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August 2, i995

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--HOUSE

H.R. 2161
There will be a vote on the rule it
Be it enacfed by the Senate and the House of about an hour. After that vote, which
Representatiesof the United States of Amerira should be the last vote of the evening.
in Congress asse
$bled,
we will do the general debate on Telco
SECTIONl, EfENSlON OF AtfrtOLsfflES
for about 90 minutes. We will then con(i) IN GENERAL.-SeCton Mala) of the For- Sider a Blley amendment for 30 mine
0
m
l
a
elgn Relations Authorization Act Fiscal
utes. a Stupak amendment for 10 aina
Years 194 and 1995 (Public La. 103-236).
utes. and a Cox amendment for 20 ainamended by Public Law 104-17. is amended
and inserting utes, and all those votes will be rolled
by striking "August 15, 199.
"October 1, 1995.".
until tomorrow morning. So all Mem(b) CONSULTATION.-For purposes of any ex- bers should be alert for a vote in about
ercise of the authority provided in section an hour, and those Members who are
Mial of the Foreign RelationssAutborization
interested In being involved in the genAct. Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995 (Public Law eral debate on Telco or those amend103-236) prior to August 16, 1995. the written en
policy justification dated June 1. 1995. and ments mentioned should be prepared to
submitted to the Congress in accordance continue working on the floor until we
complete that work.
with section 543ib)(1) of such Act. and the
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker. what
consultations associated with such policy
justification, shall be deemed to satisfy the bill will be up in the morning at what
requirements of section 5MllbXlI) of such Act. time?
Mr. ARMEY. In the morning when we
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The genreconvene, we will reconvene on Labortleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN) is
recognized for I hour.
HHS, and hope to finish that bill toMr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield morrow,
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, H.R..2161 temporarily extends the Middle East Peace Facili-T.PROVIDING
FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1555. COMMUNICATIONS
ttion
Act of 1994. which otherwise will
ACT OF 1995
expire on August 15. 1995.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direcThat act was previously extended by
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
Public Law 104-17. which we passed in
June. H.R. 2161 extends the Act until
October 1. 1995, and further provides
that the consultations with the Congres that took place In June prior to
the President's last exercise of the authority provided by the Act will suffice
for purposes of a further exercise of
that authority prior to August 16.
In consultation with our Senate colleagues, we have decided to extend the
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act
only through October I because we
hope to complete action by that date
on legislation that will Include a
longer term extension of the authorities of the act. along with strengthened
requirements for compliance with cocamitments that were voluntarily assumed.
I urge my colleagues to agree to the
adoption of H.R. 2161.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.
The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time. was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and
was
given permission to address the House
for I minute.)
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker. I wish
to inquire of the distinguished majority leader the schedule for the rest, of
the evening.
Mr.
Speaker, will the
g M ARMEY.
an yiel? Mr.
Mr.Speaog
gentleman yield?
Mr. GEPHARDT. I yield to the gentleman from Texas.
Mr. ARMFY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. Speaker, we are about to begin
debate on the rule for the Telco bill.

up House Resolution 20 and ask for its
Immediate consideration,
The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:
H. RES. 2D7
Resolved. That at any time after the adoption of this resolution the Speaker may. pursuant to clause lib) of rule XXIII. declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 155) to promote competition and reduce regulation In
order to secure lower prices and higher quality services for American telecommunications consumers and encourage the rapid
deployment of new
telecommunications
technologies. The nrst reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with section 302(fi of the Congressieona Budget Act of 1974 are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed ninety minutes equally divided
among and controlled by the chairmen and
ranking minority members of the Committee
on Commerce and the Committee on the Judiciary. After general debate the bill shall he
considered for amendment under the fiveminute role. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amendment under the flve-minute rule the amendment In the nature of a subs~ltute recommended by the Committee on Commerce
now printed In the bill. The committee
amendment In the nature of a sutetitute
shall be considered as read. Points of order
against the committee amendment in the
nature of A substitute for failure to comply
with clause 5(a) of role XXI and section 302f)
of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are
waived. Before consideration of any other
amendment it shall be Is order to consider
the amendment printed In part I of the report of the Committee on Rules acrompanythis resolution. That amendment may be
offered only by a Member designated in the
report. shallbe considered as read. shall be
debatable for thirty minutes equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an oPponent. shall not be subject to amendment.
and shall not be subject to a demand for division of the question in the Hue or in the
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Con',rmlttee of the Whole. If that amendment
is adopted. the provisions of the bill. as
005 ended. shallbe considered as the original
hill for the purpose of further amendment
und er the five-minute role. No further
sedimentshall be In order except those
ted In part 2 of the report of the Coot.
mit tee on Rules. Each amendment printed In
par t 2 of the report may be considered only
in t he order printed In the report. may be offem edonly by a Member designated in the rePr t. shall be considered as read, shall be dehat able for the time specified in the report
equ ally divided and controlled by the propos ent and an opponent. shall not be subject
amendment except as specified In the reper t. and shall not be subject to a demand
for divisionof the question In the House or
in I theCommittee of the Whole. All points of
ord er against amendments printed In the repar t of the Committee on Rules are waived.
Th echairman of the Committee of the Whole
Meay postpone until a time during further
sideration In the Committee of the Whole
con
a r equest for a recorded vote on any amendme nt.The chairman of the Committee of the
Wh,ole may reduce to not less than five minate 5 the time for voting by electronic device
on. any postponed question that immediately
foll ow another vote by electronic device
wit hout interveningbusiness. providedthat
the time for voting by electronic device on
the ntrst In any series of questions shall be
not less than fifteen minutes. At the conclun of consideration of the bill for amendme nt the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
den -and a separate vote in the House on any
am. endment adopted In the Committee of the
Wh es to the bill or to the committee
am,endment in the nature of a subetitute.
Th eprevious question shallbe considered as
Ord ered on the bill and amendments thereto
to Ifinal passage without Intervening motion
exc ept one motion to recommit with or without lnstuuctlons.
S Ec.2. After passage of H.R. 1553. it shall
he in order to take from the Speaker's table
the bill S. 652and to consider the Senate bill
in theHouse. All points of order against the
Sen ate bill and against its consideration are
wal ved. It shall be in order to move to strike
all after the enacting clause of the Senate
bill and to insert In lieu thereof the provislot nsof H.R. 1555 as passed by the House. All
po1 nte of order against that motion are
wal ved. If the motion is adopted and the Senate bill,esamended, is passed, then it shall
be Ia order to move that the House insist on
its amendments to S. 652 and request a Confre nce with the Senate thereon.
'i The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentle man from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is
ognized for I hour.
rec ir. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. for the
It
pur pose of debate only. I yield the custon nary 30 minutes to the gentlernn
fro m California (Mr. BEILENSON]. pendlng which I yield myself such time as I
in y consume. During consideration of
thi o resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.
H ouse Resolution 207 is a modified
C1Osed rule providing for the consideralldon of H.R. 1555. the Communications
Act tof 1995, and allowing 90 minutes of
gen eral debate to be equally divided betie een the chairman and ranking minor ity member of the Commerce and
Jut Ilciary Committees. The rule waives
sec tion 302(f)of the Budget Act against
con sideration of the bill. The rule also
ma ken in order as an original bill for
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the purpose of amendment, the amend- ate a balanced bill which equalizes the
ment in the nature of a substitute rec- diverse competitive forces in the teleornmended by the Committee on Corn- comrnunications industry. The commerce and provides that the amend- plexity and balance of this legislation
nent be considered as read. House Res- requires a structured rule. because it is
olution 207 also waives clause 5(a) of conceivable that a simply constructed
rule XXI-prohibiting appropriation in amendment would attract enough
an authorization bill-and section votes, on the face of it. to upset the
302(f) of the Budget Act-against the balance of the bill.
committee amendment in the nature of
Let me take this Opportunity to corna substitute,
mend the diligent work of Chairman
House Resolution 207 provides first BLILEY, Chairman FIELDS. and Chairfor the consideration of the amend- man HYDE. and also recognize ranking
ment printed in Part I of the Rules minority members JOHN DINGELL and
Committee report. This amendment. JoHN CONYERS, for their service in
which will be offered by Commerce guiding this fair balanced legislation
Committee Chairman BLILEY. is debat- to the House floor.
able for 30 minutes, equally divided beThe overriding goal of telecommunitween a proponent and an opponent. cation reform legislation must be to
and provides that the amendment be encourage the competition that will
considered as read. The -manager's produce Innovative technologies for
amendment shall not be subject to every American household and provide
amendment or to a demand for a divi- benefits to the American consumer in
sionof the question in the House or the the form of lower prices and enhanced
Committee of the whole.
servites. The House TelecommunlAfter general debate and the consid- cations bill will promote competition
eration of the manger's amendment, In the market for local telephone servthe provisions of the bill, as amended, ice by requiring local telephone compashall be considered as the original bill nies to offer competitors access to
for the purpose of further amendment parts of their networks, drive competiunder the 5-minute rule. House Resolu- tion in the multichannel video market
tion 207 makes in order only the by empowering telephone companies to
amendments printed in part 2 of the provide video programming, and mainRules Committee report in the order tain and encourage the competitivespecified, by the Members designated ness of over the air broadcast stations.
In the report, debatable for the time The American people will be amazed by
specified in the report to be equally di- the wide array of technological
vided between a proponent and an op- changes that will soon be available in
ponent of the amendment,
their homes.
The rule waives all points of order
The massive barriers to competition
against amendments printed in the re- and the restrictions that were necport, and provides that these amend- essary less than a decade ago to proments shall not be subject to division tect segments of the U.S. economy
of the question in the House or Corn- have served their purpose. We have
mittee of the Whole nor subject to achieved great advances;and'lead.the
amendment unless otherwise specified world in telecommunications services.
in the report.
However. productive societies strengthThis rule allows the chair to post- en and nourish the spirit of innovation
pone votes in the Committee of the and competition, and I believe that
Whole and reduce votes to 5 minutes, if H.R 1555will provide customers with
those votes follow a 15-minute vote. Fi- more choices in new products and renally, this resolution provides one mu- suit In tremendous benefits to all contion to recommit, with or without in- sumers.
structions. as in the right of the minorIn order to achieve further balance
ity.
and deregulation In H.R. 1555.
the rule
Following final passage of H.R. 1555. will allow the House an opportunity to
the rule provides for the immediate debate a manager's amendment to be
consideration of S. 652 and waives all offered by Commerce Committee Chairpoints of order against the bill- The man BLILEY. This amendment reprule allows for a motion to strike all resents a.compromise that will accelerafter the enacting clause of S. 652 and ate the transition to a fully competiinsert H.R. 1555as passed by the House tive telecommunications marketplace.
and waives all points of order against This amendment is not a part of the
that motion. Finally. it is in order for base text. it will be debated thorthe House to insist on its amendments oughly. and it will be judged by a vote
to S. 652 and request a conference with on the floor of the House.
the Senate.
Following the consideration of the
I would also ask for unanimous con- manager's amendment, the rule allows
sent to add any extraneous materials for the consideration of a number of difor inclusion in the CONGRESSIONALvisive amendments that focus on cable
RECORD.
•
television price controls, re-regulating
Mr. Speaker. H.R. 1555 is a complex cable broadcast ownership, and provipiece of legislation, and the final prod- sions for regulation of violence and
uct that passes the House has been de- gratuitous sexual images on local telesigned to ensure that the United States vision that may be constrained by
maintains the lead on the information technology.
superhighway as we move into the 21st
The Rules Committee has made seven
century. The House has worked to cre- amendments in order in part 2 of the
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Rules report, including five minority
amendments, a bipartisan amendment.
and one majority amendment. A number of the amendments offered to the
Rules Committee were duplicative.
some were withdrawn and some were
incorporated
into
the
manager's
amendment. In addition, some amendments have already been included in
the Senate bill. and it is important to
note that there will be room for negotiation in conference.
The rule makes in order an amendment--to be debated for 20 minutes-offered by Representatives Cox and
WYDEN which would ensure that online
service providers who take steps to
clean up the Internet are not subject to
additional liability for being Good Samaritans. The rule also makes in order
an amendment--to be debated for 10
minutes--offered by Representative
STIUPAKwhich involves local governments and charges for public rights of
way.
The rule also allows for an amendment offered by the ranking minority
member of the Judiciary Committee,
Mr. CONYERS.which would enhance the
role of the Justice Department with regard to the Bell Companies applying
for authorization to enter currently
prohibited lines of business. The chairmen of the Commerce and Judiciary
Committees have worked diligently to
reconcile this issue, and it was decided
that the Department of Justice should
receive a consultative role. Nonetheless, the rule permits Members the opportunity to vote on this measure.
We have also been extremely responsive to the requests of the ranking minority member of the Commerce Subcommittee on Telecommunications and
Finance, Mr. MARKE. by allowing all
three of the amendments he requested.
Mr. MARKEY has a different, more regulatory view of the future of the telecommunications industry, and he has
been afforded every opportunity to revise the bill by offering three rather
controversial amendments. The first
amendment-to be debated for 30 minutes-would amend the bill by changing the standard for unreasonable rates
and imposing rate controls on the cable
industry. While the goal of this legislation is to reduce regulations, the rule
will reverse the deregulatory cable provisions in H.R. 1555.
The second amendment-to be considered for 30 minutes--would retain
the current broadcast cable ownership
rule and scale back the audience reach
cap in H.R. 1555from 50 to 35 percent.
While I believe that this amendment
would selectively weaken the broadcast deregulation provisions in the bill.
this is an issue that concerns many
Members of this House and deserves a
full and open debate.
There will be a substantive debate
over provisions for regulating certain
violent and sexual images on television
through
technological
constraints.
While there is evidence that the increasing amount of violent and sexual
content on television has an adserse
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deregulatory legislation in history.
The goal of this legislation is to create
wide open competition between the
various
telecommunications industries, and this legislation in its final
form will undoubtedly encourage a new
era of opportunity for every company
involved in the telecommunications industry and many companies heretofore
unheard of.
Those nations that have achieved the
most impressive growth in the past
have not been those with rigid government controls, nor those that are the
most affluent in natural resources. The
most extraordinary development has
come in those nations that have put
their trust in the power and potential

impact on our society and especially
children, the House has two options to
consider in this debate. Mr. MARKEY
has been granted the opportunity to
offer an amendment requiring the establishment of a televislon rating code
and the manufacture of certain televisions, which many fear will require a
government-controlled rating system.
The House will also have the opportunity to vote for a substitute offered
by Representative COBURNthat utilizes
a private industry approach that does
not impose strict. Washington-based
mandates which raise difficult first
amendment questions.
Mr. Speaker, I believe that this legislation will be remembered as the most

