other park districts in...in Illinois will get sixty percent,
Cook County Forest Preserve District will get ten percent, all
the other forest preserve districts will get twenty percent.
These are based more on population. There are more than three
hundred park districts in Illinois that would receive money
under this program and at least nine forest preserve districts
outside of Cock County, Champaign, DeKalb, DuPage, Kane, Lake,
Rock Island, Will and Winnebago. Since 1965 Illinois has re-
ceived over a hundred million dollars from the Federal Govern-
ment. In 1981, we'll receive over eight million dollars, next
year the Federal Budget contains zero funding for thefparks,
the forest preserves and the conservation districts. Since
park districts in Illinois do not receive any direct revenue
from the State, we'll need more money for the upkeep of all
these parks and forest preserves. The Farm Bureau has with-
drawn their previous opposition to this bill. I solicit your

support.
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PRESIDENT:
Further discussion...any discussion? Senator McMillan.

SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, I rise in opposition

to the bill. Very clearly, the State Treasury, at this time,
simply cannot afford losing that kind of revenue. For every
dollar we put into this fund, that's the dollar we can't spend
for schools, ora dollar we can't spend for people in nursing
homes, or a dollar we can't spend for law enforcement, or a dollar
we can't spend for mental health,'o} a dollar we can't spend
for kids. At some other time this might be the way to go, but
right now we simply can't afford it.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? Senator Walsh.
SENATOR WALSH:

Mr. President and members of the Senate, just briefly,...

as Senator McMillan indicated, this is general revenue funds

into the amount of sixty-four million dollars, which we obviously

can't afford at this time for this purpose. I urge a No vote.
PRESIDENT:

Further discussion? If not, Senator Nega may close.
SENATOR NEGA:

The figures that I were given was approximately twenty-
seven million dollars. Now, we're talking about helping the
kids, we're helping about...Senator Davidson sent all the
burglars to jail, all the old people have no place to go,
let's at least keep our park districts and forest preserves
in good shape so they can enjoy them. I ask you for a favor-
able vote.

PRESIDENT:

The guestion is, shall Senate Bill 472 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?
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Have all voted who wish? Take the record. On that question,
the Ayes are 30, the Nays are 23, 1 Voting Present. Senate
Bill 472 having received the required constitutional majority
is declared passed. Pardon me. Senator McMillan, for what
purpose do you arise?
SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Verification.
PRESIDENT:

Senator McMillan has requested a verification of the
affirmative roll call. Will the members please be in their
seats. Mr. Secretary, read the affirmative vote.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Becker, Berman,
Bruce, Buzbee, Carrxoll, Chew, Coffey, Collins, D'Arco, Dawson,
Degnan, Demuzio, Egan, Gitz, Hall, Johns, Jeremiah Joyce,
Jerome Joyce, Kent, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash, Nedza, Newhouse,
Rupp, Sangmeister, Savickas, Taylor, Vadalabene, Mr. President.
PRESIDENT:

Senator McMillan.

SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Senator Newhouse.
PRESIDENT:

Is Senator Newhouse on the Floor? Is Senator Newhouse on
the Floor? On the Floor.
SENATOR MCMILLAN:

Senator Coffey.
PRESIDENT:

Is Senator Coffey on the Floor? Is Senator Coffey on the
Floor? Strike his name, Mr. Secretary. The roll has been
verified. On that question, there are 29 Ayes, 23 Nays, 1
Voting Present. Senate Bill...Senate Bill,..yes, Senator Nega
requests that further consideration be postponed. So ordéred.

On the Order of Senate Bills 3rd reading, Senate Bill 473.
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Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY :
Senate Bill 473,
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:
Senator Nega.
SENATOR NEGA:

Thank you, Mr., President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate. The previous commission that was created...the previous
Park Recreation and Open Space Distributive Fund will apply
to this particular bill also. All I'm asking is, for the
monies that are unclaimed from the Illinois Lottery to be
placed in this fund, distributed in the same manner as was
described in the last bill. The amount.last year amounted
to a little over a million dollars. I ask for yoﬁr favorable
support.

PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Walsh.
SENATOR WALSH:

Well, Mr. President and members of the Senate,...the...
the fund to which Senator Nega referred was...was not
established because that last bill did not pass. Even if it
had, I would oppose this bill., It takes one million dollars
from general revenue. Again, something we can't afford for.
a new program and I would urge...that we vote No on this bill
as well.

PRESIDENT:

Any further discussion? If not, Senator Nega may close.
SENATOR NEGA:

I ask you for a favorable roll call.

PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall Senate Bill 473 pass. Those in
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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 30, the Nays are 24, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 473 having received the required constitutional majority
is declared passed. Senator Walsh, for what purpose do you
arise?
SENATOR WALSH:

To request a verification of the affirmative vote.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Walsh has requested a verification of the affirmative

vote. Will the members'please be in their seat. Mr. Secretary,
read the affirmative vote.
SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Becker, Berman,
Bruce, Buzbee, Carroll, Chew, Collins, D'Arco, Dawson, Degnan,
Demuzio, Egan, Gitz, Hall, Johns, Jeremiah Joyce, Jerome
Joyce, Lemke, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash, Nedza, Nega, Netsch,
Newhouse, Sangmeister, Savickas, Taylor, Vadalabene, Mr.
President.

PRESIDENT:
Senator Walsh.
SENATOR WALSH:

Is Senator Chew...on the Floor?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Chew is on the Floor. Literally on the Floor.
SENATOR WALSH:

Senator Newhouse.

PRESIDENT:

Is Senator Newhouse on the Floor? Senator Newhouse is on
the Floor. Alright. The roll...I beg your pardon.
SENATOR WALSH:

Is Senator Jerome Joyce on the Floor?
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PRESIDENT:

Is Senator...in his seat. Jeremiah is visiting. Alright.
The roll has been verified. On that question, the Ayes are
30, the Nays are 24, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 473
having received the required constitutional majority is de-
clared passed. On the Order of Senate Bills 3rd reading,
Senate Bill 475, Read the bill, Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 475.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the

Senate. Senate Bill 475 is an act of...for the Illinois Community

Development and Finance Cooperation Act. Senator Keats asked
for a...fiscal note and the...we got one from the Illinois
Department of Commerce and Community Affairs and it said

that the total would be twenty million three hundred and
thirty-nine thousand five hundred dollars. I talked to
Representative Younge and she said it was wrong so then what
we did was, that we appealed to the...Treasurer...the State
Treasurer of Illinois and that he says the amount is some-
where in the neighborhood of ten million, with his report.
Representative Younge still says there's no money needed in
this, so we're pursuing the bill. Now, the purpose of this
bill is, that if this legislation passes, it will enable us
to...have...a community finance cooperation that will encourage
and help small businesses in this area. I know %hat...senator
Keats is on his feet and he wishes to ask some questions, so
I'1l be willing to answer any questions.

