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House
The House met at 8:30 am.
The Chaplain, Rev. James DavidJ

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God as u You have called us
to be good stewards of our lives and de-
voted to the welfare of the people, may
we be faithful to that calling and
steadfast in our responsibilities.

On this day we remember the diligent
work and service of our colleague and
friend, WALTSR JON=s. We recall with
appreciation his long devotion to the
people that he represented and to this
institution, and for his fiendship and
his good will toward those about him.

May Your blessing, O God. be with
him and his faCmly and may Your bene-
diction be ever with us. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings end announces to the House
his approval thereof

Pursuant to clause 1. rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman

from South Carolina [Mr. Dzlna ]
please come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance?

Mr. DERRICK led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of Americ, and to the Repub-
lic for which It stands. one mston uander God
Indivisible. with lberty and Justice for all

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
The SPEAKER. After consultation

with the minority, the Chair an-
nounces It wiH receive no 1-minute re-
quests.

of Representatives
WAIVING ALL POENM OV 0 8D* Ice practices, and by sparking the de-

AOAINST S 12, CAlL ' T 5l,! velopment of a competitive market-
VISION CONSUMlB ,PR0I m TL place.
AND COM ITII ACT OF 91 Briefly, the conference agreement re-
ANW AGANmIU Ue3A quires cable operators in areas where
OP SUCI COHWlIChB RP T / there is no effective competition to
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by diroo- provide a basic level of service at rates

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call determined by the Federal Commu-
up House Resolution 571 and Lak for lts nications Commission to be reasonable.
immediate consideration. The FCC would also have the authority

The Clerk read the resolution, a fol- to prosecute cable provider- that
low: ' charge unreasonable rates.

IL Rs. sm The legislation promotes competl-
Rolved, That upon adoption of this reso- tion by prohibiting a local franchisng

lution it ahall be in order to oonsider the authority from refusing to grant addi-
oonferenoe report to accompanyr the bill (8. tlonal cable franchiles in the local
12) to mend ut VI of the Communications community. In addition, it prohibits
Act 1of 1 to ensure carrtia on cabh tale- cable programmers who are affiliated
vslion of local aew5 and other poramming with cable operators from granting ex-
and to restore the right of local reulato lusive contact to cable operators ifauthorities to regutcabe le operators
rates. and for other purposes. AU points o the FCC determines such contracts not
order against the oonfernos report and be in the public interest.
against Its conderation am walved. Th The legislation also requlires the FCC
oonfernoe report shall be oonsidred read to set certain minimum customer-erv-
whn olled p for onidto. ice standards. Local authorities, how-

The 8PEAKER. The gentleman from ever, would be allowed to require
South Carolina [MY. DzRiIc] is recog stricter customer-service standards if
niaed for 1 hour. they were part of a franch'se agree-

(Mr. DERRICK asked and wa given ment.
permission to revise and ertend hia re- Overall, the conference agreement on
markL) S. 12 is fair and balanced legislation

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the that will provide increased consumer
purpose of debate only, I yield the onm- protection and promote increased com-
tomay 0 9minutee to the gentleman petition in cable television and related
from New York [Mr. SL0WMOn], pendin markets.
which I yield myself such time as I Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 571
may conume. During consideration of will allow the House to consider this
this resolution, all time yielded is for conference agreement. I urge my col-
the purpose of debate only. leaguee to support the rule and the

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 71 conference report.
waives all points of order against the Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
conference report on S. 12, the Cable my time.
Television Consumer Protection and Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
Competition Act of 1992 and against Its myself such time " I may consume.
consideration. The resolution also pro- Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
vides that the conference report will be from South Carolina for yielding me
considered a read. half of his time.

Mr. Speaker, the Cable Television Mr. Speaker. I see five Members on
Consumer Protection and Competition the floor here. We are about to sock it
Aot of 1962 protects consumers by pre- to the users of cable television across
venting unreasonable rates, by improv- this country, and I would advise Mem-
ing the cable Industry's customer-sen- bers if they are anywhere around their

This symbol represents the time of day duin te House pocdin e., 0 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Maier got in WIe typec 'dcss words inrred or ppend.d rather da spok, by a of Hou on the floor.
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offices to -:lrn on their TV sets and
find out wL'at is in this conference re-
port. Nobody knows what ls in this leg-
islat"on ex.ept perhaps the: five Mem-
bers here on the floor.

Mr. Sptker. I rise ,cdiay in -:rcng
o07pos0ton to th'3 ra'. the rule f-r h e
highly contr3ve-ril Cable TeLevislin
Consumer Protc:lion and Ccmpetit;on
Act. This rule waives all points of
order against the conference report and
against its consideration.

Mr. Speaker, I am well aware of the
strict time constraints that we are all
under as the target adjournment date
for the 102d Congress draws near. I
think If we get out of here by October
2. there are only 8 legislative days left.

I realize that in certain cir-
cumstances it may be necessary to
waive some points of order against con-.
ference reports in order to expedite
matters, and I am willing to go along
with that. But I have to warn my col-
leagues wherever they are right now at
8:30 in the morning that this con-
ference report on the cable bill is load-
ed with scope violations and germane-
ness problems. To bend the House
rules, and to rush this terribly impor-
tant legislation through, is going to
have dire consequences.

At the meeting of the Committee on
Rules last Tueeday we had a very dis-
tingluished and very engaging panel
testify on the pros and cons about this
conference report. I must admit I was
very impressed with what the chair-
man of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DeNGeL], and the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations and Finance, the gentleman
from Maachusetts [Mr. MARmxY], had
to say in support of the rule and the
conference report. They have both done
an incredible amount of work on this
legislation and they deserve a lot of
credit. As matter of fact, they did such
a good Job that I voted for this bill
when it was passed by the House a few
weeks ago.

I w also impressed by the argu-
ments against the conference report "
conveyed by the ranking member of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, my good friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Lmi4T], who is re-
tiring, and the second ranking member
of the committee, the gentleman from
CalLfornia [Mr. MoomanD]. But I was
especially moved by the testimony of
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. Baoox], and the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Intellectual Prop-
erty and Judicial Administration, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
HuGou], who I se hs come to the
floor.

The Committee on the Judiciary was
unjustly bypassed on the highly con-
troveresl luu of retransmlssion con-
sent. To add inrult to injury, under
this rule no debate time has been set
aside for the Committee on the Judici-
ary, no debate time on this very, very
important issue. Their testimony reaf-
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firms my opposition to what I believe
is a concerted effort by a select few
around here to skirt and evade the
rules of this House.

Last July, the House passed a good
cable il;l, and, as I just said a minute
ago. I supported that cable bill, which
dlid not contain this contentious
retransmission consent provision. I
supported the bill because it would re-
regulate the cable industry and control
rates. That bill wua passed with over
300 votes for it and only a handful
against.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DrINKLL] was concerned about infring-
ing on the Judiciary Committee's juris-
diction, and he personally went to
great lengths to leave the
retranmmission consent provision out
of his bill when it was passed by the
House in July.
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The Senate verlsion. however, did in-

clude this retransmission consent pro-
vision. And now we learn that the con-
ference report also includes this ex-
tremely controversial language.

Mr. Speaker, this is a dangerous
precedent and one that I absolutely
must oppose in trying to defend the
committee structure that we have op-
erated under for 200 years. The House
needs to study the implications of this
retranamiiuon onsent provision
which, by the broadcsters' own admis-
sion. listen to this, will bring them rev-
enues of over $1 to $3 billion. And I can
tell my colleagues. if the broadcasters
admit that this provision is going to
bring in revenues of up to $3 billion. we
can bet it is going to be double that.

I sk my colleagues. who is going to
pay for that cost? Who is going to pay
for that, whether it is 31 billion or S3
billion or 36 billion? I am betting my
colleagues right now it will be 3 bil-
lion. Who is going to pay for it? Is the
cable industry going to pay for it? No.
They are not going to pay for It. The
coste will be passed on to the American
family that use cable service. And I
hope my colleagues are u aggravated
about what has been happening a I
am.

I have in my district an expanse of
10,000 square miles with 187 little vil-
lages and towns Many of them are nes-
tled back in the mountain. Many of
them cannot get broadcast from sta-
tlons other than on cable.

I believe we need to have some re g-
lation over the cable industry because
the cable compnies are a licensed mo-
nopoly. So they have to be regulated.
and that is what we did in July. We
passed bill to reregulate them.

But by the Same token, the broad-
casters ar licensed monopoly as well
who are alrady paid by their adverti-
ng olliente, whether It Is Anheuser-

Busch or Ivory Soap or whomever.
They have tremendous revenues com-
ing in, revenues that pay the huge sla-
ries of Dnu Rather and Tom Brokaw in
millions of dollars. They already have
their revenue coming in from the mo-
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nopollstic franchise issued to them by
the FCC. which gives them the license
to send out that signal, a legal rmonop-
oly.

I cannot go into competition and put
up a telenvslon station right next :o
theirs, because they have the franchi3e.
They have the monopoly. To allow
them to charge a mandatory fee to the
cable companies who will then pa3B it
on to the consumers, my colleagues. is
dead wrong. But we -re not even going
to have a chance to debate and vote on
this particular issue.

This is a frightening prospect to
every Member of this body, to all five
of us on the floor right now. It is dan-
gerous to set a precedent which would
allow this House to pass this kind of
important legislation without the
remotest semblance of proper legisla-
tive procedure.

I just do not know whit is going on
around here.

The gentleman from Texas, Chair-
man BROOKS, is a member of the Demo-
crat Party, and a very respected mem-
ber. He is a former marine. That is why
I like him.

But the gentleman from Texas,
Chairman BRooKe. came to the Com-
mittee on Rules., requesting that at
least 1 hour of debate be given to his
committee, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, so that It could alert Members
about the problem' retransmission
consent will cause. Why would the gen-
tleman from Texas, JACK BROOKS, come
up to the Rules Committee and almost
beg us for time, an additional hour to
present his side of this? Because a de-
bate time extension is consistent with
the rule we adopted on the family and
medical leave conference report. In
that rule, we allowed 90 minutes,
equally divided between three commit-
tees of jurisdiction. Remember that?
That is what we did.

In this instance, while the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary was not a party to
the conference, the retransmission con-
sent provision included in the con-
ference report is within the jurisdic-
tion of the Committee on the Judici-
ry. And had the proviion either been

reported from the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce or at least
adopted on the floor of the House, the
Committee on the Judiciary would
have clearly been included as a prty
to the conference.

To not grant the Committee on the
Judiciary the oourty of 1 extra hour
of debate, is just an outrage. It really
i. We ought to be ashamed of our-
selves.

It means that Member of thi House
are going to be voting on this legissl-
tion without the sllghtest Ide of what
it may do. An increase in monthly
cable rates by A much a Z2 to 30 per-
cent ir possible. That is the $ billion I
ws talking about. Somebody is going
to pay for that

I have a memo distributed by the
Parliamentarln'se oe listing the
scope violatons in this bill. There are
two egreiOous violatlons on pe4 80
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and 81. I think we all ought to read
this, if we have time. Of course, there
will not be any time because we do not
have adequate debate time. I think
every Member should think carefully,
Mr. Speaker, before voting In favor of
this rule that protects major violations
such as thcse I have Just mentioned.
And I would just hope that if we defeat
the rule, we will come back here with
a rule that at least is going to allow
the customary 1 hour of debate given
to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce and another 1 hour of debate
given to the gentleman from Texas,
JACK BROOKS.

Let the American people know what
we are voting on. But even more impor-
tant than that, let us know what we
are voting on ourselves. I do not be-
lieve there are 10 Members out of 436
who know what is in this conference
report.

I spent most of the night reading ev-
erything I could, and I am still con-
fused myself. Imagine what the rest of
the Members are.

Mr. Speaker, I now include for the
RECORD the memo by the Par
liamentarian's Office to which I re-
ferred.

8. 12- T3Lzvnm OotmsIU
PRO 0N A.tD COmPRTmO# ACT

Scope volation:
Pae 0 of the oint statemnnt of ma-

ars: Equal employment opportunitie pro-
visons-House Ilguage applies only to
cable companies. Conference agreement -
plies new standrds to TV ilcenase.

Page 81 of the joint statemet of man-
agers: Describes PFCC Media Bmre (new
matter).

Questions rsed on the foUowling.
Page 16 of the joint srttment of man-

agers: Definltions Conference agreemnt
states that some may be deleted in their en-
tirety.

PaOge of the Joint rtatmnt of man-
agere: Definition of cable orgramming is re-
written to permit installnmut or rental of
equipment (may have be implied in the
bill; howevr,. this is an explict delineale

Page 4, first fl paragrap Have they
written In one new rule on retranmiLson?

Page . In the clarifing langua, It ap-
pears to add a new safeguard.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield I minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARam].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I thank the Committee on Rules, the
gentleman from South Carolin [Mr.
DERtICK] and the gentleman from M -
sachusetts [Mr. MOAxLsY] for giving us
the opportunity to debate this impor-
tant issue out here on the floor in such
a timely f-shion.

This is without question one of the
most important isue that will be be-
fore the Congress this year. It will be
the most important consumer poteo-
tion issue that i debted on the floor
of the Congress in 199.

As a result, the Members should pay
very careful attention to the debate
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and to the arguments which are made
from both sides of the aisle.

The Consumer Federation of Amer-
ice, the AFL-CIO. the American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons want a
"yes" vote on the cable reregulation
bill. They know that there has been an
annual overcharge of $6 billion on the
part of the cable industry, which has
been shouldered by consumers across
this country.

A vote for the cable bill today has
the effect of giving a $6 billion tax cut
to Americans across this country. And
make no mistakes about it, when the
Consumer Federation of America, the
AFL-CIO, and every elderly group in
Armerica are on one side and the cable
industry is on the other side, there is
no question a to whether or not rates
are going to be lowered, whether or not
the consumer is going to be given a
break, if this legislation passe

So just look at who is wearing which
uniform in the course of this debate.

We acoomplish a number of very im-
portant things in this legislation. We
first of all create a formula which puts
tight controls over the basic rates of
cable in this country. We also ensure
that local communities will be able to
do something about the renegade cable
operators in this country that take the
upper tiers that consumers across this
country are so familiar with and dou-
ble, triple, and quadruple the rates
year after year for those upper tiers.

We give now, finally, since 198, some
opportunity for local communities to
appeal those rate increase The 194
Deregulation Act strlpped local cities
and towns of that right. We reinvest
authority with them in order to pro-
tect conrumes.

AJ well, we also impose for the first
time sidnce 1984 tough service standards
on the cable industry. People across
this country are ust fed up with call-
ing their local cable company and hav-
ing that phone just ring and ring and
ring. And once it is answered, wlting
days and days for the cable repairman
to do something about their systm,
about their own home set.

0 OB50
This bill reinvest the authority and

will make it possible for consumers to
have some accountability from their
local cable system.

Second what we do as well is to en-
sure that there will be some competi-
tion in the cable Industry. Since 196
when the Act was passed, we have been
operting under a presumption that at
some point in time cable companies
would begin to oompete aganst an-
other cable company. So if we had a
cable company in our town, our city,
and many, many people were unhappy
with it. our thought was another oable
company will move into town and if we
are unhappy with cable company A,
cable company B would be there.

However, in 99 percent of the commu-
nitiee in America that have cable,
there is only one cable company. Cable
oompaales do not compete against
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other cable companies. If we do not buy
from one cable company, that Is it. V a
will not have cable in our local com-
munity. That Is not competition.

What we do In this legislation is. we
build in competition. We build in the
guarantee that over the next half a
decade, no longer, that there will be a
massive introduction of competition at
the local level so that if we are un-
happy with the local cable company,
we would be able to find another way
in which to gain access to cable.

Third, what we do is, we ensure that
local broadcasters, the same as HBO,
the same as ESPN, the same as CNN,
the same as any other cable program-
ming, will be compensated from the
cable industry for the use of their sig-
nal.

Remember this, every time we turn
on the cable TV set right now we are
paying, we are paying for the local
broadcasting channels, except the
money goes to the cable industry. It
does not go to the local broadcasters.

What we do now is, we make sure
that within that set of revenues that
already exists, that revenues will now
flow to the local broadcaster. The free
over-the-Lir television that 40 percent
of all Americans--nd remember, 40
percent of all Americans do not even
subscribe to cable, and we ar seeing a
constant diminution in the overall
quality of that progrunmlng.

We will not continue to see the un-
dermining of that quality at the same
rate that we have seen over the last
decade when this legislation pases, be-
cause we will have shored up their abil-
ity to have local news, to have locally
originated programming, to have pub-
lic affairs programming, to have chil-
dren's programming at the local level
that will go to the lower socioeconomic
part of our economio spectrum that
does not subscribe to cable.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARXEY. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman knows, I have great respect
for him and for the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DDOnroL], and for the
hard work they did on the bill. I agree
with just about everything the gen-
tleman said, and that is why I sup-
ported the bill that he drafted, which
was passed by this House overwhelm-
lngly a few weeks ago.

However, if what the gentleman says
is true, if this conference report, with
the retransmission provision in it, will
reduce rats, what would happen if we
took out retransmission? Would that
not reduce rates even further?

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
may to the gentleman. that is not nec-
essarily so.

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman
would continue to yield, if there is a
new charge put in. somebody has to
pay for that.

If we take out retransmssion, which
createe a cost of S3 billion, that should
mean a saving. That is why the gen-
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tleman doee not support
retransmission; he would rather see It
out of this bill because he did not put
it In the first place; is that right?

Mr. MARKEY. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, I would say again, be-
cause there is a lot of misinformation
on this subject, what we do is we en-
sure that no longer will the consumers
of America have to rent their clicker
every single month for $4 or S5. If we
multiply that by 12 months, multiply
It by 10 years, we are paying $600 to
rent this clicker over a decade.

The same thing is true of the con-
verter box. We ensure that we are al-
ways protected against rate gouging on
the converter box. We go down this
whole list, and what we do is, we dra-
matically reduce the cost, up to $6 bil-
lion of charges to the consumer.

What we do on the other aide is, we
say that the broadcasters should be
compensated the same way the acl-fi
channel or the comedy channel or any
of the other new channels that we are
trying to introduce, Nashville, all the
way down the line, are reimbursed.

If they have to pay Nashville a little
bit less, to pay the scl-fL channel a lit-
tle bit les, to pay some of these other
channels a little lees in order to get
revenues over to Channel 4, 5, 7, and 9
so that the local children's program-
ming, the local news and public afilrr
programming that the rest of us watch
on free television is there, fine.

It is meant to be within the same ex-
isting pool of money; no additional
moneys that are going to the cable in-
dustry or to the broadcasters; it is the
same pool of money.

There is a complete misunderstand-
ing about this In the course of the
morning I think it is going to be quite
clear that the oonsumere are bene-
fitted, or else the Consumer Federation
of America would not want a "yes"
vote on this bill.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. In
yielding to the gentleman from Texas,
let me just read a paragraph that was
in the New York Times yesterday. It
quotes my good friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MARKTM]. The
article ary:

The reality Is probably les dramatic than
either aide portrys It. Reswntative dt -
ward J. Markey (Dmocrat) of Muaaaehu-
setta the bill' sponsor In the Hose, mid
toda tha "Rates would m go up lss
than they wold If we had no legslation 1-
together."

If we took out retransmission, that
means they should go down. That is
what we are arguing about today.