of the marketplace. This bill states
that government authority and mandates are not beneficial to economic
development, and It will help assure
this Nation's prosperity well into the
21st century.
The resolution that was favorably reported out of the Rules Committee is a
fair rule that will allow for thorough
consideration on a number of amendments. I urge my colleagues to support
the rule so that we may proceed with
consideration of the merits of this extraordinarily Important legislation.
Mr. Speaker, I include the following
Informatlon for the RECORD:
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vision broadcasters from owning radio
stations, newspapers, and cable systems in the same market.
0l 2245
Thus Mr. MARKEY'S amendment limMr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I iting the number of television stations
yield myself such time as I may that one media company could reach to
consume.
35 percent of the Nation's households.
Mr. Speaker, we oppose this modified and prohibiting a broadcaster from
closed rule for the consideration of this owning a cable system in a market
landmark deregulatory telecommuni- where it owns a television station, is
cations legislation for several reasons. especially important-and. since it
First. there is no legitimate needcould lead to a single person or a single
there is no compelling reaon-for us to company's owning an enormous numconsider H.R. 1555. during one of the ber of television stations or media outbusiest weeks we have experienced this lets in the country, this is an issue too
year. There is absolutely no urgency at that deserves far more than the 30 minall attached to the passage of this bill utes the rule allows for it to be disbefore we adjourn.
cussed and debated.
Quite simply, we ought not to be deAs the New York Times editorialized
bating this rule and this bill tonight. today, the bill "would for the first time
There are many more good reasons to allow a single company to buy a comput this legislation over until our re- munity's newspaper, cable service, telturn in September than there are for evision station and, in rural areas, its
taking it up now.
telephone company. It threatens to
legislation. hand over to one company control of
Debating
landmark
which completely rewrites our existing the community's source of news and
communications laws, in the dead of entertainment."
night, squeezed carefully between
Finally, Mr. Speaker, we also oppose
major appropriations bills that should the rule because it does not allow
have first priority, is outrageous on its Members to address all the major quesface.
tions that should be involved in this
We feel strongly that a bill with the debate. This rule limits to 6. the numenormous economic, political, and cul- ber of amendments that may be oftural consequences for the Nation as fered.
does H.R. 1555, should receive far more
We fully understand and respect the
time for consideration than this bill need to structure the rule for this enorwill be allowed.
mously complex and technical bill: but
Second. there is not enough time al- we do believe that, in limiting the time
lowed to properly consider the several devoted to this bill, the majority incorvery major amendments that have been rectly prevented the consideration of
made in order. For example, we shall significant amendments that address
have only 30 minutes to consider the legitimate questions.
When the Rules Committee met late
Markey-Shays amendment to increase
cable consumer protection in H.R. 1555, yesterday on this rule, we sought to
to
guard
make
those amendments in order. I
an amendment which seeks
consumers against unfair monopolistic would add that we did not seek to
pricing.
make every one of the 30 to 40 amendThe sponsors of the amendment testi- ments submitted in order-as I have alfied that H.R. 1555. as written, com- ready mentioned, we understand the
pletely unravels the protections that need to structure this rule.
But the committee defeated. by ao bicable consumers currently enjoy, and
that their amendment is needed to en- partisan vote of 5 to 6. our request to
sure that competition exists before all make in order the amendment submitregulation is eliminated. This is a very ted by Mr. MORAN that prohibitsthe
substantive amendment., dealing with FCC from undertaking the rulemaking
an industry that affects the great ma- that could preempt local governments
jority of Americans. It certainly de- from regulating the construction of
serves more time for serious debate cellular towers. The Members of the
then we are giving it tonight.
House should have the opportunity to
Mr. Speaker, perhaps the most trou- vote on this amendment-and Mr.
bling part of the bill is its treatment of MORAN deserves to have the oppormedia ownership, and its promotion of tunity to offer it.
The amendment addcesses the very
mergers and concentration of power.
The bill would remove all limits on the important concerns of localities who
number of radio stations a single com- believe this issue is properly witnin the
pany could own, and would raise the jurisdiction of local zoning laws. It is
ceiling on the number of television endorsed by the National Association
households a single broadcaster Is al- of Counties. the National League of
Cities. the U.S. Conference of Mayors.
lowed to serve.
It would also remove longstanding and the American Planning Associarestrictions that have prevented tele- tion. Many local jurisdi i, ns have
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bontacted us this week in favor of this
amendment, and we f. el the committee
made a mistake. Mr. Speaker, by not
allowing it to be discussed on the floor.
attempted unsuccessfully to
We
make in order the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
HALL], eliminating the ban on joint
marketing of long distance service and
Bell operating company-supplied local
exchange service. Mr. HALL deserves
time to explain his amendment and let
the Members decide for themselves
whose interests are best served by his
amendment.
The majority also denied making in
order the Orton-Morella affordable access amendment, which adds affordability to the requirement for preserving access for elementary and secondary students to the information highway.
The amendment is strongly supported by education agencies and organizations, and we feel that the sponsors
deserved the chance to present their
arguments for the amendment to the
House. We should not have acquiesced
to the arguments of industry representatives that these affordable access requirements should not be debated because the implications are not
known. That is why we have debatesso that both sides can explain their position. Unfortunately, In these cases,
we were able to hear only one side.
So. Mr. Speaker. we believe our
Members have legitimate amendments
that should have been made in order by
this rule, and we regret the decision to
shut them Out of this important debate.
With respect to the amendments that
were made in order. Mr. Speaker, we
are very disturbed that the commitment to ensure a vote on Mr. MARKEY'S
V-chip amendment was not properly
honored. While his amendment is in
order, the Coburn substitute, which is
much weaker. will be voted on first: if
it is adopted. Mr. M RKEY is denied the
right to have ar up or down vote o.s his
very important amendment.
Members should be allowed a clean
vote on the Markey amendment. which
is by far the stronger of the two.
Whether or not parents are given the
ability to block violent television
shows so their young. children cannot
watch them is an important issue, and
we should not allow the vote to be represented as something it is not. The
rule is very unfair in that respect.
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1555 is a very complex piece of legislation very few Members understand the implications of
this bill, and I would suggest that we
might very well come to regret its consideration in this hurried and inadequate manner.
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We a!l know that changes need to be
made In our 60 year old communications law. But we should be concerned
about the process under which this bill
is being brought to the floor tonight.
Not only has a manager's amendment
been developed out of the public's eye.
but, it was done after the committee
with jurisdiction overwhelmingly reported quite a different bill.
We should all be concerned about the
process under which a bill with huge
economic consequences and implications for consumers and business interests is being rushed through the House.
The testimony of over 40 Members bedemRules Committee
fore
the
onstrates the complexities involved in
this legislation.
Mr. Speaker, we hope that the final
version of this bill does balance the introduction of competitive markets.
with measures designed to protect consumers. We have heard from all sides
involved. and every industry has valid
points to make. I do hope, however.
that we do not lose sight of the
consumer In this process, and of the
need to protect the people from potential monopoly abuses.
Mr. Speaker. we oppose the rule-not
only because it is restrictive, but because it does not go far enough in ensuring that enough time is given to
this important debate, and because it
does not protect the right of Members
to offer amendments pertaining to all
of the major issues of this very complicated piece of legislation.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I yield I
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON]. the chairman of
the Committee on Rules.
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker. let me
just say to the gentleman from CaliforMs. [Mr. BEILENSON] I really am surprised at his testimony here. As my
colleague knows, first of all we have 8i. hours allocated for this piece of leg5
islation. We extended that for another
hour to take into consideration the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CONyEas. our good friend, because he is a
ranking Member, and he was entitled
to his major amendment.
Mr. BEILENSON. Of course he was.
Mr. SOLOMON. Now we expanded it
for I hour. That meant we were spending 9b hours on this bill. It puts us
here until 2:30 in the morning today,
and many of us will stay here while
many of our colleagues leave. and we
will finish that part of the bill.
Now. if we had made in order all of
those amendments that the gentleman
just read off, we would be 19 hours. I
figured out the time; 19 hours.
Now the gentleman knows we are
going to be here until 6 o'clock in the
morning tomorrow night and into Friday. and my colleague and other Members have asked me from the gentleman's side of the aisle to tighten
things down. let us take care of the
negotiated
We
major amendments.
with the majority, we negotiated with
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGEU.L. we negotiated with the gentle-
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man's Democratic leadership. Everyone was happy, and all of a sudden we
come on this floor here now and nobody is happy.
0 2400
Let us stick to our points. If we
make a deal upstairs in the Rules Committee, let us live by it.0
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I would
like to inquire as to how much time is
remaining on both sides.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EMERSON). The gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. LINDER) has 171Aminutes remaining and the gentleman from California
(Mr. BEILENSON] has 22 i minutes remai nlg.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
(Mr.
Michigan
from
gentleman
BONIORI. the minority whip.
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker. I regret
that I will have a different view than
my good friend the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BEILENSON]. I rise in support of this rule. It makes in order the
key amendments that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY] and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS] and others have asked for.
Mr. Speaker, I also would have liked
to have seen more debate on these
amendments, but, on balanced. I think
It Is a fair rule and I urge my colleagues to support It.
If we are going to make technology
work for our economy and for our.
country, and especially for our families. our laws have to keep pace with
the changing times, and I believe the
bill before us today will help bring this
country into the 21st century. From
the beginning, Mr. Speaker, telecommunication reform has been about
one thing. it has been about competition.
We all know the more competition
we have will lead to better products.
better prices, better services and the
better use of technology for everybody.
Above all, competition helps create
more jobs and better jobs for our economy. Studies show that this bill will
help create 3.4 million additional jobs
over the next 10 years and lay the
groundwork for technology that will
help to create millions more.
Let us be honest. Mr. Speaker, this is
not a perfect bill before us today.
There are lots of improvements that
can be made. and I want to suggest a
couple of them to you tonight.
First. we have an important amendment on the V-chip. Studies tell us
that by the time the average child finishes elementary school he or she will
have seen 8.000murders and 100.000acts
of violence on the television. Most parents do all they can to keep their kids
away from violent programming. but in
this age of two-job parents and 200
channel televisions, parents need some
help. Fortunately. we dQ have technology today that will help. The V-chip
is a small computer chip that. for
about 17 cents, can be inserted into a
TV set and it allows the parents to
block out violent programming.
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This V-chip. Mr. Speaker. is based on
some very simple principles: That parents raise children, not government.
not advertisers, and not network executives, and parents should be the
ones to choose what kinds of shows
come into their homes.
Second. I believe we should do all we
can to keep our airwaves from falling
into the hands of the wealthy and the
powerful. Current law limits the number of television Stations, one per person or media company can reach, to 25
percent of the Nation's households.
That rule was established to promote
the free exchange of diverse views and
ideas. The bill before us today, however. would literally allow one person.
in any given area. to own two television stations, unlimited number of
radio stations, the local newspaper and
local cable systems. Instead of the 25
percent limit under this bill. Rupert
Murdock could literally own media
outlets that reach to over half of
America's households. Mr. Speaker. In
other words. this bill allows Mr.
Murdock to control what 50 percent of
American households read, hear, and
see, and that is outrageous.
Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY] will offer
an amendment to set that limit to 35
percent. and, frankly, I don't think
this amendment goes far enough. I believe we need to address broader Issues.
such as who controls our networks,
who controls our newspapers, and who
controls our radios.
In conclusion. Mr. Speaker. I would
suggest that we would have liked to
have seen a tougher amendment, but I
urge my colleagues to support the Markey amendment on concentration, and,
Mr. Speaker, this bill has been around
a long time. It has been a long time in
coming, and I urge my colleagues to
support the rule.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. speaker. I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. GOSS),my
colleague on the Rules Committee.
iMr. GOSS asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER] and congratulate him for
his fine work on an extremely complex
rule that took a lot of work to get
done, and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SOLOMON] as well. and I am
delighted there is support on both sides
of the aisle, for it deserves it.
Mr. Speaker. I urge support for the
rule also. and I will use my time to indulge in a colloquy with the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY). the honorable chairman o" the Committee on
Commerce. becasuse two points have
come up in discussion today regarding
local government authority which I
think can be clarified and need to be
clarified. Chairman BLILEY was Mayor BLIiF4Y
of Richr:s,d and this gentleman was
mayor of a much smaller town. but
they welt both local goveinments and
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there was a great concern among some
of our local governments about some
Issues here. particularly two, as I have
said. I want to address the issue of zonIng.
Mr. Speaker, as to the cellular industry expanding into the next century.
there will be a need for an estimated
100.000.1new transmission poles to be
constructed throughout the country. I
am told. I want to make sure that
nothing in H.R., 1555 preempts the ability of local officials to determine the
placement and construction of these
new towers. Land use has always been.
and I believe should continue to be, in
the domain of the authorities in the
areas directly affected.
I must say I appreciate that communities cannot prohibit access to the
new facilities, and I agree they should
not be allowed to, but it is important
that cities and counties be able to enforce their zoning and building codes.
That is the first point.
Similarly. Mr. Speaker, I want to
clarify that the bill does not restrict
the ability of local governments to derive revenues for the use of public
rights-of-way so long as the fees are set
in a nondiscriminatory way.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker. will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. GOSS. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Virginia, the distinguished chairman of the Committee on
Commerce.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker. I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I want to
commend the gentleman and his colleagues and the chairman of the Committee on Rules for this rule. I wholeheartedly support it.
Let me say this, I was president of
the Virginia Municipal League as well
as being Mayor of Richmond. and I was
on the board of directors of the National League of Cities. When legislation came to this body in a previous
Congress for a taking of Mansassas
Battlefield. I voted against It because
the supervisors of Prince William
County had made that decision. I have
resisted attempts by people to get me
involved in the Civil War preservation
of Brandywine Station in Culpeper
County for the same reasons.
Nothing is in this bill that prevents a
locality, and I will do everything in
conference to make sure this is absolutely clear, prevents a local subdivision from determining where a cellular
pole should be located. but we do want'
to make sure that this technology is
available across the country, that we
do not allow a community to say we
are not going to have any cellular pole
in our locality. That is wrong. Nor are
we going to say they can delay these
people forever. But the location will be
determined by the local governing
body.
The second point you raise, about the
charges for right-of-way, the councils.
the supervisors and the mayor can
make any charge they want provided
they do not charge the cable company
one fee and they charge a telephone
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company a lower fee for the same
right-of-way. They should not discriminate. and that is all we say. Charge
what you will, but make it equitable
between the parties. Do not discriminate in favor of one or the other.
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker. reclaiming
my time, I thank the gentleman for
that very clear explanation.
Mr. BLILEY. If the gentleman would
continue to yield, the gentlewoman
from Maryland has raised a point with
me about access for schools to this new
technology. Let me assure the gentlewoman that I know there is a provision
on this in the Senate bill, and I will
work with her and work with the other
body to see that it is preserved and the
intent of what she would have offered
had she been able to is carried out in
the final legislation.
Mr. GOODLATrE. Mr. Speaker. will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.
Mr. GOODLAT11E. Mr. Speaker. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. Speaker. I have heard from a
number of my local constituents, and I
know the chairman is very strongly
supportive of the rights of localities
and strongly supportive of decentralized government. We have had some
conversations about the process here.
and I wonder If I may get a clarification.
Is my understanding correct that the
gentleman is committed in the conference process to offer new language
that will make it crystal clear that localities will have the authority to determine where these poles are placed in
their community so long as they do not
exclude the placement of poles altogether, do not unnecessarily delay the
process for that purpose, do not favor
one competitor over another and do
not attempt to regulate on the basis of
radio frequency emissions which is
clearly a Federal issue? Is that an accurate statement of your intention?
Mr. GOSS. I am happy to yield to the
distinguished chairman.
Mr. BLILEY. That is indeed, and I
will certainly work to that end.
Mr. GOODLATTE. Thank you and I
look forward to working with the
chairman.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mi. DOc-G--r].
Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if this
bill really deserves a full and open debate. as the gentleman from Georgia
has suggested, then why are we taking
it up at midnight?
Mr. Speaker. this is a bill that affects
the telephone in every house and every
workplace in this country. It is a bill
that affects every television viewer in
this country and a wide array of other
telecommunications services, and when
does this Congress consider it? At midnight. after a full day of debate on an
appropriations bill.
Regardless of your view on this bill.
and I think it has some merit, regardless of your view on the substance of
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the bill. this sorry procedure ought to
be voted down along with this rule.
What an incredible testament to this
new Republican leadership that they
could take a bill of this vital Important
to the people of America and not take
it up until midnight.
You can roll the votes. That just
means there will not be anybody here
listening to the debate. You can roll
them all night long. as you plan to do.
The real question is whether you will
roll the American consumer.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BARTON].
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
I want to rise in support of the rule. I
think this is a good rule.
Mr. Speaker. I want to point out to
my colleagues that if this were a software package that would be version 5
or 6. We have been working on this
issue for the last 5 years in the Congress. We had a bill pass the House; we
never went to conference with the Senate last year.
There is one amendment that has
been made in order, a
bipartisan
amendment,
the
Stupak-Barton
amendment, that deals directly with
local access, local control of rights-ofway for the cities that is very bipartisan in nature, and I would urge support
of that amendment if we can reach
agreement on it, which we are still
working on that.
So this is a good rule. I want to
thank the Committee on Rules for
making Stupak-Barton in order, and I
would urge Members to vote for the
rule.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). the ranking member of the committee.
(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
0 2315
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule. I urge my colleagues to vote for it. H.R. 1555 is a
complex bill. It deals with a complex
industry. It comprises a substantial
portion of the American economy.
There are a lot of controversies in
this legislation, and it should not be
dealt with cavalierly. It is a matter of
some regret to me we are proceeding
late at night and that we have not had
more time for this. But. nonetheless.
the bill that would be put on the floor
by the rule resolves many important
questions, and it pulls out of a courtroom. where one judge, a couple of law
clerks, a gaggle of Justice Department
lawyers, and several hotel floors of
AT&T lawyers, have been making the
entirety of telecommunications policy
for the United States since the breakop.
The breakup of AT&T was initiated
by its president. Mr. Charley Brown.
and it was done because he had gotten
tired of having MCI sue him in.,ead of
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competing with him because of antitrust violations by AT&T. The crafting
of that agreement led to a situation
where the entirety of the telecommunications policies of the United States
were dealt with in a closed courtroom.
where no other party could participate.
This legislation resolves that question. Now. does it do so perfectly?
Probably not. But I will remind my
colleagues that this bill will resolve a
conflict between the very rich and the
very wealthy, and that fairness under
those circumstances is impossible to
achieve.
I will discuss later how there is competition in the long distance services of
the United States and how the rates of
AT&T. MCI. and Sprint fly in perfect
formation. They fly like the formation
of the nots and bolts in an aircraft, all
tied together by invisible forces, which
has led to a situation where they all
make money and nobody gets into that
because of the behavior of Judge Green
and his law clerke and a gaggle of Justice Department lawyers and three
floors of AT&T lawyers, who have been
foreclosing the participation of any
other person in or outeide of the telecommunications industry.
• The bill, Is it perfect? No. But it is
far better than the situation we have,
and it is a good enough bill. I would
urge my colleagues to vote for it.
The rule, is it what I would have
written? Of course not. But it does get
the House to the business of addressing
an important national question, and
that is the question of what will be our
telecommunications policy, and will it
be decided by the Congress, and will it
be decided by the regulatory system, or
will it be decided in a court of star
chamber, in which no other citizen can
participate.
I urge my colleagues to vote aye on
the rule.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PAXON).
Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule for H.R. 1555, the
Communications Act of 1995.
The last time Congress considered
communications legislation, the year
was 1934. Radio was still in its infancy
and commercial television broadcasting was still years away.
In those six decades dizzying changes
in technology and markets have made
our Nation's current telecommunications statutes totally outdated.
Over the last decade as Congress has
debated telecommunications reform
legislation, the private sector hasn't
waited-instead they have moved aggressively, for example implementing a
completely new, alternative phone system-cellular service-and they are
now on the verge of creating yet another form of wireless communication.
Because of these rapid innovations in
the marketplace, it Is impossible and
counterproductive for Congress to control micro manage the Nation's telecommunications future.
Instead, H.R. 1555 seeks to break
down restrictive barriers. repeal out-
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dated regulations and provide a fair
and level playing field for all competitor.
As the Commerce Committee worked
on drafting this legislation, we were of
the opinion that competition is better
than regulation. In areas where regulations are necessary, such as the transition rules while opening the local
phone loop. regulations must be fair.
reasonable, flexible, and sunset as
quickly as possible.
In earlier decades it was perhaps logical for the Federal Government to establish communications monopolies to
serve the Nation. However, we ve now
reached a stage in communications in
which regulation is not only inefficient, but is actually a hindrance to
the innovation and expansion which
benefits the consumer.
For example--for the first time our
policy is to move toward competition
in local phone service and in cable television. We will also witness greatly expanded competition in long distance
and in radio and television broadcasting.
Mr. Speaker. I also want to take this
opportunity to speak about the process
that produced this important legislation.
H.R. 1555 Is the result of many
months of hard work by all members,
both Democrat and Republican, of the
Commerce Committee and innumerable
hours by committee and personal staff.
This bill does not favor one company
or one industry at the expense of another. Chairman BLILEY. subcommittee
Chairman FIELDS and Ranking Member
DINOELL worked hard to produce legislation providing a fair and level playing field that will allow all companies
to compete in a myriad of communication services.
Mr. Speaker. I urge my colleagues to
support this rule, support the manager's amendment, and support final
passage of H.R. 1555.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. MORAN].
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker. I thank
my friend from California for yielding
me this time.
Mr. Spiaker. I rise in opposition to
the rule, and I will share with my colleagues two good reasons to vote
against this rule: You know, 90 percent
of America's parents have been asking
us to give them greater control over
what their children are seeing on television. the sex and the violence and the
profanity. Enough Is enough they say.
They look to us to give them some relief.
More than 50 colleagues, both Republicans and Democrats. cosponsored legislation to use the technology that exists today to empower parents to control what their children are viewing on
television. Pennies is all it would cost
to add it to every new television set.
We have worked on this for months.
and now. at the last minute, we have
an amendment that was put together
by the broadcast industry, which really
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is a sham. whose only objective is to
kill the V-chip amendment. This rule
makes it in order that if this amendment wins, and all it does is to encourage the broadcast industry to address
this problem, if that amendment wins,
we do not even get a vote on ours.
The second reason is a real sleeper in
this bill. and that is with regard to the
siting of these control towers. There
are about 20.000 of them around the
country now. There are going to be
about 100,000. Our amendment said on
private property, if you try to site a
commercial tower, then the people that
own that property have a right to go to
their local zoning board.
Of course they have the right. Imagine if somebody tries to put a 150 foot
tower on your property, and you object. and they tell you, "Well. the Congress gave us the authority to put It
on. It is a Federal law. It supersedes
local zoning authority." That is the
last thing we want to be doing.
So I would urge a "no" vote on this
rule.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate only. I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
BURTON].
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EMERSON).The gentleman from Indiana is
recognized for 3 minutes.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I know that this bill has a great
deal of merit and a lot of hard work
has gone into it, and I think the rule.
with a few exceptions, is a pretty good
rule. But when I appeared before the
Committee on Roles a couple of days
ago, I specifically asked the chairman
of the committee if we were going to
get a freestanding up or down vote on
this amendment.
I think there might have been a misunderstanding. I would not accuse the
chairman of the committee of misleading anybody. But there definitely was a
commitment. in my opinion, that we
would have a straight, clear vote on •
the V chip amendment.
The problem Is that we now have, as
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MORAN] said, a perfecting amendment
which will gut our ability to have an
up or down vote on whether or not parents in. this country will be able to
block out sexually explicit programs
and violent programs that they do not
want their kids to see.
This legislation that we are trying to
get passed would be very. very helpful
to parents who are working. There are
going to be 2 to 3 hundred channels in
most homes in the not too distant future. The only technology we have now
will block Out one or two or three programs, and parents are not going to
take the time to go through and specifically block out program after program. But the technology we are talking about will allow them to block out
whole categories of violence and sexually explicit programs. The amendment
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that is going to be offered as a preferential amendment to mine would
stop that and just create a study commission.
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman. will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio.
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman. I would
Just point out, I had an amendment offered on the V chip that was not made
in order. I am supporting the rule. I
hope those Members who had their
amendment made in order would have
the courtesy to support the rule.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker. reclaiming my time, the reason I
am not supporting the rule is simply
because I was told we would have a
straight up or down vote.
Let me just get to the crux of the
problem. The American people. 90 percent of the families, as has been said,
want the ability to protect their kids
against violence and sexually explicit
material. We have a way to do It. and
we are not being given an up or down
vote on that issue.
Now. we hope that the amendment
that is going to supposedly perfect
mine, which does not do anything, will
be defeated. I urge my colleagues to defeat it so we can get a straight up or
down vote on that, because I am confident that Republicans and Democrats
alike. if given the chance, will give the
American people what they want. and
that Is the ability to protect their kids
against violence and sexually explicit
programs. To do otherwise. I think is a
sin.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINOS).
(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker. I
rise in support of H.R. 1555. This vital legislalion makes long-overdue changes to current
communications laws by eliminating the legal
barrers that prevent true competition.
I am particularly pleased that H.R. 1555 will
break down barriers to telecommunications for
people with disabilities by requiring that carriers and manufacturers of telecommunications
equipment make their network services and
equipment accessible to and usable by people
with disabilities. The time is past for all persons to have access to telecommunications
services.
HR. 1555 assigns to the FCC the regulatory functions of ensuring that the Bell companies have complied with alt of the conditions
that we have imposed on their entry into long
distance. This bill requires the Bell companies
to interconnect with their competitors and to
provide to them the features, functions, and
capabilities of the Bell companies' networks
that the new entrants need to compete. It also
contains other checks and balances to ensure
that competition in local and long distance
grows.
The Justice Department still has the role
that was granted to it under the Sherman and
Clayton Acts and other antitrust laws. Their
role is to enforce the antitrust laws and ensure
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that all companies comply with the requirements of the bill.
The Department of Justice enforces the
antitrust laws of this country. It is a role that
they have performed well. The Department of
Justice is not and should not be a regulating
agency: it is an enforcement agency.
Mr. Speaker, it is time to open our telecommunications market to true competition.
This legislation is long overdue. I encourage
my colleagues to support H.R. 1555.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. HOLDEN].
Mr. HOLDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my opposition with the process
which was used for this important legislation. This billwill impact the life
of every American-whether they talk
on the telephone, listen to the radio.
watch television, or send a fax. Even
more significantly, it will impact technologies that have not yet been imagined and will be developed in the next
century.
So how does the House of Representatives deal with this bill? By debating it
into the dark of night under a rule
which allows for almost no amendments. This process is seriously flawed.
The primary goal of this bill is supposed to be to increase competition
through deregulation. Unfortunately.
the bil as amended by the manager's
amendment, falls short of this goal.
For example, the bill does not require
that there be any real, substantial
competition in the local telephone loop
prior to Bell entry Into the long-distance business.
Several amendments were proposed
to the Rules Committee to improve the
bill and ensure that local competition
will develop. None were made in order.
One such amendment, to ensure that
10 percent of local residential and commercial customers have access to a viable competitor prior to Bell entry into
long distance, was rejected. In my
State of Pennsylvania. which has 5.3
million local access lines, this means
that a Bell company could provide
long-distance service to State residents
once a competitor could provide service to just 530.000 access lines.
Now why is it so important to have
local competition before allowing the
local telephone monopoly into long distance? Without real competition in the
local loop prior to entry into long disLance. a company can control long-distance service provider access to their
long-distance customers because all
long-distance calls must traverse the
local loop to reach telephone customers. In short, the Bell system can
use its monopoly control over the local
loop into monopoly control over the
long-distance business. This bill does
not prevent the Bells from extending
their monopoly and denying the benefits of competition to our constituents.
I urge my colleagues to vote no on the
rule and no on this bill in order to protect telephone consumers.
Mr, BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 2 minutes to be the distinguished
from New York IMs
gentlewoman
SLAUGHTER].
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker. I rise
in strong opposition to the rule.
Mr. Speaker, the rules governing debate of H.R. 1555 are bad enough-we
have 90 minutes to debate the most
substantial changes to our communications laws in over 60 years. What concerns me the most. however, are provisions in H.R. 1556 which would ' the
single biggest assault on An.erican
consumers and diversity of opinion
that I've witnessed as long as I have
lived.
H.R. 1555 completely repeals limits
on mass media ownership, and the result will be a dangerous cofnbination of
media power. Under the bill, a single
company can own a network station, a
cable station, unlimited numbers of
radio stations, and a daily newspaper.
all in the same town.
We have heard that lifting ownership
limits will promote competition. Personally, I can't think of a worse way to
go about it. Once we lift the limits, a
handful of network executives will dictate what programs the local affiliates
in our districts should carry. If you
have a complaint about losing local
programming, don't bother changing
the channel-the media group will own
that station, too. If you want to write
a letter to the newspaper, feel free. but
know that the media group probably is
the editorial board.
If any of my colleagues have kept up
with the news recently, media companies are already lining up to buy each
other out, all in anticipation of the
broadcast ownership bonanza. You
don't have to take my word for it. just
look in today's New York Times and
read about Walt Disney's buy-out of
ABC, or the Westinghouse takeover bid
for CBS. I will warn my colleagues:
these companies are counting on us to
remove ownership limits so they can
squeeze out smaller competitors.
I don't think that many of my colleagues realize this, but the FCC Is reviewing ownership limits and making
changes right now to ensure competition and local diversity Blowing the
lid off all restrictions doesn't make
sense: we should let the FCC continue
to do its job.
Mr. Speaker, with unrealistic time
limits. this rule continues the tradition of the Republican-led 104th Congress: careless legislating and minimal
debate. The new leadership cares more
about corporate giveaways than consumels, and that is why I will vote
against this rule. I urge all of my colleagues to do the same.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY). a member of the committee.
(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks. )
U 2330
Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker. let me first
say that the folks who support the
Markey amendment which was made in
order, the gentlewoman from New York
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was talking about the concentration of
media, she has an opportunity to support the Markey amendment. But we
cannot do that unless the rule passes.
Then the Members. the V chip that
they had their amendment made in
order stand here In the well of the
House and complain about the rule.
When I had my amendment offered to
the Committee on Rules, it was rejected. So instead, the bunch of ingrates standing here . complaining
about the rule who had had their
amendment in order, and here I stand,
I got stiffed by the Committee on Rules
and I am supporting the rule. What is
wrong with this picture?
I give up. I am here to support the
rule and simply say that it is time that
we break the chains of the modified
final judgment and take once and for
all the responsibility for telecommunications legislation back to the duly
elected Representatives of the people
and take it away from an unelected,
unresponsive Federal court.
Let us give back. let us give us the
opportunity to make those kinds of decisions for the consumer. This is the
most far-reaching. procompetitive. deregulatory piece of telecommunications legislation in over 60 years.
This ts a product that has not just
come out of the woodwork. It is a product that has been worked on for at
least 5 years. Members of our committee, members of the Committee on the
Judiciary. Members who have been
hers a while have worked on this issue.
I find it incredible that we would even
consider not passing a rule that would
get us one step closer to what we want
In telecommunications in the modern
marketplace.
We have an opportunity here to pass
the most far-reaching job-creating bill
that any of us can imagine, a 3.5 million jobs bill. In 10 years that will
catch us up with technology and take
an antiquated 1934statute and bring it
up to the 21st century.
I have a particular provision that I
was proud to work on dealing with the
foreign ownership restrictions. They
are incredibly antiquated. They rsstrict the ability of American companies to raise capital and to compete in
the worldwide market. This bill breaks
those barriers. I am proud to support
the rule and proud to support the bill.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
CLYBURN1.