PRESIDENT:
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Senator Keats.

SENATOR KEATS:

Thank you, Mr. President and Ladies and Gentlemen of the
Senate., I appreciate Senator Hall's good natured awareness of

...0our rather strong opposition for this particular piece of

legislation. It did pass the Labor and Commerce Committee...
on a vote of 5 affirmative, 4 negative, and...l Voting Present.
A couple of the highlights of the bill are the fact that it
makes the Department of Commerce and Community...Affairs a...
funding agency for private corporéﬁions. What you really have
got is a State owned corporation, but the State only owns
forty-nine percent. So wé put up half the money and get none
of the control. WNow, I'm not saying that I'm in favor of
State owned corporations, but if you're going to have them,

if you put up half the money, you ought to have the control,
but you...when you only have forty-nine percent, you're putting
up the money and you're getting absolutely no control whatsoever.
Now, this same bill was defeated in both Houses...they...both
the House and the Senate, in separate pieces of legislation

in the past. And something else to consider, once the State
buys the :stock we hold it for eight years. Now, if this
corporation goes under, of course, we get nothing in return,
but at the end of the eight years there's no real guaranteed re-
turn on our behalf, so if the company is still in existence
but not doing well, we might get..;basically nothing for it.
So,...there's really no protection for our money. While the
bonding authority is limited, we are nervous in terms of the
long-term potential conseguences, so I would ask you to please
vote No. It's an interesting idea, but when you're putting

up the money and don't have the control, you've réally got

to ask yourself whether that's a beneficial position for the
State to be in. Thank you.

PRESIDENT:
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Any further discussion? Senator Hall, do you wish to
close?

SENATOR HALL:

Roll call.
PRESIDENT:

The question is, shall Senate Bill 475 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 voted who wish? Take the
record. On that question, the Ayeélére 30, the Nays are 26,
none Voting Present. Senate Bill 475 having received the re-
quired constitutional majority is declared passed. Senator
Keats, for what purpose do you arise?

SENATOR KEATS:

I'm going to verify just to clarify who's on the roll call,
but I think I know there are thirty bodies, but please do...
verify.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Keats has requested a verification of the affirm-
ative roll call. Will the members please be in their desks
and respond as the Secretary reads the affirmative roll call.
Read the roll call, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Berman, Bruce,
Buzbee, Carroll, Chew, Collins, D'Arco, Dawson, Degnan, Demuzio,
Egan, Geo-Karis, Gitz, Hall, Johns, Jerémiah Joyce, Jerome Joyce,
Lemke, Marovitz, McLendon, Nash, Nedza, Nega, Netsch, Newhouse,
Sangmeister, Savickas, Taylor, Vadalabene, Mr, President.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Keats, do you question the presence of any member?
SENATOR KEATS:

Perhaps Senator Egan.

PRESIDENT:
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Senator Egan is on the phone...Senator Egan is on the

Floor.

SENATOR KEATS:
He is?

PRESIDENT:

He's...he's right there, I can see him from here.
SENATOR KEATS:

Jesus Christ, I don't believe it.

PRESIDENT:

I don't...I don't think he's recorded. The roll has
been verified. On that question, there are 30 Ayes, 26 Nays,
none Voting Present. Senate Bill 475 having received the
required constitutional majority is declared passed. Senator
Johns, having voted on the prevailing side, moves to reconsider
the vote by which 475 passed. Senator Bruce moves to Table
that motion. All in favor signify by saying Aye. All opposed.
The Ayes have it. So ordered. 479, Senator Johns. On the
Order of Senate Bills 3rd reading, Senate Bill 479. Read
the bill, Mr. Secretary.

SECRETARY:
Senate Bill 479.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.,
PRESIDENT:
Senator Johns.
SENATOR JOHNS:

Thank you, Mr. President. I call this a senior citizens
bill for utility reconsideration. This particular bill amends
the public acts on utilities regarding rate making. What it
says is this, that no utility can use vacant land, which it
purchases, for future consideration in construction and-charge
that in their rate making process. It says that while they're

building, they can't charge for something that may take ten
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to fifteen years to build. 1It's a very important bill, it's
been around a long time, and I'll try to answer any questions
that anyone might have for me.
PRESIDENT:

Any discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President., Senator Johns, with your senior
citizens bill that you are discussing presently, does that
extend to any other operations...of the...of the particular
utility?

PRESIDENT:

Senator Johns.
SENATOR JOHNS:

Not to my knowledge.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Does it not extend to plants in and under construction?
PRESIDENT:

Senator Johns.

SENATOR JOHNS:

Well, that's what it's all about. Construction work in

progress.
PRESIDENT:

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well,...Senator Johns, you...you.indicated this referred
only to land...that's exactly what you said when you...when you
spoke...alright, explain the bill.

PRESIDENT:

Senator Johns.

SENATOR JOHNS:

Alright. But we have thought for a long time that a utility
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has been charging rates, Senator John Maitland,...and you're
right I...I did overlook that...but what I'm saying is this,

I wanted to be sure that you understood that vacant land, often,
is part of the package in the réte making process, just to

show you how erroneous this kind of rate making process is.

But what we're saying, that people in the utility business

have had a tendency, over the last several years, to indicate
that a rate of usage by customefs was going to reach this
plateau and they based the rate on that and the construction

work needed to reach that plateau, but it never reached that

plateau, yet the rate was set there and the public paid it.

And many of the senior citizens, who in their twilight years,
are paying for things they will never, never, never use because
their life span is short in those twilight years. Yet, the
utility charges them, what I call, exorbitant rates and charges
them for things that they're building right now...and when
I said vacant land often the purchase of that land for future
construction is right in the middle of that package for the
rate making. And if you heard me say the other day that the
American Bar Association is highly critical in a new Federal
report that the utilities had been giving forth the information
for the ICC to utilize in the rate making process. And this
is erroneous. It proves what I've said time and time again.
The ICC is weak in its expertise, weak in saying no to
utilities. So, I'm saying this, this is a senior citizens
bill. They want this very much because they can't afford to
pay for something they'll never use.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {(SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Thank you, Mr. President. Once again to the consumers,
and we're all concerned about consumers, you can pay them

now or you can pay them later, Utilities have to plan just
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as the rest of us, who are in business, have to plan for the
future. If plants under construction, if improvements under
construction aré not continually figured in the rate process,
then the money that's borrowed by the utility plus the
strong large interest rates that we are...that we have now
are also going to be a part of rates sometime down the road.
Now, it seems to me it's ridiculous not to permit, with some
guidelines and some oversights certainly by the Commerce Com-
mission which we now have over rates,...to allow utility
companies to grow and to plan so that in the future the
facilities will be in place to provide us with the energy
that we need. I think Senator Johns, your intent is very
good, but the results are going to be very negative and just
the opposite what you think they're going to be. I urge
opposition to 479.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

Thank you, Mr. President. First, I would like leave
from the Body to be added as a hypghenated cosponsor. I have
the...permission of the sponsor. Because this is...is, in
fact, identical legislation of which I introduced last year,
I think that stayed in committee. I think this...