Mr. Spe&ker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BATON], a member of the com-
mittee.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permision to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texa Mr. 8peaker,
I thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding tim to me.
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Mr. Speaker. we are here today to de-

bate an Issue, quite frankly, that
should have died in subcommittee or
full committee earlier this year. The
rhetoric is that we are here to try to
protect the cable consumer and lower
their rates. That is the rhetoric, but
that is not the reality. I am on the
Subcommittee of Telecommunications
and Finance, and I am on the full Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. I
have been involved with this issue for
over a year.

Let me tell the Members that this
bill is not about lowering cable rates,
and it is not even about freezing cable
rates. What the Issue is really about is
an economic tug-of-war between our
cable owners and our over-the-air
broadcasters on something called
retransmission consent "Must carry."

Retransmission consent is the issue
that ays a television broadcaster has
created a product-that is, local new--
and they should have the right to nego-
tiate with the cable system to
retransmlt that signal and should re-
ceive some remuneration, either finan-
cial remuneration or a special channel
position or something of this kind.

"Must carry" is an Idea that says if
one owns a television station, the cable
system must carry the signal. The Fed-
eral courts have twice ruled that
"Must carry" is unconstitutional, so
"Must carry" is going to be kicked out
at some point, anyway.

Retransmisson consent is an Idea
that really does need to be debated a
a stnd-alone issue, and I think, quite
frinkly, that the broadcaster have
quite a bit of merit on their side. How-
ever, we do not need to reregulate the
entire cable industry again to get the
retransmission consent.

The fct are that since we deregu-
lated cable in the early 1980'. the aver-
age cost per cable channel hs re-
mained constant. at about 50 cents a
channal. However, the averag cable
system. intead of having 10 or 12 or 13
cable chann el now has 30 or 40 or 50 or
60. There ba been an explosion is cable
programming TNT, CNN, the Discov-
ery Channel, the Weather Channel, to
name just a few examples. However,
the averge oset per channel has not
gone up. It is still about 50 cents a
channel.

The averag cable bill today, if we do
not take premium channels, such as
HBBO or Clnsma, is a little under O a
month.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today,
it s etimatd would raise rats ome-
where from U a month to as much as 8
a month to the average cable sub-
scriber. There is a very good article
about this in yesterday' Washington
Time and I would encourage the
Members of this body to read tht arti-
o1e

Another point: If we vote for this
bill, In my opinion we ar going to be
in the same stuation that we were 2 or
3 years ago when we had the great hue
and cry to protect our senior citissa
with catstrohlo health care inur-
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ance. The Members of the body that
were in the Chamber at that time re-
member how that was pitched as a pro-
consumer senior citizens issue. We Just
had to do it. So a majority of the
House voted for it. Within a year the
senior citizens were raising holy cain.
We came back and we repealed it.

These are the letters and cablegrams
that I received in my office the last
day and a half from people uying, "Do
not vote to reregulate cable. Do not
vote to raise my cable rates." This is
just 1½ days' sample.

I would encourage every Member of
this body, before we vote on this bill
today, to read their mail, to study the
issue, and to vote "no."

0 0900
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. VoLrszR].

(Mr. VOLKMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. VOLKMER Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and in support of
the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to engage
in a brief colloquy with the manager of
this bill, the gentleman from Masa-
chusetts Mr. MArmKE.

It is my understanding that under
this bill, local television statlons may
elect to have the right to grant
retransmission consent of their signal
to local cable operators or the right to
sidgnal carriage "Must carry," but not
both. Is this true?

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VOLKM1R. I yield to the gen-
tlema from Massachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Missouri hs an abso-
lutely correct understanding of the leg-
islation's intent.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
whatever time he might consume to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Lzrr], who is the senior ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, let me Just
say that I want to second the remarks
of the previous speaker, the gentleman
from Texas, when he said that this is
going to drive up the coste of cable
rato

I am just going to take a minute to
quote from a number of Amerlca's
gret newspapers on what they have to
say about this partoular conference re-

m Wall 8treet Journal today ay
The ost of two t eta to a oBroadway

show to mme than Ul The U morei tickrt
s a ,thli ot thbe at In most les. But Is
anyone aliw gr Federal wice ocntrol on
Broadway or the mnovls? Tha' sust in 't
anyom.

And we do not regulate the price of
baseball ticketr. and here we ae going
to be regulating now the prioe of what
people pay for MTV, for ESPN, for

bowtimse and for B0
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The Chicago Tribune looks at this

legislation and says:
Congress is wielding such a heavy hand

that Instead of reducing rates, It could end
up coating cable subscribers.

The Cincinnati Post:
Public discontent with cable prices hardly

justifles the quasi-natlonalzation of a whole
tndustry.

The St. Paul Pioneer Press:
* * * this bill still Includes provisions that

are anything but consumer protection. They
are, in fact. requirements that consumers
subsidise cable televislon's competitors.

The Atlanta Journal:
The cable reregulation bill has become a

consumer's nightmare.
The Boston Globe:
With cable companles likely to pas

through any charges. consumers would be
the ultimate victims of the Senate plan.

The New York Times:
The threat is that costly regulations will

force local authorities to grant large rate
hlkes. or force cable compUnle to cut serv-
ice and put off investment in new service.

Colleagues in the House, we have had
many experiences with regulation and
deregulation and reregulation. We all
remember the ICC was one of the big-
gest organizations in the Government.
We finally deregulated the railroad in-
dustry, and we shrunk down the cost of
maintaining the Interstate Commerce
Commission, and the railroad Industry
took off and is a very saccessful Indus-
try today.

We had rate regulations on natural
ga We fnally got rid of them, and the
price of natural gas hs come down.

Here we are doing exactly the kind of
thing that Boris Yeltsin ia eliminating
in the Soviet Union: intense over-regu-
lation of an industry. And we re going
in exactly the opposite direction, and
we are reregulating an industry that
has been doing very well. And I think
it is the wrong way to go.

The FCC tell, us they do not want
this responsibility. We are going to
have to triple the budget of the FCC in
order to give them the manpower in
order to regulate every single cable
station in America

I think it is the wrong way to go. I
know it is election time. I know we are
all out there looking and hungry for
votes. But I think the votere re in an
ugly mood. There is no question about
It. But this is not the way to try to get
votes, because I think the voters are
smart enough to recognise that
reregultatin this entire industry I
going to raise, not lower, their cable
rates.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Spewker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr.
MAuuo0.

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
perms lon to revis and extend his re-
marks, and nclude extraneous matter.)

Mr. MAZOLL Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my fitend fom South Caro-
lina for yielding me the time. I rise tn
support of the rule and I ris In support
of the bill. I think the conferses, with
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one exception, did an excellent job.
That exception Is the retransmission
consent, which I will speak about mo-
mentarily. But otherwise, the bill is a
good, solid, procosumer bill and ought
to pass.

Among the reasons I support the bill,
and announced my support of the bill
earlier in debate here on the floor a few
months ago, and also back hdIne in
Louisville and Jefferson County before
the cable commission, is because this
bill reintroduces local government into
the ratemaking business. Since 1984,
when the cable industry was deregu-
lated, local government has been sort
of, to use that term, a potted palm
alongside of the table. It does not real-
ly do anything, and it cannot.

This bill gives them power to oversee
the ratemaking function and to protect
cable consumers.

This bill spurs competition. There is
no more exclusive franchise. No longer
can a local authority grant a cable op-
erator exclusive coverage of the area

Under the Tausin amendment there
Is access to cable-originated program-
ming, on an equal basls, given to ca-
ble's competitors. This does also open
up the possibility down the line of al-
lowing telephone companles Into the
cable business so that there would be
further competition which generally
yields better service and lower prices
to the consumer.

Consumer service and consumer pro-
tection for cable subscriber are pro-
vided for in this bill. The FCC estab-
lishes these standards. Local govern-
ment can make these standards tough-
er, but at least our people will from
now on have their phone calls answered
and have their billing procedures ex-
plained to them by cable companies.

The negative in the bill ia
retransmissilon consent. It could pos-
sibly be that this will lead to addi-
tional costs to the consumers because
the local broadcasters could. in fict,
demand payment for the cable com-
pjny to carry that signal. I do not
think this s a wise move. I think we
will have to revisit this In the years
ahead.

But on the whole, this is an excellent
piece of work. I support It, and I hope
this House will.

The conswee report before us oday Is
very sIolxr to Rm 4860, t1e cable 1erija-
Vo bp which - et Hus-w m U

pn-orI My 23 e.epit u: N hu-cI t.y
Senveks remrwr I on consew provisimo Ia -
ge t which I have a rto weeen

The conterlnce report Lwe bo mdc I-
Wbm to choos aolewr 1h ti* sigrn be cw
ded by Ve cabl syem under tw mud-my
provlso, or to ngodt wift te cable Cy-
Ir over to Wm nd conile under
wtch ti skdon'rs 6"s wl be twema.

cvm~m~n~a - a - n 4 l ~
hi end, nsnresdon negolon be

ben blodoat dlon ed cabe franchis
may men Ie cable subscrber wil pay ghr
f1ee r tV sdgne The goes agphi te
ldt of te resd of i b.wih is to psmol

cnopsOln umong wnd b en cab brod-
cmsr- nd roncable crrers so tist S
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scrber and viewer prices will be reduced even
as quality nd rang of programming !m-
proves. Accordngy, Congress may have to.
revisit the retransnisson const provison at
a later date.

But, for now, Mr. Speker, tNis conerence
report is worthy of pasge by this Congress
and worthy of th President's sgnature into
taw. I hop the Presidert does not veto this
bill. But, I he does, we need lo pass "U rea-
sonabe sand responsble consmer legswn
Inho law over his veto.

Lastfy, I wish to Include In te RECORO a
staternt. I made recenly beoe t
Louuvivi/Jefferson County Cbe Televsion
Commission which I hope our coleages find
of iterest

STATMENT or CONOR8ZSMAN PON MAZZOLI
BzroRz TrH Louisv1J-J Rsow N CoLrrY
CAaLE TV COMMIs810I
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-

mlfion: This is the third time I have sp-
peered before your dlstinguished Commis-
slon-in person or by representative-to dis-
cau cable legslatlon pending in Congress
and cable activities here at home. I thank
you. Mr. Chairman, for according me these
opportunities.

Since my last appearance much his hap-
pened at the federal level affecting cable tel-
evision. But, before I disclu these act!-tl:es.
let me say a few words about the Loulsvillle
Jefferson County Cable TV Commission.

Since the cable industry was deregulated
by Congres in 1964. prices have soared na-
tlonally and In the Louisvlle and Jefferson
County area The Cable Deregulation Act
was aimed at relieving the cable television
industry--a fledgling Industry at the time-
of the confllcting confusing. hodge-podge.
crasy-quilt pattern of local government con-
trol of cable franchise

In its place was to be a more harmnoized
monltoring by the Federal Communlaltton
Commission (FCC) of local cable franchises
both for rates charged, proramming offered
and service provided to the customers cou-
pled with vigorous enforcement of federal

uanttrust laws to protect cable's subecribers
and the local franchialn authority from
ant-competitive and monopolltic market
and pricing practices by the cable operator.

But, that ha failed to work. The Justice
Department and the FCC allowed the 1960's
to be a time of freied, highly-leveraged
(debt laden) takeovers and buvouts and
mergers of cable sytem. Many industry ob-
server argue that today's cable rate n-
creas result not from Increased program-
mig costs, but from heavy costs of overhead
and debt-eervics.

As we know, the Loulsvilleaefferson Coun-
ty Cable TV Commiaon was crated by Or-
dinance in liMO and, until the federal law be-
cam effloctives l 1, the Commission
awarded ranchisee and ruled upon proposed
cable rate incre Th remaining powers
of the Conmlulon--aw composed of both
elected officials and oitse-were ably out-
lind by Calan igre in a letter to the
editot which appeared in the Sunday, August

Depite the fact that local Boards of Alder-
mm ad Fiscal ourts and City Councils an
no lon reulate cab system rate struc-
tas, the Commldon--to Its prat credit-
Is dotng a good *ob n repesnting cable sub-
sribem ad all the residet of Louisvlle
and Jefferson County.

For eample, I commend and applaud the
C4mmisso for initiating this Yar a Xrvey
to asrtin custome attitudes oocernuig
Store's servie and rogramming, and Stor-
ee's handling of custo r tlepbon calls.
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er and the dssatisfactlons become more pr
fouB

Ia both the eurrt and the It two Cen-
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trt. ta politInal soPLg This wod
ser to return government and the polIticl
procst ts pople wheWr eYr belong.

JI tbak yom Mr. Cha_=nm M
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to suh 0com.tatl,, we extpect the
Commission to institute rulemakien
and inquiry proceedings that give all
intereetd portia the oppirtunty to
express their view on ,the compat-
lblllty issues.

Mr. SCHTMER. Section 617(e) of S. 12
governs the time period tha a ftrn-
chlsing authority may consider a cabLe
operstor's transfer reqet, st-Ang
that the authority haa IM days to act
on such a request that. 'cont0 ns or is
arcompeanied by stuh In&orrat1on u Is
required in accordazce with Commsl
sion regulations and by the frSchiling
authority." By this. is It the commit-
tees Irtent that the time period not
begin to toll until the trner request
is accompanied by Information re-
qg-red by both the FCC and the fian-
chinr authority?

Mr. MARKEY. If the gentleman will
yield. Yes. In additn. it io the cam-

-mItt's intentin tht thi 12--day
clock not art tickingn'tM a fran-
chllr authority he. received L re-
quested Information, reardless of
whether t hfLnormataon is required by
the PC reulatonm. Otherwia, it
would be poesible for the 120-day perod
to erplre and the trauer deemed
ranted under tb sctaon befre a

fanchfii authority even hd r-
celd the Iformatixo It requested
from the operator regardng the tra. e

W. SCUW.M . W. l Spr. e , I thank
the gentleman.
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mte Mto the &dting d gen-
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the vey ear ploe who hLve been
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coabLe seerib
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_pa aletAla tht wouAd r1ae eabis

rate. Thi eharge frm the aehbs en
t mio Lam o Is another irawy. isL

a mLd btng and It mt Is not tou.
The cable companies do not wat to

be rlatd and that Is -nrItmnd-
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wnrranLtd M uan streddado incrmm
want us to provide some rqusm.
Th _a menom rert addrmes

Iotm a mi roCHA it aud fi
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pointing to retransmission consent s a
sure-fire price increase. Even if
retransmlssion consent were taken in a
sep.rate context and not included with
the regulatory provisions, it to ques-
tionable that rates would rise. But it is
in this package and any increases will
be fully offset by rated regulations.

I would also urge our constituents
and my colleagues to remember what
local broadcast stations provide. They
give us local news and related commu-
nity services that are very expensive to
produce. In a society that receives
most of its news from television, it is
frightening to think of the day when
our access to the news is limited to the
network anchors' interpretation of
events.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the conference report.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2½ min-
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana
[.Mr. TAUZN].

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, there is a
lot of confusion unfortunately created
by the cable monopoly on this issue.
Let me help clear It up just a bit today.

If you do not know what upper tears
and lower tears are, let me explain to
you. Upper tears are the tears we shed
over those high premium channel rates
and those pay-per-viewer rates that we
increasingly have to pay for programs
that we used to get for free. And lower
tears are the tears we shed over basio
cable rates that have gone up three
times the rate of inflation, because mo-
nopoly cable has been unrestrained for
8 years.

The bill we have before us today is a
bill to give consumers a break. Make
no mistake about It. It ls a bill to sve
in communities where there is no com-
petition. We are going to restrain the
appetite for monopoly cable to gouge
us the way they have been doing for 8
years. In the communities where com-
petition does come, the regulations
will go away.

The second part of the bill smys that
there will be competition in America,
that cable can no longer refuse to sell
its programs to the satellite distribu-
tors, to microwave distributors, who
are struggling to bring competition to
the marketplace.

Sixty-five communities in America
have competition out of 11,000. Gums
what our General Accounting Offioe
found in a study when It looked at
those 68 communities, and do not let
the monopoly cable companese Iie to
you, in those 65 communities, cable
rates fell 35 percent.

You want cable rates to go down?
This is your bill. You want satellite
television in rural ares? This is your
bill. You want competition over rgula-
tlon? This is your bill. This is the kind
of bill America has been waiting for.
We ought to pas it.

Let me asure you that those who
take this floor in opposition to this
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conference report want to vote for the
monopoly cable position. They will use
the retransmission-consent provision
as an excuse. It does not amount to a
hill of beans. Retransmission consent
only says that your local broadcaster,
if he wants to, can tell the cable com-
pany., "You have been carrying my pro-
gram. You have been charring people
for it. I want some of those revenues."

Now, which of your local broad-
casters is in a position that he can tell
the cable company, "I do not want to
be carried on your cable; I insist that
you pay me to carry me"? Which of
them has that kind of clout? Which of
them could afford not to be on cable?
The answer is very few.

This retransmission-consent thing Is
not a big deal. It is certainly not the
kind of big deal anybody can hide be-
hind, but there will be people coming
to this floor hiding behind
retransmission consent, because they
want to vote for the monopoly cable
position.

If you want to vote for consumers,
vote for this bill. Vote for the resolu-
tion to bring it up. Give consumers a
break. Give them some restraint on
cable rates. Give them some competi-
tion. Give American consumers what
they have been begging for.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time a I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before yielding to the
next speaker, let me just point to the
title of this bill which resds, "The Tel-
evision Consumer Protection and Com-
petition Act." I Just heard some talk
about competition.

Yet when I spent half the night try-
ing to read the conference report, I was
looking for the Senate provision that
allows telephone companies In munici-
palitles of les than 10,000 people, and I
represent over 100 of them, to compete
with the cable companies. That provi-
sion is mising. I would hope somebody
on the majority side of the aisle would
explain why that is not in this con-
ference report.

That provision would truly promote
competition.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MooR-
iul], the distinguished dean of the
California delegation and the ranking
subcommittee member.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppostlon to
the rule.

I regret to have to oppose the rule
being requested by my chairman, but I
do so for two reasons One is procedural
in that the proposed rule would waive
all points of order.

Second. this conference report has a
serious copyright repercussion, and the
Committee on the Judiciary ha been
denied the opportunity to have any
input into It.

If the committee system means any-
thing t all, this requested rule should
not pss.
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This proposed rule is defective in

that we need additional time to deter-
mine the actual costs to the taxpayer
and to the consumer. I believe that is
pretty basic.

The conference bill reregulates the
cable industry. It does so at a substan-
tial cost to the Federal Government
and the State government.

But I support the bill as it originally
came out of the House of Representa-
tives. I believe that we need reregula-
tion of cable. I think we have to have
controls on the prices that cable
charges.

But during the conference commit-
tees, this bill was hijacked by the
broadcast industry. They are spending
millions and millions of dollars on
radio and television, each and every
hour you turn the radio on at the
present time, because they know the
billions of dollars they will get out of
this bill in its present form if it is
passed.

We have heard a lot of rhetoric about
retransmission consent mear.ng roth-
ing. Why then are the broadcast indus-
tries spending so much money in fight-
ing for it? Of course It means billions
of dollars to them. It is important to
them that they get it.

I do not care really what we do to re-
regulate cable. They deserve whatever
we do. But this cost is going to the
general public, the people that buy
cable programming.

As we reregulate cable, we give cable
the right In the rererqalatIon of the
price they charge to recoup whatever
cost their costs are from the public.
Their prices will be raised as they have
to pay more money for their progra.-
ming, and if, as has been said by a pre-
vlous speaker, there will be no cost to
them, why in the heck are they fight-
ing so much for it? Of course there is
cost, and It is going to cost the public
S1 to S3 billion.