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker. I rise
tonight in opposition to this rule. Once
again, the Republican leadership has
crafted a closed rule. Call it what they
may. but where I come from there is
nothing open about limiting both the
time for debate and the amendments to
be considered.
Mr. Speaker, this legislation will affect the lives of nearly every American
and is far too Important to be subjected to a closed rule. H.R. 1555would
make it possible for one entity to own
all the radio stations, newspapers. 2 TV
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stations, and even the local cablc an€
telephone companies in the same
media market. So the same bill which
seeks to end local telephone monopolies would allow a handful of media
magnates to drive smaller competitors
from the market and put an end to
broadcast diversity. But an amendment
to maintain current law regarding
broadcast ownership was not made in
order.
And what about the hypocrisy of the
Republican leadership? For months
they have been telling us that State
and local governments are better
equipped to make decisions affecting
local residents, but this bill preempts
local zoning authority with regard to
the placement of antenna towers. Yet.
an amendment to restore local authority was not ruled in order. I find it hard
to believe that the Republican leadership is willing to rely on our State governments to solve this Nation's welfare
crisis but does not trust local authorities to regulate the placement of cellular telephone antennas.
I would like to urge my colleagues to
vote against this rule.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from California [Mr. DREIER), my colleague on the
Committee on Rules.
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker. I thank
my colleagues from Atlanta for yielding time to me.
Believe it or not, I know it is 11:34
p.m. But over the next couple of hours.
because of the fact that the ranking
mInority member of the Committee on
Appropriations wanted us today to proceed with consideration of the LaborHHS appropriations bill, we are going
to embark on what I am convinced is
one of the most exciting debates that
we have possibly addressed in this Congress. It is a debate which is going to
lead us towards the millennium and in
fact lay the groundwork for dramatically improving the opportunity for
consumers in this country to benefit in
the area of telecommunications.
Mr. Speaker, it is going to be done on
a very, very fair. under a very. very
fair and balanced rule. This rule will in
fact allow for the consideration of a
wide range of issues, contrary to some
of the statements that have been made
by those who are opposing the rule.
It will allow us to get into debates on
the V chip issue, on broadcasting, on
cable, on Internet, a wide range of
items, including that very important
item which was just addressed earlier.
the issue of local control.
We also had a very healthy exchange
between two former mayors, which is
going to ensure that not only here but
in the conference we will see the issue
of local control addressed.
This is being done in a bipartisan
way. I congratulate the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FIELDS). and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY]. and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
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HYDE]. and those on the oLhcr side of
the aisle who have been involved in
this issue. It is being addressed with
the support of the leadership on both
sides.
I believe that as we move toward the
millennium, we are going with this legislation to greatly enhance the opportunity for the U.S. consumer.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield I minute to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. BRYANT(.

(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
I say to the gentleman from California
[Mr. DREIER], to the contrary, there is
not going to be any debate tonight
whatsoever. The reason Is because once
we vote on this rule, everybody in this
room is going to go home except for
five or six people, because there are not
going to be any more votes until sometime tomorrow.
So the debate that takes place tonight will not be a debate. I would suggest all you Americans that are going
to plan to participate, call home and
tell them to start the home movies because you are going to be the only one
to see yourself talking. There is not
going to be anybody to talk to. There
is not a single person who believes it is
right to take up this bill at midnight
and talk to ourselves for the next 3 or
4 hours.
General debate and debate on the
amendments will take place in a total
vacuum. It is not right. It is not necessary. Nobody on that side will stand
up and defend this process, and nobody
on this side will stand up and defend
this process. It Is an outrage. I am disappointed that the Democratic ranking
member of the full committee, that the
chairman of the full committee and
chairman of the subcommittee have
such a low regard for the jurisdictional
area of this committee that they would
go along with this process. I urge Members to vote no on this rule.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. for purposes of debate only. I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FIELDS], the chairman of the subcommittee which produced the bill.
(Mr. FIELDS of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
this is a good. balanced rule. This rule
should be supported.
It gives us an opportunity to ask one
question. That is: With our telecommunications policy, do we move
into the 21st century or do we crawl
back into the 1930s? Some of us have
lived with that question for 2 6 years.
day in and day out. It is time to move
forward. We know the issues of the debate. It is time to move forward on this
important issue that affects a sixth of
our Nation's economy.
I want to compliment the chairman.
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SOLOMON], the gentleman from Georgia

(Mr. LINDER], the gentleman from California (Mr. BEILENSON], the leadership
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on our side, the leadership on the other
side for allowing us to move forward.
This Is a complex issue. If we had our
preferences, we would do this at an earlier time. We would have more time. to
debate this. We do not. It is important
to move forward.
I also want to pay special recognition
to some Members who, like me, have
spent a great deal of time on this issue.
My friend, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. chairman, my good
friend, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINOELL]. my friend in the back of
the Chamber, the gentleman from Maesachusette [Mz. MARKEY]. who has
spent as much time and more on this
particular issue. And we will have our
differences during this debate. We do
disagree on the V chip. We do not want
to see the government get Int content
regulation. But we will debate that
issue.
We do not want to see the government continue a policy of restricting
growth when it is no longer necessary
with direct broadcast satellite, the
growth of cable, the spectrum flexibilIty, the ability of broadcasters to compress, and so forth. We will have that
debate, a good debate on that particular Issue.
Of course, we disagree on the government continuing to regulate cable. But
those are debates that we have.
I want to recognize his leadership
and others as we move forward on 1h1e
legislation.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANX).
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker. this is not legislation. This is
three card monte.
First we started with the appropriations bill on Labor-HHS, now we are
going to slip in a telecommunications
bill. But just when we get a focus on
that, they will switch to the defense
bill. This is an absolute degradation of
the legislative process.
We also have the problem that we are
now going to have the debate first and
then the votes. I think they ought to
try it other way around. Why do they
not have the votes first and then the
debate? They have obviously decided
that the two are totally unrelated.
They have totally degraded the legislative process. They have borrowed their
sense of procedure from the red queen.
Verdict first; debate afterwards.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker. I reserve
the balance of my time.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MARKEY]. subcommittee ranking member.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, this is
an important piece of legislation. The
gentleman from Texas has already
pointed out that it affects one-sixth to
one-seventh of the American economy.
We should rnot be debating a bill that
affects one-sixth to one-seventh of the
American economy at midnight in the
United States Congress. We should not
be doing this.
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We cannot have a good debate on
cable. We cannot have a good debate on
long distance. We cannot have a good
debate on the V chip. We cannot have
a good debate on privacy. We cannot
have a good debate on the Internet. We
cannot have a good debate on any of
these issues which profoundly affect
the satellite, the cable, the telephone.
the computer, the software, the educational future of our country.
This bill will make most of the rest
of the legislation which we are going to
deal with on the floor of this body a
footnote in history. This is the bill. We
are taking it up at midnight. We are
going to tell all the Members, after
they vote on the rule, that they should
go home, that there will not be any
votes.
America is sound asleep. This is not
the way to be treating one-sixth to
one-seventh of the American economy.
The Members should be -here. Their
staffs should be in their offices. The
American people should be listening.
We are talking about issues that are
so profound that if they are not heard
we will have iost the great opportunity
to have had the debate, to have had the
educational experience which the Congress can provide to the country.
Now. some Members say. well. who
cares, really, it is just a battle between
AT&T on the one hand and the Bell
companies on the other? Who really
cares, is kind of the attitude that some
Members have about It.
Well, my colleagues, this is more
than how many gigabits one company
might be able to provide or how many
extra thousand cubic feet of fiber optic
that one or another company might
provide. This is about how we transmit
the ideas in our society. Whether or
not we give parents the right to be able
to block out the violence and the explicit sexual content that comes
through their television set goes to
how our children's minds are formed.
Whether or not consumers are going to
have one cable company or two cable
companies in their community 1
years from now goes to the question of
whether or not they are going to have
a monopoly or a real choice In the marketplace.
Whether or not we are going to have
a single company able to purchase the
only newspaper in town, two television
stations, every radio station and the
cable system in every community in
America is more profound than any
other issue we are going to be debating
on the floor this week. this month or
this year.
This rule should be voted down. We
should take up this bill in the light of
day with every issue given the time it
needs to be debated.

this bill, and that is affordable access
to the Internet for the Nation's
schools. Myself and the gentleman
from lhode Island [Mr. REED) offered
such an amendment in the Committee
on the Judiciary. We were asked to
withdraw it in the hopes that it would
be worked on In this bill. The gentlewoman from Maryland [Mrs. MOSELLA]
and I went to the Committee on Rules
for her amendment, and it is still not
being considered.
Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire
of the chairman, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BLMEY] what our posture
would be, if I may, in a colloquy, with
the Senate version of the language that
does ensure Internet access for schools
that is affordable.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?
Ms. LOPCREN. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, as I told
the gentlewoman from Maryland earlier. it is my intention to work with
her and anyone else to see that this
provision, or as near as we can, Is Included in the final version when we
come out of conference.
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker. I thank
the gentleman.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, it is time to vote on a
rule for a very important bill. I would
like to address a couple of points. First
let me thank Chairman BLILEY and
Chairman. FIELDS. We have worked on
this for a long time. I would like to especially thank the ranking member
[Mr. DINGELL] who has given us some
sage advice and a great deal of help. I
am a little bit surprised at the compliant that we are not debating for a long
enough time. We started with a 6 hour
rule and we wind up with nine and a
half hours, and that apparently is not
enough. I am surprised at my friend
from Indiana who says he cannot vote
for this rule because he made his
amendment In order, he wanted a
closed rule on his amendment. All he
has to do to have an up or down vote on
his amendment Is to have a substitute.
It seems to me. if you have enough
votes, you can defeat the substitute.
Mr. Speaker, I am most startled by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MARKET] who made it very clear
to us tiat he could not support this
rule unless he got all three amendments in order. And we believed the
gentleman, and we thought they were
substantive enough to debate, and we
made all three in order, and now he is
complaining because we are debating
this at night.
Mr. Speaker. I was on this floor
today on Labor-HHS and there were
fewer people in this Chamber during
0l 2345
this day on Labor-HHS appropriations
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker. I than there are here tonight. You know
yield 1 minute to. the gentlewoman as well as I that typically there are
fewer people in this Chamber during
from California [Ms. LOFOREN].
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, argu- the day than at night. These are speably. the most important thing about cious arguments. The rule is a balanced
telecommunications reform is not in rule. I urge you to support it.
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my disappointment that the Rile on this
bill does sot include an amendment that I intrduced to provide affordable access to advanced telecomnunication technologies for
schools, tibraries. and rural health care facilities.
In title t. section 246(b)(5) of this bill. the
comrtnttee expresses its intent that students in
our public schools should have access to advanced telecommunications technologies as
one of the fundamental principles of universal
service. This is an inportant and historic cornnltment. However. the bill does not address
the issue of affordability of such access, nor
does it include provisions addressing libraries
and rural health care facilities. This was the
amendment I introduced with Congressmen
ORTON and
NEY and Congresswoman
LOFGREN.The bill, I understand, refers to "reasonable" rales. Reasonable rates by what
standards? "Affordable" would have ensured
that all schools, nationwide. would have access to the information superhighway.
I want to clarity that my amendment would
not have imposed a financial burden on
telecom providers. In the bit, universal service
Is being redefined by the Federal Communications Commrnission. [FCC] based on recormendations by this joint board. In my
amendment, schools and libraries would pay
"affordable" rates as defined by a joint Federal-State universal service board.
Most schools slmply cannot afford advanced
teleconnunications services. At present, less
than 3 percent of classrooms in the United
States have access to the Internet. This will
not change unless we make access for
schools affordable.
The Senate has wisely added provisions to
ensure access at a discount price for schools,
libraries, and rural health care facilities. I am
esed the Commerce Comittee chairman
stated his agreement to working with me
to include this provision In conference. In a
Nation rich in Information. we can no longer
rely on the skills of the industrial age. All of
our students must be guaranteed access to a
high quality of education regardless of where
they live or how much money they make. We
must ensure that the emerging telecommunications revolution does not leave our critical
public institutions behind.
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I move
the previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered,
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. EMEOs). The question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum Is not
present.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evidently a quorum Is not present.
The Sergeant at Arms will notify absent Members.
The v-te was taken by electronic device. and there were-yeas 255. nayes
156. not voting 23. as follows:
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Costello
Coyne
Crane

[Roll No. 6161
Ailard
ASiher
Anne)"
Bachus
BakeriCA
BakeriLA)

YEAS-255
oauskr
Orak.
Ge..
• Oterest
Oillmen
Ollrat
Ooodlatte

Ballenger
Bx
Barrett (E)
Bare WD
Baseto
Bevle
Catrtn$
B bra&'
Bishop
Bliley
Blut
Oohlert
Boehr
Sonsll
Boalor
Ronoe
Boacher
Brewster
Bron:,FL
Burr
Buer

ctasle
Chabot
Chamblls
Chenetth
Christenen
Ctement
Clin er
Coburn
olns (A)
Comat
Condit
Cooley
Co,
Cram
cremean
Cooiegsba
Geiar
DeLay
Dla.-BRolart
DIckey
Dtaiell
Doolittle
Do-.a
Dreler
Dun.
Ehlich
Oil-ia

Oraltam
Oreenwood
Outlerre
Outk-eht
Hall (Mi
Ramilto.
Hasten
Hastmg. IFL)
Hayt.
Hanortih
Heine,aa
Cake
Hurn
Hostettler
Houghton

Faet
Fields (TX)
Flake
Flanagan
Foley
Forbe.
Fewaer
F..
Frank. WT
Frank. iNJi
Frilanthlyer
Frts
Futderburk
Fura
Oalt.ly
Abervrvmbie
Aokerna
Batler
Becerm
Bellen.
Beater
Bemoter
Berrmn
Boraki

Dam-l

Ort.
Packard
oter
Parker
Pas.
Paye VA)
Pet,.t
Peteoa (MN,
Picket,
Powbo
Porter
Partoisa
Pryte
Cuirta
Ranha

Rohrahacihr
Cos-LehUnca
Cooker,.
Roe
Salma

Hooter

Deutah
Doggett
Donoley
Doyle
Durbin
Edwards
E-~
Farr

Fort
Frank IMA)
Fro.t
Oejdensoe
Oephardt
Olbbo..
Oreen

Hiarroug

utec
Jonon. S.am

Sotate
Beautraad
Shadeor

Hefler
Her-e
iiletry
Hem"c
Hlaird

Kelly,
Klide,
Kim
Klng
Kingston
KIer.

Hobson

skeet

Kolbe
LABOOd
Laug

Bmlth itNJI
Smith lTxi
Smith iWAI

Andrew.
ateB..

Coaler

Dirsia
Hall (OH
Mrtlne.