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATbR BRUCE)

Is there leave? Leave is granted. Senator Collins.
SENATOR COLLINS:

This is a very good concept and, Senator Maitland, it is
not true that this bill is an attempt to allow utility companies
from expanding, experimenting and improving services. We're

not talking about that at all. We're talking about when they

‘...and as a rating factor...that if they are building anything,

for five years it may take them to complete it, there is no

current services being used at the time and that when they
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come in on the annual basis to increase their rates, they

include the cost of that construction into the rating making
factors as loss factors. And we feel that it's unfair to
the citizens. And not only just here in this State, but
also in other states. This is not a unique concept. Missouri
...the State of Missouri does not allow utility companies to
include construction work in progress, into the rate making
factors and there are several other states also.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, Mr. President and members of the Body, I think...
the outcome of this bill's vote is probably predetermined
and I probably would not have risen on this had it not been
for Senator Maitland's impassioned speech. Let us be clear
about a couple of things that are contained in the allowance
for construction work in progress. We are talking about
licensed regulated monopolies that are there to provide
electrical service for us and we're talking about a relatively
new practice when we allow allowance for construction work in
progress. A practice which allows that firm, when they have
a two billion dollar power plant under construction, to build
it into the rate of return base before it is ever fully
constructed. And why are we allowing that to be done today,
because of cash flow problems, because otherwise utilities
are in a quandary. And why are we in that kind of a situation?
Well, one of the reasons, Ladies and Gentlemen, is because
of the excess capacity that has now befallen the Illinois
economy. And every time we raise the rates because they're
having cash flow problems,...then there is,..less energy
used and that creates a further incentive and a further
problem and a further financial crunch, which allows...

greater rates...increases to go back before the commission.
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1. Until ten years ago this was simply a practice that was never
2. used. 1In fact, in the State of California when they tried to
3. put a bill through the Legislature recently...to allow con-

4. struction work an...an allowance...for construction work in

5. progess, that was vetoed by Governor Brown. They seem

6. to have...continued very nicely. The major difficulty I have,
7. which is a very interesting dilemma, and Senator Maitland has
8. consistently talked about efficiency and economy in govern-

9. ment and I agree with him, I think that's an important concept,
10. but pray tell...tell me what is the incentive to hold down

11. cost when you can actually pass it on and keep passing it on
12. to the ratepayer. Yes, there are pros and cons to this legis-
13. lation. It's not a total panacea and there are going to be

14. problems if you don't allow it, but let me tell you there

15. are problems with this as well. Seventy percent of the most
16. recent Commonwealth Edison rate increase in my district was

17. for the plant under construction and they're paying and they're
18. going to continue to pay for the next several years before

1. the first kilowatt of electricity is ever delivered. ‘I'm not
20. ...sure, frankly, Senator Johns, whether this is a total answer
51, to our problems, but what is clear, is allowing this practice
22, now and allowing it without a lack of supervision, basically,
23, has created a real nightmare. ‘
24. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
28 Further comment? Senator Johns may close.

26: SENATOR JOHNS: '

27. The idea of paying now, by senior citizens, for something that
28 they will never enjoy goes beyond the scope of my imagination.
29. It just doesn't appear to be genuine on the part of any of us
30. who would vote for that. To think that you're going to ask
31. people to cough up money in these hard times when you know
32. darn well the utilities will get it back later on when it's

finished, it just something that you ought to think about.
33.

B ]
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1. I say that this bill is good because it makes us honest, it

2. makes the utilities honest and I would appreciate a favorable

3. roll call.’

4. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

5. The question is, shall Senate Bill 479 pass. Those in

6. favor vote Aye. Those opposed vote Nay. The voting is open.

7. Have all voted who wish? Have all voted who wish? Have all

8. voted who wish? Take the record. On that question, the Ayes

9. are 20, the Nays are 32, none Voting Present. Senate Bill 479
10. having received...having failed to receive the required con-

11. stitutional majority is declared lost. Just alert the member-
12. ship that with that bill we have considered forty bills by

13. roll call and when we started this morning...we had one hundred and
14. nineteen substantive bills and forty-eight appropriation bills.
15. We've handled forty of those. Senate Bill 499, Senator Bloom.
16. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please. Oh, excuse me, before...
17. Mr. Secretary. Senator Chew.

18. SENATOR CHEW:

19. Mr. President, I would...ask leave to recommit Senate

20. Bill 1202 to the Committee on Transportation.

21. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) .

22, Alright. ©On page 15 of your Calendar is Senate Bill 1202.
23, The motion by Senator Chew is to recommit thét bill to the

24. Committee on Transportation. On that motion is there discussion?
2. All in favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes have it. The bill
2. is recommitted. For what purpose does Senator Marovitz arise?
27. SENATOR MAROVITZ:

28. Mr. President, I'd ask leave to be removed as the principal
29. sponsor of House Bill 267 and replaced by Senator D'Arco.
30. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) -
3. Is there leave? 267, Senator? House Bill 267. Is there
32. leave? peave is granted. Alright. 499. Read the bill, Mr.

13 Secretary, please.
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SECRETARY: .

Senate Bill 499.

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

Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and fellow Senators. This
bill is...basically a partial abolition of the inheritance...
Illinois Inheritance Tax Act and..;éoes to what they call the
Federal pickup. That is, it only abolishes the inheritance
tax, except to the amount such tax is allowable as a credit
against the Federal estate tax. The bill is supported by...
the Corporate Fiduciaries, the State Bar Association, the
Natipnai Federation of Independent Business...People and...
the Farm Bureau. It has a revenue impact and that is,...
it would decrease inheritance tax revenues by sixty-five
percent. It was amended...during the amendatory stage to
satisfy the concerns...raised by the County of Cook and it
...provides a six percent pickup for the...counties because...
the methodology...the...the tax returns still would be filed
with the county treasurer. This would result, according to
our computations, in no revenue loss to the counties. Basically,
I think we have been addressing the problem of the Inheritance
Tax Act and those that are hit hardest assume that you have
a row house and you finally paid it off and then if you've
been frugal, you might have some money in the bank. Well,
what used to be, before inflation hit the real estate market
...situation...of no inheritance tax liability, now is in-
heritance tax liability. Another feature of this bill is,
that it puts us on an even keel with the Sunbelt states because
the rich folks, who can afford it...an...a tax lawyer or estate

planner, can structure matters so that their residency changes
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to one of the Sunbelt state and Illinois gets no portion of
what is an estate of an Illinois residence. 1I'd answer any
questions you may have, otherwise, I'd urge a favorable roll
call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. "I rise in opposition...to this
bill. Whether or not it is a good idea to eliminate this part
of the inheritance tax, which is really the major part of the

inheritance tax, and I, personally, think that it is not under

any circumstances. It seems to me that this is the most
inopportune time to do it. Senator Bloom has indicated at |
least a sixty million dollar revenue loss...next year, the
fiscal note indicates...or the Economic and Fiscal Commission
indicates that it could be anywhere from sixty-seven to eighty-
seven million dollars, but...give or take a few million dollars,
we are talking about an enormous revenue loss to the State of
Illinois at the very time that we are slashing budgets and
franticaliy searching for ways to keep existing services going.
It seems to methat, again, if it is ever appropriate to do this,
this is most certainly not the time.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Furthér discussion? Senator Savickas at Senator Rock's
desk.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes,...Mr. President, if the sponsor would yield for a
question.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Savickas.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Senator...Netsch touched on a...very important point here.