I want this bill, but I want it without
the retransmission consent.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the distingulshed gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. HuoHls].

(Mr. HUGHES asked and wu given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, first, let
me thank my friend and distinguished
colleague for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule and in opposition to the con-
ference report.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Maachusetts. I think overall he
did a very good job, and I supported the
bill when it left the House.

O3 o20
But It came back from conference

with provisions that we Just totally
unacceptable. My colleague, the gen-
tleman from California. ranking Re-
publican on my committee, says that
the broadcasters are pending billions
of dollars on this bill. So are the cab:3
people; I mean, they have ads on every
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hour, becase them Is bfflltons and bll-
alom of dolars t stake.
Let me tell you, this will go down, I

think, in history " the broadcaterW
great train robbery because it ws hl-
Jacked In conference. W"hat le at stake
ts anywhere from Sn to 39 billion that
the consumer is gocng tc pick up.

My colleagues, $1 to S8 btllion.
That is why you cannot turn on the

tube or listen to the radio and not hear
eome advertistng about this bill.

I have no sympathy fcr the cable in-
dustry. They have monopolized, they
have conspired basically to take adv&n-
tage of thetr unique position as a local
distribution company, and they need to
be reglated. That s why I supported
this till.

Retransrnisson consent, however-
and, unfortunately, we are not golng to
have time to explain it in any detail
because we were not given the time,
nust 1 hour of debate-retransmissdon

consent gives the broadcasters an open-
ended right to demand bsically what
they believe the market will bear, what
they want, with somebody else's prod-
act. You do not turn on the televisiom
to look at a signal, you tuna on the tel-
evision to lock at programming.

That is the copyright owners that
produce the programming that e all
watcl. They have been left out of this
equatlJon Frklty, not only arm we
going to suffer domest:cally but iater-
nationally; we are gtog to ui be-
came if we do not put any value on
that creativity, that crativity that we
get copyright for, what do yo thin
the internatonal community sla gtog
to do?

You kno,. the bhroadcars want
open competitIon, but this bill doe not
do that. What it dea it provfas bst-
cally derogulation for them, for the
broadastera, but they want to kee
thi cable uystem& wdie regulatio
under compulsory licene, where they
are paid-4apyrigt owre are paid-
perhaps a fracton of what the valsoe i
becase we set rate through a m
nism to reward the c 'rit owem.

So, what we have. in laence, o do-
regulation for tl hroadccaam. but
regulato for the chbe syatan& We
are going to regret the des tat we
voted to pass this out of this Ha he-
lleve ma

I uge my collagues to vote lanot
the rule. send it back and ote agan
the conference report

Mr. SOLOMOK. Mr. Spa.k, I yiel S
minutes to the gentleman a tnCaior-
nla [Mr. DazmJ. a vry dittungtuishd
member of th Committn on Rules

(Mr. DrMc =ad Caloia aked and
was given peros to revine and e-
tend his remarkm.)

Mr. DREIER of California I thank
my f forr fo yieldf, Lad I would like
to j in conrrattin l tSi hearb
werking mem er tbe Cm ttee mo
Energy and Comerce who clearly de
want to brin abot a solutien to w
Is obtviounly a prblem.

Mr. Speaker, it sees to me inre-
bly tronde that w ob ebv over tO

pst3 or 4 years the crumb)nr of thbe
Berlin Wall, the demise of communism,
the emergence of demoaacy and free
dom, that we a here, following that
rorerglating an induatry which clearly
played an integral role in that es-
panded communication of freedom
throughout the world We have seen a
wider range of choices provided to the
American consumer. It is obvious that
we all recogn that there is a prob-
lem.

Tragically, this legislation moves in
the opposIte direction from where we
are trying to go.

There are some of us who believe
that the best way to deal with the
problem that exists, that of increased
costs. is to encourage competition.
Tragically, the retrasrmisaton fe, the
one thing that la actually mandated in
this bill, increases by billions of dollars
the fee that will be charged to that
cable subcriber.

We see the opportunity for people to
enjoy 40, 50, 60 channels, and we ilso
see the opportunity for our broad-
caaters to advertie for thousanda of
dollars a minute on commercial over-
the-air television.

So, why should this fee be Imposed.
not on the cable industry, but on the
cable subscriber? It seems to me that
we should oppose this rule and we
should oppose this legislation an we
should come back with a bill which
can, in hct, bring about a greater de-
gree of competition for the Amercan
consumer.

Mr. DEIR CK. Mr Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 mInutes
to the gentleman from Ohio r. Eclr-
Airel.

(fr. ECKART sk and we given
permion te rs and extend his re-
mIrks.)

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, let me
brifey thank my coleagues for this
oportnty. There h been a lot of
mtsindbrmato bers. I feel it i a littl
bit like a eendidtes night, for thoe of
yro who can Identtf witb and undr-
stand that experience. You have heard
a lot of tige that yow etC do not rec-
ognise.

My colearg frm Nw York. Mr.
Lia, qteed thr newwsaPr' pee-
tios on the cable bill. What he did no
teU e was that those three ew-
papers are owned br eompni that
ova cabl televiseon system.

Ar we mrped they edtorialad
against it? Of course not,

W cleage fom New York, Mr.
LrrT, quoted the New York Time He
did net ten yo, though that the New
Yeok TIame brae the bll ad

ergd the Co e to support it.
mhe /et of be ittr is that there

is a disturbing tre bers d
disitnormation and msninformaton
abeu thbis b and what is waill oeo

I oe vth a great dal ofd itu t
the ommeea by my other oolleare
from New York, Mr. 80LoMom, eimin
that the wm nom dbat no vote on
reanamM sio o emt And the ComI
mittee on the Judiciary's olect o

that their conc#rm were not made prt
of tbs bill.

The fact o the matt oIs that
retraminion conset was solely re-
ferred to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce; te fact of the matter ib
that the Committee on the Judicry
asked the Rules Committee that it not
be discused; and the Committee on
Rules did not make retransmission
consent in order, Mr. SorLar. So do
not come out here and complain that
we did not get a cha to vote, when
the gentleman from New York would
not give us a chance to vote.

I begged for an opportunity to
present this cae. I demanded an oppor-
tunity to debate it and was wlling to
measure my position against the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary's position, and
was denied that opportunity.

br. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman from Ohio yield to me brief-
ly, and I will yield him some exta
time, since my name was menetioned?

Mr. ECKART. r would be glad to
yield to the gentleman fom New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tlenra for yielding.

I Ast want the gentleman to know
that I introduced the motion for an
opeM rule, whicL would have allowed
the gentleman from Ohio to do exactly
what h wants. So, please do not point
fiSre over bes. I lwa for the geo-
tIea Ohio. It wa the other side
that denied him is rights his own pr-
ty members on the Rules Committ.

Mr. ]CART. Well, the hct of the
matter I that the Comittee on Rules
did not make in order a position that
the Commwtte onm uloe W aserts is
the rason why you abold defeat this
rule on this bill. That is just nean-
sequentl when St comee to me

MNm, to the debate c the sub.
stac-e, my colbeagu th gentleman
frm TZms. [Mr. F o.,~ and I were
prspare to stand in ctrust tco p-
right reibrm; Ina ot, think It may be
neoded a neeery. Bet we wer not
gie the oppouty. Unfrtunatdy,
the cemees wtil be w tec td-Ml .
Speaker, do I have time remaining?

The SPUA pro tempeo. The
time of the g dema Oo E Mr.

lb. SOLONW. Ur. Speeke, if I
might I would yled 2 nnute to the
genleman a tha be may yUalt to tb
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PEml

W. CKMrAR. I tumak t he mtnleman
for yhemg, ad I yJld to my frin
the gtUlea fEm Tena [Mr.

Mr. 7mm lPh of aD I want to
moozumest the gedtlemm t tbe wel

on the werb tt t b boa deoe on this
issue. But going bak to tbe stoy of
thks the 1 ne ra Iees beek to
3W. wben ms sws re adesters
conrol ever thm sta, a pwleto*s
right Is IM the Fl mnds ao eaeep-
tie he a fledi cabb lduotry.
Tolay we rve a m to S blMeo cabl
monopoly.

So wbt I went aI the n-
tlmw WMat wm are taltka about in

H86
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retvmnfimlon consent is baiclly a
restoration of Congrsef' original in-
tent. That was one of the motivating
reasons that got me involved In this
Issee, me working with the gentleman,
for the concept of retransmission con-
sent.

Mr. ECKART. The local broadcaster
is, the gentleman correctly asserts, the
neighborhood, the front porch. It Is the
local broaxdcaster whose signal tells the
folks about whether schools will be
open tomorrow, or the flood or the har-
ricane. It is the local broadcaster who
really is the competition In the mar-
ketplace. It le a signal which the cable
companies say they stole fair and
square. They are paying for it u a
consumer now. All we are saying is
that the local broadcster has the right
to protect their property as any other
property right in America should be
protected.

Mr. DERRICK Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Alabama (Mr.
HARRIS].

Mr. HARIBS. Mr. Speaker and col-
league, I am disgusted with the latest
round of cable proWpaanda on tle-
vision.

I gues the most misleadng part of
the ada that we have sen is the deep
concern the cable ndustry is dlplay-
ing for consumere, the very ones they
have been gouging for the last 8 years,
as we have seen the rte incremed 3
times more than the rate of inflation.

If they are so concerned about rate,
where have they been?

Do not be fooled. They are not Inter-
eeted in protcting the cable television
watching publlc from higher rates.
They are afrid of regulatons which
will put an end to their runaway rate
hikes.

Rteaven help them when a bill like
S. 12 actually promotes competiton,
ending cable's monopoly stranglehold.

This cable bill is exactly as it Is
named. It protects consumers and it
encourages competitton.

If your constituents call you, misled
by these ads, you tell them to consider
the source of their Information. It will
be printed on their cable bills right
next to the latest rate Increae

As evidence of what I am speaking, in
Birmingham. AL, in an article in the
Post-Herald on Wednday of this
week, It rans that on the outside of
your Birmingham cable bill. It tells
them. their oonsatuenta, or conotm-
ere, to fight national legisaltion or faw
increase in your cable charge.

On the Iaide howeveor. they e tell-
ing the consumer tht they a ralalng
the price of thar service.

I ask yo to support th rule and sup-
pert the bfll

Mr Sphkar. I molde the artleb
frm the BWrminghrm PstE.ald m
folds:
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Wednesday, Sept. i, 1.9)
CoNoGa RAqlDUs IOR CARts TV VOa'

(By Nancy Bereckis)
On the outoide of your Birmingham Cable

bill. the company tells you to fight natonal
legislation or fAce Increa in your cable
chags.

On the inside, however, Birmingham Cable
tells you it Is raising the price of your srv-
ice.

It would rem the cable compary Is fatling
to pract"ce what it preaches.

But Birmingham Cable CommunIcations
president Michael D'Ambra said yesterday
there Is nothing contradictory about lobby-
ing against raising rates whle rising them.

'nhese are two separate and distinct s-
se. Our rice tncrees Is justiible because
we need the money to pay for a now station
(Video Eits-1) and other opeational costs
that have gone up," he said of the hike in
the charge of bulc service from 318.96 to
320.35 per month.

"If the bUill in Congre psse the price of
cable will increas three or four doilas a
month and It won't be jurtifable."

That bill, which Congress hs scheduled a
final vote on tomorrow, would reregulate
cable television, giving clties like Btr-
mintham more power in deciding how much
cable coraIena can charge customer

And depending on whom you talk to, It
will either reult in much highe rates or
much lower oa

Industry expert. including D'Ambra. sa a
provision in the bill requiring cable comp-
nies to my fes to carry commercial TV eta-
tioas tha are nto carried for e would re-
suit in highe blls r customers.

But the othu side, which IDcludes the Na-
ttonal Awcaslan of Broadcastr ad Bir-
mringham City Conclima RBooeveit Ball,
say the passage of the federal bm ill result
in rates dropping by up to 3 percent.

Wkm the cable Indstry was r lated
befrte IM, we kept rate dorns," Bell aid.
"Bat now our hnd ar ted We ral hell
very tme thae rase ratre but t 't's ahout

all we can do."
Wh' the cabl industry was reulted the

city council would vote on whether Br-
mhngbm Cable could raise rata.

Now the eity a a non-rclmv firanchise
iagrtesmt wth Birmingham Cble. The

agreement require Birmiangam Cable to
pay peremst o it profits for ue of the
otA's rght-o-wa such as stret and
alleys It gives no power to tLe city to regu-
late rate.

If another cable company wanted to com-
'p1e wit Bhuagham Cabe, thearstially
it could. BU anotr oomnpyv would hae
a -upll t9t for two rmsom Bell said.

Fir Birmingham Cabe lready hs e-
coped Its initial loss for nstalling the -
tal wire Second Blrmingham Cale has an
dvantage because It Is owned by the multl-

media giant Time Wanr Inc.
For nal year 1 Time Warner reported

that its cable companies brought ia 72 mdl-
ion itoreas of 1I millio ron the
year bedon.

IDAmhb said BIrmingham Cabe doe mot
add suanthamly to Time Warnr's cable

ufit, althogh he refsed to dicloee how
much money his oompany hs made.

"I ea nmy that we e very price nsve
becane w reail that we ned to kwp
ork lbe or or' cstmnru won't be able to
aford cabe" he mid.
Bt Bell said Birmingham Cable's price

him are evident that the omrny Is abum-
M t r groi and largely unreulted mo-
nopoly on the ctty cable television market.

'W h e sa b oommInIon but It ha no
power." hb mid 'JA look at how mch
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rates have tcread since deregulation (in
1985) and you'll see."

When Blrmiarnham Cable began operating
in the city in 197., the charge for basic serv-
ices ws ST. In 1985, the year before then-
President Ronald Reagan successfuliy
pushed through the bill to deregulate the
cable industry. BLrmlnghun Cable charued
I10 for basc service.

In the six years since, Brnmingham Cable
has raised its rates almost yearly. D'Ambra
said the company did not raise rates one
year. The last rate increase ws in October
1951.

The new rate hike, which goes into effect
with the October billtng, till go to pay not
only for the new music video channel bot
will also pay for an increase in Alabama
Power's chage to Birmingham Cable for use
of its pole

"I don't think there s a more cost-efil-
clent form of entertainment than cable tele-
vision," D'Ambra said.

But despite his clanm, the city of Blr-
mlngha's law department confirmed it Is
lookng at ways to bring another cable tran-
chise into the city to compete with Bir-
mingham Cable.

CABLE COSTS

The price of cable varies reatly dependlng
on where you ive. Here is a sampllng of
monthly cable cots in the Birmingham area.

be prices Listed are excluding specal . The
cos of bafc Frtes Is the price for all cable
statbos except movie channels.)

n3nOKoAM CASL. CO M UNICATIONS

1Serv--Birmineham and Iron dale.
Basic serioe -. 35 (as of October billing)
Iata.1rtloo-lst

Oae mtvie channel such A Home Box Of-
floco-419

Extra fees-remr te contro.L S; additIonal
outlet. 3.75

s R /CABLT COMMUNICATIONS
Serve--Besremer and some unincor-

ported Jefferson County
Basic service--.4 inside city limits;

328.85 outside city
Instalation-.S
One movie channel esch as HBO--410.9

fs ees-cvrt.C r box, S15: remote con-
troL 34

C311O CAEL TXLVIM

S trvtse dloda. Oardendalo Pelhm,
Albs, Heblen. Cahaba Valley,
Foriedal. Adim, Ull. O-raysville.
Trurville, pate o Jefferson County

Bain ariac-32"
Inara/11tion-46
One movie channel such U HBO-with

bac cabeh, S2.: tstallaton drope to S3O
when orderta with one movie channel

Extra fees-Non
MOUTAD AI3 m K CABLWTTMOl INC.

Servs--Mountan Brook
Ble service-15.46
Instllatlon- aparteant; 84, houee
( e movie chanet moh U" HB5O-41
i= fees-Ramot control. rmrmote

control without volume ccntrol. S2; other
outlet 37.50

m.ltof CRUL3 04c.

arve--Narth Salby Cont along the
U.a S onrr-idr fao ltate 45, incld-
t Inverness. Meadow Brook and Brook

iLghland subdivision
Bati servieo-2
lastallu on- . a, rtmw; 34, house;

M for new boun that has never bad cable
Oe movie chaunnl sch as H1BO--12 9
Extra fes-Rmot controL 34; remote

eoasrol t t o e coatroL S-
Mr. DERICq I. Mr. Speaker, for par-

pa of debat only, I yield 2 minutes
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to the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERM.AN.,

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, Abraham Llncoln used to
say that calllr.; a tall a leg does nct
make it one.

We keep hearing about cable being a
monopoly and the need to regulate mo-
nopolies, but no one in support of the
conference report deals with the fact
that a proconsumer bill that passed
this House and the conference commit-
tee all of a sudden put in a provision
totally unregulated, with no price pro-
tection for the consumers, that totally
defied the whole logic of copyrights
law, that provides the broadcasters
with a major loophole, a proconsumer
bill for strategic advantage only, was
turned into an anticonsumer bill to
help one particular industry at the ex-
pense of another industry.

It is a deal, pure and simple. While
there is nothing untoward about this
kind of a deal, there is something
about the sanctimonious nature of the
proconsumer arguments from people
who came back from a conference com-
mittee having accepted a provision
that never should have been in this leg-
islation in the first place, which weak-
ens its proconsumer protection, which
provides an unregulated potential price
increase to the consumers of cable tele-
visions, and which essentially, as I
mentioned earlier, makes an arrang-
ment with one particular industry at
the expense of another particular in-
dustry.

The key impetus for this bill was a
widely accepted notion that it was
time to remove some of the exemptions
and protections earlier enacted by Con-
gress to prop up a fledgling cable indus-
try; but retransmission consent by al-
lowing broadcasters to withhold their
signals from cable, but not permitting
copyright owners to do likewise with
their programming, in essence repeals
the cable compulsory license for broad-
casters, but not for program owners.

It is inequitable. It is both Vnfalr to
an industry and unfair to the consum-
ers, and I urge the conference report on
this bill be defeated.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Rrrrza], a distinguished
member of the committee.

(Mr. RITTER asked and wa given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RITlER Mr. Speaker, I think we
have heard a good deal about the way
the rule does not allow the House to
vote on a very important addition to
this conference report, one that will
cost consumers considerably. The rule
essentially munles the House on this
issue of retranmlssion consent, which
adds to the cost of the bill. There are
no two ways about it.

The gentleman from Masachusetts
[Mr. MAartr] and the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. DmozLL] both have stat-

ed that the costs to consumers from
this bill would rise.

The economy is suffering from an
overdo3e of taxation, regulation, and
litigation, and we have a highly regu-
latory bill here. We have a bill that
goes into microranaging one of Ameri-
ca s more successful stories of the last
decade.

You know, people talk about in-
creases in the costs of cable and they
talk about multiples of the inflation
rate, but the reality is that on a per-
channel basis the costs have essen-
tially been level with inflation and
probably somewhat les.

The reality is that we have C-8PAN.
We have CNN, and we have the Discov-
ery Channel. We have Arts and Enter-
tainment and we have so much added
to our platter since 1984.

You know, in a sense, this bill is a
punishment bill. This bill punished
cable for being succeesful. We need
more succes stories like the cable in-
dustry in our economy.

From 1978 through 1990, jobs in-
creased in this industry from 23,000 to
100,000.

We could have a much more limited
approach. We could stimulate "Must
carry." We could stimulate some more
competition, and we could maybe do
something positive, but this bill is neg-
ative to the American people.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
posee of debate only, I yield 1% min-
utes to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. DINOL'].