Swart
Stear,
Steattotm
Steokiaa
Stomp

Lewi
SLoosICA)
(aA)
Lewis (KY)
Ltghtfoot
L.ai~l"
Lintel.
Lader
Lill~nwo=
Lolondo
Loret
L.-

Taient
Tanner
Trate
Taaein
Taylor (lsi
Taylor iyti
Teleda
Thompsn
Thtaroberry

Martini
Matsui

Tarkildern
Tore lll

McHugh
McInnis

tptoa
Vnoaalchi
Waldsol
Walker

McKeon
Meek
Metc~alf
MlcMiller (FL)
Minga
Molinari
Month-~
MorLla
Murtha

Brower
Brown(CA)"
Brown(011)
Bryant(TN,
arrant (TXI
Bonn
Bunning
Burton
Cardin

DeLaum
Se1aurn

Ba.=tg

Iuook
Jteeto-Lee

Netherrutt
Neumann
Ney
NAYS-

de I&Carta
DeF.Ito

Fields ILA)
Fiiaer

RConnion

Emerson
Ensiga
Eshoo
Everett

Norwood

ward
Wale. IO
Weldoe
iPLi
Weidon(P~i
Weller
Whltfeld
Wicker
Wydea
Sine
6

clayte
Coleman
Calis (IL.
tollie Stl
tooyera
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hooeaca
Holdu

0leer
Orri

Jacobs
Jeffersnn
Joaioa I SD)
Joha., E. S.
Jones
KalJoreki
Kaptur
KeunedyIMAP
Kenredy IRi
Ke...ellV
Klnk
L.Flce
Lantws
Larr t
L.tham
Leaa
Ltpiski

Owen.
Patloe
Pastor
Pa-ne tNJ)
P. tIeo iFL)
Petn
Pomerov
Poslind
Qulira
Ran~rel
Reed
Rlvers
Roemer
Both

Loey
Luther
Mloiiey
Markey
M awar
Mecartihy
MIcCollum
McieTnvott
MeHale
MtcKney
MNiuty
Mtehan
Mreneade.
Meyer
Mrume

Schilff
Schroeder
Schawer
S trobtner
Serrano
ska s
Sk-lt.n
Slaughter
Sltrk
Stokes
"Thorm.
Thornton
Toire
Tucker
Velsqe,

Miller (CAI
muni.
Mink
Mur..
Myer.
Nalr
Neal

Vent
Vtiwluky
Water
Wait INC)
W ..
Wise
Wolf

Royhmtl-A
Sader llard
Sawyer

Obemtr
Woolsey
Obey
Zlmmr
NOT VOTING-23
Moakley
T1urm.
MonttomecY
volkmer
Moorhead
Williams
Rerolds
Wilson
Ros
Tra
Sabo
Young(AK)
Shuft-r
youna (FL)
Studds
0

0005

Mr. CUNNINOHAM changed his vote
from "nay" to "yea."
So the resolution was agreed to..
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was taid on
the table.
DISCLAIMER OF STATEMFJNTS
ATTRIBUTED TO ME
(Mr. OBEY asked and was given permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, twice in debate on the previous rule it was asserted that this bill is going to be debated tonight because that was my
preference. That is absolutely baloney.
For the last month, at the request of
the majority. I have been trying to assistthe majority to see to it that they
finish all their appropriations bills before we recess for August. IL has been
my position from the beginning that
telecommunicatlons should not even be
on the floor until the Labor-HEW bill
is finished and until the defense appropriation bill is finished. If after that
time there is time for telcom. in my
view that is a decision that is made
above my pay grade by the leadership.
hut I personally believe it is a disgrace
that any of these bills, especially a bill
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Involving this much money, will be de- tleman from Michigan [Mr. STUPAK).
bated in the dead of night in such a who happens to be a very close friend
and comes from the same State I do.
limited time frame.
Mr. BARTON of Texas. If we could
I Mr. Speaker. this bill should not be
get agreement that the Stupak amendhere at all this week.
ment, which is only 10 minutes of debate. could be tomorrow, then I will
REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF withdraw my reservation of objection.
AMENDMENT NO. 2-2 OUT OF
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, if the
ORDER DURING CONSIDERATION gentleman would yield, I have no obOF H.R. 1555, COMMUNICATIONS
jection to the gentleman making that
ACT OF 1995
unanimous-consent request.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker. I ask
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, if the genunanimous consent that when the tleman will yield, the gentleman from
Committee of the Whole resumes con- Philadelphia,
(Mr.
Pennsylvania
sideration of the bill H.R. 1SM pursuant FATrAH] is just about to make a privito House Resolution 207 on the legisla- leged motion.
Now we are going to get along here,
tive day of August 3. 1995. it shall be in
order to consider the amendment num- we are going to have unanimous-conbered 2-2 in House Report 104-223 not- sent. we are going to try and move
withstanding earlier consideration of along. Many of us share the discomfort
the amendment numbered 2-3 in that of the hour. But look. We want to get
report on the legislative day of August out on our recess, but is the gentleman
going to move to adjourn, because if so.
2, 1995.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there it is going to be difficult to agree to
objection to the request of the gen- much around here.
tleman from Michigan?
So, I do not know if the gentleman
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Reserving the wishes to disclose what his privileged
right to object. Mr. Speaker, could I In- motion is, but I suspect it is going to
quire of the distinguished ranking be to adjourn.
member of the Committee on ComMr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
merce if that means that the debate on I am not sure of the parliamentary prothe Conyers amendment would not be cedure, but. if I have the right. I would
tonight, but would be tomorrow? Is ask that the Dingell unanimous-conthat the intent of the gentleman's sent request be amended so that the
unanimous-consent request?
Stupak amendment will also be rolled
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker. will the until tomorrow.
gentleman yield?
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the gentleman yield?
gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Further reMr. DINGELL. The gentleman is cor- serving the right to object, I yield to
rect.
gentleman from Michigan.
the
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, would
Further reserving the right to object, I the gentleman withhold his unanl-o".
had asked for the same consideration. I
request and let me make
am supporting the Stupak amendment. mous-consent
which is only 10 minutes of debate mine?
pro tempore. The
SPEAKER
The
time, and it asks for the same considerone unanimousation. The gentleman from Colorado Chair will entertain
at this time.
consent
request
[Mr. SCHAEFER). the gentleman from
BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
Mr.
Michigan (Mr. STUPAKI. and myself are I withdraw my reservation of objecIn continuing negotiations, and it is tion.
quite ;kely that we would have an
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
agreement so that there would not objection to the request of the genhave to be even a vote on that amend- tleman from Michigan?
ment, and I was told that we could not
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Reserving the
do that.
right to object, Mr. Speaker. I would
Well, if we cannot do that, I am going like to ask the gentleman what the
to object to the gentleman from Michi- purpose of wanting to change the order
gan doing it.
is.
Now if we can get unanimous consent of consideration of the amendments
that our little 10-minute debate can Is he concerned that no one will be
the
Conyers
also be tomorrow, then I will not ob- here to pay attention to
amendment if the unanimous-consent
ject.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the request is not granted?
Mr. DINGELL. Mr- Speaker. will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the gentleman yield?
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. DLINGELL. Mr. Speaker. if the gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. DINGELL. The gentleman from
gentleman would permit, that has been
discussed with the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS]had indicated
wishes to do business with his
he
Michigan [Mr. CONYERS).He feels no
objection. I have discussed it with amendment tomorrow. I think that is a
idea. and I would like to see him
fine
other members of the committee and
other Members managing the legisla- have that opportunity.
Mr.
BRYANT of Texas. Where is the
tion. This meets the approval of the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CONleadership on the Republican side.
and why is he not making this
YEAS].
I would urge the gentleman to go
along. It does not prejudice the gen- request?
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Mr. DINGELL. It just so happens. I
will inform the gentleman, that I am.
according to what I understand. the
manager of the bill on this side, and I
am simply trying to proceed and carry
out those functions.
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is heard.
MOTION TO ADJOURN
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged motion.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion.
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. FATrAH moves that the House do now
adjourn.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
FA7rAH].
The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.
VOTE
RECORDED
Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker. I demand
a recorded vote.
A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were ayes 89. noes 216.
not voting 129, as follows:
(Roll No. 6171
AYES-419
Mint
inbud
Ackerurw.
Bada".

Mooney

MollohaD

Bmevra

Jokwo-L

NaMe

Kennedy(WA)

0an

Berrni.
Bishop
Bro (CA)
Brown(O)
Bryant(TX)

cy

Cors
D-50
DeLr
Diron
D0 ett
Corbin
Edwrd
Engel
It-u

Jacos
Jeffe,.
gar

Ke-ed 01)
s:nelly

Kisnk
L..F.Ioe
OA
L- (CA)
Lofm
Loey
Ltther
Maloey
Mark
Mucm

Neal
Obey
Oen
Patl...
fps' (NJ)
P.10
RanI l
Bas
Richardo
oybali-Allud
Rus
dr
sand-

McHl.
McKiney
MeNulty

cha-nr
scot
Ber-no
Oiushtaer
spratt

Meeh.

Thupo

Meek
Meneode.
M-une
Miler ASCA
mine.

Tomo
Tucker
Wrd
Wel

Fattai
FoLeo
Fields (LA)
Fil..
Ford
Frank SIA,
Fn -.
Gelden-n
Gerhardt
Oontlei
Mtnei- FL,

MCoartSy

Hay-s

Minge

0,.e
Wvol,,

Allard

NOES-216
B0chr

Cobl,

Sach.
aeSor
Baker(CA)
5.lvner
Bar1-ia
sax,.
8,
Balett
Barton
Beflenson
Senraer
Rermuter
Sley
Blter
Boehlert
Soehner
Sonilla
stnr

Srowder
FL)
BrOwn
Sryant(T4,
aim
Burm
S.,
SiUno
Buyer
Colvert
canp
Castle
Chabo
t
Ch-ablii
Chrlnson
Chri.-sc
Clon
lement
Clybur

CollinsGA)
Condilt
cooley
ox
Co.me
C.."e
Cr-ae
Cram
Crmeans
Cbin
00nningha
Davis
Deal
Dltay
Dinkey
Dlngell
Dol.y
Dollie

.Anne)

MNDermott

Srewoier

cobuva
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D~yle
Dreier
losocan
Eiters
N ...
Etneono
Everett
Fre
Fawell
Field. ITX)
Foley
Forben
Fowler
Fon
Franks
it.,
FrellnhilsnFr'
Froal
F..derbu~k
Fensik
Ouertoei
Otlret
SOnorai
OGoditt.
Gordon
Gil.
Orthaon
Oftheni
Greeliwood
Outkt-lit
Hall (TX
tiancock
Hastert
Cotines IWAI
Hayworth
Hnener
oeltat
H k.
Hldien
H=r
H tetuer
Buyer
Hunter
HYde
Coatok
Iotook

Abercrombie
Andrewe
Archer
BakerILA,
Barrett (NEI
Btrrent(WI)
en
Bev~ll
Bilintl
81irse Iii
one
Boski
Bro-tack
suning
Callann
caulady
Card.o
Ch-eoweth
ChrtTler
Clnger
Colemano
Collili
4t
GOn
entn
Clubs.
IML
Cossteo
Coyne
de i5 Oar.
DeFan..
Dell-r
Deulach
Dick,
Dorman
Du..
Snlini
EwIng
Flake
Foglietts
Oailegly
Oeh.
Otbbyo
Olm-n

Johnson (Ct

Pry-e

John. a. B.

QW.t

Jotnao. SAM
Joth-ton
Jones
K-1.11

RIgS
Rhrltiher
R-. Lrh1..s
Royce

Kite

Km

Knolentort
Kolbe
LaHood
Larent
Lathan
LaToaretLaiuo
LeaSch
Lewds(CA)
Lewis.tT)
Llthioot
Lincoln
tUnder
[,.ilondo
LoMley
Lt.
Man.llo
Matini
McCollum
MeCrery
Mcneuh
Meia..)
Mlintosd
M"Ken
Metrali
Meyrm
Mller (FL)
Molinari
Morni)
Nethersitt
Ney
Norwood
Notle
Orris
Oaley
Pator

Sanford

Sa0yr

Scethrourh
Schaefer
5chif
S-ltranl
Shdeci
Stay.
Sken
Skelt.n
SmithMnI
Smith t NJ,
Smith, WAI
Solomon
Soadtr
Stearns
Stenhln
Stump
Stuplfk
Talent
T.aner
Ttle
Tann
Taylor IMS)
Tejeda
Thorn.
Thornr-rry
Thornton
Torkldnen
Tons
Teafcaot
Upton
Waldholto
Walker
Walsh
Watts (OKI
Weldon(FL)
WeldonIPA)

PU.0

White

Payne (VA)
Petern (MN)
Pobo
Poeter
Porrm
Pahaed

Whitfeld
Wicker
Wyden
Wynn
Zellff
Zitnser

NOT VOTING-129
Badnoich
Goodllg
Otntles
Reit.n
Hall (0I)
HCanit.
S..ns-

Reynold,
PnSer
Roert.

Hefey
Hefner
Hetow-

an.

HCtohlouin
Johton IS
Knljoraki
Kelly

Rooken
Sabo
ilhroeder
Senisenbenner

KIM
King

Lantus

Rolen
Both

Sh-w
Shister

Stolty

"Muillt.

Sksira

Leit.
LtpInskt
Lltingto.
Manton
M'urtoie.
Saouni
McDade
Mlc
Moakley
Montgomeny
Morhead
Moe.
Morth.
Myees
Myrlck

Smith (TX)
Spen.
Stark
Slonkrt.
Slow.
Stnddo
Taylor INC)
Th-riao
T1.50
Toreleill
VeanttIu
V.nt
VtIrouky
Volmr
VucaneelCh

Olner

Walltan

Ptokard
Parker
PetersonIFL)
Petr
Picket
Pneeno
Qullles

Weller
Willtom.
Wilson
Wolf
Yates
Young AK)
Yot (Fl

ilentoon

Wso~y
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Mr. MILLER of Florida changed his
vote from "aye" to "no."
So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
TO
FOR
PERMISSION
REQUEST
CONSIDER AMENDMENT OUT OF
ORDER DURING CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1555, COMMUNICATIONS
ACT OF 1995
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
that when the
unanimous consent
Committee of the Whole resumes consideration of the bill. H.R. 1555. pursuant to House Resolution 207, on the legislative day of August 3. 1995, it shall
he in order to consider the amendment
numbered 2-I and 2-2 in House Report
104-223. notwithstanding earlier consideration of the amendment 2-3 in that
report on the legislative day of August
2. 1995.
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
reserving the right to object. I would
like to ask the gentleman to explain
exactly what he is attempting to do
here.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker. will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker. basically
it would allow us today to take up the
Cox-Wyden amendment after the manager's amendment. That is it.
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would ask the gentleman. Is there
some reason for doing that?
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will continue to yield, only to
save time, so that we will have less
time to be consumed tomorrow evening
when we return to the bill.
Mr. DINOELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, it also is
because the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. CONYERS) would prefer to bring up
his amendments tomorrow, and the
(Mr.
gentleman from Massachusetts
MARKEY] would prefer to bring up his
amendments tomorrow. This would facilitate the business of the House, and
also is an accommodation to the Members.
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I wonder if the gentleman would respond. if I might yield to him further,
why these gentlemen want to take
their amendments up tomorrow instead
of the middle of the night like all of
the other amendments?
Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, on my amendment No. 2-1, we were very close tonight to having a final agreement on
it. We worked on it for about 4 hours.
We feel with a little more effort tonight and tomorrow morning, we may
be able to get an agreement so we do
not have to bring up my amendment
tomorrow. We are trying to save the
time tonight.

H8281

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Speaker.
reclaiming my time under my reserva.
tion. I would Just like to say that the
process of bringing this up in the middle of the night is an outrage, and I
will not go along with accommodating
anybody. If we are going to stay here
all nilht long, everybody can stay here
alI night long. and I object.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is heard.

COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1095
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursuant to House Resolution 207 and rule
XXIII. the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole HousE on
the State of the Union for the tonsideration of the bill. H.R. 1555.
00038
IN THE CoItM'rr E OF THE IlC1I.F
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H R. 1555) to promote competition and reduce regulation in order to secure lower prices and
higher quality services for American
telecommunications consumers and encourage the rapid deployment of new
telecommunications technologies, with
Mr. KOLBE in the chair.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule. the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.
Under the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] will be recognized for 221 minutes, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) will be
minutes, the genrecognized for 22
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE] will be
recognized for 22% minutes, and the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CONminYERs] will be recognized for 22
utes.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY].
PARLIAMENTARYINQUIRY
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman. I have a parliamentary inquiry.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, does the chair expect to take any
more recorded votes tonight? Will we
roll votes until tomorrow morning?
There are many Members who wish to
know the answer to that question.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
anticipate whether or not votes will be
required this evening.
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Can the
Chair roll votes until tomorrow morning if it is not a privileged motion?
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Chair has the authority to postpone rethe
votes on
quests for recorded
amendments, which is the intention of
the Chair. but not on other motions.
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Will the
Chair exercise the prerogative to roll
votes?
The CHAIRMAN. It is the intention
of the Chair to postpone votes on
amendments until tomorrow.
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Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself four minutes.
(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman. today
and tomorrow we will consider and
pass the Communications Act of 1995,
the most important reform of communications law since the original 1934
Communications Act, more than 60
years ago. This bill is sweeping in its
scope and effect. For the first time,
communications policy will be based
on competition rather than arbitrary
regulation. As a result of this fundamental shift in philosophy, American consumers stand to benefit from a
greater choice of telecommunications
services at lower prices and higher
quality than previously available.
As- most Members of this House
know, Congress has talked about telecommunications reform for the past
several years. In fact, we have come
close several times, most recently last
Congress. when the House overwhelmingly passed a telecommunications reform bill only to see it die in the Senate. This year, with the help of Mr.
DINGELL. Mr. HYDE and Mr. FIELDS, we
are determined to succeed where past
Congresses have failed in seeing to it
that telecommunications reform finally becomes law.
The Communications Act of 1995 requires the incumbent provider of local
telephone service to open the local exchange network to competitors seeking
to offer local telephone services. The
legislation also will create competition
in the video market by permitting telephone companies to compete directly
with cable companies. Once the Bell
operating companies open the local exchange networks to competition, the
Bell companies are free to compete in
the long distance and manufacturing
markets. This bill also includes language relating to the Bell operating
company provision of electronic publishing and alarm services.
More importantly, the key to this
bill is the creation of an incentive for
the current monopolies to open their
markets to competition. This whole
bill is based on the theory that once
competition is introduced, the dynamic
possibilities established by this bill can
become reality. Ultimately. this whole
process will be for the common good of
the American consumer.
The difficulty of passing communications reform legislation is well known.
In the midst of the important and difficult policy decisions which must be
made by Members. large telecommunications companies have expended enormous pressure to keep competitors out
of their businesses. In the name of
competition, these companies have lobbied our Members intensively for their
fair advantage In the new competitive
landscape. Any one of these factions is
capable of preventing what we all recognize is much needed reform. I urge
my colleagues, particularly the new
Members. to resist these pressures and

HOUSE

to pass this long overdue bill. I realize
these are not easy votes.
As I have stated, the need for telecommunications legislation is long
overdue. We all recognize that the telecommunications industry is at a critical stage of development. This was
highlighted by some of the merger activity we haVe seen this week. "Convergence'" is the technical term used to
describe the rapid blurring of the traditional lines separating discrete elements of the industry. From a policy
perspective, convergence means that
Congress must set the statutory guidelines to create certainty in the marketplace and to ensure fairness to all industry participants, incumbent and
new entrant, alike. Such a policy will
ensure a robust, competitive environment that will provide the American
consumer
with new telecommunications products and services at reasonable prices.
Mr. Chairman. Subcommittee Chairman FIELDS. Mr. DINGELL. and the
members of the Commerce Committee
strongly believe that the best policy
decision this Congress can adopt Is to
open all telecommunications markets
and to encourage competition in these
markets. We believe it is competition.
and not Government micro-management of markets, that will bring new
and innovative information and entertainment services to Market as quickly
as possible.
In shaping our legislation on a procompetitive model, we have been careful. However. not to legislate in a vacuum. We have taken into account past.
Government-created advantages. We
have resisted, in the name of deregulation. to simply break up one monopoly
only to replace it with another. Rather. we have created a model that reflects the development of competition
in the local telephone market.
Mr. Chairman, I want to spend a few
moments on the issue of opening the
local telephone market to competition.
The bill directs the Federal Communications Commission to adopt rules
relating to opening the local telephone
market. At any time after the FCC
adopts its rules, a Bell operating company may seek entry into the long-distance market by filing with the Commission a certification from a State
commission that it has met the bill's
checklist requirements for opening up
the local telephone market.
Additionally, a Bell operating company must file a statement that either:
First. there is an agreement in effectthe terms and conditions of which are
immediately available to competitors
statewide-under which a facilitiesbased competitor is presently offering
local telephone service to residential
and business subscribers; or second, no
such facilities-based provider has requested access and interconnection.
but the Bell Company has been certified by the State that is has opened
the local exchange in accordance with
the act's requirements.
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The FCC will review the Bell Comiany's verification statement, and during
this review period, the FCC will consult with the Attorney General and the
Attorney General's comments will be
entered into the FCC's record.
Mr. Chairman. we believe that the
approach we have adopted is a fair and
balanced one. We understand the lobbyists and media tend to characterize
this bill as either pro-Bell or pro-long
distance
depending
on any
word
change. Our aim has always been to
produce a fair test for providing not
only Bell entry into long distance but
long distance and other competitors
entry into local telephony.
Each side has lobbied hard for its
own fair advantage. What is important
is that we believe we have achieved our
goal of opening these markets In a balanced and equitable manner in order to
bring new services and products to the
American people as quickly as possible.
The legislation we are considering
today will provide competition not
only in the local telephone market but
the long distance, cable, and broadcast
markets. The bill also removes unnecessary and arbitrary regulation and
adopts temporary rules that provide
the transition to competitive markets.
Mr. Chairman, today we have a historic opportunity to reclaim our role in
setting telecommunications policy. I
urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
1555.
0 0045
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman. I yield
myself 3 minutes.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 1555.
H.R. 1555 is a big bill, but not a flawless bill. While I continue to have serious reservations about several of Its
provisions, it accomplishes many important goals. It will inject a healthy
dose of competition into the communications industries--competition for
cable service, competition for local
telephone service, and more competition for long distance service. These
are good provisions, and will benefit
our constituents and our economy.
The bill will also get the Federal Judiciary
out
of
the
business
of
micromanaging telecommunicationsand that is good too. In fact. this has
been a goal of mine since the breakup
of the Bell System back in 1984.
The bill outlaws the practice known
as slamming-when
subscribers are
switched from one carrier to another
without permission. And it includes
penalties that should serve as an effective deterrent to this noxious practice.
In moving to a competitive environment. the legislation protects several
industries from unfair competition.
H.R. 1555 includes safeguards to ensure
that burglar alarm companies, electronic and newspaper publishers, and
manufacturers of telecommunications
equipment are not victimized by unfair
competition.
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H.R. 1555 requires that If the Federal
Communications Commission adopts
standards for digital television; that
the rules permit broadcasters to use
their spectrum for additional services
that will benefit our constituents.
Having said all these good things
about the bill. however, it is important
to note that it is not perfect. It contains many compromises that were
necessary to move the bill along. I'd
like to compliment my colleagues. TOM
BLILEY and JACK FIELDS, for the manner in which they have treated me and
all the minority members as the bill
moved through the process. We reached
many compromises on the technically
complex and detailed provisions of this
bill, and they have worked with me
with fairness, grace, and wit.
There are other areas, however, that
need more work. These include the premature deregulation of the cable industry, the provisions eliminating limits
on the ownership of mass media properties, and the absence of provisions
that require the installation of the Vchip in television receivers. Mr. MARKEY intends to offer amendments to
correct these deficiencies, and we will
debate them later on.
Last year, the House suspended the
rules and passed comparable legislation, H.R. 3626, by a vote of 423 to 5.
Our bill did not pass the Senate-for a
variety of reasons--and so we have
been forced to go through this process
all over again. I suspect that many of
our colleagues dearly wish that the
Senate had acted. so that we could
have avoided much of the controversy
of the last couple of weeks.
Mr. Chairman, on balance. H.R. 1555
is an improvement in current law. With
its problems corrected by the adoption
of the Markey amendments, it will be a
downright good bill. I urge my 'colleagues to support Mr. MARKEY on his
amendments, and vote for the adoption
of H.R. 1555.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman. I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FLANAGAN].
Mr. FLANAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 1565. This
is a very Important bill. It will provide
competitiveness to an industry that
has long lacked it. It will provide competitiveness in the long distance market.
Most support this bill, Industry,
labor alike. There is one small group
that opposes this bill violently. That Is
the group of Interesting and very
strongly opposing folks, the Competitive Long Distance Coalition. made up
of seven of the most colossally large
corporations in the world, with net assets that are measured in the hundreds
of billions of dollars.
Over the course of the last 10 days or
so, every Member of this Chamber has
been greeted as they came through the
door with a sack of mail. I got one such
sack here. This sack is not the mail I
have received over the past 10 days. It