The loss of revenue and...by the Fiscal Commission's estimates.
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Could you tell me what your estimates are in the loss of...
revenue...for 19822
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Bloom.
SENATOR BLOOM:

State revenue? Yes., I can tell you what...I've been
told because these are all guesstimates. When I...this is
the letter I got back from the first Assistant Attorney
General. It appears that at the present time we do not
keep the kind of statistics which would completely answer your
question. As you know, an intern with the Bureau of the Budget
is now in our office compiling such statistics. I wanted to
find out what percentage of Illinois estates were in the
£ifty to a hundred thousana dollar range. The revenue loss
is an estimated guesstimate and I would not quarrel with
what...Senator Netsch...has said. That's my best answer.

They don't know over in the AG's Office.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Savickas.

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Well, then you would agree that it's a possible loss of
...between sixty-five to eighty-five million dollars in that
range. I would...suggest that that is a proper...estimate
because last year, if your bill had been in effect, the sixty-
five percent...loss would ﬁave come out in dollars to eighty
million dollars in lost estate revenue and...not only will the
State lose revenue, but the counties that have been raised
in this bill from four percent to six percent, even with the
raise in the percentage will stand to lose between three and
four million dollars...for each county in the State of Illinois.
Now, ...the total counties, I'm sorry, not each but the combined
countiesf You indicated that Cook County...was supportive of

this legislation. Cook County Government is not supportive
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of this bill in its present form and I would suggest, also,
that the Municipal League is not in favor of this bill in its
present form. I would agree that the...trust systems are
probably in favor of it...favor of it, but they do not have
to...live with the loss of revenue that's generated through
this bill and I would suggest that the membership consider
this when they have to go home and face their...local units
of government, their townships, their counties, their...cities
and villages and hope that they would supply enough No votes
to defeat the bill. '
PRESIDING 6FFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Bloom may close.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Well, thank you, very much. I hesitate to disagree with
the...prior speaker, but I think that the two to three million
dollar...loss was...in the context of...the bill as it was
originally put in...because there was a list of...revenue loss
and...I'm...I'm sorry if...if you interpreted my remarks as
saying that the County of Cook was...supportive. No, I...
put the six percent on to...address the...revenue loss.

As to the Municipal League, I know they have no access...to
...inheritance tax monies. I think it boils down to a question
of policy and what we're going to do and whether we are going
to be on an equal footing Qith the Sunbelt states,...which
have a far more favorable tax climate, and...and whether,
indeed, we do want to continue...to encourage the larger
estates...to remain up here, and whether we want to provide
thorough tax relief to the middle and smaller estates, who
through inflation now are paying...they're...they're paying
an inheritance tax that they should not be paying. I think
that there are very sound public policy reasons to support
this. I would suggest that...the dollar amount is...well

less than one percent of a fifteen billion dollar budget.
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I'd urge an Aye vote. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 499 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 31, the Nays are 20, 1 Voting Present. Senate

Bill 499 having received the required constitutional majority

is declared passed. For what purpose does Senator Savickas arise?

SENATOR SAVICKAS:

s..verification of the affirmative roll.
PRESIﬁING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

There's been a request for a verification. Will the
members please be in their seats. Will the Secretary call

the names of those who voted in the affirmative.

SECRETARY:

The following voted in the affirmative: Becker,...
Berning, Bloom, Buzbee, Coffey, Davidson, DeAngelis, Degnan,
Demuzio, Etheredge, Friedland, Geo-Karis, Gitz, Grotberg,
Jeremiah Joyce, Jerome Joyce, Keats, Kent, Lemke, Mahar,
Maitland, McMillan, Rhoads, Sangmeister, Schaffer, Simms,
Sommer, Thomas, Totten, Vadalabene, Weaver.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Savickas, do you question the presence of any
member? v
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Yes, Senator Geo-Karis.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Geo-Karis is on the Floor.
SENATOR SAVICKAS:

Senator Lemke.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is Senator Lemke on the Floor? Senator Lemke. Strike
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1. his name.

2. SENATOR SAVICKAS:

3. Is Senator...Degnan on the Floor?

4, PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

5. He's in his seat.

6. SENATOR SAVICKAS:

7. Is Senator Sangmeister on the Floor?

8. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

9. Is Senator Sangmeister on the Floor? Senator Savickas,
10. anyone else? On a verified roll call there are 30 Ayes, 20
11. Nays, 1 Voting Present. Senate Bill 499 having received
12. . the required constitutional majority is declared passed.

13. Senate Bill 501, Senator Nedza. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary,

14 please.

15. SECRETARY:

16. Senate Bill 501.

17. (Secretary reads title of bill)

18. 3rd reading of the bill,

19. PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

20. Senator Nedza.

21. SENATOR NEDZA:

22. Yes, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
23. Senate Bill 501 requires the State Board of Elections to

24. establish a system of obtaining continuous election...results
5. from all areas of the State.and also provides for the State
26. Board of Elections to consult with the representatives of

27. local election authorities in the preparation of a manual

28. of instruction and procedure. There is an amendment tothe
29. bill and the amendment.to'the bill by Senator Sommer provided
10. for the clustering of election judges during emergency referendum,
3l. I believe this is soye problem in his area in some of the

12. smaller ;ommunities. If there's no questions, I'd urge a

13 favorable roll call.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Rhoads.
SENATOR RHOADS:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate, I
rise in opposition to this bill. I don't think it's a good
policy to get the State Board of Elections involved in the
area of the collection and tabulation of election results
on election night, in effect, making them sort of a city
news bureau for...State-wide election results. A couple
of concerns that I have, first of'éil, the State Board of

Elections, itself, wasn't created for this purpose, it

doesn't have any of its own computers. Now, in the pilot
project that théy tried last year, they...used the computers
of the Legislative Information Systems. I don't really know
how that was d&ne...and I don't know who authorized it. There
have been a lot of things that LIS has been involved in
recently that...apparently were done without...authorization
from LIS, including the tabulation of census data for possible
use in reapportionment...cases...and this project that was
done...last year. Now, a couple of...couple of the problems,
one is, if we are locking to the State Board of Elections

for these results, they more or less are looked to by the
media that this is official. That...we can put in all the
disclaimers we want to, but really all we're doing is having
people phone in results from around the State just like the
...wire services do now, AP and UPI and...and City News Bureau.
In additioﬂ the bill would cost about twenty thousand dollars.
We really don;t'have a...a very good handle from the State
Board of Elections as to...what the cost would be. I just
really don't think it's the way to go.. There's nothing here
that enforces compliance on the part of the county clerks

and if you don't have the willing compliance of the.county...

clerks, you're just going to have to...hire a whole lot of
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part-time personnel for this one shot deal on election night.
It would be nice...it would be nice to have this kind of
information, but I think the drawbacks are a lot greater than
any compelling merit to the bill and !II would urge a No vote.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Channel 7 has sought leave to shoot silent film. Is
there leave? Leave is granted. Further discussion? Further
discussion? Senator Nedza may close.

SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you, Mr. President. InAfesponse to my esteemed
colleague, the total appropriations for the bill, which is in
another bill, is twenty thousand dollars in which he's
referring to. But the cost for this specific project on any
given election day is only a thousand dollars because it's
less than what the State Mandates Act supplies and that's
why the State...Mandates Act does not apply to this bill.

And why are we so ‘skeptical about reporting the election
results? The State Board of Elections is the only agency
throughout the entire State which is so situated in order to
acquire these things and are...should say, are in full support
of this bill. True, we will be in competition with the net-
works, but since the retirement of Walter Cronkite, who was
the greatest political seer that has been on the tube so to
speak, I think that now we can start getting back to...in
having...a official or semiofficial agency as a tabulator

of the...the vote recorded in the State and available to all
of the wire services. I move for a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: _ (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 501 pass. Those in
favor vote Aye. Tﬁose 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 32, the Nays are 22, none Voting Present., Senate Bill 501
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having received the...required constitutional majority is
declared passed. For what purpose does. Senator...Nimrod
arise?

SENATOR NIMROD:

Mr. President, on Senate Bill 499, I'd just like the i
tape to show that I was on the telephone and had I been on
the Floor I would have voted for the bill and I also would
seek leave éo be a cosponsor of that bill.

PRESIDING OFFICER: - (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there leave to be a cosponsér? And our electronic
record will indicate your intention. 529, Senator Nedza.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:
Senate Bill 529.
(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd reading of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: {SENATOR BRUCE)

And Channel 20 reguests permission to tape the proceedings.
Is there leave? Leave is granted. Senator Nedza.

SENATOR NED2ZA:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. This
bill allows the Chicago Park District to issue additional bonds
for its Working Cash Fund. There is a...presently, approximately
a fourteen month delay in the tax collections and it requires
a district to engage in short-term borrowing...the...which
necessitates its purchasing...the tax anticipation notes. 1In
the...by issuing the additional amount of working cash bonds
rather than issuing the tax...tax anticipation notes, it is
estimated that the Chicago Park District would save approximately
9.6 million dollars over the period of the bonds. The arguments
for and against the bill, as always, are good and bad. It's
a backdoor, as some of my colleagues would...on the other

side would refer to. It does cost something, but the cost
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to the taxpayers for the initial year of the bonds is seven
dollars to a sixty thousand dollar home. The...by issuing
these bonds we save the cost of approximately five million
dollars, which is the initial debt for the issuing of

the bonds plus lawyer's fees, printing services, and rating

agency fees and etc, and etc, The park district has always

been noted for its fiscal responsibility, which is évidenced
by the great rate they get on the bonds when they're selling
bonds. The...after these bonds have been redeemed in the
fifteen year period, the savings that the taxpayer will
receive, upon its retirement, are approximately five million
dollars per year. I submit to all of my colleagues that
allowing a...governmental agency to operate as a cooperate...
entity, I think, is a good business principle and the
recipient of the good...business principle in government is
the taxpayer. If there are no questions, I would move for
favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Mahar.
SENATOR MAHAR:

Thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate. I
rise to inform the Body that this is a forty million dollar
cash...Working Cash Fund in addition to the thirty-seven
and a half million dollar...that the park district already
has. Last year we increased...their tax rate from sixty cents
to sixty-six cents for general expenses and there's a question
of the fact that we're asking people to increase this without
submitting it to the voter's approval. Now, if...of course
you want to do that then you'd probably want to vote for it.
It just seems to me at this particular point in time...we
should be thinking in terms of trying to cut back and while
many of ;he projects are probably worthwhile,...if elsewhere

we are trimming expenses and cutting back, that...the park
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district could do likewise and I might add that the Civic

Federation opposes this legislation.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Walsh. Further discussion?
Senator Nedza may close.

SENATOR NEDZA:

Thank you, Mr. President. In response to Senator Mahar's
remarks. It's true, Senator, that there is a slight cost.
The cost is five cents. The five cents, after a fifteen year
period,...investing that five cents gets the taxpayers back
a total of five million dollars. The same principle we have
acted upon in two other bills in the Senate, Senate Bill 565,
which was passed. I commend this type of operation. True,
the bonding indebtedness is a very small fee to pay for a
great profit after the bonds are retired_and therefore, allowing
the taxpayer some levity in not...having us coming back here
with some other legislation in order to find some funds. I
would move for your favorable roll call.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 529 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 31...30, thé Nays are 23, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 529 having received the required constitutional majority
is declared passed. Senate Bill 538, Senator Gitz. Read the
bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

SECRETARY:

Senate Bill 538.

(Secretary reads title of bill)
3rd readiﬁg of the bill.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Gitz.

RO
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SENATOR GITZ:

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

Bill 538 is an accountability bill. The purpose of this bill

is to ensure that those monies that we collect and we appropriate

for a road program actually get delivered for that road program.

It requires the Comptroller, beginning the next fiscal year, that

would be Fiscal Year '83, to annually transfer a portion of the
funds appropriated for the Department of Transportation's road

and bridge construction programs from the Road Fund into a

new fund in the State Treasury. It allows this on a construction

cycle basis, if you see it in the bill, a ten-forty~-forty-ten
basis. This is the average construction cycle. It allows the
provision fof a speedup in that if the department can deliver
on that construction cycle in a much earlier fashion. I

want to make it clear that the purpose of this bill is nothing
more than to ensure that when we appropriate a road program,
and it's coming out of the Road Fund, that it actually gets

delivered. I found it kind of interesting that Secretary

Kramer said before the Economic and Fiscal Commission two

years ago the following statement, "that of the seven hundred
and sixty=-six million in State revenues available, only four
hundred and sixty=-six million will get into the Road Fund.

and of this IDOT will receive two hundred and forty-six
million despite our best efforts to the contrary. All of that
is gone before we ever spend anything in building or improving
roads. In fact, we are 2.9 million dollars in excess of our
revenues befo£e we even get to a construction project." My
purpose in using that 1979 statement is the situation is even
worse today. I think whatever program that we put forth in
this General Assembly, we're entitled to see that that money
is actually delivered. And Senator Carroll, as Chairman of the
Appropriations I Committee can tell you about the slippage

that has taken place in each and every year.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) i
Is there discussion? Senator Bloom. !
SENATOR BLOOM:
Oh. Thank you. I'm sorry, Senator Sam was...reminding
me...will the sponsor yield?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield. Senator Bloom.