Mr. DINGELL. First of all, Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my good
friend. the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. DzRRICx], for having yielded
me this time.

Second, I want to commend him and
the Rules Committee for the way they
have crafted this rule expeditiously to
allow the House properly to consider
the busines before It.

Third, I want to urge my colleagues
in the strongest way possible to vote
for the rule.

You have heard a number of com-
plaints about the copyright laws, and
it is quite possible that the copyright
laws are not working. Those are not
within the jurisdiction of the Com-
meroe Committee.

I would urge that my good friends
from the Judiciary Committee put
those matters before us at an appro-
priat time.

I would point out to my colleague.
that Hollywood hs not been hurt by
this legislation. Indeed, had the Judici-
ary Committee accepted the three con-
freree they were offered, they would
very uccessfully have achieved active
participation in a conference. They
could very well not only have achieved
what they wanted, but could have
achieved deadlock had they so desire&

I would point out to my colleagues
something else that is very important,
and that is that we should listen to the
people, not to the special intereSts

Look at the list of those who suppor.
the legislation and then iook at the iiat
of those who oppose it.

The American people are fed up wlth
rapidly escalating and outrageoua
cable television bills, bills from an un-
regulated monopoly that has one pur.
pose, to maximize Its profits at the ex.
pense of the American consumer.

Look at the roster of those who sup.
port the bill, those in opposition to the
views of Hollywood and the cable peo-
ple.

The Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, the AFL-CIO, the UAW, the Amer-
ican Association of Retired Persons,
and the rural electric co-ops, the
League of Cities, the attorneys general
of the States, and of course, the sat-
ellite broadcasters who will achieve a
measure of competition.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the
rule and for the conference report.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me
just call your attention to a time back
in December 1980. Do you know what
we did in that lameduck session? We
just about ruined America.

O 0940
Do my colleaguee remember when

this House overwhelmingly passed a
bill in the middle of the night, in a
lameduck session, with no hearinp?
We raised the Federal deposit insur-
ance guantee from S40,000 per individ-
ual up to 3100,000 per account. In effect,
we said to multimillionairee across
this country: "You can gamble on
every deadbeat financial institution
across this country because the Fed-
eral Government is going to guarantee
every one of your deposits, not just
your first 540,000." We are faced with a
similar procedure here today. We are
being compelled to vote on a very im-
portant concept with far-reaching im-
plications, without any benefit of hear-
ings or debate.

Mr. Speaker, I just want my 'col-
leagues to remember something. When
5 years go by, I want their constituents
to call them every time cable rate. go
up. because they are going to go up. We
have not dealt with that problem. No-
body knows what this bill is going to
do.

And, Mr. Speaker, as soon a this de-
bate time is over, I am going to ask
unrnimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BEooxs] and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. Huom.s],
be given 1 hour to enlighten this House
on just how bad this bill really Is and
what it will do to the cable users of
America

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. DERBBRICK Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, moet of us think that it
is better to keep the Federal Govern-
ment out of a much regulation a we
can, but I think we all further under-
stand that there are times that it is in
the bet interets of the consumer that
we do regulte. We oertainly learned
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tht about the SL situation during
the 1980s.

As my colleague knw, when the
cable buslne tsrted out, and they
were an infant industry, and they need-
ed some help, and that help was not to
regulate them at the time until they
could gain a foothold; well, they have
gtined a foothold, and they are In 60
percent of the homee in this country
todv, and it is a monopoly, just like
the telephone company was a monop-
oly and other things uae a monopoly.
And it is time for the Congress to do
something for the consumer.

I do not criticiz the cable people.
They have done exactly what they were
supposed to do, and they have been
very uoceaful at it. But, Jut from a
personal stand. look at my rates in
South Carolina and Washington, and
they do go up without any sort of no-
tice to me pcrticulrly or without any
reason.

As my colleague know, I think the
bottom line on this is to look at who
supports this legislation and who does
not. The cable industry is iaganst it.
That is for sre. But the AARP, the
largest organization to represent the
elderly in this country, and the elderly
people are the ones that look at so
much of our cable TV, and the elderly
people on fixed incomes are those that
reslly have a hard time paying those
cable bills, not only to mention most of
the major oonumenr groups in this
country, pport this legislaltion.

Mr. Speaker, we hope that this is
going to bring cable rates down, or at
least not allow them not go up as fst
as they have in the peat, so I advocate
our voting for the rule and for the pa-

e of the bill.
Mr. Speaker, I move the previous

question on the resolution.
The previous question wa ordered.
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I ws

on my feet sklng to be recognied be-
fore the gentleman from South Cao-
lina [Mr. Dnmalcx] moved the previou
question on the resolution. I thlnr a
little firnes is in order here.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (r.
LUKEM). The gentleman from South
Carolina has moved ths previous ques-
tion, which takes precedence.

The questlon is on tlh resolution.
The question was taksn; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayee appeared to have it

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quo-
rum is not present and make the point
of order that a quorum is not preosnt

The SPSAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notty ab-
sent Members.

The vote was tlaken b electronle de-
vic and there eas nays
i3s, not VWtine ,w:
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Mr. GUNDERSON and Mrs PATTER-

80ON changed their vote from "nay" to
"yea."

So tsh resolution ws agreed to.
Th result of the vote wu announced

a above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
PIZRSOJL EPLANATION

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, during
rollcal vote No. 397 on House Resolu-
tion 571, I wu unavoldably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted
"ye."

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE
A nmssag from the Senate by Mr.

Hamen. one of Its clerksr. announced
that the Senate had paed without
amendment bills of the House of the
following titles.

HR. 45M1. Ans ct to Lmrd the Civil Llb-
ertle Act of Ac to 11 c m s the authorns-
tion fo the Trut Frod unr that Act, Lnd
for othr purpoee.

The message alo annomunced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 252), an act
entitled the "Freedom for Russia and
Emerging Eurat n Democracise and
Open Markets Support Act," agrees to
the confreae alked by ts House of
Representatives a the disagreeing

otes of the two Bousee thereon, and
appoints fiom the Committee on For-
eign Reoltiona: Mr. PrL. Mr. BmEI,
Mr. S8amAN3, Mr. CaALWr.IN, Mr.
LUAR, Mrs. KAssEDAu, and Mr. PREs-
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PARTW B-PIr r PooaAJmS %D- RzPORTS quest of the gentleman from Ten- This is a very sIrrple debate. A yes
"* * * * .eee? vote Is for the ccneumer, a r.o vcta :2

sc. 1sP. ,PU_ PROA r OFCOKI,. There was no chjection. . for the cable Industry, rake no bon S
BASELD 3 ?4 ENTIAL C r CARe 0. _' n c about it. That is how the voters of tchi
TAOyELS CAORTEICALLwr a.4- r ountry are gling to use this .isue in

s) C C * ONFEl-.E-NCE REPORT ON 1 S.2 I November.
** , . * . CABLE TELEVISION. CON8FMC Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yei.i my-

(d) DuLok..os -.- :,;?_<.--mTe authority PROTECTION AND CO O self such time as I may consume.
i-: the ;llot ;r-,ram Auth-.:.-r'i tA- chls sec- ACT OF 1992 (Mr. LENT asked and was given per-

tion expires tn September 30, [192.] 4 Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant mission to reviBe and extend his re-

* · * * * to House Resolution 571, I call up the marks.)
"TEWART B. McKINFIT HOMELE88 conference report on the Senate bill (S Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in

AS8ISTANCR A.IMEDMENT8 ACT OF 165 12) to amend title VI of the Commu- strong opposition to the conference re-
(Public Law 100-, November 7. 1968) nications Act of 1934 to ensure carriage port to 8. 12, the so-called Cable Tele-

* * ~* * ~on cable television of local news and vision Consumer Protection and Com-

TITLT VII-VETEBANS PROGRAMS other programming and to restore the ptition Act. This Is a truly misleading
a .C. SOL DW1CAL PUOGBACML right of local regulatory authorities to title for this legislation, because if

(a) AUTHORIAnION or APPROPRIATIoNa-- regulate cable television rate, and for there is anything this bill lacks It Ls
There- i hereby authorized to be appro- other purposes. consumer protection and competition.
priAted to the [Veterans' Administration for The Clerk read the title of the bill. The saddest irony is that we had an op-
each of fiscal years 19 and 190, In addition The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- portunity to pass legislation that
to any funds appropriated pursuant to anyould have provided cable subscribers
other authorization (whether definite or in- ant to the rule, the conference report is
definite) of appropriations for those fiscal considered as having been red. with some protection and would have
years, the sum of 30.00,000 for the medical (For conference report and state- increased competition in the cable In-
car of veterans by the Veterans' Admnis- ment, see proceedings of the House of dustry.
tration.] Departentw of Veterua Affairs Monday, September 14, 1992. at page But that opportunity has long since
$50d, 0.0 for flct l ewa 1993 for medical care M309.) passed. Unfortunately, the bill before
of wterm. Fund appropriatd pursuant to The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen- us today perpetrates a cruel hoax on

thappro section spuro nt toe m other auto tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR, the American people; it Is a cable rate-

ton (whetera deflnite or tndef/lt) for m.edicl xJ] will be recognizsed for 30 minutes. raising mesure msquerading as a
cars of vertasu. and the gentleman from New York [Mr. cable subscriber cure all. Mark my

(b) DOMIacILAR CARs.-[Of the amountl L Trr] will be recognized for 30 min- words, if this bill is enacted, it will
The ameou approiated pursuant to sub- utes. raise cable rates and subscribers will be
section [(), 50 percent) (a) all be available The Chair recognizes the gentleman screaming that the remedy ls far worse

f1\ or-nnstrt"_ A n | {nP dnn~r111sr from Masachusetts [Mr. MARX.] than the disease. And they will know
1) coUcuV(J.1 wJ uM wr uo cu 

wotot1k o ti upoed

beds the underusd space located in factlities
under the jurisdiction of the Administr tor
of Veterans' Affairs in urban area in which
there are significant numbers of homeless
veterans; and

(2) faUrmhing domicUlsry care in such beds
to eligble veterans (primarily homeless vet-
erans) who are n need of such care.

(c) CHRONICALLY MZTrALLY ILL HOXME
VrrxraNs.--Of the amount] The atount
appropriated pursant to subsection [(). 50
percent] (a) shaU be available for furnishin
care and treatment end rehabilitative serv-
Ices under section 115 of the Veterans Bene-
fits and ervices Act of 19. (Publio Law
100-3 102 Stat. 501) to homeless veterans
who have a chronic mental illness dlsability.
Not more than 6500,000 of the amount aval-
able under the preeding sentnce shall be
used for the purpose of monitoring the fur-
nishin of such care and services and. in fr-
therance of such purpoee. mintai in the
Veterans' Administration the equivalent ot
10 full-ume employee.

O.V. MoirooLI.,
DoN EDWARDs,
J. Rot ROWLAND,
BoB STuMP,
JOHW PAUL

HAxxCmnT.
tMaxaws on the Part of the Hows.

ALAN CRANSTON.
JoHN D. RoT nFZLE

Manew on the Part of the Snate

REIOVAL OF NAME OF MEMB
AS COSPONSOR OF HLR. M46

Mr. StNDQUIST. Mr. Speker. I ask
unm nimous consent that my name be
withdrawn · cosponsor of o 44R. 2

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LUX3N). Is there objection to the re-

0 1010
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 1½ minutes.
Mr. Speaker, the cable industry is a

monopoly. That is why we are here
today. It hs absolutely no competition
across this country. As a result, Mr.
Speaker, consumers are left to the
mercy of the cable industry, which has
resulted in a three times the rate of in-
flation increase in their rates every
year for the last 8 years in a row. This
bill puts an end to that.

The Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica., the American Association of Re-
tired People, the AFL-CIO, argue that
we will save 58 billion a year for con-
sumers in this country, a $6 billion tax
cut, for consumers across this country,
that goes into the pockets of ordinary
people, a $6 billion tax cut for ordinary
people.

Mr. Speaker, the FCC says that if
there was competition for the cable in-
dustry, that it would reduce rates by
5.3 billion. This bill gives real com-
petition to the cable industry. As a re-
swlt, It will reduce rates by 5$.3 billion,
even using the FCC's arguments.

The debate is really between whether
it is going to be a $5 billion or a S bil-
lion benefit The real argument is
whether we are going to have a r5 bil-
lion or N billion benefit for the con-
sumers of this country.

For the cable industry to be arguing
now, at this late moment, with their
crocodile tearm that they are concerned
about the consumers of this country, is
to engage in the most disingenuous of
arguments.

who to tnanx for tlis supposes grt.
Mr. Speaker, when we first consid-

ered legislation to examine an essen-
tially deregulated cable industry 4
years ago, we focused narrowly on the
key consumer concerns: rates and serv-
ices. And we passed a bill in 1990 that
addressed those problems. I would have
hoped that bill would have been our
starting point this year. But that was
not to be.

Instead, we were told that things
have changed-that is, the cable indus-
try's record hs been so dismal over
the last 2 years that a more stringent
and regulatory bill is appropriate.
Never mind that no record was ever de-
veloped in the Energy and Commerce
Committee to justify such a bill. Sadly,
we have come to understand exactly
what was meant by things have
changed-politics.

In the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and on the House floor, I have
previously urged my colleagues to sup-
port a moderate, responsible approach
to the cable rates and service issues.
But we have consistently seen the tri-
umph of politics over substance. This
leads me to the conclusion that I must
oppose the cable legislation before us
today.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a raging
debate over whether this bill will save
or oost cable customers money and how
much. On that score, let me simply
point out that the method of establish-
ing cable subscribers ratee under the
bill is #esentially a traditional cost
plus formula. Thus, the cable operator
will simply total up the costs of provid-
ing a basic tier of cable service, and
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pam these costs on with a reasonable
profit.

The structure of the basic tier under
this bill, the cable equipment compat-
ibility requirements, and the excessive'
prescriptions and regulations in this
bill-all add up to an expensive price
tag. It has been estimated that the cost
of reregulation could be up to about 53
billion annually. Assuming all of this
cost is passed onto cable subscribers-
which it would be under this bill-it
could add over 50 annually to the
cable bill of America's 55 million cable
subscribers.

Even key proponents of the bill have
publicly stated that this bill could very
well end up raising, not lowering, cus-
tomer rates. On behalf of the thousandr
of cable subscribers who have con-
tacted Congress to express concern
about this bill, let me say the follow-
ing: Thanks, but no thanks.

This bill microregulates the cable in-
dustry. As a colleague and good friend
recently observed, we regulate just
about everything but where the sub-
scriber places the television set in the
home. And to what end? Not to help
consumers, that's for certain. Onerous
regulation will lead to a very natural
reaction from the industry: less cable
programming, fewer cable packaging
options, and less investment in equip-
ment upgrades to provide new cable
services. In sum, les consumer choice.

What will this legislation mean for
one of the crown jewel industries in
this country? One that invests over 33.5
billion annually in new programming
and directly and indirectly employs
nearly one-half million people? Suffice
it to say, this bill is not good news---
Jobs will both not be created and will
be lost at home, and our trade balance
will also be harmed. The cable industry
has consistently provided a net trade
surplus, but we are placing this in jeop-
ardy as well.

The bill that emerged from the
House-Senate cable conference has
adopted some of the most onerous and
regulatory features of both billl Con-
sequently, we ae today considering a
conference report that demonstrably
and unavoidably will rise cable sub-
scriber rates and diminish ftture
consumer choice.

I mentioned earlier the irony of the
word "competition" in the title of the
bill. We had an opportunity to create
meaningful competition to cable in
rural communities. covering a signifi-
cant portion of this country. The 8en-
ate bill included a provision to allow
telephone companies to provide cable
in communities up to 10,000 people. But
that provision, probably the most pro-
competitive feature of the cable legis-
laton. was unceremonioualy dropped
in the conference. So much for any real
competition in this bill.

For all these resons, I urge my col-
leagues to adopt the only responsible
course of action available, and reject
this conference report and the threat it
poses of higher cable rates.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute. to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. SBNAR].

(Mr. SYNAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the conference re-
port on S. 12, the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1992. It is my view that the root
of the complaints about cable rates and
cable servios is the consumer's lack of
competitive alternatives to cable tele-
vision. I support this conference report
because It promotes competition in the
cable Industry, especially in the key
area of providing fair access to tele-
vision programming.

The conference report stops cable op-
erators from denying competitors un-
fettered access to the full range of
cable programming. This is critical in
a rural district like my own where
many of my constituents rely on sat-
ellite dishes for their television pro-
gramming. Right now some cable pro-
grammers refuse to even sell program-
ming to home satellite dish distribu-
tors and those that do charge the di-
tributors an average of 500-percent
more than they charge cable operators
for the exact same programming. Cable
programmers get away with this be-
cause they have no real competition.
But when this bill goes through, the
people in my district will have better
cable television because cable opera-
tore won't be allowed to restrain their
competition from providing the pro-
gramming oonsumers want

The major change from the House-
passed bill is the conference report's
Inclusion of retransmission-consent
provisions These provisions trouble me
because they conflict with my notions
of intellectual property rights. How-
ever, the bill provides a 1-year phase-in
period for retransmission consent dur-
ing which time Congress can revisit the
is-.

I urge my colleagues to adopt the
conference report and promote real
competition in the cable industry.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. RDALDO], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Sub-
committee on TelecommunIcations and
Finance of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report before the House of Rep-
resentativs this morning is the cul-
mination of literally years of work by
Members of the House and Senate.

I want to note the work of the sub-
committee chairman. Representative
ED MAinI, on this legislation. He and
I first put together a cable bill over 2
years ago, and we were able to gain
strong, bipartisan support for that bill.
In the last few months, we have dis-
agreed on several issues, but through-
out the proces he has been fair, he has
been committed to helping consumers,

and in the view of this Member he has
distinguished himself and done credit
not only to the Energy and Commerce
Committee but to this Chamber.

The task before the committee was
not easy.

We enacted the Cable Communica-
tions Policy Act in 1984, and rates were
deregulated in 1916.

Since then, the Telecommunications
Subcommittee has carefully examined
the cable industry, the complaints of
customers, the recommendations of
consumer groups and competitors to
cable, and we have compiled an exten-
sive record on both the fiilures and the
successes in the industry.

That record provides clear evidence
that there have been numerous in-
stances of abusively high rates and
poor customer service.

After 196, some cable operators took
advantage of deregulation to raise
rates above what was justified.

Unfortunately, in far too many in-
stances, cable TV customers had no
other cable company to turn to. It was
all or nothing with the only franchise
in town.

What we really need is additional
competition, and the way to do It
would be to allow Telco entry into
cable.

At the mame time, far too many cable
operators were not ready for the num-
ber of homes who digned up.

Customer service was woefully poor
in many reas. And it was far below
the minimum level that rising cable
prices demanded.

There have also been repeated com-
plaints from other industrie--includ-
ing DBS, MMD8, TVRO and other--
that the cable industry was refusing to
provide programming to potential com-
petitors.

On the one hand, cable operators
were given freedom from price regula-
tion, and on the other hand they were
stflnin any potential competition by
locking up programming.

Nearly 3 yers ago, I laid out a chal-
lenge to leaders of the cable industry. I
told them the facts of life in Congress,
and I said that If they were unwilling
to clean up problems In their industry,
Congres would do it for them.

I laid out a six-point plan for cus-
tomer service, which included a re-
straint on rises in cable TV rates, hir-
ing more customer service representa-
tives, adding additional telephone lines
if necessary. In short, I told them to do
the job they should have been doing all
along.