is not even the Sack of mail I received
today. This is my 2 o'clock mailing.
Every Member of Congress gets four
mailings a day. This arrived at 2
o'clock today.
I was so livid by this. because I have
never sent a telegram in my life, but
AT&T would have me believe that
thousands of people in my district feel
so strongly about their corporate profits that they are going to send me
thousands of telegrams.
So I put my busy beavers to work
today in my office and asked them to
make a few phone calls. They called 200
of these telegrams. We actually got
hold of 75 of them. And in the course of
that time we found out that 3. exactly
3 people out of those 75 even heard of
these much less supported it.
Let me give you a few examples. This
group of people right here. they do not
speak
English.
We
put
some
multilinguists on the phone with them
for a good long time and talked to
them at great length, but they really
did not care much about telecommunications and even less about long distance corporate profits.
This group here, Anthony in Chicago.
very fine fellow, we could not talk to
him. He has been bed-ridden for several
months, and his wife told us on the
phone that he has bigger problems to
worry about then profits in the long
distance companies.
This guy here. Harold. he is also a
very fine fellow. We could not talk to
him either because his wife told us that
he had been in intensive care for several weeks and probably had better
things to do than call me about
telecom.
This is a great one, Mr. Chairman.
This is Dennis, who is supposed to live
in River Grove. We called Dennis out
there. Dennis has not lived in Illinois
In 10 years., Dennis not only lives in
southern Wisconsin. but just for grins
we asked for his phone number to get
hold of him. We called Dennis and Dennis said, Not only do I not care about
telecom and long distance profits, but
if I did, why the hell would I call you?
This is the great one, this is little
Andrea. We called her, and het mom
answered the phone and said, Well. littleAndrea is 8 and she is out playing
now, but when she comes in. I will have
her call and tell you about the bill.
This is the worst one of all. This is
the most loathsome example, Casimir
In my district. I will not say anything
more about him out of respect for the
family. But Casimir passed on in
March.
It has been said In Chicago that those
who have gone beyond have a tendency
to vote, but to send me a telegram is
indeed truly long distance at its best.
Mr. Chairman. I do not make this
speech to mock the dead. I make this
speech to show the appalling tactics of
a tiny minority that absolutely are opposed to this bill. not because It is
anticompetitive but because they are
not preferentially advantaged as they
have been through the years.
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I urge every Member to vote for HR.
1555, to ignore these sacks of mail and
to, if they have objection to this bill.
please let it be principled. Please let it
be a reason not to vote for it and let
this have nothing to do with your decision.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
Good morning, Members of the Congress, insomniacs in the public, particularly those that are watching us on
cable. I hope they are enjoying it now.
because it is about to get a whole lot
more expensive.
ANNOUNCEMENBYTWECHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS) is advised to address the Chair and not others.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I will
correct myself.
Good morning, Members of the Congress and insomniacs in the Congress.
particularly those of you who are
present on the floor. I hope that you
are enjoying this now because it is
going to get a lot more expensive for*
those of us who are cable subscribers in
this country.
If this bill passes, cable rates are
guaranteed to rise and rise substantially. That will be a blessing to some
people who do watch us and listen to us
with some regularity. Not only will it
be more expensive to watch us. it will
be more expensive to watch sports,
movies, and even infomercials.
You know all those telephone commercials arguing that their rates are
lower? Well, forget it. As a result of
this bill. long distance telephone rates
will also rise along with cable rates. It
is going to be a lot more expensive to
call anybody from one end of this country to the other, and it is going to be
expensive for your constituents, more
expensive for your constituents to call
you and me here in Washington. It is
going to be more expensive to reach
out and touch.
When the Republican majority tells
you this is good for you. I tell you that
you had better read the fine print because this is a special interest bill.
There are special interest politics that
are at play here, not too much of a surprise at this point in time.
Special interest
politics always
smiles in your face while it picks your
pocket. For American consumers, this
is one big sucker punch.
The fact is that the Republican leadership knows all this, and that that is
one big gift for the special interests. It
is going to cost our constituents, the
consumers, a bundle.
That is why the bill is brought up in
the middle of the night, after so many
people are not watching and that many
Members of Congress have also apparently gone to sleep. And worse, they
are not only doing it in the middle of
the night, but with a so-called manager's amendment that was arrived at
without the processes of either of the
committee chairmen, not to mention
ranking chairmen, of the two committees that produced two bills. No one
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saw this, including the press, the public, Members of the Congress, until the
final copy was issued yesterday.
so I ask those who support this bill
and the manager's amendment, what
are you so afraid of and why must we
do it under these processes?
Fact: Long distance prices have gom
down 70 percent since the breakup of
AT&'r in 1984.That is because the anti.
trust principles enforced by the Depextment of Justice drove that breakup. This bill is to get rid of those antitrust principles and send the Department of Justice to the showers. The
problem is that your phone prices are
very likely to increase as a result.
Maybe it Is because I number oi
Members here do not want the public
to know that its cable prices are going
to rise as a result of this bill.
Maybe it is because many here do not
want the public to know that all the
media outlets in particular markets.
television, radio, newspapers, will increasingly be owned by a very few,
thereby drowning out the diversity of
voices in our media outlets.
Maybe it is because the leadership
does not want everyone to know that,
the antitrust rules which have so successfully governed the telephone industry are now in the process of being
chucked out of the window.
So if you want it to cost more when
your constituents flip on television or
pick up the phone, you will vote for
this measure tonight. If you want
lower cable and telephone rates, then
you are going to have to do something
different. But I will say to my colleagues, this is one of the biggest
consumer ripoffs that I have witnessed
in my career in the Congress.
Mr. Chairman. I reserve the balance
of my time.
0 0100
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIELDS], chairman of the Subcommittee on Telecommunications and
Finance.
(Mr. FIELDS of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Chairman.
I rise in strong support of H.R. 1555.the
Telecommunications Reform Act of
1995.and I hasten to say that I believe
that this legislation is balanced, it is
sweeping, and it Is monumental.
Mr. Chairman. there are few times in
a legislator's career when one can come
to this floor and talk about an historic
moment, a watershed when a government breaks the chains of the past and
enters a new policy era. Well, this is
such a moment.
Mr. Chairman, since Alexander Graham Bell invented the telephone, this
is only the second time the Government has focused and dealt with telecommunication policy. The first time
was 61 years ago in the 1934 Communication Act when our country utilized
redie. tele,-raph and televhone tectroivgy, 'nc Congresenei: and Senaterm

in 1934 could not have envisioned the
technology that we enjoy today. They
could not have envisioned the advantages of digital overt analog transmission. They could not have envisioned that clear voice transmission,
along with data and video, could be accomplished without a wire. They could
not believe that you could digitally
compress and transmit as much as six
times the current broadcast signal
with the same or enhanced video capabilities.
Mr. Chairman, I am here tonight to
tell our colleagues that we cannot on
August 3. 1995, predict what the technologies and applications of those technologies would be next month, let
alone next year. I do firmly believe,
however, that this legislation will
unleash such competitive forces that
our country will see more technological development and deployment in
the next 5 years than we have seen this
entire century. I firmly believe that
this legislation will result in tens of
thousands of jobs being created and
tens of billions of dollars being invested in infrastructure and technology in an almost contemporaneous
manner when signed by the President.
Mr. Chairman, I cannot stand here
and say that this legislation is perfect,
but I can stand up and say to this
House that our focus as a Committee
on Commerce was correct. This legislation is predicated upon two things:
Competition and the consumer. A belief that competition produces new
technologies, new applications for
those technologies, new services, all at
a lower per capita cost to the
consumer.
Mr. Chairman. central to competition to the consumer in this legislation
is opening the local telephone network
to competition. We do this with a short
rulemaking by the FCC, the telephone
companies having to enter a good faith
negotiation with a facilities-based
competitor, like a cable company, on
how the network is open. A review by
the State Public Utility Commission
and FCC that the loop is open to competition, and once the FCC finally certifies that that local telephone network is open to that facilities-based
competitor, then the same agreement
with the same terms and conditions is
open to any competitor within that
State.
Chairman.
this
puts
the
Mr.
consumer in control. Cable companies.
telephone companies. long-distance
companies, will all be vying for the
consumer's business, offering new technologies. better services, more choice,
at lower cost.
Among other things we do in the bill.
we also have broadcasters as they move
into the new era of digital transmission to utilize the technology of
signal compression, to produce as
many as six signals over the air broadcast signals: where today, only one signal is produced. we do six. It is hard for
us to know what this one piece of 'he
legislation means tonight. W,' !.o.! it

August 2, 1995

means more local news, weather.
sports, cultural programming, and particularly, educational quality programming aimed at our Nation's children,
but we do not dictate. We do not
micromanage.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman. I yield
4 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY].
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I would like to begin by complimenting my good friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FIELDS]. I have
worked with the gentleman for three
years on this legislation, and he and I
have spent hundreds of hours talking
about these issues and trying oar best
to come to common ground, and on
many issues, we have, and many of
those issues are in this bill. I think it
is there that. in my opinion, the monumental parts of this bill are contained.
I cannot thank the gentleman enough.
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BLILEY] on that side and all of the
Members, and on this side, the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL]
and all of the members of our committe for all of the hard work which they
have put into this bill over the last 3
years.
Mr. Chairman, unfortunately, since
last year when we were considering
this bill. there have been additions
made to the legislation that were never
under consideration in 1994.It is there
primarily that the serious flaws in this
legislation appear.
For example, one, I repeat myself.
but it is very important. It Is wrong to
allow a single company to own the only
newspaper, two television stations,
every radio station in the entire cable
system for a single community. It is
just wrong. Second. I have no problem
with deregulating the cable industry. if
there is another competitor in that
community. For 100 years in this country we have regulated.monopolies.
Mr. Chairman, my career on the
Committee on Commerce has been
dedicated to deregulating toward competition so that we do not need to regulate monopolies any more. in electricity, in telephone, and in cable. But
the honest truth of the matter is that
there will be no competing cable system In most communities in America 2
years from today and 5 years from
today. We should not subject those captive ratepayers to monopoly rents. It is
wrong. Whenever a competitor -hows
up, total deregulation. That should be
the heart and soul of this bill: Competition.
Third. the V-chip. We are creating a
universe that is going to go from 30 to
50 to 60 to 100 to 200 to 500 channels.
Mothers and fathers who will want this
technology in their home for the wide
variety of programming that will be
available will also be terrified at what
their child may gain access to when
they are not home, or when they are in
the kitchen. A violence chip upgrades
the on-off switch. That Is all it does. It
allows the parent to upgrade a Ifl or,
cf; switch to something that they can
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have on or off when they are not in the
room. That is all we are talking about,
It only matches this 500 channel universe
Mr. Chairman. these are the issues
that we have to include in this bill if
we are to move into the 21st century:
Competition and protection of the
consumer. I would hope that those
amendments would be adopted.
Let me make another point. Here is
the complaint form_,that is going to
have to be filled out. For example, if
you have 200,000 cable subscribers that
are owned by the company in your
area, 6,000 people have to fill out this
form in order to complain about rates
sky-rocketing when there is no other
cable company in town that they can
turn to, because rates are too high or
quality is too low. Six thousand people
out of 200.000 subscribers filling out a
form that would basically make the
1040 form look attractive to most of
them,
Mr. Chairman. thie is not a complaint form. This is not a way in which
ordinary consumers
are going to be
able to appeal when their rates go back
up three times the rate of inflation before we put that cable rate protection
on the books in 1992.
I am not looking for the kinds of radital changes that people might think. I
am looking for common sense changes,
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman. I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr.nEY,
Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.
Mr. Chairman, I just want to actually make a comment, Mr. Chairman,
about something that was not in the
bill and we were disappointed because
we did have an amendment, and that
was to include stressing of availability
and affordability for access for rural 11braries. rural schools, and also rural
hospitals. The gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY). the chairman of the committee, has stated here that although
the amendment did not make it to the
Committee on Rules, which was a disappointment, but that he Is going to do
all he can to work with the Senate version which does contain. I think, some
good language.
Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to
restress that there are a lot of Members of the House. had that amendment
been in order and had that amendment
come forth on the floor, they would
have supported the amendment. I want
to tell people here on the floor. Mr.
Chairman, that in fact one of the most
disenfranchised areas in the United
States is in fact rural America. They
pay the toll calls. There has not been
the availability in a lot of areas on the
information highway for rural America.
We know that we do not have enough
money to solve all the problems, so
therefore using high technology is
going to bring a lot of information for
our hospitals we could not n-,rmaliy
get, it is going to bring a lot of information to our students who really do
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not have the advantage a lot of times
of the high-technology systems, it is
going to bring a lot of advantage to our
libraries. I Just want to restress that it
has to be available and affordable.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the cornmitment of the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY). because if we do not
do something in this bill that is not in
the House version. if we do not do
something in the conference report, as
this information superhighway goes
across the United States. there is not
going to be any exit ramps for rural
America.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRYANT).
(Mr. BRYANT of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chairthe
I would like
to identify
man, generous
by the
very
remarks
made with
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY] a moment ago about the hard
work done on this bill over the last few
years. In fact. we passed an enormous
bill in the last session of Congress and
it ended up dying in the Senate.
Unfortunately. however, the work
that was done by the committee over a
period of several days, and frankly over
a period of months preceding that. has
been obviated by the fact that we now
have before us at the very last minute
what is called a manager's amendment
which changes the bill entirely. The
work of the committee, therefore, and
the work of all of the people that came
forth in the private sector, all of the
people that came forth in the various
public sectors, all of the Members of
Congress. has now basically been sidelined while a manager's amendment
that has been hammered out by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY].
and I assume the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINOELL] and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FIELDS] and
others, not in an open committee rule,
not with hearings, not with any organized input from anybody, is going to
be brought up and we are going to be
asked to vote for that.
Mr. Chairman, I think it is unprecedented. Maybe there is a precedent for
it, although I cannot remember what it
IS. But I think that even if there were
some precedent along the way for this.
it should be condemned as a process. It
is wrong. It is not the right way to legislate. I think it has a lot to do with
the fact that we are up here right now
at 1:15 in the morning debating a bill
that relates to. I think I heard the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDSI say,
one-sixth of the entire economy, that
changes the ability of people who are
very important. powerful people and
entities that own television stations to
own more and more television stations
in the same market, have greater and
greaster market penetration in the entire country that is controlled by just
a very few people, always at a time
when we read in the papers, even today

H 8285

about the confrontations going on in
the telecommunications industry.
Mr. Chairman. this is an enormous
bill. It is 1:15in the morning. It is not
right to be doing this, it is not necessary to be doing this. Not one single
person will stand on the floor and say
it is right or it is necessary.
Mr. Chairman. it is an outrage. I
think the fact that we are doing it says
a great deal about the manager's
amendment. It says a great deal about
the bill. unless we are able to amend it.
We ought to amend it. We ought to
adopt the Conyers amendment when
the bill comes up unless the Justice
Department has something to say
about whether or not. when the Bell
companies are able to enter into longdistance, they are in a position to drive
everybody else out of business before
they are allowed to enter into that
business.
Mr. Chairman, I hope the amendment
will be adopted. The Markey amendment ought to be adopted to try to
ameliorate the monopolistic effects of
this bill with regard to communications. Surely, if there is any industry
that we do not want to see move in the
direction of greater consolidation and
monopolization, it would be the industry that controls the ideas of our children and the ideas of adults. Surely
that is the one area we should protect
assiduously, and yet this bill goes in
the opposite direction. I hope you will
adopt the Markey amendment.
Also. with regard to the V-chip. for
goodness sakes, you know, we ought to
be able to give parents the ability to
control what their kids watch on television.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Texas has worked assiduously on both committees. This is.
one of the few Members in the Congress
who serve on both the Committee on
Commerce and the Committee on the
Judiciary.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman, is there any way that
we can promote investment and competition at the same time that we promote concentrations of power and
mergers? I mean are these concepts
that can be reconciled at all?
0 1315
Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Not only can
they not be reconciled, it is a great
irony to me that our friends on the far
right side of the political spectrum frequently stand up and say the problem
with this country is the liberal media,
and yet it is their bill that is going to
allow the so-called liberal media owners to have greater and greater power.
Now either my colleagues do not really
believe the liberal media is a problem
or somehow or another my colleagues
do not mind going ahead and giving
them more power. I am nnt sure which
it is. It is preposterous.
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The gentleman's question is right on working with the administration as
target. We cannot reconcile the two well as with the members of the comgoals, and I hope the Members will vote mittee, Is clearly a much better secfor the amendment offered by the gen- tion than it currently is in that it
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR- would encourage foreign governments,
KEY). for the amendment offered by the if left as it Is now, to restrict market
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CoN- access for U.S. firms.
YEAS]. and, if we do not get them
Make no mistake about it. Countries
adopted, for goodness' sakes vote all over the globe are liberalizing their
against the bill.
policies in telecommunications and
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 American companies are taking advanminutes to the gentleman from Ohio tage of that more and more and more.
(Mr. OxLEY].
It makes sense for us to be on that
(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given same path, and I think we will with the
permission to revise and extend his re- language we provided in section 310(b).
marks.)
We are at the point 'of passing hisMr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman. as an toric legislation in this House, It has
original cosponsor of the Communica- been a long time coming. I give credit
tions, Act of 1995, I wish to express my to all those who have been involved.
support for the manager's amendment This is a worthy undertaking, and I ask
and the bill. and let me give credit to support for the manager's amendment
the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. and the bill.
FIELD$], the gentleman from Virginia
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
(Mr. BLILgY]. the gentleman from 3 minutes to the distinguished gentleMichigan [Mr. DINOELL]. the gentleman woman from California [Ms. EsHooG.
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY], and
Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
many others who have worked long and support of HR 1566.
hard on this. We are not reinventing
The indelible mark of the latter part
the Wheel here.
of this century is that we have moved
The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. from an industrial era to the informaBOUCHER] and I have introduced a bill tion age. Our Nation's telecommuniinvolving cable/telco cross-ownership cations policies need revisions to
along with then Senator GORE and match not only this moment but also
CONRADBURNS from Montana, and be- prepare us for a new century.
fore that there was a bill introduced by
California's Silicon Valley. which I'm
Al Swift from Washington. and Tom privileged to represent, are reinventing
Tauke from New York. This has been cyberspace each day, pioneering techan issue that has been with us a long nologies so dramatic, that they revolutime.
tionize how we live, how we work, and
The real question we ask ourselves is how we learn.
do we think it is necessary 10 years
I'm committed to maintaining and
later to have an unelected, unrespon- enhancing the ingenuity and innovasive Federal judge as a czar of tele- tion of our high technology and comcommunications, or is it time we take munications industries.
that issue back for the people through
That's why I offered an amendment
their duly elected representatives?
during full Commerce Committee conMake no mistake about it. This is sideration of this bill. adopted unanithe most deregulatory bill in American mously, that ensures that the FCC does
history. Some $30 billion to 0) billion not mandate standards which limit
in annual consumer business costs are technology or consumer choices.
benefited. 3 million new jobs created.
The language is supported by AmerThis is the largest jobs bill that will ican business alliances including the
pass this Congress or any other Con- Telecommunications Industry Associagress for a long time to come. It opens tion. the Alliance to Promote Software
up all telecommunications markets to Innovation. the Coalition to Preserve
full competition including local tele- Competition and Open Markets. and
phone and cable.
the National Cable Television AssociaNow the cabelltelco provisions based tion.
on the bill I introduced with the genOn the other hand. foreign TV manutleman from Virginia is part and parcel facturers are pushing the Federal Govof this bill. It basically allows tele- ernment to impose standards that will
phone companies into cable, cable into establish television sets as the gatetelephone, and provides the necessary keeper to home automation systems.
competition that is going to benefit
These interests have spent hundreds
of thousands of dollars in advertising
our consumers.
I want to talk briefly about a provi- calling for the elimination of this lansion that I was intimately involved in. guage. They've done this because the
and that is section 310tb) of the Com- amendment is the only obstacle in
munications Act. We felt it necessary their path to monopolizing consumers.
to modernize that provision so that
Mr. Chairman, my provision is not
American companies would have better simply about TV wiring and cable sigaccess to capital and at the same time nals. It's about shedding the past. It's
would be more competitive in a global about embracing the future. It's about
economy. I think, through the efforts allowing
American
technology to
of compromise with the Members on unleash their genius and create a new
both sides of the aisle, we hhve reached world of possibilities--new ways to
that compromise, and I think that sec- communicate with each other. new
tion 310(b), as we have amended it ways to improve our lives, new ways to