Does this still have the continuous appropriation...
feature, if this is the correct bill? There were three

of them that came through Finance Committee with the con-

tinuous appropriation that basically says that it's always
appropriated in the General Assembly.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
Senator Gitz.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, Senator Bloom, this would...I...I did check that...
point out, by the way. I took this bill over to the Trans-
portation Study Commission, the Auditor General, to every-
body and asked them about that. This would not change the
reappropriations process that we use in any way, shape or
form. It merely means you would reappropriate...you'd
reappropriate bond funds, you'd reappropriate road funds,
but this designates a cycle for transfers when we have agreed
to that.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Bloom.

SENATOR BLOOM:

Well, I...I'm not sure...I'm not sure the gquestion is
answered. I mean,‘you know, there are tempting features to
this bill. As I recall it...I would remind the Body it came
out on a partisan roll call and we opposed it although we

kept saying, "very tempting." But perhaps Senator Carroll
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can clear that up. Is there the continuous appropriation...
the other side of the very tempting is that also it really
does extremely limit flexibility...in running any kind of !
a road program. You're...you're locked in forever. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Carroll.
SENATOR CARROLL:

Thank you, Senator Bloom. We find nothing that says
continuous appropriation in there and we believe it to be,

therefore, very similar to capital development and all the

others. But let me make it a little more tempting for you,
as long as you're going to have a little taste and be tempted.
Let me just reﬁind you that the Governor in transportation
had his "move ahead" program that we called the “fall behind"
...the spring forward and fall back. He'd announce it in
the spring and in the fall the real figures came out. And
in the last couple years he's been...oh, averaging maybe...
dropped them back about a third of what he promises to the
people of Illinois each and every year. For example, the
announced program in Fiscal '80 was a billion five million.
The actual program was six hundred and eighty-one million.
He fell back three hundred and twenty-four million. They
sprung forward in '81 with nine hundred eighty-five million
and they fell back to six hundred and fifty million, a falling
of three hundred and thirty-five million. I hope they don't
fall too far. The enticing part of this, obviously, is what
you see is going to be what you get and I would suggest that
this is a good approach.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Gitz may close,
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, I think that Senator Carroll has explained it.

Ladies and Gentlemen, it's very simple, whatever you
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appropriate, whatever those figures are this bill attempts to
deliver them. It's simply to make honest men to deliver

the road program. This kind of provision should be a part

of whatever we appropriate here to see that the job gets
done, because after all that's how we sell it to the people.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is, shall Senate Bill 538 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 question, the Ayes are 28, the Nays are 28, none
Voting Present. Senate Bill 538 having failed to receive
the constitutional majority is declared lost. 576, Senator

Degnan. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.

END OF REEL

i
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ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 576.

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

Senator Degnan.

SENATOR DEGNAN:

Thank you, Mr. Président. Senate Bill 576 is suggested
legislation from the Joint Committee on Administrative Rules.
It seeks to change the existing ru%éé'of the Department of
Registration and Education concerning regulation of occupations.
Wherein the rules required an applicant to submit endorsements'
from individuals who are already licensed. The Joint Committee
and the Department of Registratidh and Education agree that
exempt from this change, will be physicians and veterinarians.
I know of no other opposition. Seek a favorable roll call.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Is there discussion? The question
is shall Senate Bill 576 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 none, none Voting
Present. Senate Bill.-576, having received the required
constitutional majority is declared passed. Senator Taylor
on 582. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, too, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR, FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 582;

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Taylor.
SENATOR TAYLOR:

Thank you, Mr. President, members>of the Senate. Senate
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Bill 582...some...become somewhat of an omnibus bill. It
amends the Election Code and allows the election authorities

to appoint certain personsas deputy registrar. As you know,

in the beginning we had said that it would be principals, we've
changed that and it is permissive legislation. The second
thing it does, the election authorities in counties under

five hundred thousand shall have...publish one newspaper
instead of two copies in the speciman ballot. The purpose

is to save money by eliminating costly duplicated publication.
The third amendment, the ballot...for township officers shall

proceed the ballot for the municipal officers, presently, vice

versa. The purpose to reflect that the township or larger [
territory than the municipality. This makes it more logical
for = ballot...to ' bé consolidated under the Consolidated
Election Code. Fourth amendment changes the title of "chief
clerk of the board" of the Board of Election Commission to
the executive director. And the fifth limit the State Board
of Election in rule making cmmﬁjtiesto insure that administrative
rules are not inconsistent with statutory provisions. And
the sixth, the election laws provide downstate counties to
levy a three cent tax to pay election expense. This tax is in-
adequate for many downstate cities, having board of elections
commission. This bill requires the:cgunty to reimburse these
certain cities for election expense in excess of that tax
revenue. The...purpose is to eliminate election expense
deficit and base it at what it...tax.base is inadequate. This
is in line with the intent of the Election Consolidation Law
which requires counties to raise the funds to pay for the
local election. Mr. President and members of the Senate, I
solicit your support for Senate Bill 582.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Is there discussion? Senator Rhoads.

SENATOR RHOADS:
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Mr. President and members of the Senate. There are

five major provisions in this bill and I...I hope you'll

listen sort of carefully because how you vote may depend

on where in the State you live because it does affect different
districts in different ways and I don't know how it might
affect you. The...the two things of controversy in the bill,

I would say, would be the...permissive appointment of deputy
registrars in schools fo become...to register voters. And

the other point of potential controversy would be the last
amendment that Senator Hall had offéered that Senator Taylor
just explained. Now, for those of you who are in areas

with downstate boards of election commissioqers, this requires
the downstate counties in which there are those municipal
boards would reimburse such boards for actual election expenses
in excess of the tax revenue generated in such cities by .03
percent county tax levy for elections in odd and even numbered
years. The county, however, would not have to pay for the

city elections and city referenda. The City of Chicago is

not included because it is not governed under the election
consolidation even though there's a...a board of election
commissioners there. I don't know whether any of you from
those downstate areas with boards of election commissioners
have heard about anything from your boards about that particular
provision. Apparently the genesis of it was from East St. Louis
and Rockford. There isn't anything of great moment in this
bill that...that needs to pass, if you don't like the idea of
having deputy registrars...for...in the schools, then you
probably ought to vote No. If you think that's dékay, then

you probably ought to vote Yes. I don't see any partisan
implications to this. I tend not to favor the bill and I

will be voting No.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Discussion? Senator Davidson.
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SENATOR DAVIDSON:
Question to the sponsor.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Indicates he will yield, Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