Not long after that, Chairman D
GOLL. Chairman MAIKI, Congressman
LmIT, and I put together a responsible
piece of legislation It had broad, bipLr-
tisan support and it passed the House
of Representatives overwhelmingly 2
years ago.

Today, just 2 years ago, we were
guided by one simple principle:

Deregulation was not an unqualified
failure. In fact, It brought tremendous
suooss to the cable TV industry.
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A-, , y 90 percent of Amer-
APpro,"'no,, have access to cable

tc hIro than 60 percent now sub-

cribe. areas throughout the coun-
I manbl customers have access not

trY. cbdozens but to scores of cable
vjIst to

:nel-s and cNN have literally
Ced t' e way Americans receive in-

c.g d "- bOut politics. government,
ar.d local, atlonal, and international

The g0o1 of the committee was not to

undermine that success. It was to build
upon It. In essence, we had three goals:

PFst. we wesanted to address the pri-

.ry concernJ of consumers-rates and
service.

second. we wanted to reinstate the
must carry rules in a fair manner that
would pass constitutional muster.

Third, we wanted to inject a greater
degree of competition to the industry.

bY goal, and the goal of my col-
leagues, has not been to bash the cable
industrY. It has been to stimulate com-
pettiof, to hold down excessive rate
mcresee and to improve service for
cable TV consumers.

The conference report now under con-
sideration accomplishes those goals,
but it is also true, as its critics point
out, that It does more.

The language in this legislation on
acces to programming is much strong-
ar than approved by the House 2 years
ago.

The provisions on rate regulation are
much more extensive than the biparti-
san bill of 2 years ago.

The open basic tier included in the
legislation is far different from the
markey-Rlnaldo bill of the last Con-
gresw

In fact, this conference report em-
bodies a whole host of recommend&-
tions that were approved by the Senate
In January that I view as objectionable
and not in the best interest of the
consumer.

We tried to deal with these issues in
conference, and in fact we were re-
jected several controversial proposals.

We did not include language blacking
out baseball games on superstitions
when those same games are broadcast
on superstitions.

We moderated the buy-through provi-
sions to lessen the impact of the bill.

We ellminated mandatory carriage of
superstations on the basic tier.

We removed the foreign ownership re-
strictions.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a perfect bill.
This is not the legislation I would

prefer. I have underscored my concerns
and objections to my colleagues, and I
have worked as hard " possible to
have the legislation reflect those con-
cern.

But this is the final vote: This is the
last chance in this Congress to ddred
excesses in the cable industry.

While I still have serious concerns
about the measure. I believe that on
balance It does deal with demonstrated
problems in the industry, and I intend

to vote in favor of the conference re-
port.

0 1020
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. Swirr].

(.Mr. SWIFT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, consumers
have endured increasingly high cable
rates and increasingly bad cable serv-
ice ever since cable was deregulated in
1984. This bill will do something about
it.

But there are those who say that this
bill will raise rates. Who says that?
Why, the cable industry does.

What are we to make of that? I would
like to share with my colleagues por-
tions of an article written by col-
umnist Don Hannula of the Seattle
Times in responding to the bill-stuffer
campaign of the cable industry. Mr.
Hsnnula said:

Don't believe the flyer. It's garbage. Throw
it out with the grapefrult rinds.

He continues:
If cable television was interested In hold-

ing down rates. It would have done it on its
own--nd there wouldn't have been a
consumer clamor for Congress to reregulate
the Industry.

Rates for the most popular cable service
rose 61 percent nationwide In the 4 years
after deregulation became effective in 196.
That was triple the rate of inflation over the
same time span.

And Mr. Hannula points out:
A Consumer Report survey also showed

cable satisfaction was the lowest it had
found in 16 years of rating service industries.
The magazilne lamented that cable operators
had been able to get away with poor service
because they had a captive audience.

He concludes:
If you think cable companies are losing

sleep over rising rate, believe the green
flyer of the National Cable Television Asso-
ciatlon. If you don't, don't.

I think Mr. Hannula has it right. If
you believe In the tooth fairy, Elvis
sightings, and cable's newfound con-
cernam for their long-suffering customers.
then vote against this conference re-
port. If not, then take cable's rropa-
ganda and put it with the grapefiuit
rinds.

I urge my colleagues to vote for this
cable reform legislation.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDsON]. a member of
the committee.

(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RICHARDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Illlnols.

(Mr. HASTERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the bill.

I rie day In opposon o the cbh bill
conference report Quite siry, this bill will
not do what the uthon 4 the b allege.

Ths b is rnot procaumee'. It is my boift
and list of others who ar expns in ts feid
that this bi will at best keep cable rates rel-
atvely flat That is rght ust keep cable rat9s
tlat but at what cost? This bills reguJat'ry
scheme wi unquestonably adversely affect
the quality and quantity of programrnming avail-
ab to conumers. Simply, It will restrict
choice. At a tme when the Amerkian
consuner Is loolng for greater prograr
cfiices, we do not need to be resticting
choices with excessive regulation. Lastty, ard
most perversely, this bil wit raise rates. I can
tel you that my crnstiuents do not want th's
bill because It will raise their rates. I urge
Members to read their mail and to listen to
what their constituents say about this b;ll.
Uoder this bill the FCC would thave to sat
cable rates. I can tall you that it dcos not wacI
this responsbility, does not thi:.k it is requrad
and frthermore thinks the cost of reguladng
the cable industry would be so much it wuild
eclipse its other responsibil;ties. The FCC r.u-
mates that ths regulation will cost between

22 milion and $54.7 rmitc. per y6ar.
This brings us to the second fatal alw of S.

12. It Is not procompebtion. It is not
proconpetiton because the cable plicy envr
s-oned in this bi refuses to ackncwledge me
potentib benefits o American consumrs of
rea competition n the cable indstry. One as-
pect of comrpetiton that is not addressad in
thi bil is the prospect of local exchange teie-
phone companies owing and deliveriN cabie
programring, under eppropriate regulation, in
ther respective service areas. Iron;cally, te
only provsbion in ith biN dealing wth tele-
phone competiton and enfranchising of many
potential smal town and rural customers-by
expanding the rural xempon from 2,500 to
10,000 people--ws erinated by the con-
feree.

Congress can not ignore the Issue o telco-
cable entry and video programrrng any
ongr. Beyond tha the key competitive el-

menrit o encouragin telephone conpas to
provide fiber optic highays, or other modem
bro and technology is geatty lacking in the
proposed legslaton. What Is more, i this
wrong-headed leglation dose not become
law, we wI probably not be In a posion to
deal with e ue o ue core n for an-
oter decae or a

Lat us not act precipi y and pretend the
fre Ir not already at hand. Le us not pas
ts confernce report witd Is, uwrtunatety,
boel alconarrne and aricompetiton.

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker,
there is a great deal of confusion sur-
rounding what the conference report
does on equal employment opportuni-
ties for minorities and women. I want
to set the record straight on this issue.

When R. 4850 passed the House in
July, It had a strong EEO provision.
The House put its support behind a pol-
icy that strengthened EEO rules on the
cable Industry and extended these
standards to the television broadcast-
ing industry. That was good policy.
That policy had the support of the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee and the
full House because we decided to do
something finally about the under-rep-
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resentation of minorities and women in
the mans media area.

The House now has before it, In this
conference report, a very different EEO
policy. In fact, it has two EEO policies.
Minorities and women get one set of
EEO rules if they work at a cable com-
pany, and they get a different set of
EEO rules if they work at a television
broadcast station.

The conference report has a solid
EEO policy with respect to cable. It
will subject the cable industry to new
requirements and tougher FCC enforce-
ment. This change is a much needed
improvement to existing EEO cable
rules, and I strongly support these ad-
ditional measures.

The conference report, however, se-
verely weakens the EEO policy with re-
spect to the broadcast industry. In-
stead of agreeing to the House-passed
version on EEO, conferees choose to
simply codify the FCC's existing rules
on equal opportunity in employment.

There's a big difference between the
House-pased EEO provision and Just
simply codifying what is already re-
quired by FCC regulation. Codification
is simply putting the "status quo" into
the Federal statute. The conference re-
port has stripped away important re-
quirements that would have:

First, directed the FCC to annually
certify broadcaster compliance with
EEO obligations.

Second. instructed the FCC to review
broadcaster performance as part of the
license renewal process.

Third, encouraged broadcasters to
take affirmative step. to do busines
with minority and female entre-
preneurs.

Fourth, expanded the listing of job
categories on the annual statistical re-
port to 15 categories in an effort to bet-
ter define the representation of minori-
ties and-women who really work in de-
cision-malking positions.

Members of the House should know
that all we are doing on broadcast EXO
is putting existing FCC rules into the
statute. There will be no change in the
EEO policies and programs of tele-
vision broadcast stations. None.

Mr. Speaker, as a legislator, I recog-
nize the need to compromise. But we
should not accept compromises when
they really serve a nothing more than
an excuse. Supporters of the conference
report are going to try and auage
those House Members who re upset
about the changes made on broadcast
EEO with the usual talk about the
need to compromise. Some are going to
make the following argument to us.
"well, at least we got something. The
Senate wanted to do nothing, but we
fought to get you what you already
have and put the existing brodcst
EEO rules into the statute."

Mr. Speaker, I would respond to that
by saying It is ronlo that in a bill
where the broadcasting ndustry hs
refused to compromise on all their top
priorities-retransmlnion consent,
one-third set-aidde for must-carry sta-
tions, no minimum viewing standards,

channel positioning-that the House is
asking minorities and women to com-
promise on something that is a priority
for them: meaningful equal employ-
ment opportunity [EEO] rules for mi-
norities and women who work in the
broadcast industry.

Mr. Speaker, the House normally ad-
heres to a different standard. When the
House passed the 1984 Cable Act, we
told the cable industry that if it want-
ed the benefits of legislation, then it
would have to accept social respon-
sibilities of adopting detailed and
meaningful EEO policies. That was the
correct standard and It led to the cre-
ation of EEO statutory requirements.

Now, in 1992, we have legislation that
will clearly benefit the broadcasting
industry. For all the talk about con-
sumere, the real engine behind this bill
is the broadcasting industry, not sur-
prising, since this legislation gives the
broadcasters virtually everything they
have ever asked for. So I think it is
only fair and consistent for the House
to tell the broadcasuting industry the
same thing it told the cable industry in
1984: "if you want the benefits of legis-
lation, then you have an obligation to
accept a meaningful EEO policy."

Mr. Speaker, there is no policy jus-
tiflcation to maintain, much less to
put into the Federal statute, this dou-
ble standard on EEO. This conference
report is sayIng it's OK for cable opera-
tors to play by one set of EEO rules
and for television broadcst stations to
play by a different and much weaker
set of EEO obligations.

The whole reason behind the adop-
tion of equal employment opportunity
policies in the media industry is that
Congress and the courts consider the
participation and the employment of
minorities and women in decialonmak-
Ing positions to be integral to the larg-
er principle of diversity of views in
electronic media. That is the public
policy Justification for EEO. and it hb
been upheld by the courts.

If we are fully committed to achiev-
ing that goal of diverse views and view-
points in the cable industry, which by
the way reaches ust 0 percent of the
homes in the country, then why is It
that Congress is les committed, in
thls confer neo report, to those prin-
ciples when they apply to the brod-
cast industry, which reaches every
home in the country and thus has a
much larger impact of the exl on
of viewpoints and the shaping of public
opinion.

Mr. Speaker. I sk that the foloing
letter be insrtd into the RWoSD.
They shed some light on this impor-
tant debate and about what happened
in the conference committee.

NATIONAL As8suATION or
BLACI OWNID BaOADCASrT

Woahigto, DC, Septemben 11992.
Re Cable Television Act of 192.
Hon. IERNIr HOLLOGS,
Senate Russell Office BuU4l.g,
WaJhingto., DC.
Hon. DAN=EL INoumY,
Senate Hart Office BuUdiog,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JoHN DINOuLL,
Rayburn House Officu Building,
Washnton, DC.

Hon. EDWARD bMA T.
Rayburs House Office Buildng,
Waskington, DC.

OGnrLxmg: NABOB thanks you for tbh
hard work and dedication you have shown In
developing the Cable Television Act of 19,
which will be golng to the floor In both
chambers In the immediate future.

We have read that the President is threat-
ening to veto the legislation Therefore, we
feel that it is important that we go on record
in support of your efforts

As you are aware, NABOB was particularly
concerned with the mus-carry provisions of
the bill. Without mst-ca right African
American owners of television stations
would find it virtually imposible to compete
against larger television stations and cable
systems. We are pleased to see that the bill
will provide mustcarry rights for moat Afti-
can American owned television stations nm-
mediately, and should lead to the rem&aniag
African American owned television stations
being carried In the near future, after the
FCC completes its Inveetigation of commer-
cial matter carried by television station.

This portion of the legislation is tmpor-
tent, and we commend the conferees for In-
cluding It in the bill

We are aware however, that the House ver-
sion of the bill contained proviions concern-
Ing EEO enforcement which were more e-
tenslve than those which were adopted. We
fully understand and upport the reass
which led to adoption of the Hooe EO
amendment As Africn American broad-
casters, we are acutely aware of the gron
underreprentatlon of minoritie In the
manaement ranks of the broadcast Inds-
try. Most minorities in the indusry must
look only to minority owned stations for an
opportunity to enter the rank of manae-
ment. We, on the other ha can rarely look
to the rank of the maority station owners
to find minorities who have gaie manage-
m nt experiene which they can bring to our
station The poblem is not a Lack of quall-
fications c the part of the minority emplo-
e, but a lack of colmmitmmt on the part of
the majorit station owner to promot
them to manageent level positions

Thus, we appreciate and agree with the
idal and objectiva of the EDO amendment
which was i the Hose bill Howeer, we do
not agree that the bill should be ected be-
caM all of thoe roposals wre not caed
over into the final btlL

The anfere bill nclude a oodifeaCoo
of the FC's DO rule. Codifcatio of the
FC's E0 roules ha be a * slaveq obJeO-
te of NABOB ibr many years Up atil now,
aggressivem enforcement of the FCCs EO rs-
quiremnts has been a dscretonry policy
deatos of the FMO With th legislati
aggressive enforcement by the FO will be
tatutorly require This i a s·gnfeant ad-

ditan to to the C muat Act.
Additi ly, th bill Iapoe.new DO re-

quirements on the cable indtry. The cable
industry has not been sembeotd to the de-

ee of F enforcement In the ZEO area
which hs ben Impe m n te brodcast In-
dusT. The awlatim of new EO require-
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,to t cable tndutry is aother pol-

lompllshman t of the bill.
Tenrfore. NABOB supports the blll's over-
Iacomplishments tn the areas of must-

cary and UtO. We bope that the Senate andWoue will paM the bill with a lge enough
jorittY to override the threatened veto.

wve thank you again for your efforts.
Sincerely.

JAEMS L. WLNSTrN.

ge Cable legislatlon alert.
To: INTV members.
o David L. Donovran.

DNt: September 1. 1992.
I trust you had mn en4oyable summer. The

wheels of government have been churning in
Auust. albeit slowly. Unfortunately a a
realt of a deal with Senator Bob Dole and
the Republcllans the Senate did not appoint
members to the conference committee until
the day Conres ajorned for the summer.
HOwever, the staff of the House and Senate
CommuCictiOu Committe met in n at-

tempt to rn out dlffrencee between 8. 12
and Hn 4t60.

At this point. there are everal major is-
sues which remain unresolved. FList, there
as been no formal agreement to add
retransmission consent to the final bill.

lFrnkly. I believe Chairman John Dingell is
sing this a bargaining chip for other is-

me. Ultimtely, retransmission consnt
will be added to the final bil

Another point of contention is EEO. As
you know HLR 480 added new and tougher
EEO requirements. We have been working
with members of the Conference Committee,
especially the Senate to have these provi-
sions deleted from the final bill. Neverthe-
le1. I expect some EEO requirements to be
included in the final bill. Our fll-back po-
ton Is to simp oodify the uxisting rCC ra-
ulatioa-

At thi point n time the must-carry and
channel poitioin provision have beea
non-controverilL Tbe Sente Is expected to
accept the additional channel podsitonIng op
lon (rrage on the channel and oocupied
0o January 1 1) ooontained In KR. 4t.

There Is a significant differe betwee
tbe rate regulation proW oons in 8 12 and
H1R 48 Ths isue has not been resolved

While e are not entrely Are of the exact
provisions of the final oonfrnce cable bill
you should begin your lobbying efforts now?
In July we sent yo a list of key Seatora
Th cable ndustry has trgeted the ame
Seator Cable kow that the Senators
bold th key to both final pamae and the
potential for a tedentLal veto. If the oo-
ference b pass by a suffic t mar
Presidet Bbh will have a dimffcult tm
vetoing the legialstio

If your Snator appear on this list I
strongly urge you to contact his office. Tell
your enator to vote for final passage of the
)oint HousSenate oonferec cable bilL
Follow up the letter with a tlephons osI

We will be meeting withl thes 8otors In
the next two week. It would be very halpti
If they already received your letMers -
clsed you wl find a lit of key Sentos
and a draft lettr.

We ar alme over the goal line. However,
cable hs launched a massv media cam-
Pan and is bringing in the heavy gun to
lobby. we must conteract thi effort

Phm cotact me If you ha any qua
tias Alo plsse sed me a oo of th let-
ters you send to the esatore

BLaCK rmzrafnrr TILmZVxM.
wbs ereo. DC, Sleptembr Ie. 1W.

Hon. BDi RWIaCUa1aD.
U.s Osef Rme/PrM# . Wabmta DC.

Dwa roainamax mWRAo OM Ther ane
several reaons to wow agriet the es-
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ferenc report on 8a 1 uch as the must
carry provision which give broadcast sta-
tlons preferential carriage over black-owned
cable networks like BET. However, my pMl-
mary reason for opposing this legislation is
the double standard which it promotes for
the treatment of minorities and women In
two of our nation's leading media indus-
tries-cable and broadcsuttng.

The cable and broadcasting industries cur-
rently operate under two completely dlf-
ferent EEO standard For cable, Congress
imposed statutory EEO requirements with
the passage of the Cable Act in 1964. How-
ever. Congress ha not extended similar tt-
utory EEO obligations to any other media
industrT the broadcaters only specific EDO
obligation to enhance the employment of
women and minorities stems from Federal
Communitcatons Commission rule.

There re a number of signiicant dlf-
ferencs between the cable industry's statu-
tory EEO obligations and the brodcastrs'
FCC rules. For example, cable operators are
required to: (1) disseminate their EEO pro-
grame to xuboontrLctors; (2) encourage mi-
nority and female entrepreneurs to do bust-
nes with cable operators; and (3) annually
ofrtify compliance with th EdO laws. The
broadcasters' EO rules do not contain any
comparable provisionsa Smilarly, cable op-
erators are exprssy barred from dscriml-
nting against any person on th bsis of
ae; broadcuters are not Consequently, the
Senates position that Congres should mere-
ly codlfy existing FCC rules for broadcasters
does not garantee women and minorities in
that industry the same opportnities for ad-
vuncement and employment as the cable in-
dustry.