August 2, 1995

make technology work better for all of
Us.
I urge Members to support deregulation of our telecommunications markets. Our nation's leadership in the Information age depends on it.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. GOODLATrE].
(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
Mr. GOODLATTE Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE] for yielding this time to me, and
I rise in strong support of this legislation which will help to move the telecommunications policies of this country into he second half of the 20th century just in time to see this exploding
technology move Into the 21st century.
Make no mistake about It. It was
Government policy that has restrained
what is clearly the greatest opportunity for the creation of jobs and new
technology that exists in this country.
and it is about time that we enact Ods
new policy to afford the opportunity to
create the competition in all sectors of
telecommunication that is going to
bring about an explosion of opportunity for all Americans to have great
er access to information, to have greater access to employment, and to have
greater opportunities for new investment in all kinds of creative ideas.
So I strongly support this legislation.
I do have concerns about some aspects
of it. I will support the Burton-Markey.
v-chip amendment, and I would urge
others to do so as well. This Is not Government censorship, this is not getting
Government involved in reviewing and
screening these programs, the thousands of prograsn that are going to
come across hundreds of cable channels. This is the empowerment of the
parents of this country to be able to
exercise the same responsibility in
their own living rooms that they are
now able to do with every movie that is
offered in every movie theater in this
country. It is simply an advanced technology for allowing parents to do the
same thing with thousands of programs
that are offered every week in their
home that they do with the dozens of
movies that are offered to their children in movie theaters. They will do it
with technology, with the v-chip. That
is the only feasible way that I know of,
and anyone else that I have talked to
knows of to accomplish this goal when
we are talking about this massive
amount of information.
I am also disappointed that the
amendment
which I offered, the
Goodlatte-Moran amendment, was not
made in order by the committee to
guarantee- protection for local governments that they will continue to be
able to provide the kind of decisions on
the placement of telecommunications
equipment in their local communities.
but we have received assurance from
my good friend, the chairman of the
Committee on Commerce and fellow
Virginian. that this matter sill be
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fully addressed In conference, and I
have every confidence that that will
take place, that we will make it clear
that on local zoning decisions local
governments will make those decisions, and we will also make It clear
that in advancing this telecommunication policy we will not have restraints on the ability to make sure
this is a national policy by insuring
that every community will allow this
telecommunications into the community, however we will not have a problem with the fact that local governments need to have that opportunity.
I urge support for this bill.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I yield
3 minutes to the able gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. Scorrl.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman. I rise in
support of the Conyers amendment to
H.R. 1555. This amendment would require prior approval by the Attorney
General before a Bell operating company may enter into long distance or
manufacturing. Both the Justice Department and the FCC would review
the State certification of "checklist"
compliance.
Under the manager's amendment to
H.R. 1555, the FCC must consult with
the Department of Justice ["DOJ' before It makes a decision on a BOC's request to offer long distance servicesbut DOJ has no independent role in
evaluating the request.
Mr. Chairman, by depriving DOJ of
an independent voice in the review
process, this bill creates unnecessary
risks for consumers and threatens the
development of a competitive local and
telecommunications
long
distance
marketplace. The aim of deregulation
was to spur phone and cable companies
to enter into each other's markets and
create competition. That in turn would
lower prices and improve service.
Just the opposite would happen
under H.R. 1555 in its current form.
H.R. 1555 encourages local cable-phone
monopolies. Cable and phone firms
could merge in communities of less
than 50.000. Therefore. nearly 40 percent of the nation's homes could end up
with monopolies providing them both
services and the public would not be
protected from unreasonable rate Increases.
Mr. Chairman, the Department of
Justice is the best protector of competition by utilizing the antitrust laws
of this country. The Conyers amendment will ensure that the Department
of Justice has a meaningful role in the
telecommunications reform, and, if it
passes, consumers of America will benefit.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
I would like to announce for the benefit of the Members on the floor or in
their offices that it is my intention to
move that the Committee rise after
general debate. There will be no debate
or votes tonight on amendments.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BARTOn].

HOUSE

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chairman
and members. I rise in support of the
bill. I think this is a very far-reaching
telecommunications bill, the most farreaching In the last 50 years. It will
provide more competition for more industries for more consumers around
this country. It will allow local telephone companies to get in long distance service. It will allow long distance telephone companies to get into
local service. It will allow cable television providers to get into long distance and local service and vice versa.
We will not have telephone companies.
cable companies. We will have communications providers. The consumers
will be the ultimate driver. They will
have more choice.
0 0130
I think it is a good bill. I think we
should move It out of this body this
week, move It to conference with the
Senate so that we can have a modified
version early this fall to pass and put
on the President's desk.
Mr. Chairman, I want to speak specifically on the Stupak-Barton amendment that deals with local access for
cities and counties to guarantee that
they control the access in their streets
and in their communities. The bill, as
written, did not provide that guarantee. The Chairman's amendment does
provide, I think, probably 75 percent,
maybe 80 percent of that guarantee.
We are In negotiations this evening
and will continue in the morning with
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
STUPAKI and the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER] and myself, so
that we should have an agreement that
solves the issue to all parties' satisfaction. but we simply must give the
cities and the counties the right to
control the access, to control right-ofway, to receive fair compensation for
that right-of-way, while not allowing
them to prohibit the telecommunications revolution on their doorstep.
Mr. Chairman, the Stupak-Barton
amendment will do that, and I am confident that we can reach an agreement
with the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
BLILEY]. the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIELDS]. and the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER] tomorrow so
that we can present a unanimous-consent agreement to the Members of the
body later tomorrow afternoon.
I would support the amendment and
support the bill and ask that the Members do likewise.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman. I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN].
iMr. WYDEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINGELL] and the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARKEY] for their
many courtesies shown to me with re-
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spect to the provisions I am going to
discuss, and also the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. FIELDS] and the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], who have
been exceptionally patient.
I take this floor first to talk as the
father of two young computer literate
children who use the Internet. As a
parent. I and other parents want to
make sure that our youngsters do not
get access to the kind of smut and pornography and offensive material that
we now see so often on the Internet.
Tomorrow. the gentleman from California [Mr. Cox] and I. who have
worked together in a bipartisan way,
will offer an amendment based on a
very simple premise. Our view is that
the private sector is in the best position to guard the portals of cyberspace
and to protect our children. In the U.S,
Senate. they have somehow come up
with the idea that our country should
have a Federal Internet censorship
army designed to try to police what
comes over the Internet.
I would say to our colleagues, and.
again, the gentleman from California
[Mr. COx] and I have worked very closely together, that this idea of a Federal
Internet censorship army would make
the keystone cops look like Cracker
Jack crime fighters. I look forward,
along with Mr. Cox, to discussing this
more in detail with our colleagues tomorrow.
Second. Mr. Chairman. and very
briefly, I would like to discuss an issue
of enormous importance to westerners,
and that is the problem with service in
the U S West service territory. We
learned today, for example, that there
has been a 47 percent increase In delayed new service orders in the west.
These are problems with waits for
phone repairs, busy signals at the business offices, inaccurate information
provided by company customer representatives.
An amendment I was able to offer,
with again the help of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FIELDS], and
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], stipulates that local telephone
companies have to meet certain service
conditions as a factor prior to entering
the long-distance market. This is a
measure that will be of enormous benefit in the fastest growing part of our
country, the U S West service territory.
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank our
colleagues and the leadership on both
sides for their patience.
Mr. Chairman, as telecommunications companies enter new fields, we must ensure current customers are not discarded and left without basic phone needs. The drive to streramfine and downsize has subjected local telephone customers in my region of the country
to poor customer service.
During Comnerce Committee consideration
of this legislation, I added a provision dealing
with customer service slandards. My amendment is in sectir 244 of the billwhich outlines
the conditions that local telephone companies
must meet prior to entering the long distance
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market My amendment will give state utlity
comnmssions additional leverage to pressure
the local phone companies to meet eslab>
fished customefr service standards and requireents.
Local telehone customers conpisn vociferously about lig wads fo telephone repairs.
busy signals at business offices. and inaccurate information peovided by company customer representatives.
Just today. the Associated Press ran a story
detailing customer service woes in lhe Pacific
Northwest. According to the stor. delayed
new-servine orders have increased 47 percent
just tlis year. Across tie West, more than
3.500 ordees for new telephone serice have
been delayed in excess of 30 days. I ask that
several articles addressing tha Situahon be
Addiionally, I subilit a
printed In the RECORD.
leter from Oregon Public Utilitia Conissloner Joan Smith be included fog the
RECORD.
(From the Associated Press. Aug. 2,19951
QUaTION HELD
UTILITYREULATORS
LIRK
ORDNES-CONSOLIDATION
(By Sandy Shore)
DENVER.-U S West Communications Inc.'s
delayed new-service orders have Increased 47
percent this year. and utility regulators
blame it partially on the company's consolldated engineering operations.
Joan H, Smith, chairwoman of the utility
IRegional Oversight Committee. said her
Panel identified two common problems contributing to the delays.
'The comnmisttee speculates that it is the
removal of engineers from each state and the
current centralization of engineering services in Denver that are causing the problems." she said in a June 9 letter to Scott
McClellan of U BWest.
U S West spokesman Dave Banks said the
consolidation did not cause the problems.
".Thsintent of going through the re-engiof
neering effort is to do just the opposite "I
what regulators might be saying." he said.
think the problem is more of a result of the
fact that we haven't been able to complete
our re-engineering process in total yet."
For more than a year. U S West has battled
customer-service problems, ranging from
persistent busy signals at business offices to
delays of months and. in some cases years. in
filing new-service orders.
The company has said the problems were
caused by unprecedented growth In the
Rockies, which occurred as It launched a reengineering program to consolidate work
centers, cut jobs and upgrade equipment.
As part of that re-engineering. U S West
last month opened the Network Rellability
Center in Littleton. which houses employees
and equipment needed to monitor the 14state telephone network.
In a June 30 letter to Smith. Mary E
Olson. a U S West vice president in network
infrastructure, mid the major cause of engineering delays has been the company's in-

June, up from 197 in June 1994. Increases also
were reported In Idaho. Minnesota. Nebraska. Utah and Washington.
Held orders decreased In Arizona, Colorado.
Iowa, Montana. New Mexico, North Dakota.
Oregon, South Dakota and Wyoming.
U S West exceeded Its company goal Of answering within 20 seconds at least 80 percent
of the calls to residential telephone service
office. It answered within 20 seconds 75.5 percent of the calls for residential repairs; 79.9
percent of for business repairs; and 72 percent to business service offices.
The regolators also have seen an Increase
In delayed repair orders and an Increase In
consumer complaints across U S West's 14state region.
"Held orders are the biggest problems."
said Montana regulator Bob Rowe. "Some of
the problems concerning access to the customer-service centers have seen some real
Improvements.'"
Banks of U S West said. "We're not exactly
where we want to be. but again, June is a
much buster seascn for us." The numbers
are basically going to be higher in the summer months because we have much more demand for service." he said.
U S West spokesman Duane Cooke the
company has scheduled 250 major construction projects in Utah this year and Increased
its capItl improvement project to nearly
$100 million to offset the problems.
It is kind of ironic because the re-engineerIng process deslgned to improve customer
service in the short-term has aggravated the
situation." he said. "But. now we're starting
to see the benefits of re-engineering."
For example, the consolidated engineering
group can complete work on a major constructlon project In three months to four
months, compared with a year to 18 months
previously.
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when
statements
fromarelocal
eIn comthat they
carriers (LEC)
changereviewing
pliance with requirements set forth In Section 242 of the bill. State Commissions appreciate the inclusion of service quality connlderations in the hill. However, the particular
section in which service quality considerations currently reside lacks enforcement
mechanisms. Disapproval of a statement submiltted by a LEC. whether the disapproval Is
Issued by a state or by the FCC. carries with
It no penalty.
In contrast, enforcement authority with
respect to many of the same conditions
under Section 245 (Bell operating company
entry into InterLATA services). allows for
three enforcement mechanisms that can be
used by the FCC: an order to correct the deficiency, a penalty that may be Imposed. or
possible revocation of the company's authority to offer interLATA services.
From our work, we know that service quality Is especially Important to customers.
States need clear authority, with a means of
enforcement, over service quality issues in
order to be effective.
The Senate bill (B.652)allows states to require improvements in service quality of
TIer I carriers (which would include RBOCS)
as part of a plan for an alternative form of
regulation, when rate of returnregulation Is
eliminated. The Senate bill lists many pcssiblefeatures of a state -,alternative form of
regulation' plan that would provide ongoing
consumer protection from potential adverse
effects of the change in the way companies
are regulated. The language of the Senate
billcould easily be Included in H., 15M by
changing the existing Section 3 to Section 4.
and including the Senate language as a new
Section 3. (See attachment.) I support this
modification.
I urge your support for such an amendment.
We sent this to the House delegation.
JOAN H. SMIrH.

OREGONPUBLICUTILrTT COMMISelON,
Salem. OR. July 19.195.
Hon. RON WYDEN.
PROPOSED AMEDMENT To H.R. 159£
U.S. Hoane of RepTeenlliVe . Longwurth OfIncluding the attached language In H.R.
fice Bdlding, Washington DC.
make it clear that states have the
would
1555
Sersicel.
of
Re H.R. 1555 [Quality
to local conditions and
I write to ydo about H.R. 1555. the tele- authority to respond
to protect consumers when neccommunications deregulation bill. as a mem- take action
an alternatlve form of
for
plan
The
esery.
Committee
Oversight
ber of the Regional
could Include penalties for failure
(ROC) for U S WEST. Representing a state regulation
to meet service quality standards. While the
served by U S WEST. you should be aware of
transition to a full competitlve marketplace
the effect H.R 1555 may have on the quality
for telecommunications services Is a goal
of Oregon's phone service. I urge your supprotection In the
port for stronger service quality protections. that we all share, consumer
present Is an Important consideration that
below.
as suggested
for
The ROC was formed as a result of state should not be Ignored in our enthusiasm
the future.
regulatory concerns about affiliated Interest
ENVIRONREGULATORY
NEW
THE
(3
aolsing
Issues
transactions and cross-subsidy
MENT
out of the Modification of Final Judgmnent
IA) In Instituting the price flexibility reiMFJ) that divided the nationwide tale
quired In this section the Commission and
re
separate
into
communications monopoly
"tat" the States shall establish alternative forms
gional companies. The ROC assists
of regulation that do not include regulation
commissions to perform their duties througr
of the rate of return earned by such carrier
positive, open relationshlps In a cooperativw
as part of a plan that provides forany or all
process. Since its creation, the ROC ha!
of the followingIdentified other regulatory Issues of mutua
l!ithe advancement of competition in the
interest to state regulators. including pri
provision of telecommunications services;
vacy. competition. and service quality.
improvement In productivity:
(Ilt
s
WEST'
S
U
in
deterioration
The prolonged
lli improvements In service quality:
)
ability to readily access updated records on service quality and the opportunity It
I iv) measures to ensure customers of nonthe network plant.
strengthen the language in H.R. 1555 relate(
competitive services do not bear the risks asThe company hopes to complete mecha- to service quality prompted me to write tA sociated with the provision of competitive
nization of that information by year-end. she you. Declines in service quality have oc I services;
said.
curred because U S WEST (aid other RBOCs I
(vi enhanced telecommunications services
When the consolidation occurred. Olson have reduced and reassigned staff. Technlc e for educational Institutions:
or
said many engineers declined to transfer
staff needed to maintain service quality wer e
(vi, any other measures Commission or a
which caused tome delays. but the center Is centralized. Total staffing was reduced. Th a State. as appropriate. determines to be in
95 percent staffed.
result has been a marked increase ii e the public Interest.
and unacceptab
complaints
consumer
At the end of June. U S West had 3.58 hel
1iB The Commisslon or a State. as appreorders new-service requests delayed morn delays for consumer, trying to obtain serv prints.may apply such alternative forms of
a
4.406
with
than 3D days. That compared
ice.
s regulation to any telecommunications carthe end of June 1994; 1.797 in January an(
Currently. H.R 1555 specifically allowe rer that Is subject to rate of return regulo2.443 in March.
states to consider compliance with stat t. l!on under thisAct.
The largest Increase occurred In Utah f service quality standards or requirement

where held orders reached 422at the end o
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(C) Any such alternative form of regula.