In Senator Rhoads' comment, do I understand that the
county boa&d would have to levy a three mil tax over and above
of which they have no control to pay the expense of the city
election commission, such as we have here in the City of
Springfield?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
éenator Taylor.
SENATOR TAYLOR:

Mr. President, I think we should refer that question to

Senator Hall, that was one of his bills.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
All right, Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

Thank you. In answer to your gquestion, Senator Davidson,
they're taken there where I am. They're levying an 0.3
tax levy in the City of East St. Louis. It...it generated
fifteen thousand dollars in revenue and it cost one hundred
and sixty-five thousand dollars to hold the election. The only way

we could hold the election and pay it off, and this was a vital
election, I was for consolidation of elections, but this was
one point that was overlooked. A city like that, that's
practically in default, that has no other revenue that is
doing deficit financing. Now, what will happen is the East
Sﬁ. Louis Board will have another huge budget deficit in

1982 and will be unable to run the 1982 Primary and General

Elections unless this bill is...is amended in...in this

act. There's no way, as a matter of fact, the city is in

default, they can't pay their bills, they could not even be
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sued. But yet one of the greatest things we have is exercising
your franchise and can you imagine a county that couldn't...a

city that couldn't operate an election, which they are mandated

to do.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR

Further discussion? Senator Davidson.

SENATOR DAVIDSON:

I didn't get an answer. Yes or no, does the county
have to levy...the county board have to levy a tax over
and above for...on all the people in- the county to pay

for the City Election Commission Operation?

PRESIDING QFFICER: (SENATOR

Senator Hall.

SENATOR HALL:

I don't think in your
where you are, that you have
money. I'm talking about in
cannot afford it. ‘
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR

Senator Davidson.
SENATOR DAVIDSON:

Well, Senator Taylor,

BRUCE)

BRUCE)

case, but you're because...and
more than excess the amount of

cities...counties wherethe cities

BRUCE)

you may have a good bill, but

to help Senator Hall out of a problem, I think he'snodkered

you. I cannot get up and support this bill that's going

to allow a tax to be levied on all the counties who have

an election commission within the city as we have here

and there's several others,

to take care of his problem. Now,

if he's got a specific problem, put it in a specific

bill that addresses it only to .it 'cause they can locate

the population where...addressea, this gets everybody.

I urge a No vote, this is absolutely a tax levied by

a county to help a city election commission of. which the

county board has no recourse

over what they spend.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)
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Well, Senator Hall, that wasn't...a question, let's
just keep rolling here. Further discussion? Senator Simms.
SENATOR SIMMS:

A...a question of Senator Hall. Your city operates
the city election commission, the same as Rockford does,
but Rockford appropriates...for the City Election cCommittee
out of the General Revenue fundsand the corporate levy of
the City of Rockford. How would, in..essence, how many of
these cities are going to be affected by the...implication
of your amendment on Senator Taylor's bill? My concern
is the same as Senator Davidson's. Now, maybe our city
is not in the same financial situation as yours.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

There are nine cities of boards of election commissioners.
Not Chicago, but there's Rockford, Aurora, Springfield, Bloomington,
Peoria, Danville, Galesburg.and East St. Louis. WNow, the intent...
in answer to Senator Davidson's question, the purpose is to
eliminate election expense deficit in cities where the tax
base in inaccurate. Now, in answer to yours, Senator Davidson,
this is it. This is in line with the intent of the Election
Consolidation Law, which requires counties to raise the funds
to pay for local elections. If...if you don't need it, ybu
don't have to have it. You understand?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussioﬂ? Well, Senator Davidson, for the
same reason, let's just keep rolling, maybe someone else
will answer your questions. Senator Berning. All right.
Senator Berning did...
SENATOR BERNING:

Just one question of the sponsor. With all of the

amendments that have been paSsed, I'm not just sure, but
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the original bill said the county clerk shall appoint each
principal of every public or private high school and each
vocational school, is that still in there?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Hall or Senator Taylor.

SENATOR TAYLOR:

...Amendment No. 5 taken that portion out, it is permissive

legislation at this point now.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator ' Bowers.
SENATOR BOWERS:

I guess I have a question to Senator Hall, if it's
in order.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Surely.

SENATOR BOWERS:

Senator Hall, you kno@, there's some of us over here
that are concerned with you, but wouldn't it be possible for
East St. Louis to abandon their election commission and turn
the whole thing over to the county? Or is this a situation
where they want to keep control, but don't have the money
to pay for the control?

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Senator Kenneth Hall.
SENATOR HALL:

That may be the way we'll have to go, but I mean, until
we get that done, certainly, if they can't, I...I think that
would be the only proper way to do it. But, this has been in
there for years and...right now...that...the county seat is
some twenty miles away. It's...it...the county clerk handles
all the county in -outlying areas, but in-this particular city.
See, at one time, this city was like so many cities, it was

in the black like Springfield and other places. The only thing
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is and the only thing I'm trying to do, is to insure that we're
able to hold an election. Can you imagine a city that only
generated fifteen thousand dollars and the cost was & hundred
and sixty-nine thousand and we're going to have another big
one. But in answer to your question, I guess that will be
the way we'll have to eventually go.
PRESIDING QOFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussion? Senator Taylor may close.
SENATOR TAYLOR:

Thank you, Mr. President and mémbers of the Senate.
I had no intention of picking up that kind of heavy load
that I have on my back at this point in time. But since
it is there, I will accept it. I do say for Senator
Davidson that in your case where your county board raised
in excess of the amount of money that you need that you would
not be affected by this amendment. Therefore, Mr. President
and members of the Senate, I solicit your support for Senate
Bill 582.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is shall Senate Bill 582 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 28, the Nays are 25, none Voting Present. Senate
Bill 582, having failed to receive the required constitutional
majority is declared lost. 583, Senator Gitz. For what...what
purpose does Senator Vadalabene arise?
SENATOR VADALABENE:

Yes, I would like to...on Senate Bill 390, to have the
vote én which that was taken reconsidered.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE}

Senator Vadalabene has moved to reconsider the vote by
which Senate ﬁill 390 passed. Senator. Buzbee moves to Table that motion.

On the motion to Table, all in favor say Aye. Opposed Nay. The Ayes
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have it. The motion to reconsider is Tabled. Senate Bill 583,
Senator Gitz. Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 583.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Gitz.