To accomplish th goal of promoting diver-
aity of ownership and the exlesuson of dif-
ferent voices in our nation's media it is n
eary for Congress to enact the same statu-
tory EZO requirements for both th cable
and broadast Indure. Te Rouse bill,
RL. 410 acoomplished these oal Sadly.

the oferece report on & 12 does not, inoe
onfies agreed to weake stattory a0o

obligations for brad ters while expanding
thm or cabe oompanie. This creates an
indefensible double standard and rua
counter to the brodcasters' argument that
they need 8. 12 to "level the playing field"
with cable companies

The oner report on S. 12 undermines
Coress' commiotment to creating equal a
pioyment opportunities for all American. I
ur you to replt the O language na 12 and to vo agait the ooneene re-

8'increly yours,
RoPnnr L JomIas..

NATIONAL AsOCLlTI~o OF
MnfosrrmIN m CABLE,

Cwetto, CA. Seebr 1i, 19.
Box. ,.L !xA5UO: We are deeply die-

trbd reference to the cae made by
the Houe and enate conferees to the equal
mplyment opportunity (O) section of

the cable bllL The changs ar a step back.
yM nngfM O guidelines do work...

he Conference Report S. 12 ellinrte the

dne positive spoet of KR. 460 as pd
by se House of Reeementatives July. To
itrlly 1 oul t the positie stride

EO0 for the Broadat Indstry that RL
4O established ad dilute The Conre
Report beyond our comprehension.

Minorities should be treated equitbly, and
equal oportnity in the Broadcast Industry
in hiring. and promotions, and contracting
rres the pablic Intrst. If F10 Is good in

e IndUstry, % why lnm't It good In a-
oter.

E H 8675
We cannot allow the Congres to enact this

bill and its double standard A strong mes-
sage must be heard in the beet interest of
minorities, and women who have a need for
professional advancement, and representa-
tion in the Broadcast Industry.

We urge you to vote no on the Conference
Report on S. 12.

Sincerely.
DOUOLAS V. HOLLOWAY.

Presideat. NAMIC Bowrd of Directors.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Kinsas
[Mr. SLArTERY].

Mr. SLATrTERY. Mr. Speaker, as we
decide how to vote on this very impor-
tant legislation, I hope we do so with
one basic fact in mind, and that is
what has happened to cable rates in
this country over the last 5 to 8 years.
As Members have heard here today,
cable rates in this country have been
increasing at three times the rate of
inflation.

The question before us today, my
friends, is are we prepared to do some-
thing about that, yes or no.

Is this legislation perfect? No, it Is
not, and there are some provisions in It
that this gentleman does not particu-
larly care for. But I will say this, I
think we have a fundamental obliga-
tion to try and slow down the rate of
increase in cable rates across this
country, and this legislation will do
that.

And I have to tell Members that I
caeegorically reject the claims of the
cable television industry that our con-
stituent are being exposed to on com-
mercials all acros this country. Those
commercials would lead our constitu-
ents to believe that with the passage of
this legislation their rates are going up
dramatically. That is absolutely
wrong. The fact Is that rates are going
to probably go up a little bit with or
without this legialatlon. The question
is how much are they going to go up,
and I contend they are going to go up
much lss with the pasage of this leg-
islation.

And for those who may be worried
about'the regulatory burden that we
are going to place on small busines,
those mll busnesae in this country
that own small cable sysems, keep in
mind we have an exemption in this leg-
islation for systems with 1,000 subscrib-
ers or les And that will significntly
reduce the regulatory burden on those
small systems all acros the country.

Last of all. every Member of this
body that cares as I do about the fture
of rural Amerca should be supporting
this legisltion and supporting It en-
thuatically. This legisltion re-
quires the vertically integrated monop-
olle In this country, the cable tele-
vision operations, to market their pro-
gmamming to other individual busid-
neses like satellite owners. Without
this legslaon, my frlends, thoe con-
stituents of our, thos Americans who
live in ar that do not have cable tel-
evlson ae not going to have awoes to
the programmng that people have in
the urban area of this oountry that do
have cable ervice. So my friends, if
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you care about rural America. if you
care about competition, if you care
about keeping consumer costs down in
this country, support thie conference
committee report enthusiastically.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvanla (Mr. RrIrsR], a member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. RITIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

O 1030
Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

When last we debated this legisla-
tion. I cautioned my colleagues that, in
our zeal to reregulate the cable Indus-
try, we should be careful not to lose
the opportunity to pas meaningful and
lasting cable legislation that would
both protect consumers and preserve
the record of growth and innovation
which the cable industry had forged
since 1964.

I stand before my colleagues today to
report, that we have squandered our op-
portunity. And It is our constituents
who will pay the price for our failure.

Once again. the Congress has chosen
the heavy hand of regulation over true
competition. It Is true that this bill ex-
presses the preference for competition
and that is good. But the subtance be-
hind the claim is much more Illusory
than real.

For instance, the conference commit-
tee could have provided for quick com-
petition by allowing phone companies
to provide competitive cable service in
rural ares with populations under
10,000. That proposl was defeated.

This bill is a vortex of unintended
consequences, the most significant of
which, of course, is an increase In basic
cable rates. There have been claims
and controversies on this Issue. There
have been massive ad campaigns Many
of our constituents simply do not know
what to believe. And once again, our
constituents are absolutely right.

No one who takese a ood hard look at
this bill knows what to believe-be-
cause no one knows just how this legis-
lation will affect rate or service.
Rates will go up.

Even the proponents of the bill, M
quoted in Broadcasting magsine. my
that the cable industry may be right
when It saye the rates will go up Mr.
Muam was quoted in the New York
Time a aying that consumer rates
will go up under this bill. Some studis
say that the rates will go " high " $3
billion.

The regulatory burden of this bill is
a nightmare. Eighteen rulmakings in
180 da. A cost to Federal and local
governments of 8100 to 300 million
over years which will be passd on to
the taxpayers and the cable subscrib-
ere. There will be other expnse, like
fees for the attorneys who will argue
the cable rate cose-nd more litiga-
tlion is the lst thing we need in ths
country.

The Lehigh Valley is one of the few
areas In the Nation that today has
competitive cable service, even as It is
denied under this act.

And it is precisely because the Le-
high Valley has competitive cable that
it is important to this debate. For it is
a minilaboratory of what is to come for
the rest of the country should the
avowed goal of this bill--cable com-
petition-ever come to pass

Under this legislation, a cable system
is no longer subject to rate regulation
once it is subject to effective competi-
tion. Presumably, at that point, rates
are set by market forces and that is
generally good.

But this bill now contains the so-
called retransmission consent provi-
sion, which would require a cable oper-
ator to Mpy a broadcaster who had
opted out of must carry for the right to
retransmit the television station's sig-
nal.

I don't care how you cut it, this is an
extra cost which, when paid by the
cable system, will be passed on to the
consumer through a higher rate.

But thise is only one marketplace re-
sult. A cable company could elect not
to pay the retransmission consent and
not carry the station's signal. Or one
cable company might start a bidding
war with its competitor for the exclu-
sive right to retransmit the station's
signal, either because it wants the sig-
nal for itself or becaue It simply
wants its competitor to pay a ruinous
price for It.

In the first instanoe, there is a dimi-
nution of service; in the second, rate
may go even higher a the result of a
bidding war. Neither result benefits the
consumer. And so, through an act of
Congress, free television will no longer
be free simply because a subscriber
choos to view It over the local cable
sstem. Explain that one to your con-
atituents.

So rates will go up becaue of Pay-
mente to broadasters, and rtes will
also go up beoaue the buy-through
provision requir additional equip-
ment se that different levels of service
can be provided. These costs will be
pssed on to the consumer, and in the
Lehigh Valley, the oonsumer will ruf-
fer.

And so, in conclusion, I repeat those
questions which I posed to you back in
July. In the last anald what benefit
would the oonumer receive from this
bill? Lower rnte? Emphatically, I my
no.

.The consumer wil experience higher
rates and the thing that will gall him
or her the most sla tha they will have
received no value for their money.
They will not have received new pro-
gramming. They will not have received
new or better servioe.

They will, however, have received the
protection of a new and unseen bu-
reaucracy which they never sought and
which they do not need.

I supported reregulaoton of the indus-
try through the Lent subetitute be-
cause I believed It protected consumers

and promoted competition in the cabl,
market. Thir bill, I fear, does neither
for the cable subscribers of the Lehigh
Valley and I urge my colleagues to re,
ject the conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Al;.
bama [Mr. Harris].

(Mr. HARRIS asked and wu givel
permission to revise and extend his re.
marks.)

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am her*
to express my strong support for the
conference report on S. 12. I believe
that this conference is an even better
product than even the House or Senate
bills. It answers all of the complaints I
have received from my constituents
over the past 8 years of deregulation.

This bill contains adequate rate regu-
lation of the basic tier of service; it
provides a means to rein In renegade
cable operators from charging exces-
sive rates in the uppr tiers of cable
service; it guarantees an acceptable
level of customer service; It prevents
cable operators from making consum-
ere pay a hundred times over for re-
mote control channel changers and
other equipment; and provides Incen-
tives for cable operators to upgrade
their systems. The bottom line in it en-
sure that the cble programming that
viewers want to watch will be available
at reasonable prices.

I believe that most of you will agree
with me that genuine competition In
the marketplace is always preferable
to regulation. Regulation of cable rates
will never adequately substitute for it.
For that reason, I am particularly
pleased that this conference report
contains the program accoess language
that our colleague BLLY TAuZN
worked so hard to make posslble. The
program access provisions of this bill
prohibits cable programmer from die
criminating in price, terms, and condi-
tions in offering their programming to
other multivideo providers In other
words, meanngful program a pro-
motes competition in the video mar-
ketplace so that television viewers will
have the opportunity to choore among
competing cable oompanie, wireless
cable provider, C-band satellite, direct
broadcst atellite, and an other new
program distribution technology.
Rural Americana will soon be able to
ftlly participt in the Informatior
ae and not at groly inflated prices.

Finally, I would like to address the
campaign of disnformation that the
cable industry ha embarked on about
retransmison consent. Retrans
mission consent is not a srcharge on
cable ratepayr s the industry
claim Intead it merely give local,
and I emphasie, local bradcatsr the
rtiht to negotiate in good ith fox
their sole producttheir broadcast i
nal. This is a basico right that local
bradcaster have ben denied since
cable wu In- ts Inhacy and nothing
more thal an ante service. Well,
cable Is now a m -bin industr
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hblCh cteates and owns much of the
m ming which goes out over its

wrec It no longer deserves the subsidy
which local broadcasters have been
rovidlng it and local broadcasters can

Po longer afford it. If this Inequity is
not corrected 0on,. local broadcasters

aly be forced to cut back further on
locallY or'ginted programming in
newS, weather. public affairs. and serv-
icethat is certainly not In the best
interest of our communities.

Despite the deceptive mailling your
constituents may have received or the
mlsleading ads they may have seen,
this bill does exactly as its title
claims. It protects the viewing public
from cable rate hikes and promotes
competition in the multivideo market-
place. Support S. 12 and take home a
cable bill that 8roups like the ARP.
the Rural Electric Cooperatives, the
Consumer Federation of America, and
the AFL-CIO have endorsed.

Vote "Yes."
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3

minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. FEDS], a member of the Chommit-
tee on Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. FTIELS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FLDS. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard a lot of emotionally charged
rhetoric abut the cable legislation we
will vote on today. And while compel-
ling arguments will be made " to
whether the bill will or will not lead to
lower rates for cable customers, I
would like to spend the brief time I
have addreesing the gross misrepresen-
tation that is being made by opponents
of S. 12 on the issue of retransmission
consent.

In all my years of serving in Con-
gres. I have never, ever seen such a
calculated and deliberate effort to dis-
tort any single issue. I deeply regret
that opponents of this cable bill ar so
desperte that they have taken the
most competitive, proconsumer provi-
sion in the bill and used it " the scap-
goat for killing this legislation.

Oiftentimes, when we debate legisla-
tion in the House the facts get dis
torted and we oonfuse rhetoric with re-
alty. Let me underscore the facts on
the issue of retrnsmission consent.

First, retrnsmisalon consent will
not drive up rates. Nothing in the leg-
islation requires the cable company to
pay the local broadcaster. The bill sim-
ply requires that the cable operator ne-
gotiate with the broadcaster on the
terms and conditions of carrying the
broadcater's aignal. Under thil sce-
nrio, many broadcasters will nego-
tiate for an additional channel to pro-
gram A 24-hour news, sports, or weath-
er service. Rtransmission consent
does not foroe the cable operator to

ay the broadaster for use of his dt-
nal. Further, under the legislation, the
FCC is directed to ensure that
retranmission oonaent will not have a
significant impact on rates. And fi-
nally, what is probably most offensive
about cable's charge tht
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retransmission consent will effect rates
is the fact that cable currently only
pays abut S3 a month for its programs,
but charges the cable customer S20
month--and they claim that they won't
be able to absorb the additional costs
of retransmission consent.

Second, retransmlssion consent has
absolutely nothing to do with copy-
right law. This legi31lation is designed
to recognize the value of the broad-
caster's signal. Hollywood program
producers are already fully com-
pensated when they sell their programs
to broadcasters. Hollywood and the Ju-
diciary Committee have no legitimate
place in this debate. Ironically, they
have tried to kill retransmission con-
sent at every turn, yet they have been
unsuccessful in their efforts to win ap-
proval for their own measure. They
even turned down the opportunity to
particlpate in the cable conference. In
my opinion, their arguments are shal-
low and totally unfounded.

Finally, retransmission consent is a
marketplace, procompetitive approach
to the competitive imbalances which
exist today between the local broad-
cater and the local cable operator. If
we fail to address this issue, then we
may very well aee the demise of the
only real competitor the cable operator
has today, the local broadcaster. If this
happens, then those who cannot not af-
ford cable-the poor, the elderly, and
the unemployed-will be denied a view-
ing alternative. Simply put, without
enacting some kind of corrective meas-
ure, we risk having a two-tier society
of information haves and have nots.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
won't be swayed by the crocodile tears
of thoee who oppose retransmission
consent. Enactment of retransmission
consent is essentil if we are to ensure
the future of free. quality, community-
based television programming.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
neoeee tMr. CooPer].

(Mr. COOPER asked and was given
permision to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COOPER Mr. Speaker, the con-
sequences of this debate for the C-
SPAN audience ae enormous as well
a for other cable programming that
we enjoy watching. The consequences
are also enormous if you have a sat-
ellite dish, because in the 97 percent of
American TV markets which have no
competition, basic cable rates are
about 320, but in the 3 percent of Amer-
lcan cable markets which do have com-
petition, where if you do not like cable
company A, you can pick cable com-
prny B, guess what, rates are more
likely to be in the I10 a month range.

If you aggregate the savings we could
achieve nationwide, the Wall Street
Journal and the Consumer Federation
of America estimate we could be saving
a much a 3 billion a year of our tax-
payers' money, of our consumers'
money, of the money of the folks back
home, if we do this right.
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Now, I will have to admit this con-

ference report is good, but it Is not a
perfect measure. I would like to see it
go farther. I am for cable telco entry. I
think that we need telephone compa-
nies in the cable TV business, and I
think we need cable companies in :he
telephone business, but this before you
is a great bill that we should still sup-
port. It will offer our consumers relief.
much-needed relief, long-overdue relief.

There is another issue at stake In
this debate today, and that is the in-
tegrity of this body. We have witnessed
one of the most unscrupulous lobbying
campaigns of modern times. Every
cable customer has gotten a misleading
flier, and there have been countless
cable ads that are terribly mlsiei.dng.
We need to stand up for the truth in
this body. We need to stand up for com-
petition. We need to stand up for the
conference report.

I would urge my colleagues on the
Republican side of the aisle to follow
the lead of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL] and the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. RnALDl], follow their
lead, and on the Democratic side, fol-
low the lead of the chairman. the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAR-
cY]. and the chairman. the gentleman

from Michigan [Mr. DIoGELL].
This is legislation we need to pass

today.
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Orxrr]. a member of the commit-
tee.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
opposition to this legislation as I have
been consistently through the process.

This bill is about two things: Politics
and money. The politics re quite obvi-
ous as to what we are trying to do or
what the proponents are trying to ac-
complish here. But the deep, hidden se-
cret behind this whole think is a thing
called retranmission consent, some-
thing that the House did not have a
chance to work its will on. It was in-
eerted back into the conference com-
mittee.

Hardly anybody other than my
friend, the gentleman from Texas. who
spoke immediately before me, hardly
anybody said that this is actually
going to save money. The chairman of
the subcommittee in testimony before
the Committee on Rules the chairman
of the full committee, in testimony be-
fore the Committee on Rules, said, yes,
retransmIssion consent is going to cost
money. We ar not sure how much, but
It is going to cost money. The argu-
ment is not about whether we are
going to save the oonsumer any money
or not. The question is how much high-
er the rtes are going to go because of
retranmlslion consent.

Why do you think Hollywood is so in-
terested? They can smell the money;
they know how much money is going
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to be raised by this. So they come in
and lobby against the bill because they
understand exactly what this means. It
essentially means that my conaumner
constituent who has cable is going to
have his pocket picked to make certain
that CBS does not lose too much
money on some of the terrible business
decisions they made, like maJor league
baseball, for 31 billion, so they can pay
banjo-hitting shortshope half a million
dollars a year to sit on the bench. That
is essentially what it is all about. It is
about money.

I for one think it is Impossible to try
to explain, for the proponents, to go
back to their constituents and say,
"Hey, we saved you a lot of money,"
when in fact it is Just quite the oppo-
site.

Make no mistake about it. Mr.
Speaker, the President of the United
States. in a letter that was dated
today, sent to all Mambers of Congress,
made it very clear that he will veto
this legislation. He talks about his vi-
sion for the future, which includes
competition. Competition is the an-
swer.

I would suggest, when we come back
here next session after this bill is ve-
toed and we sustaln that veto, that we
get with it and talk about a competi-
tive mode, that we take away the
cable-telco crolsownership ban and
really get at competition Instead of
overregulation, which is what we have
got in this particular piece of lefisla-
tUon.

So I urge the defeat of the conference
report and a vision in the future, next
session, to look at the competitive
mode, the Oxley-Boucher bill, as a
starter. I think that we can mre the
consumer money and at the same time
provide competition in this Industry.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds at this point ust to
remind the Hous that the legislation
we rm dealin with right now is the
Senator im M ouri, JAI DaN-
Oa's, & Republican Ms leialastio

This is not a bill which is a Democrat
or a Republican bill, th is blirti-
ian piece of legislation produced in the
House and the Senate. The Senate
Senator DANIORTE working with Sen-
ator HOLLrros and Senator DIouy& put
it together; on our side. Mr. DDmLL
and I with Mr. RINALDO, working with
many other minority Member, put It
together. It is a biprtisan peoe of le-
slatlon, not Democrat or RepubllHoL

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Iinois [Mr
COLLrne.

(Mr. COLLINS of Ilinois uked &ad
ws given permissio to revise sad ex-
tend her remarks.)

MrZ. COLLINS of Illinois Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of this l oeleate
which includes many of the Important
consumer protectiom prvisinu in R
4850, the House version of the cab bll
which passed in July.

In spite of what the cable induatry
has proclaimed, t legislaton oiuld
lead to great eoompetitioa n an In-

dustry that has had a virtual monopoly
and lower cable rates. Since 1967, cable
ratee have skyrocketed and the indus-
try has been without monitoring by a
public body.

In July. I was successful In getting
strong equal employment opportunity
language In H.R. 4850. the House cable
bill which could lead to increased op-
portunities for minorities and women.
This bill does exactly that. This con-
ference report also has minority pro-
gramming provisions that will increse
access for qualified minority program-
ming services.