HOUSE

local exchange monopoly to impede
tion-competition in the long-distance busii) shall be consistent with the objectives ness.
of preserving and advancing universal servBasically, the Bell system was crossice. guaranteeing high quality service, ensurIng just. reasonable, and affordable rates, subsidizing and discriminating in favor
of
their long-distance business. This is
and encouraging economlc efficiency: and
lit) shall meet such other criteria as the the biggest antitrust suit tat has ever
Commission or a State, as appropriate. finds been brought. We are now dismissing
to be consistent with the public Interest. the courts from it and deregulating at
convenience, and necessity.
the same time; and. now. we suggest
(D) Nothing in this section shall prohibit
further that we defang the one reguthe Commission, for interstate services, and lator, the antitrust division of Justice.
the States, for intrastate services, from conwhich. I think, is moving us in exactly
midering the profitability of telecommunications carriers when using alternative the wrong direction to create business.
forms of regulation other than rate of return to encourage diversity and to stimuregulation (including price regulatlon and late competition.
incentive regulation) to ensure that reguBecause of the concern that the
lated rates are just and reasonable.
seven baby Balls would continue the
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, everybody
same anti-competitive behavior. Mr.
has been thanking everybody around Chairman, the consent decree barred
here, and I have kind of missed out, so
them from entering the long-distance
I want to take this time to thank the business unless they could prove that
staff: Alan Coffey. Joseph Gibson, there was "No substantial possibility"
Diana Schocht. Patrick Murray. and they could use their monopoly position
Dan Freeman on our side, and if I knew
to impede competition.
the names of the staff on the other
The truth is,Mr. Chairman. very litside, maybe next round I will include tle has changed since 1984. The Bells
them.
still have a firm monopoly over the
Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
local exchange market, and if they
the gentleman from New York (Mr. were allowed in long-distance without
HOUGHTON].
any antitrust review, they could use
Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I their monopoly control to impede comthank the gentleman for yielding time petition and harm consumers. If we are
to me.
to prevent this from occurring, we need
Ladies and gentlemen, in general, I to make sure that there is a Departthink that this is a magnificent step ment of Justice antitrust review role,
forward, but I would like to con- more of which will come on our amendoentrate on the Achilles heel of this ment.
bill. and that is the manager's amendNow. Mr. Chairman. the administrament. The whole point, to me. of this tion has already sent an advisory that
telecommunications bill is that it will
this bill will sustain a veto in its
encourage investment. If it does not
present form because of, principally,
encourage investment, I do not think it
the manager's amendment, some 20 to
opens up the opportunities for this 30 changes strewn throughout the comcountry, and, frankly. has this tremenmerce product that came to the floor
dous job creating potential which is In the form that it is in now.
there.
What are we going to do, Mr. ChairOriginally. Mr. Chairman, the word- man? Is there any way that we can get
ing was that the RBOCs were forced to
together? Does this have to be a train
have actual competition in their local wreck? The President is going to veto
areas before they reached out for the the bill. Unless we make some sensible
long-distance. Now" that no longer is
adjustments. I think that this is going
there, and that worries me. I think
to end up for naught, and we are going
that is a nistake. I think it is counter- to be sent back to the drawing board.
productive.
We did this once in the last Congress
To prove my point, here Is the report
and now here we are doing it again.
from Merrill Lynch. which talks about
I urge. Mr. Chairman. that some conthe wonderful opportunities for invest- sideration to these important amending in some of the RBOCs. because the ments by given by the Members of the
cash will be up. the earnings per share other side.
will be up. the dividend potential is up.
I would like to thank, Mr. Chairman.
and, therefore, it is a good opportunity.
my staff. They have played a very imAnd why? Because investors should portant role in this matter. My staff
know that. quite positively, capital ex- director,
Julian
Epstein.
Perry
penditures could decrease by as much
Apelbaum. Melanie Sloan. and I do
as around 25 percent. That is not the know the names of the other staff
point of this bill.
Members on the other side, and I salute
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I yield them for their good work as well.
myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
I would like to just speak very di- of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. Before recognizing
rectly to the problem of seven Bells
going into long-distance, because there the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY], let me.just for the edification of
is a serious problem with the Bell
entry into long-distance. The core ra- the Members, announce the time retionale for the massive antitrust law- maining.
The gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
suit by the Justice Department that
began in the 1970's and settled in 1984 BLILEY] has 10 minutes remaining, the
was that the Bell system was using its
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DI.-
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GELL] has 9
minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS] have 68 minutes remaining.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT], a member of the committee.
(Mr. HASTERT asked and wat given
permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. HASTERT. Mr.
Chairman. I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time. I urge my colleagues to support
the Communications Act of 1995.
It is time to move forward with the
most
deregulatory and
progressive
communications legislation Congress
has considered in over a decade. The
Communications Act of 1934 is a dinosaur that just can't keep pace with the
exploding information and communication revolution.
Communications industries represent
nearly a seventh of the economy and
will foster the creation of 3.4 million
jobs over the nest 10 years. Thus, every
day we delay passage of H.R. 1555. we
stifle competition and prevent the creation of these new jobs. If we do not
act, the cost to our Nation's economy
will be $30 to 350 million this year
alone.
As a member of the Commerce Committee. I have been closely involved
with drafting this legislation.
This bill provides the formula for removing the monopoly powers of local
telephone exchange providers to allow
real competition in the local loop. The
long distance companies came to us
early on with a list of areas (such as
number portability, dialing parity.
interconnection, equal access, resale.
and unbundling) that give monopolies
their bottleneck in the local loop. We
agreed to remove the monopoly power
in each and every one of those areas in
our bill.
What's more, we included a facilities
based competitor requirement. This
means there must be a competing company actually providing service over
his or her own telephone exchange facilities. Just meeting the checklist
Isn't enough-there must be some proof
that it works. We've got that in this
bill.
Bringing competition to the local
loop is the best thing we can do for
consumers. They will receive the twin
benefits of lower prices and exposure to
new and advanced services. Every day
we delay consideration of this bill is a
day telephone customer are denied
choice of service providers and the benefits that go along with it.
The bill is much larger than the Bell
operating companylong distance company fight. The bill is supported by the
cable, broadcast, newspaper, and cellular
industries.
Taxpayer
and
consumer interest groups such as Citizens for a Sound Economy also support
the bill. This is broad based support
that we should not ignore. Therefore. I
urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
1555.
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3 0145
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KLINK].
Mr. KLINK. Mr. Chairman. I thank
my good friend, the gentleman from
Louisiana. for yielding this time to me.
I also want to echo the comments of
some of the other speakers made in
thanking Chairman BLILEY and Chairman FIELDS. They have been two very
accommodating chairmen in trying to
reach some commonality on many of
the issues that this massive bill deals
with. Unfortunately. I have been unable at any level to support this bill,
and continue my opposition of the bill.
Let me just say I have a little different perspective I think. As many of
the Members who were talking on the
rule and who also have been speaking
during general debate have talked
about, we have already seen the massive amounts of merging that has been
going on in anticipation of this bill. We
have seen the Disney buyout of Cap
Cities-ABC for $19billion. We have seen
Westinghouse Broadcasting $5 billion
buyout of CBS.
I worked for Westinghouse Broadcasting for 14 years before coming here,
so I know a little bit about the company. I do not have'any belief that
Westinghouse is an evil corporation or
that they have any bad plans. In fact,
I have fed my children and paid my
rent for many years from the fruits of
my labor with that company.
But what really concerns me is the
fact that we are beginning to see the
formation of what I would call information cartels. Only the largest corporations are going to be able to own
these media outlets. In fact, when you
start to talk about the fact that you
can own the newspapers, as so many
speakers have talked about, and the
radio and TV stations and the cable,
my question is this: Who in this House
among us, if we live in a market where
that takes place, will be free to cast a
vote of conscience on a matter in
which the person who controls that information cartel in our district has a
fiduciary interest? How will we be free
to do that?
How can we look each other in the
eye and say. "Well, I will cast my vote
the way I want to"? What is your recourse? How do you get the information out back there? That person controls all the media. You are certainly
not going to use frank mailing, because
we have cut all that out.
I just simply think there are so many
things wrong with this. and hope, as
the debate goes on, we can bring more
of the problems out, because we have
many problems. I urge Members not to
support the bill.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman. I am very
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the genNew
Jersey
[Mr.
tleman
for
FRELINCHUYSEN].
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chairman. I thank the gentleman for yielding me this time.
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Mr. Chairman. I rise to speak on the
manager's amendment which will be
offered by the gentleman from Virginia
sometime later. And I do so regrettably, because I rise in strong opposition to it. But first, I want to commend
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIELDS] on the enormous effort
they have put forward in bringing this
bill to the floor.
Mr. Chairman, I represent nearly
20,000 people who are employed in the
telecommunications industry. This bill
will directly impact their lives, professions, and the local economies which
they support.
And I thought the bill that was reported by the Committee by a vote of
38 to 5 was a balanced bill. But the
changes in the 66-page manager's
amendment would dilute the competitive provisions in the original bill and
would tilt the playing field in favor of
the local exchange companies. So I will
be opposing the manager's amendment.
However, this bill impacts more than
just the people who work in the telecommunications industry. As many
have said here tonight, our actions will
impact every American citizen and we
must
remember
them--our
constitutents-in this debate.
Yes. this is an historic bill which will
guide this multibillion dollar industry
into the next century. But we need to
understand that the results of this profound debate will enter into every facet
of our personal and professional lives
financial and otherwise.
And that is precisely why I oppose
the manager's amendment. We should
debate these substantial changes for
longer than a half hour because they do
represent a clear departure from the
original bill. I would urge a no vote on
the manager's amendment.
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio IMs. KAPTIR]. a
very able Member of the House.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I rise
in opposition to H.R. 1555. Here we are
in the middle of the night considering
the most sweeping rewrite of communications legislation in the last half
century. I have to say. to all-the gentleman that have been complimentld
this evening for their marvelous footwork in conducting this debate at 2
a.m.. I. as one Member. not serving on
the committees of jurisdiction, am appalled that those people who would
raise questions, like myself, would
have 30 minutes. 30 minutes. to try to
deal with legislation of this magnitude.
Mr. Chairman, there are times in my
career when I have been very proud of
this House. One of those times was
when we debated the Persian Gulf War.
I think our estimation west up in the
minds of the American people.
There have been times when I have
been very ashamed of this House. certainly duriing the S&L debate. brought
up on Chirismas Eve at midnight when
it was snow:ng outside, or the lexka.
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peso bailout, where we did not fulfill
our constitutional obligation.
I feel the same way this evening on
this particular bill. I feel muzzled as a
Member of this body. and I am
ashamed of this institution. There has
been enough lobbying money spread
around on this bill. over $20 million, to
sink a battleship, and it has been
spread on both sides of the aisle.
This bill is not going to result In full
competition. Are we kidding ourselves?
It is going to result in full concentration.and the only question I have in
my mind is how fast a pace that will
occur at.
In my district, what will happen is
the single newspaper, that is owned by
a very wealthy and well-meaning family. will soon buy out the television
stations, because they already own the
cable stations anyway. They will probably go after all the radio stations. I
really do believe in free press in this
country and I really do believe in competition. This bill will not result in
that.
I would say with all due respect to
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] and the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FIELDS] and the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HYDE] and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS]I guess
Mr. CONYERS.I guess I have to kind of
leave him out of this equation, because
his committee was absolutely resolved
of all responsibilities in this, and that
is the reason I am here at 2 a.m. in the
morning.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman. if the gentlewoman will yield, if you are leaving
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
CONYERS]out. could you leave me out
too?
MS. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HYDE], I was hoping the gentleman
would have a little more influence, because I think he is a man of very good
intentions. But I wanted an opportunity on this floor to have time to debate on the foreign ownership provisions. I will not be given that opportunity. There will not be an opportunity to offer amendments. I think
the neutering of the Justice Department is an absolute abomination. when
we see the possibilities for concentration in this bill.
So as I leave this evening to drive
home in my car, I find it a complete
abomination, and I am ashamed of this
House this evening. With a $1 trillion
industry, with the rights of free press
at stake. and competition in every one
of our communities hanging in the balance. to be forced into this girdle.
where we are only allowed 30 minutes
during general debate, and then we will
be put off on three little amendments
tomorrow, maybe we will devote an
hour or less to each of those, this is not
the best that is in us.
I feel tonight as I did during the savings and loan debate, during the Moxican peso bailout, and probably drni
GATT as ,ell. that we are trily bvein
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Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
muzzled, and that Is not what representative democracy is all about. I in strong support of HmR. 1556, the Communications Act of 1995.
feel sorry for America tonight.
By the early 21st century, analysts
Mr. Chairman. here we are in themiddle of
thenight. considering themost sweeping re- predict the global information industry
will
be a $3 trillion market. That's an
The
laws
in
60
years.
write of communications
telecommunications industry represents 1/7of amazing figure when you consider the
U.S. economy today Is about $6
entire
our economy and is a trillion dollar industry. At
stakeis control of theairwaves and theinfor- trillion. Make no mistake: If we fall to
mation pathway Intoevery American home. pass this bill, we will have forfeited a
we golden opportunity for the U.S. econNoteven themany appropriations bills that
have been debating for thepast monthbefore omy to catch the wave of this revoluthis
Congress, will have a larger effect on con- tion.
It makes no sense to keep U.S. comsumer's pocketbooks. Consumers are Promised choice and lower pnces. Choice atwhat munications companies penned up in
cost?Inslead of creating competition by lower- the starting gate as the global telebill al- communications race is set to begin.
ing prices and improving service, this
lows the threemonopolies to become one My colleagues, the Communications
giant concentrated monopoly. Itallows the3 Act of 1995 is. quite simply, the most
major players (cable, long distance, & local sweeping reform of communications
telephone) to partner or swallow potential law in history. And it should be. I dibusiness. The con- rect your attention to the timeline.
competitors in each others
centration could result in one company con- When the first Communications Act
trolling theprogram's content, your local tele-passed in 1934, we had the telegraph.
your cable company, your local the telephone and the radio. That's it.
vision stations,
telephone company, your long distance com- We didn't even have the black and
pany. your local radio station, and your news- white television set yet. Do you really
paper. Thus, controlling every aspect of ac- want the communications industry to
cess toinformation a consumer has and oblitbe governed by communications law
erate
the likelihood of true competition.
that was enacted when we had this
This bill also promises job creation. I doubt radio?
it. Last time I checked, we do nol even
The communications world as it exproduce a single television or telephone in our isted In 1934 is barely recognizable
country. In addition. I have very serious con- today. Again, I direct your attention to
cams aboutthe foreign ownership provisions. the timeline. We have experienced an
Currently. foreign ownership in common car- explosion of technology. In the last 50
ders(such as telephone, cellular, broadcast years, television, AM and FM radios.
television and radio) cannot exceed 25%. ex- computers, faxes, satellites, pagers,
At cable TV, cellular phones, VCRs and
cept In cable where thereis no restriction.
are atrecord other wireless communications have
a ime when our trade defiits
levels, we are throwing open media markets to all joined the communications mix.
foreign ownership.
And that's just the beginning. Video
This billwould directly repeal foreign owner- dial-tone and high definition television
ship restrictions on everything except broad- are poised at the entrance of the telecasttelevision, which remains at 25%, thus al- communications arena, while countless
lowing foreigners tocontrol what America sees other new technologies are waiting just
and what America does not
and should think
over the horizon.
see. The bill leaves up to USTR crucial deterAt this moment in history, when the
minations regarding therights of foreign inter-communications revolution is racing
Why
trust
the
gain
even
more
control.
ests to
forward, we still have not revamped
has communications laws written 60 years
USTR? That area of our government that
brought us record trade deficits forover a dec- ago. To say our communications laws
even getour rice into Japan.
adeand can't
technological
I also findt very disturbing thatthetele- are out of sync with the.
revolution underway in America is an
communications industry has spent $20 million
bill. To find out the real win- understatement.
to lobby forthis
The question we face today is not
ners in this bill one only has tofollow the whether we can afford to deregulate
money. This bill is just another reason we the telecommunications industry, it is
need real campaign finance reform in our po- whether we can afford not to. I know of
oicat
process.
bill neuters the ability of our no sector of our economy so shackled
Moreover. this
Justice Department to enforce the anti-trust by needless regulations as the commulaws against these giants who wanttocontrolnications industry. But if we pass this
every aspect of what you see, hear, and bill, the economic boom it will spark
De- will amaze even its supporters.
know. The bill basically turnsour Justice
My colleagues, it is not the business
Anti-Trust Division into paper pushpartment
of Government to preordain winners
power.
ers with no real enforcement
I welcome some deregulation to create com- and losers in the communications inpetition and diversity in these monopolistic in- dustry. Rather. at the starting line of
dustries. However, deregulation is fine. No the communications race. Government
regulation is anti-competiive and anli-deiro- should step aside and allow the most
dynamic sector of our economy to
cratic.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman. I yield 2 enjoy what most other segments of our
minutes to the gentleman from Florida economy take for granted, the freedom
a member of the commit- to compete. I urge all of my colleagues
[Mr. STEtRNS].
to support it.
tee.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman. I yield
tMr. STERNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re- 2 minutes to the distinguished gentlefrom Arkansas [Mrs. LINCOLN).
woman
marks.
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tMrs. LINCOLN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her remarks.)
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.
I too would like to add my thanks to
and
Chairman
Chairman
BLILEY
FIELDS. as well as to the ranking members, Mr. DINGELL and Mr. MARKEY. for
their diligence and persistence in moving ahead on this issue. This is a very
critical issue to rural America, AS we
move ahead in this age of information
and technology, moving into a worldwide economy, it is absolutely critical
for rural America to be able to have
the capabilities to compete. Supporting this bill is important to preserve
the quality of life in rural America.
while bringing improved health care.
educational opportunities and jobs.
Early in the debate of this issue, I
went to Chairman FIELDS and asked
him very honestly to let me be a part
of the discussion in terms of rural issues. He was very willing and interested in obliging to that. We worked
hard to make sure that rural America
saw a fair shake in this.
In terms of educational opportunities, I am delighted to hear from Chairman BLILEY that he is willing to work
with the gentlewoman from California.
Ms. LOFOREN. in terms of educational
opportunities for schools.
I recently spoke with a teacher from
my district who is a part of an important program sponsored by National
Geographic to bring geography into the
lives of children in areas where they
are not capable or do not have the opportunities otherwise to be a part of
that. They were shocked to find that in
rural America very few of the schools
and some of the other learning institutions, as well as many of the teachers,
did not have the technology or equipment to be able to bring the importance of geography into the classroom
through the Internet.
This bill will help us bring that reality to rural America. It encourages
new technologies like fiber optics.
which will allow two-way voice and
video communication. The information
highway is critical to all of us, but for
those of us in rural America, the entrance ramp is absolutely mandatory.
Doctors at the Mayo Clinic can read x
rays from Evening Shade. AR. Children
in Evening Shade can dial the Library
of Congress for information for a term
paper. Parents can work from their
home in Cloverbend with folks in New
York.
• I urge my colleagues to support this.
Opponents may want to stay in the
past and may be afraid of competition.
but we must move ahead.
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman. I yield myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, I want to say Aloha
Oahu. It is 9 o'clock in the beautiful
Hawaiian Islands where America's day
almost begins, and I just wanted those
lucky folks in that beautiful climate to
know that we are here thinking of
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them. To my good friend from Michigan who did know the names of his
staff, for which I should not be surprised because he would know those details. I just thought he missed George
Slover. who has returned to the staff.
having been away for a little while, and
we welcome him. even though he serves
the minority.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 1555. the Communications Act of
1995. This legislation represents the
most sweeping communications reform
legislation to be considered in this
House in 60}years. It will establish the
ground rules for telecommunications
policy in our Nation as we proceed into
the 21st century. If enacted, this measure will have much to say about the future health of the American economy.
America's international competitiveness, and expanded job opportunities
for American workers.
However, It should be pointed out
that H.R. 1555 does not take the approach I would have preferred, and I
would like to take a few moments to
discuss the role of the Judiciary Committee in the development of this legislation. The Judiciary Committee took
a fundamentally different approach
from that of the Commerce Committee.
I believe that the entry of the regional
Bell operating companies into the long
distance and manufacturing businesses
is an antitrust question. After all, it is
an antitrust consent decree, commonly
known as the modification of final
judgment or MFJ, that now prevents
them from entering those businesses.
and it is that decree that we are now
superseding. Based on this fundamental
belief. I introduced H.R. 1528,the Antitrust Consent Decree Reform Act of
1995 on May 2, 1995. H.R. 1528 proposed
to supersede the MFJ and replace it
with a quick and deregulatory antitrust review of Bell entry by the Department qf Justice.
On the other hand. the Commerce
Committee understandably took a
Communications Act approach. H.R.
1555requires the Bell operating companies to meet various federal and state
regulatory requirements to open their
local exchanges to competition before
they are allowed into the long distance
and manufacturing businesses. For example, the Bell companies are required
to provide interconnection to their
local loops on a nondiscriminatory
basis. They must unbundle the services
and features of the network and offer
them for resale. They must also provide number portability, dialing parity,
access to rights of way, and network
functionality and accessibility. Both
the FCC and the state commissions
will review the Bell companies' verifications to determine that they have
met these regulatory requirements. In
particular, there must be an actual facilities-based competitor in place before the Bell companies can get into
long distance and manufacturing.
In keeping with the long tradition of
these committees sharing jurisdiction
over tho area of teleco.munications.