SENATOR GITZ:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and members of the Senate.
This bill essentially does what Senate Bill 705, which had thirty '
votes until the roll was verified the other day, to basically ;:odify
the advertising provisions in the Commerce Commission. And
just to make the mission clear, we've essentia11§ adopted
these regulations and one would be entitled to ask why...why
could that be important. Well, the figures that you look at
in terms of what has been disallowed in the past for licensed
regulated monopolies to advertise at the ratepayer's expense,
are rather significant. Two million, four hundred thousand
dollars, just in terms of 1980 alone for Commonwealth Edison.
And what we're trying to do here.is to provide the same kind
of protection no matter who may be named to the Commerce
Commission and to insure that no matter what happens to the
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act at the Federal level,
that we at least keep the preseht provisions which seem to .
work quite well in practice, in effect and in force.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further...is there discussion? Senator Maitland.
SENATOR MAITLAND:

Well, just very briefly, Mr. President. We argued
this bill the other day, it's an absolutely unnecessary piece
of legislation. It's...it's done now, it's.,..I think it's...it
can actuall& have an affect of having an adverse effect on consumers

once again and I find myself in an unusual position over here
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being a...I guess the consumer advocate, but I think that
the.;.discretionary power that they now have could benefit
consumers and with this legislation, could, in fact, tie
their hands and that concerns me greatly and I think should...
concern all of you. I once again rise in opposition to Senate
Bill 583.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

Further discussioné Senator Walsh.
SENATOR WALSH:

Mr. President and members of the Senate. 1In case some
of you are wondering why we're going to be here late tonight,
it's just for reasons such as this. This is a bill we beat
once, that we're being imposed upon to hear aéain. It's a
bad bill as Senator Maitland has indicated. Let's beat...it
now, as we did before and hopefully Senator Gitz will not
impose on us again.

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE) .

Further discuésion? Further discussion? Senator Gitz
may close.
SENATOR GITZ:

Well, I think we all know what the issues are and I'm.
amused at the advocate of people who are masquerading as
consumer advocates. If you want to vote the bill down now,
fine, you go ahead and do that, but just recognize that
we're really basicélly trying to make sure that we don't
have legal challenge to the Commerce Commission. The idea
that somehow this is going to...askew us away, is crazy. This
legislation passed out of here before, it was buried before,
there are some real legal problems and questions. We are at
the mercy of who's in the Commerce Commission and for the life
of me, why people will continually oppose every single kind
of piece of legislation, even when it is just simply codifying an

existing order, is to say the least, quite amazing.
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The question is shall Senate Bill 583 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 question the Ayes are 20, the Nays are 33, none Voting
Present. Senate Bill 583 having failed to receive the required
constitutional majority is declared lost. 586, Senator Bloom.
Read the bill, Mr. Secretary, please.
ACTING SECRETARY: (MR. FERNANDES)

Senate Bill 586.

(Secretary reads title of bill)

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

Senator Bloom.
SENATOR BLOOM:

Well, thank you, Mr. President and fellow Senators. You
may recall two weeks ago when I amended this bill, I said the
amendment is very comglex, it's a complex issue. You may recall
that'when the corporate personal property tax was abolished
and the replacement tax was adopted...the replacement tax was
adopted to provide the funding for units of local government
so that they would not lose tax revenue. Since then, there has
been a problem where some personal property has been treated
as real estate for tax purposes. The Illinois State Chamber
of Commerce, the Illinois Manufactﬁrer's Association and the
Department of Revenue entered into lengthy negotiations over
this bill along with the Taxpayer's Federation. Essentially
what 586 does, and I...I have the old...the old listsand the
old assessing manuals from 1970, is to try and define real
property and personal property in the context of what...what..
these definitions should as closely track as to what the definitions

were on December 15th, 1970, when the»voters adopted the present
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Constitution of the State of Illinois. It is attempting to work
out definitions in order to provide guidance and in order to
provide some protection to the business and manufacturing
sector. It attempts to give sufficient guidance to enable

the Department of Revenue to draft its appropriate rules and
requlations to implement and also to enable taxpayers to
challenge inappropriate rules and regulations. It's all being
done on an ad hoc basis. Now I'll tell you what the bill does.
Basically, it says personal property includes property of every
kind, tangible and intangible, not included in the terms, land
or land improvements or buildings, structures and improvements
and permanent fixtures. All right, f'll...I'll tell you what
land improvements are, they include...they include...roadways
parking lots, sewer lines, service lines, retaining walls,
bridges, tuhnels, fencing, ditches and other site improvements
of a similar nature, but do not include machinery and equipment,
furniture, minerals and natural resources reinjected below

the surface of the ground or in the case of utilities, the
wires, mains, pipes, pipelines, poles, towers, transformers

and other similar property, used to manufacture what utilities
manufacture. That is messages, gas, oil and electricity. The
buildings and structures do not include furniture or any type
of machinery and equipment including power generating equipment.
This essentially...this essentially is the way realty and
persoﬁalty were treated on the 15th of December, 1970. Now,

this is not without problems as is so often the case. 1In

the counties of Lake and Grundy there is litigation presently
pending where the utility is suing the local authorities

over the definition of...of what's...what is personal property
and what is real property. What S86 is trying to do is saying,
on the first of January, 1982, here are the ground rules, so
everybody knows, it says prospective application. And believe

me, there are elements in the business community that don't like
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that one darn bit, but tough. 1I'll answer any questions you
may have and otherwise, I'll urge a favorable roll call and
I'm...I'm sure there are questions and problems. Thank you.
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

The Chicago Tribune has sought leave to shoot photographs
of you. Is there leave? Leave is granted. Is there discus-
sion? Senator Egan.

SENATOR EGAN:

Yes, thank you, Senator Netsch, did you wish to...go

first?
PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATQR BRUCE)

She is the chairman, I apologize. Senator...
SENATOR EGAN:

I would yield to the chairman.

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

Thank you, Mr. President. Senator Bloom is right, this
is an extremely important bill and I would like to say at the
outset that, over the last few days particularly, there have
been...there's been a good deal of good faith discussion and
input from both the sponsor of the bill and particularly from
Doug Whitley... »

PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

For what purpose does Senator Buzbee arise?
SENATOR BUZBEE:

Well, point of personal privilege. I apologize, Senator
Netsch for...but I objected when the photographer was given
permission. You know, they stand here...last night they were
taking‘pictures as we were eating and...and they wanted every
funny little pose they can find us in is the one they want to
take pictures of. Now, if he wants to take the pictures, then

I object.

e
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PRESIDING OFFICER: (SENATOR BRUCE)

All right. I...I hope our photographers realize that
we have been in here on twelve hour shifts for the last three
days and take that in mind when you're taking photographs of
the members. Senator Netsch.
SENATOR NETSCH:

Thank you, Mr. President. What I was sayihg was that
there have been many discussions that have gone on, particularly
over the last few days and I know that there has been a good
faith effort on the part of the sponsor and Doug Whitley of

the Taxpayer's Federation and the Department of Revenue to

attempt to put this bill, through this amendment, into a respectable

form. Senator Bloom is also correct that it is an extremely
complicated issue. The intent, clearly was, to codify a
definition of realty and personalty at the time that the
corporate personal property tax was abolished. The...as the
discussions have continued, however, it has become increasingly
clear that it is much more difficult to codify those practices
than I think was originally anticipated. For one thing it

is quite clear that there had been differing practices from

one assessment district to another and particularly as they

came to reali