I am, however, deeply disappointed
that the conference report does not In-
clude the strong equal employment op-
portunity rules that were approved for
cable television for broadcst tele-
vision. Anyone who feels SO I do would
have to consider this a mistake.

Some would have you believe this
bill does not go far enough to remedy
the underrepresentation of minorities
and women in the mass media, but I
am confident that this bill will amure
improved equal employment opportuni-
ties in both the cable and broadcst
television industries, and definitely
leaves the door open so that In the near
future e will get EO requirements to
cover broadcast television.

As the National Aocat of
Black-Owned Broadcasters aid n a re-
cent letter.

We soclaWs and ree with dw ideals
a"d oblctives co the O amsnmmt wabh
us Ins the Bouom WL Howevr. we do act

gm that the bill shoul4 be re)jcted beos
all of thoee propols were not carrod over
into he fnal bill

This bill expands fom t to 18 the Job
categories for *hic& employee informa-
tion Is required-orporate officers
general manmrer, chief teohnic.an.
comptroIler, general Sle manager.
and production managr. The me all
top management position

The FCC will be m ted to pre-
scribe the methods by which entities

we required to compute and report the
number of miortties and women in
then job ctegories.

Further, the report codifit the FCC-
EW) rules for the first time. That is
good step forward. L for one, will con-
tinue to ight to have stronger EEO
regulations extended to the broadcast
industry. The bill will create an FCC
Mas Medi Bureau program of mid-li-
cense term review of television broad-
cst stations' work force employment
rofiles
The FCC wfil compare the sttion'e

work force data with its ar labor
frine but for those who ee quotas be-
hid every EO efflrt. they should un-
dertand that this procedure Is not in-
tended In any way to establish a hiring
quotm.

I reaii there are those who would
hae you believe this la not a strong
bill and doesn't go Mir enough to rem-
edy the underrepresentation of mInorI-
tie and women in the ma media but
I am confident that this bill will assure
that equal employment opportunities

Are afforded by cble television
wil lead to improvements in broadca
television.

Mr. Speaker, I ur my colleagus
support this conference report.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield;
minute to th gentleman from Mlchl
gan (Mr. UPTON], a member of the ooa
mittee

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman
Mr. Speaker, this bill is not pertw

but it does a whole number of things
which will cap rates, which have goni
up three times higher than Inflatio
since 1897. People re sick and tired oar
rste ncrses. This bill will allow peo
pie to pay for what they watch. An4I
what is wrong with that? My household
watches C-8PAN, ESPN, CNN, WON,
and a bunch of other local statiom.
Why should households that watch
other stations ay for what I watch?
And vice versa It is sort of like when
you go to the grocery store to get only,
skim milk, you do not buy every dingle
dairy product on the shelf-eggs, whole
milk. half-and-half. mnugarine. No. If
you did, you would go broke.

That is what the consumer is mad
about. And that is why virtually every
consumer group in the country Is In
favor of this bill

Mr. Speaker. I urge my colleagues to
do som hing about cable rae. I urg
my oolleues to vote for this bill.

Mr. MARrET. Mr. Speaker, I yield I
minute to the gentleman fm Con-
necticut Mdr. 8&y1s].

Mr. SHAYa Mr. Speaker. I sport
this oonfsnce r epro.

Years ao Staw ad local govern-
metas gav away eable frachises cr
ating government-sanctioned regional
monopolies and m-king mtllonaire
out of cable fiackie owner.

Then Conress decded4 in U1 to de-
regulate those regional monopoles,
making cable franclis ownrs
multmJnionsiree. They were abl to
becom multmindllomrlee because they
have no competition and no reulation.
Uncheohokd pio went up signid-
cetly. And they will kep going u n-
less we do something bout it

This bl wfil do somethng abount t.
It wfil enourage compettion and pro-
vide for modest regulatton Now, wire-
less multichanne TV and satellite
multichannel TV will ha access to
the me programs cable companies
have cce to so they can compete
with cable on an equal bas.

Republican want ompetition; this
bill doe t. But t also wl provide
some regulation to make ure in the
hortr prices do not go up too mush

more.
I salute the commttee on the work

It ha don and I urge my colleagues to
vote for this bilL

Thb apS U prDo tmors (Mr.
LurzN) The gentleman from Mai.-
chusettca Mr. MAZ. .has 1i minute
renmaiing, and the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Lrrl ] has 14 minute
rematnin.
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Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker. I yield 2
n.inutes to the gentleman frern Colo-

rd ([NL. SC'zFER)].
r(,ir. SCEL~EFER asked and was given

~ermi1lo n to revise and exter.d his re-

:. SCHA.'EFER. Mr. Spe.ker. I
thank th'e ger-tleman for y:eld!ng time
to me.
tr. Seaker. I yield .rie.ly to tha

gentlemarn frorn Virginia.
(Mir. BLILEY asked and was given

permission to revlse and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the conference report.

p*. Speaker, many of e sume peope
were here with me 8 yar ago when we de-
regulated t cable industry. We deregulated I
because most ocal tranchising uhotie had
placed rateS at such an unbearabty low lvel

at n was i bnpossibl for e Windutry to Invest
n upgraded equpment and techrolgy and to

in-prove progranming.
We dereguated the Insby because he

merLcan consumer wanted more. So we
crated legilaton at heed the indusry to In-
yest and ame rslt has been 8 yeas of rapid
growth In progr ing choices and a trrn-
dous gcrase in hs number of living nrooms in
wch cab television now available acro
t country.

Yet u e opportunties reased, we
began to sat heaing from or constitwet
about Spotty WviO ad rpidy rising rate In
tm cable inustry. any of us are cable su
cribn and have wiriessed ea rilng rat

ourselv. But as we consider I's bla today,
I urge my coleague to keep Ih mind uM
wthere e rates have ren, to has been
a diret relectlon in me quality and varety of
progrraming we, th conrume, have ben
able to rceiv in our in rooms

Sice ie 1987 effective data of me dergu-
labon o cable, the Gena Accounting Office
has conbductd three tudies on cable rats
and service. These stdie found mat t
price of basic svice has icrasd bdut has
done so hand in hand with a sinilar Increas
in me number and variety of programmig
choice avaable to consrumer. GAO ouSd

at me average pice per basic chne in-
creased from 44 cents h 1988 to 53 cnts by
1991. This 20}-prcnt increase may seem sw-
pWsing at fi glance, yet becomers es u-
tng when one fInds Vi e Cosuerw Price

bIdex, duing tre same period, increasd 22.
percent. Furer, th GAO report seems o in h
dlcat hat me catc-up prbid low de-
regulation seem to have come to a hL In
1990, thme av ge cable oonsumer bl rose
4.2 percnt while inflati during 1990 roe al-
most 2 percentage pdt more; by 0.1 per-

While cable rat hve benw rf how
ever, catb programvn ha Impmvd rqs-
candy. We con all ge Vmt Ie quity, cre-
ativy, and diversty of cable promrn hs
Improved dratly. In 1984, er exmpil,
c" proUVDr spent abotA $300 mion
in basic cle poogran.6 today 9d fgr
I oWr $1 blon and has led to te avallilly
md qlualty of such networ Ike Di:coveym
Channel, Nickelodeon, ESPK CN end Black
Entrtainme* Toevmn. lo name only a few.
This l a bl result of one of tI cntral Ia
tur of me Cabe Communcaton Polcy Ac
put h place in 194: ra degulartn
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There are ose here today who will make
the argumnwot tz.at te rising cale prices and
spctry customer service are a result of te mo-
roporistic srt.anon in which te industry finds
itself. rere are ttose who wl1 also stae tat
the sc4ition to S rmnorpolisic siuatlon is not
throuh more needless regulation. I certainly
agree.

The legislaon before us today would only
work to st9is tto reativity and diversity at
have come wth dereguiation. We would be
unwise to saddle me Industry at tis point with
more needless regulation, unprecedrnted re-
strctlons In th sale of thdeir products and me
us of their technology. I uask my coleague to
consider that Vi issues which led us to de-
regulate cable In e first place are st rel-
evant day. For the reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to keep these ought in mind as we
consider tis gislation.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to the conference
report, and In doing so I take great re-
lief from the fact that I need not de-
fend it, if enacted.

We are talking about an industry
that has only been deregulated for 5
years, and now we are talking about an
industry that we have to come back
and reregulate again. I think it would
be extremely difficult to explain to our
constituents our higher cable rates re-
sulted from a bill promising to lower
them. Or why legislation intended to
benefit cable consumers actually led to
fewer programming choices. And why a
measure with competition in its title
did Ulttle or nothing to bring it about,

Thankfully, by voting gainst th
conference report, I will not have to
face these questions in the future.

Instead, opponents of this legislation
can speak of lost opportunities where
consensus was sacrificed for political
gain. How we knew all al6ng that the
regulatory overkill and Government
micromanagement put forth by this
bill would indeed stifle investment and
plant operations and equipment im-
provements.

O 100
In that we were right in arguing that

not only competition could bring about
the promises made by the conference
report, but lower cable ratee and a vi-
brarn video marketplace. It was not
too long ago that this body remembers
we passed what was called the catr-
strophic health care bill. I wu proud to
have voted against it.

What happened? We came around and
repealed it shortly after becuse the
American people rose up against it.

I predlct tt Is what is going to hap-
pen if this bsrtcular piece of legisla-
tion passes

Mr. MARlKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ver-
mont (Mr. SANDRtS].

Mr. 8ANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the committee chairman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. peaker, Reaganomics has led.
The deregulation of the television in-
dustry has failed. And the time is now
to protect our consumers against a
cable TV industry which has raied its
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rates nationally by 61 percent in th.
last 5 years--three times ae h:-h M !
fiation.

hL. Speaker, in my own Srate of V-.-
mont, cable rates since 1i93 have gc e
up by 58 percent in BennrngTon, !23 per-
cent In Montpeller, and 110 peroent In
St. Johnsbury, among other towns.
This is not a perfect bill, but it fna1lly
tells the cable TV monopolies that
they cannot simply raise their rates to
any level they wish.

When consumers deal with a monop-
oly, and have no choice with regard to-
competition from another company, it
is appropriate and It is right for the
Government to regulate cable TV
rates, channel tiers, and equipment
fees-and that is what this bill does.

Mr. Speaker, the cable TV industry
has been running an extremely dishon-
est ad campaign in opposition to this
bill. They are using bogus figures in
order to defeat It. Understandably,
they want to be left alone so that they
can continue to raise their rates as
high a they want, no matter what im-
pact this has on the consumer.

Tragically, President Bush Is once
again defending the big money Inter-
ests and is threatening to veto this
bill, which has the support of every
major consumer organization, the larg-
est senior citizens' organizations, and
the U.S. Conference of Mayors, among
many other groups.

Mr. Speaker, we were sent down here
to represent ordinary Americans and
not the big money interests. Let us
pass this conference report, and over-
ride the veto when it comes.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. HuoOsC], the distinguished
second ranking member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

(Mr. HUGHES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, first let
me thank the gentleman from New
York for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this bill.

My colleague, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MARz], I
thought, did a good job overall. I had
some problems with the bill when It
left the House. but I voted for It be-
cause the cable industry has enjoyed a
monopoly. They have exercised that
monopoly power. The service has been
arrogant, and we need to regulate.
There is no question about that.

But what happened in conference was
the bill was bushwhacked by the broad-
casters, broadcrsters who se the pot of
gold at the end of the rainbow.

Retransmission consent, my col-
leagues, if you vote for this is going to
come back to bite you, because It is
going to cost consumers billions and
billions of dollars.

The President of CBS, Lary Tisch,
acknowledges It might be 31 billion. He
does not think it is going to be $3 bil-
lion.



Let me tell you, friends, we do not
know. Nobody can tell you what it is
going to cost.

Retransmission consent basically
says this: The broadcsters will be able
to demand from the cable systems
whatever they feel the market will
bear for somebody else's product. We
do not buy a signal. We buy a program.
That is what we buy when we turn on
the television set. We look at a pro-
gram or programs.

The copyright owners are left out of
the equation. What we have In this bill
is the right of the broadcasters to de-
mand whatever they want to demand
for their signal, but we are going to
continue to regulate the cable industry
under compulsory license. That means
what we are going to have is not a free
marketplace. We are going to have a
regulated marketplace for some, for
the cable systems, but we are going to
have a deregulated system for the
broadcasters. It is going to cost us bl-
lions and billions of dollars, and It is
unbalanced.

We did not work our will In con-
ference on the copyright Issues that
would have given this balance, and
that is unfortunate. You cannot fix the
problems without doing that. It is
going to coet us domestically.

It is going to cost us internationally
becanse we a net exporters of film
and everything else, signals, movies.
What we are saying to the Inter-
national community is that really
what the broadcasters ae seling, our

rograms ar not worth anything real-
17 in th intrtional marketplace.

I urge you to vote agast the con-
ference report.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker. I yield 1
minute to the gentleman frm Ken-
tucky [Mr. MazzOLt].

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I salute him and the gentleman
from Michigan on a job very well done.

Let me smy, Mr. Speaker, I support
this bill because it gives cities like
Louisville and Jefferson County a
chance to reregulate and to reintro-
duce themselves into the ratemaklng
functions for cable activities

I also support the bill because it
spurs competition. No longer can the
local authority give out an excluaive
fsnchise to a cable operator. There is
cable programming acces provided by
the Tausin amendment. There is the
possibility, later of letting telephone
companlee get into the cable oper-
ations, delvoering a cable signal over
phone lines

Tha bill also sets minimum stand-
ard of consumer service and customer
protection. How often do we hear from
people who cannot get their telephones
answered or the bilin procedure de-
scribed

I am not hay with the
retransmission provisio. but thre is a
1-yea transition period before the full
effects of that will be noted

I just do not thin it is rational or
responsible to drop overboard this ax-
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cellet piece of consumer protection
legislation because we happen not to
agree with one provision. Let us revlsit
that provision. Let us make all the
changes we need in retranamission con-
sent, but let us not kill this bill today.
It is too important.

Mr. Speaker. I hope that this House
supports S. 12 by a very, very wide and
large margin.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON], a distinguished member
of the committee.

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
wr given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
let us tell the whole truth about this
bill. Much has been made of the fact
that rates have gone up since cable has
been deregulated, and that is a true
statement; but let us tell the rest of
the story. The rest of the story is that
the average number of channels per
cable system has gone from 8 to 35.
That Ls a 00-percent increase.

The average basic service rate, basic
tier one service rate for cable today is
318.84 a month. That is not a cable
number. That is a GAO study report.
We have gone from six channels to 35
and the average tier one basic service
rate s 318.84 a month.

People want to get more than that.
so they then subscribe to HBO,
Ctnemas maybe an all-sporta channsl
or whatever. That ti a dlscretionary
decision on their part That is not
something they have to do.

Rates are not going to go down under
this bill The proponents of the bill do
not say rates are going to go down, be-
cause they know they are not. Rates
are going to go up.

Accordeng to a story in the Washing-
ton Times yesterday, at a minimum
rate are going to go up somewhere be-
tween 32.50 a month to t.48 a month.

This is an entertainment medium.
This Is not a public necessity. As the
Wall Street Journal pointed out thi
morning in an editorial, we do not reg-
ulate the rice of Redskin football
tickets We do not regulate the price of
Broadway plays We do not regulate
the price of a movie ticket at your
local theater.

Under existin FCC regulaton, if
you are in a market that has less tha
six over-the-r television Stations,
your cable system a ubject to rate
regulation today.

If the Iocal fichlse authority feels
that tho e rates being charged re un-
fair, why is not the FCC being bseged
with petitions to regulate? Because in
point of fact the rates are not unfar.
The quality of service hs gcae up, the
quantity of service has gone up, and
people are basalIIy happDy.

Mr. Speaker, vote no on this bill.

O U100
Mr. .MARKE. Mr. 8peaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Oregon
tLr. AuCom.
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O(r. AUCOIN sked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Speaker. there is no
stronger endorsement of this pro-
consumer bill than the millions of dol-
lars cable monopolies have spent to try
to defeat it. Their slick ad campaign
my colleagues. complete with scare
tsetIe, has played fast and loose with
the facts and with the truth. Consum-
ers re not buying those scare tactics.
and neither should this House. Since
1986, price gouging cable monopolies
have hiked their rates more than twice
the rate of the national inflation, and
that is only the national average. For
some Oregonian increases have sur-
passed 130 percent. If someone on that
side wants to say consumers are happy
with that, they ought to come out and
talk to the people in Salem. OR. where
that regulation hu occurred.

Mr. Speaker, cable deregulation is a
saehot of the Reagan-Bush economic
debacle. The big cable companies are
cash cows, and consumers are the goat.
It is time we dump those policies. It is
tim we voted yes on this conference
report and gave consumrs real protec-
tion agLinst price gougling monopolies.

Vote yes on this conference report.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker. I yield

one-half minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SOmaS)].

(Mr 8IORSKI asked andwas given
permision to revise and extend his re-
marka.)

Mr. SIKOR1SU Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding the time.

I rims n suport of the conference bill
and to recognize the confersee for their
diligent effort I am particularly
preaed with section 19, the program
acem provision that ncreases the
avaiabiity of programming to all
multichannel video program distribu-
tors while providing to them no lsser
rights to excluivity than are afforded
cahle opeatore with regard to the pro-
gramming covered under that section

Mr. MARKE. Mr. Spaker. I yield 3
miimte to the gentleman from LouLti-
ana [Mr. TAusI).

Mr. TAUZN uked and was given
priaassion to revise and extend his re-

nzh)
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker. I want to

speak firet to the comevativee in this
body, prticurly my friands on the
Rphmlican side who, In a large mor-
ity. voted or this bill when it left the

ou. Thre ate two thtl that hap-
pened to It In conference committee
nrit e of which ought to trouble
them

The nrt thi that haVPSd to It
mm that the conference committee
adopted the procompetitlon features
tht we won after a good fight on this

Ionfo neO, the Tansin amendment. It
s npr of this confere r t.
The send thiz that happe ed in

thce caereme committee, too, ls that
mm of the regulatory feataree of the
Home bill were changed so that the bill
is le reguatry, more oompetitive,
than whi the bill left the Hosa
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so I m to my colleague, "Those of
u who are conservative and believe

in competitive market forces rather
than regulation whether you're a con-

servtive Democrat or Republican,. this
is · good bipartisan Improvement of
the bill since It left the House."

Second, the conference committee
sdopted this thing called
retansmissaon consent. Now for those
out there In the audience who believe
that consumers in a fair marketplace
ought to have a say-so about what they

ee and how they see it, and when they
se it, I want them to think about the
net effect of this retransmission con-
sent provision. What it says, in effect,
is not that the cable companies are all
of a sudden going to start charging for
broadcast programs. They are already
doing that. They re currently taking
the broadcast signal from the local
broadcaster who is going out into the
marketplace and bidding to cover
sporting events, for example, and they
are takldng those signals, putting them
on that cable and reselling them to us.
In effect we are paying for them twice.
we are paying for them commercially
in the products that we buy; that is.
the commercially sponsored broadcast
programs. We are paying for it again
when cable charges us a baic cable
rats. But without this provision in the
bill called retranmlission consent we
are paying for those progrms, but
cable keeps all the money. It does not
sahre any of that money with the
broadcasters.

Now my oolleagues my, "Well, why
has that been allowed?" That has been
allowed because broadcastrs wnted
to be on that cable. They were willing
to put that sinal for free on that cable
because they need to be on that cable.
Tht does not change. They still need
to be on the cable.