HOUSE

H.R. 1528was referred primarily to the
Judiciary Committee, and secondarily
to the Commerce Committee. Likewise, H.R. 1555 was referred primarily
to the Commerce Committee. and secondarily to the Judiciary Committee.
I want to stress that both the antitrust approach taken in H.R. 1528 and
the regulatory approach taken in H.R.
1555 are valid approaches to the problem of how to end judicial supervision
of the telecommunications industry
under the MFJ. My preference was the
antitrust approach. Again, that is because I believe entry into new markets
to be an antitrust issue, not a regulatory issue. However. despite extraordinary cooperation between the Commerce and Judiciary Committees, the
two different approaches are not easily
reconciled without creating precisely
the kind of regulatory overkill that we
are trying to eliminate in this bill.
Thus, it was necessary to choose one or
the other of these approaches.
Let me now describe the antitrust
approach of H.R. 1528and its consideration in the Judiciary Committee.
Under H.R. 1528. the Bell companies
would be able to apply to the Department of Justice for entry into the long
distance and manufacturing markets
immediately upon the date of enactment. The Department of Justice
would then have 180days to review the
application under a substantive antitrust standard-if DOJ did not act
within this tight time frame, the application would be deemed approved. Unlike the MFJ, the burden or proof
would be on DOJ. Specifically. Justice
would be required to approve the application unless it found by a preponderance of the evidence that there was a
dangerous probability that the Bell
company would use its market power
to substantially impede competition In
the market it was seeking to enter.
DOJ's decision would then be subject
to an expedited appeal to the Federal
Court of Appeals in the District of Columbia. At the most. the procedure
would take 11 to 13 months. H.R. 1528
also included the electronic publishing
prnvisiuns that were included in last
year's telecommunications bill and
which passed the House by an overwhelming vote.
H.R. 1528 received broad, bipartisan
support within the Judiciary Committee. The full Judiciary Committee reported H.R. 1528 by a 29 to I recorded
vote. However. subsequently we found
that there was not broad support for a
substantive Department of Justice role
either within the rest of the House or
from interested outside groups. Thus.
while I still prefer the approach taken
in H.R. 1528. I have decided that It
would be futile to press that approach
as an alternative to H.R. 1555-there
simply is not sufficient support to
make such an effort worthwhile. As I
have already noted, the regulatory approach taken in H.R. 1555is also a valid
approach, and it is very difficult to reconcile the two approaches. If we do not
pick one or the other. then we get right
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back into the Interminable delays that
we have faced under the MFJ.
I would emphasize that in deciding
not to offer such an amendment and allowing H.R. 1555to proceed to the floor
without further Judiciary Committee
proceedings, I am not in any way
waiving the Judiciary Committee's traditional jurisdiction in the area of
antitrust law or telecommunications
policy. The Judiciary Committee expects to have conferees on this bill, to
participate fully In the conference, and
to retain all of its existing jurisdiction
over this area in future legislation.
In this connection, I note that later
in the debate, the distinguished ranking member of the Judiciary Committee, Mr. COsiYERS,
will offer an amendment that will include some aspects of
the bill as reported by our committee.
Specifically, my friend from Michigan
will offer the language of the antitrust
test contained In H.R. 1528. However,
the Conyers amendment also differs in
important respects from our committee's bill. I will speak to those differences In greater detail when the
Conyers amendment Is debated. For
now, I will simply point out that although the Conyers amendment would
utilize the antitrust standard that was
in H.R. 1528. it does not include the
many procedural and substantive features that were central to my bill.
Despite my preference for the antitrust approach taken in my bill, I believethat H.R. 155 is good legislation
America's
telethat
will move
communications industry forward into
the 21st century. In the development of
the manager's amendment to be offered
by Chairman BLILEY, the Judiciary
Committee has worked closely with the
Commerce Committee to improve H.R.
1555in areas that are of particular concern to. and under the jurisdiction of,
the Judiciary Committee. Let me now
briefly explain those changes which are
included within the manager's amendment.
First. the manager's amendment does
include a consultative role for the Department of Justice. Under this part of
the amendment, DOJ will apply the
antitrust standard contained in H.R.
1528to verifications that the Bells have
met the competitive checklit, contained in H.R. 1555.After applying the
antitrust standard. DOJ will piovide
its views to the FCC and they will be
made a part of the public record relatng to the verification. Under ti-is appioacli. the FCC will at least have the
benefit of a DOJ antitrust analysis before the Bell companies are allowed to
lines of
enter the currently restricted
business.
Second. we have made impiovements
to the electronic publlhing provisions
of the bill. Under the manager's
amendment, the Bell companies will be
required to provide services to small
electronic publishers at the same perurit prices that they give to larger
publishers. This will allow small sewspapers and other ele tromc publishers
to brine the i:.'5: niat4on sur.rhighway
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to rural areas that might othei-wise be
passed by. Also, we have broadened to
definition of basic telephone service to
ensure that the Bell operating companies are not able to use the more advanced parts of their networks to skirt
the intent of the electronic publishing
provisions.
Third. we have made various changes
to title IV of the bill. Title IV addresses the effect of the bill on other laws.
Those changes that we have made to
the MFJ supersession language, the
GTE consent decree supersession language, and the wireless successors language are technical improvements to
clarify the language and they are not
intended to change the substantive
meaning of these provisions.
Other changes to title IV are substantive. State tax officials have complained that section 401(c)(2) of H.R.
1555 would unintentionally preempt
State tax laws. Because of their concerns, this language us being stricken
in the manager's amendment. We are
also adding language that expressly
provides that no State tax laws are unintentionally preempted by implication or interpretation. Rather. such
preemptions are limited to provisions
specifically enumerated in this clause.
In addition, we have also amended the
local tax exemption for providers of direct broadcast satellite services to
make It clear that States may tax such
services and rebate that money to the
localities. This change balances the
need to protect State sovereignty
against the need to protect the direct
broadcast services, from the administrative nightmare that would result
from subjecting them to local taxation
In numerous local jurisdictions.
Fourth. we have changed the restrictions on alarm monitoring to make It
clear that those Bell companies that
have already entered the alarm monitoring business will be allowed to continue in that business, and to manage
and conduct their business as would
any other participant in that industry.
That is basic fairness to any Bell company that chose to enter the business
when it was perfectly legal to do so.
Their investment decision should not
be undercut by a retroactive change in
the law.
Fifth, law enforcement and national
security agencies have expressed concern about the provisions of the bill
that relate to foreign ownership of
telephone companies. In particular.
these agencies are rightfully concerned
that there should be a national security review before a foreign national or
foreign government can have access to
the

core

infrastructure

of America's

telecommunications system. Cooperation among the agencies and the judiciary and Conmerco Committees has led
to language in the manager's amendment that addresses these concerns.
Finally. I have included language
within the manager's amendment to
address a burgeoning problem in the
fast advancing telecommunications
markets. Much to the dismay of con-
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eerned parents both softcore and hardMr. Chairman. as America advances
core pornography is freely available on into the 21st century, this telethe Internet. Virtually anyone with a communications legislation is tremen.
home computer hooked up to that re- dously important. It is my firm belief
markable technology can get pictures. that this bill means more jobs for
movies-some with sound-and explicit Americans and will greatly enhance
descriptions of the most vile and base American competitiveness worldwide.
aspects of human sexuality.
It is high time that we replace this
Although the law currently outlaws overly restrictive consent decree with
the interstate transportation of ob- a statute that recognizes the telescenity for purposes of sale or distribu- communications realities of the 1990's.
tion. a well as its importation, this I intend to support H.R. 1555 and the
has not stopped the corruption of one manager's amendment because it will
of the greatest technological advances accomplish these goals.
in our modern society. Computerized
0 0200
depravity continues unabated, largely
Mr. Chairman. I yield back the balbecause of the confusion over whether
of my time.
the obscenity statutes include the ance
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I yield
transportation and importation of the myself such time as I may consume.
obscene matter through the use of a
The
CHAIRMAN.
The
gentleman
computer. Furthermore, the law cur- from Michigan [Mr. CONYERS] is recogrently does not address the issue of nized for 2 i minutes.
sending indecent material-by contrast
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman. I want
to obscene matter-by computer, to a to commend the chairman of the Comchild.
mittee on the Judiciary for his comIt is time to end this dissemination ments about our work product in the
of smut that only serve to debase those committee, and his candor is always
depicted and to defile our children.
refreshing, as usual.
I too believe it is a superior work
Consequently. my language makes it
a crime to intentionally communicate. product. But I would urge him not to
by computer, with anyone believed to be worried about the fact that the lobbe under 18 years of age. any material byists may not like it and there Is not
that is indecent. Indecency is defined a lot of reported support for it. Press
in the provision as any material that. on. If he is doing the right thing, more
in context, depicts or describes, in and more people will begin to recognize
terms patently offensive as measured the inevitability of the logic and the
by contemporary community stand- truth and the fundamental correctness
ards, sexual or excretory activities or of his position. And I know my friend
does not give up easily, and I cannot
organs.
This provision is entirely consistent imagine the forces that may have overwith Supreme Court holdings in this whelmed him into the uncomfortable
area of law. because it is narrowly tai- position that I imagine him to be in
lored to effectuate its particular pur- this morning.
But even if we have used our bill as
pose of protecting minors from directed communications that involve the base text with the manager's
sexually or excretorily explicit func- amendment. I still would not be able to
tions or organs. The first amendment. come to the floor tonight to tell my
as construed by the Supreme Court, re- colleagues that they ought to support
quires this much. The Court instructs this bill because the people who use
that Congress must be careful not to telephones are going to end up paying
reduce the adult population, which is S18 billion in rate increases during the
guaranteed a right of access to simply first 4 years of this law's existence.
indecent material, to the status of chil- That is projected by the International
dren. But, the first amendment recog- Communications Association. The peonizes that the Government has a com- ple who subscribe to cable TV are going
pelling interest in protecting minors to find $5 to $7 per month average infrom both obscenity and indecent ma- creases in their cable bill. That is acterials. The Court has carved out a cording to the Consumer Federation of
slim area in which we can legislate on America. The people on fixed incomes,
these matters. And, we have managed older Americans, will be put at particuto stay within those confines through lar risk by rising basic rates for phone
this provision. The clarification of the and cable.
So I cannot support the bill, the base
current obscenity statutes, simply adds
to the myriad of ways in which the ob- bill. H.R. 1555. With 30 or 40 phantom
changes in the manager's amendment.
scenity can travel in. or be transported, or be imported. This section in- I think we should be rather embarcludes the word computer in those pro- rassed by what we are doing here. no
visions to make It a certainty that matter what time it is in Hawaii.
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balCongress intends to regulate and pro- ance
of my time.
hibit one's access to obscenity by
The
CHAIRMAN.
The
gentleman
means of computer technology.
from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY) has 5 minMr. Chairman, I want to thank Cosutes remaining and is entitled to close
merce Committee Chairman BLii.EY the debate.
and Communications Subcommittee
.Mr. BIALEY. Mr- Chairman. I yield 2
Chairman FIELDS and their staffs for minutes to the gentleman from Washtheir cooperation in addressing the Ju- ington [Mir. WHITE]. a new member of
diciary Committed concerns.
the committee.
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Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman. I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
Mr. Chairman. when I think about
this bill, I always think about the year
1989. If we remember reading in the
newspapers in 1989. we will remember a
lot of hand wringing going on about
high definition television. That was the
time when the Japanese were ahead of
our country in developing high definition television. There are a lot of people who said that we should follow
their example, that our government
should decide the course that we
should take, should get our industry
organized, and we should all follow
that course, and maybe somehow, some
way we would catch up with the Japanese.
Mr. Chairman. if we had followed
that advice in 1989. we would not be
here today. It was in 1990 that Americans, without the help of the government, invented digital television which
leapfrogged the technology that the
Japanese were using and put us in the
position we are in today. It is digital
television and digitization of the entire
telecommunications industry that led
to what we are doing In this bill. It has
taught us a very Important lesson.
- The lesson Is that it is the people.
not the government, who are going to
make the best decisions about technology. As we like to say in my district, which is the home of Microsoft.
no matter how many Rhodes scholars
you have in the White House, they are
never going to be smart enough to tell
Bill Gates to drop out of Harvard and
invent software Industries.
No matter how many Rhodes scholare you have in the White House, they
will never tell the next Bill Gates to
drop out of whatever school he or she is
in now and Invent the next revolution
in the telecommunication industry.
What is the lesson? Under this bill; the
market, not the government, is going
to tell us what the next wave of technology is. We have heard some people
say this bill Is not perfect. I guess that
may be true. But I can tell you, we
have made it about as fair as we can
make it.
It is close enough for government
work. Although it is late at night and
although I am about the last person to
speak on this bill. I am proud to be
here. I am happy to be here. I am proud
of this bill. I urge my colleagues to
support it.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN].
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I think it is important tonight, as we
celebrate the work of Committee on
Commerce and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY] and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FIELDS] in particular. we also give due credit to the
incredible preliminary work done over
the years by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). the former
chairman of the Committee on Commerce. Much of the work that is in this
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bill reflects efforts that were made
over the years by Mr. DINGELL,and he
deserves much credit for this bill tonight.
I rise in support of H.R. 1555. Recently the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FIELDS], and I had the opportunity to
policy
telecommunications
discuss
with government officials from several
South American countries. During one
of those discussions with the FCC
counterpart in Chile. we asked that
gentleman where in his country's communication infrastructure did they
need the most investment, hoping to
get some signal about where America
and American companies could Intetact with that country In doing those
investments.
The gentleman who represents the
FCC in Chile responded astonishingly.
He said. That is not my business; it Is
up to the consumers and our companies
to make those decisions.
He reminded us of a lesson we forgot
in telecommunications policy for many
years. that consumers and companies
making choices in a free marketplace
where competition governs instead of
court orders and regulations set on
high here in Washington generally benefits the consumer much more than the
best laid plans of mice and men here In
Washington, DC.
He reminded us about our own free
enterprise system, and H.R. 1555 reminds us about the values of competition. It remarkably keeps the program
access provisions we adopted in 1992
that has produced the satellites that
are now sending direct broadcast television signals to homes all over America in rural parts of this country where
cable never reached.
It has produced for us competition In
areas where people only had one provider of television, one provider of telephones and all of a sudden now there
are choices coming to them. This bill
will produce more of those choices. It
has the possibility of several million
new jobs for Americans, as we develop
these new technologies and the new
choices for our citizens. It will reach
rural areas that we have been trying to
force companies to reach. It will reach
them by the sheer force of the free
market, because now with multiple
services, it will be profitable to serve
communities as small as 12 people,
when we could not serve them with a
mere telephone, even under universal
service.
This bill will do more to bring us together as a country by linking us together with communication, education.
programrecreational
information,
ming. data services, including medicine
at home and education at home for
people who never saw education.
This bill is a good bill. It deserves
our endorsement.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL] has 2
minutes remaining.
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman. I yield
myself the balance of my time.
Mr. Chairman. I hope. my colleagues
were listening to the remarks of the
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distinguished gentleman from Louisiana about what this bill is going to do.
I want to commend my good friend
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY] the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
FIELDS] my friend, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS] and our good
friend, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HYDE] who is one of the finest
Members in this body.
We have had a good debate. It has
been an enlightening debate, an intelligent discussion of the legislation before us. I think that is important. I was
rather troubled earlier about the Ill
will which we saw sprinkled around in
the discussion. I think that was a bad
thing. This legislation is extremely Important not only to all of us individually and to our people but Indeed to
the future of the country.
It has been a long time since the
modified final Judgment was adopted.
These have been bad times for telecommunications and for communications and for that industry. It also has
had bad consequences for the country.
I want to repeat to my colleagues
that this offers a chance now to utilize
a good. new regulatory system which
will enable us to begin to bring on new
technology and to bring Into play the
forces of competition, which will serve
all of our people both In terms of product and in terms of quality and in
terms of cost. That is important. It
also will open up the process.
I had been bitterly critical of the curious process which has gone on under
the modified final judgment. It has
been inadequate. It has been unfair,
and It has been a closed process. The
business of regulation of the telecommunications Industry has gone on
in a closed courtroom where no one
could find out what was going on. no
one could participate In the pleadings.
No one could appear without the leave
of the court and the people who were
the principal beneficiaries of that particular modified final judgment. It is
Important that we get rid of that. And
even if this were a bad bill, I would say
that almost any price Is worth paying
to get rid of a system which is so basically unfair.
0 0215
It is so basically unseemly and so inconsistent with the system that this
country has, so closed to innovation.
and so closed to the participation by
the people whose interests are affected
by it. and so controlled by the beneficiaries of it. This is one of the curious
examples where government has been
controlled for the benefit of the people
who did in fact do the governing.
AT&T. the Justice Department. working with the judge. He was a good
judge. but a bad process.
Mr. Chairman, I would urge my colleagues to support the amendment. I
want to commend the staff which has
worked, Mr. Regan. Ms. Reid. Mr.
Ulman, and Mr. Michael O'Rielly. as
well as my dear friend and colleague.
Mr. David Leach, who have all worked
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so effectively to put together the packages before us.
Mr. CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. BLILEY] is recognized to
close debate.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman. it is
late. I want to commend our colleagues, particularly the ranking member, for his fine statement that he has
Just concluded. I also commend the
ranking member of the Committee on
the Judiciary, though we disagree on
the policy. I want to *commend the
chairman of our subcommittee who has
put in numerous hours to make this
bill as balanced as we possibly can
make it.
Mr. Chairman, I say to the White
House who have not been involved with
us that we welcome you to Join us now
as we prepare to go to conference.
Bring us your concerns, sit down with
us, and we will certainly consider any
changes that you would suggest.
Whether we will adopt them all. that is
another matter. But we will certainly
consider them, and I invite them to
come forward.
Mr. Chairman, It has been an Interesting debate, as the gentleman said.
and I look forward to tomorrow when
we will consider amendments to further perfect this bill, and then we will
pass It and we wilt go to conference
some time later this year. This Is the
way this process works. It is not a
sprint, it is a marathon. We have had
subcommittee, we have had full committee. We now are on the floor, and
ultimately we will go to conference
and we will come back with a conference report. That Is the way It
should be. Mr. Chairman, and I urge
my colleagues to support his legislation and to help us craft it. make it
even better as we go on with the process.
Mr. BILIRAKIS. I rise In strongsupport of
the landmark legislation which we are considering today, and I want to commend my colleagues on the committees of jurisdiction for
their hard work on this bill. H.R. 1555 is the
culmination of years of work to overhaul Fedend tlecommunicatlons policy and position
America as a world leader In the dawning information age.
While thisbill contains many Important provisions, I want to address one area In particular-the issue of telemedldne. As Chairman of
the Commerce Health Subcommittee, I have a
special interest in this subject.
Afthough it is subject to different Interpretaore. the term "telemedidne" generally refers
to lWe, interactive audiovisual communlcation
between physician and patent or between two
physicians. Telemedicrne can facilitate consultation between physicians and serve as a
method of health care delivery inwhich physidana examine patients through the use of advanced telecommunications technology.
One of the most important uses of
telemedcine is to allowrural communities and
other medically under-served areas to obtain
access to highly trained medical specialists. It
also provides a access to medical care in circumstances when possibilities for travel are
limited or unavailable.
Despite widespread support for telemedicine
in concept, many criticalpolicyquestionsre-
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main unresolved. At the same time, the Federal Government is currently spending millions
of dolars on telemedicine demonstration
projects with little or no congressional oversight In particular, the Departments of Commerce and Health and Human Services have
provided sizable grants for projects in a number of States.
Therefore. I drafted a provision which is included in the manager's amendment to require
the Department of Commerce, in consultation
with other appropriate agencies, to report annually to congress on the findings of any studies and Demonstrations on telemedicine which
are funded by the Federal Government.
My amendment is designed to provide
greater information for federal policymakers in
the areas of patient safety, quality of services,
and other legal, medical and economic issues
related to telemedicine. Through adoption of
this provision. I am hopeful that we can shed
light on the potential benefits of telemedicine.
as well as existing roadblocks to its use.
Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman. I rise in opposition to H.R. 1555. the Communications
Act of 1995.Although I believe that our tlecommunications laws are in need of reform. I
have serious concerns about certain sections
of this bill, and about the manner in which it
has been brought to the floor.
This is an important bill, because it will affect every time he or she picks up a phone or
tume on the TV. It is incumbent upon us to
consider i carefuly and thoughtfully. I am concemed that this bill has been brought to the
floor in a rush, following a process which was
none-too-open.
My primary concern revolves around provisions in the manager's amendment regarding
entry of local telephone service providers Into
the long distance market and vice versa. I
never expected that the long distance companies and the local telephone companies would
ever completely agree on any bill. But to formutate a manager's amendment that is vehemently opposedby one of the parties forces
Members to choosebetween the two. It is the
responsibility of the leadership to do everything possible to reconcile the differences between those affected by this bill. and I do ot
believe this has been done.
I have other concerns. including the potental of the bit to concentrate media ownership
in a few hands and the bill's effects on radio
and television broadcasting atdence reach
limits.
I am also concernedabout the effect of the
bill on State authority to regulate the costsof
certain longdistance callswithin States. Many
States have already taken steps to liberate
such rates,and the bittwould negatively affect
these efforts. I share the concerns of the Governor of Florida and several other governors
about this issue.
Mr. Chairman, we need to reformour talecommunications laws so that we can enter the
21st century governed by laws appropriate to
the technology and services available to us.
But this bi is not the vehicle that wigbest accomplish those goals. I say lets go back to
the drawing board and fry again.
Mr. LAZIO of New York. Mr. Chairman, the
House shortly wig consider H.R. 1555, the
Communications Act of 1995. Among other
things, thisbill and Its Senate-passed companion. S. 652. alma to ensure competition in the
cable television industry as it expands Into
interactive voice, data and video services.
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I wanted to bring to the attention of my colleagues in both bodies a serious and potentially dangerous situation that meria further
study by Congress in the future, as it was not
addressed by the legislation we are about to
takeup.
Curently, telephone systems provide a different sortof lightning or surge protection than
is provided by the cable industry. Telephone
companies have provided such protection
through devices that instantaneously detect
dangerous surges and direct them to ground.
Cable companies do not have these devices
and now only are required to ground their systems.As telephone companies branch out into
broadbandtransmission services, they will
continue to be required to protect the public
from power surge and lightning hazards.
The National Electric Code does not require
the cable industry to provide the same kind of
surge protection to current and future cable
users, even if cable companies will be providing the same kind of telephone service in the
future that telephone companies now provide.
I am told that the cable industry has made a
comnrrtitment
to do so if it does offer such telephone service, but it is an issue Congress
should review.
I would urge my colleagues, particularly
those in the Commerce Committee, to closely
examine this potential problem and to hold
hearings tomake sure public safety will
be
adequately protected as our telecommunications industry goes through a period of unprecedented change.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, with
that. I yield back the balance of my
time. and I move that the Committee
do now rise.
The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly. the Committee rose:
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
HASTART) having assumed the chair,
Mr. KOLBE,Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union. reported that that Committee.
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 1555),to promote competition and
reduce regulation In order to lower
prices and higher qualityservices for
American telecommunications consurmers and encourage the rapid deployment of new telecommunications technologies, had come to no reeoluti
thereon.
::I
PRINTING OF OMISSIONS FROM
RECORD OF JULY 31,1995
(Consideration of the following 3
bills, H.R. 714, H.R. 701 and H.R. 1874
are reprinted as follows containing
omissions from the RECORDof Monday,
Juiy 31,1995.beginning at page H7996.)
ILLINOIS LAND CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1995
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker. I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee on National Security and the Committee on Commerce be discharged
from further consideration of the bill
(H.R. 714). to establish the Midewin National Tallgrass Prairie in the State of
Illinois, and for other purposes, and
ask for ita immediate consideration In
the House.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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