But the question should be not
whether we am going to pay for the
programs, but who gets the money and
who pays for it. If we do not change the
law soon a the oonference oommitte
ha recommended we chnge t, the
money stays with the cable company.
What does It do with that money? It
goes out into the marketplaoe and bids
agaist the broadcster for the ame
sports that we have enjoyed on basic
cable for all this while that we have en-
Joyed on the network ignal. They take
that sports programming and bring it
back to the cable, and guess what?
They elevate it to pay per view. so, we
not only pay for it onoe and twic, we
ae now paying for it three times

Mr. 8peaer, I suggest to my co°-
leagues both of these changes: lee rg-
ulation, mor competition. and this
fairer treatment for the broadast
signals ar in the interest of oonsumes
in a good marketplace.

Mr. MARK'Y. Mr. Speaker. I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Eclat.

(Mr. ECKART asked and was givn
Permission to reve and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues. there has been a lot of
anger expressed at cable TV today on
this floor. I do not think we should be
angry. After all, they- are monopoly,
and what they are doing is the Amer-
Ican way. They are doing what monop-
olles do. They are gouging their cue-
tomers. They are digging deep into
their subscribers' pockets, and their
political tactics reflect the political
tactics of monopolies. They do not
want a change because a change for
them means more competition and less
profits.

One of my colleagues said a few mo-
ments ago. "This is about money. Why
can't we really lust pm a modest bill?

Let's Just expose that fallacy for
what it 1s.

Let me remind my colleagues that in
1990, on a voice vote coming from this
Chmber on the Suspension Calendr,
we passed a modeet cable bill. It wu
agreed to here by the cable industry,
and then it went to the Senate, and the
cable companies killed it. We tried a
modest bill. and cable said, "No."

We have tried a vigorous bill. Cable
still says no because the monopolist
want to continue to line their pockets.

This debate is Orwellian. Up ls down.
peace is war. and the fact of the matter
is that what we stand for is local
broadcasters having the right to con-
trol their progrmming, local govern-
ment having a say in the contracts in
which they participate and the oppor-
tunity for subscribers to have a say in
something for them that has beoome a
necessity.

Now this bipartisan bill. organised in
the Senate by Mr. DANioa. and sup-
ported by the gentleman from New Jer-
my [Mr. RFNALo], the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. UPtoN], the gentleman
from Connecticut [Mr. SRiAs] and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. YFLD1]
who spoke very eloquently about
retransmission consent, really is about
a bipartisan effort to adres the real
problem that customers and oonsum-
ere fce. It is about an effort to my
that this Congress is not out of touch,
that this Congress in not in the pocket
of the special interests, that this Con-
gress has heard the cries of onsumers
all acros America and is wiling to
stand up and be countsd.

As my oolleagues know, Thme War-
ner, one of the big cable glanta. really
does not want this bill to be passed.
They make a lot of money from their
op-killer lyrics and they will make

more money off of their bil-kller t
tic. If this Congress cave in to the
monopolists. if this Congress cave In
to the who seek to deprive real op-
portunity for local government and
local bradasters to have thlr may
about the kind of entertainment and
information that goe into thdr oom-
munitis, then It is a sham on thi
House.

Mr. Speaker, I think the bipartisan
effort that we have assembled here is
truly bsed upon the recommendations
of a wide vriety of indlviduals that
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will continue rural opportunities, that
will create real competition, will tell
the folks that this Congress has heard
its wakeup call, this Congress respects
the people, this Congress stands for
competition.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1V minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. McMmLNl].

(Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland Mr.

Speaker, I rise in support of . 12, the
cable conference report, and commend
both Chairman MAnRxr and Chairman
DmNozLL for their efforts on this legi-
lstion.

Let us be clear, the bill we pa today
provides protection for cable consum-
era. The bill alo gives greater power to
regulatory authorities to ensure that
service is responsive and prices res on-
able.

While I have strong concerns over
any ncreased regulation. the bill only
regulatees the cable operator in the ab-
sence of effective competition.

As a New York Times editorial men-
tioned earlier this year.

UntU the day that customer can pick and
choce amoog multi-channel rovi6der re-
reguton is needed.

I would briefly like to comment on
two provisions which were adopted as
amendments in committee and which
re in this bill.
The firt amendment increas the

amnount of educational programming
offered by cable companies It allows
cable operators to substitute high-
quality educational programming for
unused channel currently set aside for
public or leased access.

Many of these acess channels cur-
rently are underutilied. The provision
in the conferenc report will ensure
that there is sufficient acces for edu-
cational programming, while at the
same time alleviating the problem of
wasted channel spaeC.

Television has been decribed as a
wasteland. To offset ths trend. t s
important that positive., educational
prnamming is available to everyone
ad be a acoessible a possible.

The second amendment calle for a
study to review the migration of sport-
ing events from over the air to pay TV.
The amendment requires the FCC to
study the migration of programming,
taking into oonsidertion the eoonomioc
and social onsequences of this moe-
met. The study will determine the ef-
feat of pay-per-view sprt program-
ming on the oonsumer a weUll a the
various sports organitions. This
study is an Important firt stp toward
Asurlng the aoossibility of televised
sfrt4ias all local sports on
broadcast stations.

Aan I oommend both the chairman
of the full oommlttU and the chairman
of the subcommittee for all their ef-
forts in developln this letislauton.
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Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLaxY], a
member of the committee.

(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, the sup-
porters of this legislation say that this
legislation is needed to bring reason-
able cable subscription rates and better
service to the consumer. Now I am all
for that goal. In fact, I strongly sup-
ported a bill that would have done that
by establlshing a system In which
abuses in the cable industry could be
corrected. Unfortunately the first time
around the House passed a bill that was
too heavy-handed that would actually
have raised cable rates and stifled in-
novation and creativity. But If you
think the first attempt its bad, this con-
ference report is worse. If the first bill
was petty theft; this bill is tantamount
to a caracking.

This conference report has the dis-
tinction of chooing the most extreme
measures from both the House and Sen-
ate bill. What we have before us is a
regulatory Christmu tree that has
been trimmed with countless number
of unnecessry Items. The result-high-
er prices, less innovation, less creativ-
ity. And the kicker in the conference
report is the direct tax on cable sub-
scribers to help prop-up the broad-
casters. Retransmission consent is
nothing but a transfer of wealth from
the poor cable subscriber to the Larry
Tich's of the world. Ladies and gentle-
men, the supporters of this bill are
talking about regulation, equity and
the public good. But as Senator Russel
Long once said: "It doesn't matter
what they are talking about, they are
talking about money." This is not a
cable subscriber protection bill}-this is
about taking money from the
consumer and giving it to the broad-
casters.

Mr. MIAREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. DOEGAN].

Mr. DOROAN of North Dakota Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am voting for the con-
ference report on regulation of cable
television today because I gre that
something must be done to stop some
unwarranted rate increas that have
occurred In some parts of this oountry.

I have also supported and will con-
tinue to support the program acess
provisions of this legislation which will
help customers In rural America who
rely on satellite dilhes for their pro-
gramming to get that pogramming at
nondiscriminatory costs.

However, even though I am voting for
the bill, I do have some concerns about
how the bill will treat cable operators
in the smaller markets, and especilly
in rural States. Many of theee cable op-
erators have not abued their market
positions, they have not increaed
rates above inflation, and they have de-
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livered quality services to their cus-
tomers.

Some of the regulations that might
make perfect sense for urban area
where you have large cable operations
may not be fair to a rural cable sys-
tem, and I want to be sure that we are
not going to impose an undue regu-
latory burden upon these smaller sys-
tems.

I am concerned about provisions in
the legislation that will get down to
the detail of even prescribing certain
office hours for cable systems. I don't
think that makes much sense for the
smaller system where there's never
been a problem in those areas.

Also, unlike the House bill that we
passed, this conference report allows
cable subscribers to challenge rates.
That might be acceptable for large
cable systems with larger budgets and
staffs, and they might easily be able to
absorb the time and money needed to
defend themselves from those chal-
lenges, but I don't think that's the cae
with the smalltown cable providers.

I'd like some assurances that these
smaller cable providers, whose rates
have not risen in any unresonable way
during recent years, will not have to
spend most of their time justifying
their ratwe through costly and expen-
sive processes

In the area of regulatory burden,
there is one independent cable operator
in North Dakota who serves 9,000 sub-
scribers in 8 different communitise. In
one community, for example, he has
told me he has only 34 subscribers. The
question is, Under the customer service
standards in this legislation, will this
cable operator be forced to open a serv-
ice office with hours, staff, telephone,
and other facilities in the community
in which he has only 34 subscribers,
even though it would not be economl-
cally feasible for him to do so? One
would expect the regulations not to in-
clude that, but when Federal regu-
lators get their arms around this bill,
you never know what's going to happen
and that's my concern.

rve talked to the subcommittee
cohlrman and asked that we in Con-
greas hold oversight hearings on the
regulatory burden to determine how
this might or might not affect smaller
systems. He hs given me a commit-
ment to do th t,and I lut wanted to
say that while rm going to vote for
this conference report because I think
It's needed, I am concerned about some
provisons of it, and rm going to push
very hard on behalf of the smaller
cable systems that they not be sub-
jected to unreasonable and unwar-
ranted and unjustifiable regulatory in-
truslons.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentleman from Texa [Mr. HAL,].

(Mr. THAL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. H L Of Texa. M. Spea rW a
member of dW conernce orrne which
complmed k ansidera of t legisdon
la weelk. I rise hi sppohtd of to ag

E September 17, 1992
me This Is not o say tat I'm an rdnt
aporr o c hceasinr reguatory burden

on te cable Indusry-m not. When Con.
gres approved ts Cabe Act of 1984, many
Mer, includn myse, took or granted
tat deregutIon wo0ld foster comlpettion I
cab4e services, wit con ers b*ing tse ul-
mate beneliarie. Eight yars later, however,
most commir'tes In America are sti wating
for tht promrre o corpeon

The legislation before u loday wod re-
regulte cable earvce h thee communam
whIch continue to have onty one cable pro-
vider. As soon as fectis comprrttion In
cable servce develop h ay gven comru-
nity, then cable opra hI t cormmunlty
would once again be dereg aed, and tse
cost and quaty of srve would be deter
mined by te marplace. I shou not tat
te progmmg acces an ment put tor-
ward by te genman from Lousana [Mr.
TAuzw1 would go a bng way toward esuring
tht rel ompe has fair chance lo d-
veop.

I want to am" my coagues and my con-
stitts ti It Is my b tile legislation will
not cam rats to as , mbi bill bis
deslged to rentroduce some oc govern-
me control over cable rate Wth rspct to
te rtan son cen t propo In h billU,
thle simply gves a I broadcast station the
optlon to negotiate r carrge of It sgnsl on
a cabble ystem

I would inhd my cdleagus t t was
Congress t, In 1976, created te o-cld
compulory Icen wkich ow cable oper-
btor to use lbc brodcat signs witio
prior com tfrom broadcast station, d
wltom compe n o t brodct b sts-
on. Congress established comply S-

cene hi order to give I at cCableb hinyu
a chance to grow d compets. That was 16
years o ad I did worl--n o can now
my I t e ab Industry i sbt ae sma,
sruggl g enity requng a specl protcton
In Ie law.

This bg tIon ge brodcast eons a
choce of two options when dedng wll a
locel cebb operaor. The stlon can tr
elect Io ope under must cay, h which
case e staon Is automticlly cried on t
cabb sysm for a 3wr piod wtol aon-
pematon or he broadast t Con cn
ch oo rt ska coens and nlor Io
negotsion wXlh cae sbbystm Nolhg h
1W bI se lh teMN or Ows negoaons,
ad nolH g quire a cable yem to a pt
te demani o a broldcast tion ist eec
resrr n co nt If an a rmn can-
not be eched between two pe, tn
th brondct IlIn I i cf ow cable systn
fr a 3-year pimd Despite vI bw cost
fIgue blmg ofd d day wich suggest t
cable ras wl I hcme by $1 to bIon per
yemm a a etlo dol legh n, no one
kows wUh wr m° irdly how eas nr0go

ionL bel n bsdat o and cable
sysmta wo play a. Ts is boems each
negotion Mw be uique-lust NW y oeIr
businm ngoton. May bWrI c et-
ton, hI , rs e h tnms d hI arngenwi
tht go beyond sImple Iand c

-Much a Jdon vwrhlr )JON adverting,
good chmn poelI-gW M ember WtlhNo
W ny r k~ gonmm htrene, the

cabm hkduy and ft br0dmlrW cmn and.
I hope, w nke tls bic des of buines
negolwon work hI t mrkela



Scplember 17, 1992 C0
WA. SpekN ry plper ir, tmy fa-iny

should be oentled to marnin contr
Oero * uses Is own product. I stngy sup-

on t Ida of ren cInofl consent and I
ceOrey hope his Congress wig tun os pro-

, f hto rslity. I urge rny coleagues o sup-
po conference report.
Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, mnay I In-

quire how much time is remrainlg on
both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mhj.
LUXs ). The gentleman from New York
([M. Lsar] has 6 minutes remaining,
.nd the gentleman from Massachusetts

[Mr. M aKEY] has 6½ minutes remnn-
Ing.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, before yield-
ing that time, I would ask unanimous
consent that statements by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. MAP-
ye] and I be placed in the RBCORD

net to each other with the remarks of
the gentleman from Masaachusetts fol-
lowing mine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, thosee statements which are
not in the form of a colloquy may be
tnserted in the RnCORD.

There ws no objection.
Mr. LENT. I uask for dufficakon on bl l-.

u from e dtigshed Congresmen
fran Massdcuetts aboer the nww proviso
in be reorted by te condfern mctlecg
horm 8oppIg atarone. H.R 4850 conined
a pvision wnich wouid dey mwdatoy mfrw
cary 0to tose n which are udlfed pr-
daonriny fr iss preuntaons or progrrn
len cmercials, a provision which I and a
rnwr Od my oledagrs opposed as disalcr
naory nd d etJtonabl corionr merwL
I drw attenton now to rw prisone on
issue contalned In te WIl reportedy b con-

eace. The iue of whethe I ton
sve the pqlbic ntrt Is now reed to Se
Federal Corwiicslons CTnwi aonfor W
propits proceedings nd the arler dscwd-

lon -1n tm stabon apples only
pending tIe corprlton at tie procFMng
which fe FCC le rired to corplee whdn
270 dey ae tVe dae of enarnert of ie

I m mny deiVpehd colague nrw
some 1lc1-e of thie amended provisi
Frl, I coarci, le N not h ai rm d
secton ekwv to to FCC the Mioty to de-
wm I nture r of tI proceeding l a-
doc m bIg " te Cowarnlon ts t
seclon's requrem for a w mpr nonce
nd opporbriy tor pubkc commret?

Send I would elo Me to skobi tIe
~et of the 270-day de-dlI ebIIhed h
toe confer reporL It is my uiderw r
ro te new provision mew m ti f;C

cmi decdwe il mssue, umrng 1 mets
pubic om requiremel, whener n le
1 h coanpleed e analys s btio I doe
not ue mom Ith 270 day kr ft procs.
In her words, a co mplet Na pro edIng
hi a much shaor pabd ofd 11 so de
ddL

Third, t me seek _ruc on an lr
Ucfel pokn I undersland uader w em Io
Od ft pisWon, wh n Vi FCC mke IPA di.

wreimHo wt r hi 270 daws or i-
hos SWA MfMd N dedes serve th pu-
IC heret w*1 be prampfy celed ocal
cmmwrcl eevso tInm and wll be
haled ew um ns W r o ib c acwOM
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television statiO und te nwXdWy must
carry proisi'on of e act provided tery meet
the otewr mrst cary requiremwn of tI a

Flnaiy, under te new provisin, t is my un-
derstandin that f the FCC determines t a
stabon doe rot serve the pubic nterest, t
wil have a reasonable period w which to
provide diert programrr. In andil,
such stabions wi not be doeid a Icensr re-
nwal sobly because teir progrmn*g con-
stLO predoniwnany of sales prsntaon or
program leng corn eals. In other words.
te nerww procding on public ssice for Ihm
predouinnVy sale stalons Is undrtaken
soley for deterinaSon as to quAlcamon
under the mand y mur ct y prisions,
anr for no othe purpose.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speakr, I have exar
hed the statement of tie geneman romr New
York [Mr. LENT and the gentnman's ax rr-
pretaona are conrecL

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BRooxn], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, It is with
great reluctance that I rise in opposi-
tion to the conference report on 8. 12
the Cable Television Protection Act. I
was pleased to vote in favor of this bill
when it was approved by the Hous in
July. The House version offered the
promie of providing well-deerved re-
lief from skyrocketing monthly bills to
cable subscribers acroe the Nation.

But, something happened to a good
pieoe of legislation in conferenoe. The
conferees decided to tack on to this bill
a concept called retranmission con-
sent, a matter that is inextricably
linked to the Judiciary Committee's
jurisdiction over copyright matters.
Mr. Speaker, this is an isue with far-
reaching ecoonomic and legal con-
aequences Yet, it hs not been subject
to 1 single minute of debate on the
floor of the House. At every step of the
process in this body, a conscious effort
was made to keep retransmission con-
sent away from the cable bill. Then. lo
and behold, the conferees magically re-
discovared retransmison consent, ju;

,in time to tack it into the conference
report and end it back here to the
floor of the House. So now the Mem-
bers of this body ae being asked to
swallow retrnsmission consent on the
basis of the aurance of our confeee
that It will be good for us and our con-
stituents. On tht I have some doubts

Mr. 8pmker, the sole purpoee of the
coneept of retransmision consent Is to
provide broadcster with what they
call a nw revenu stream. One of the
most ardent proponents of the concept
has estimated that this stream will in
tct be a rushing river of revenue for
the broadcasters, to the tuna of f1 to SS
billion. You don't have to be a Nobel
luaeate in economics to figure out
that t will be the cable subcribers
who will be faroed to pay the pssed-o
cabe oosts I am afraid that it will
take a flght of rhetoric worthy of W1-
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liam Jennings Bryan for us to exslain
to our cable-uaing constituents how a
bill that started out as a measure to
lower cable fees somehow came tack to
the floor of Ždis House with this bil-
lion-dollar transfer of wealth attached
to it.

Another very disturbing aspect of
retransmission consent is its effect on
the rights of the holders of copyrights
to television programming. These le-
gally vested rights aren't going to van-
ish into thin air simply by waving the
magic wand of retransmission consent.
As a result, what we will be doing If we
enact the bill in this form is to set the
stage for interminable and Inevitable
lltigation.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that there is a
way that the principles of both
retransmission consent and copyright
can be harmonized, and that it can be
done in a way that protects the inter-
ests of cable subscribers. This bill
doesn't do the job. If we defeat this
conference report, we can come back In
the future and work on a bill that does
the job right. For these reasons, I have
to urge my colleagues to vote "no"' on
this conference report.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
MrvmU].

(Mr. MFUME asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

(Mr. MFUME addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

the balance of our time. 5 minutes, to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DD-
OGLL], the chairman of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given
peamilson to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINOGEL. Mr. Speaker, I begin
by paying my greatet respect and af-
fection to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BRooKs]. my dear
frind who is one of the finest men
that I know, and a man with whom I
have had great pride in serving.

I wanted to say that I am reminded
today, a I speak. of the mighty Achil-
les, who sulked in his tent outside the
walls of Troy and did not participate in
the battle which took place. Never
would I say that my dear friend from
Texas had wulked in his tent, but I
think It ir time for us to recognize that
he awakes from a rather deep sleep in
a somewhat ill mood, becse he had a
full opportunity to name three con-
feree. He chos not to do so.

Had those three confereese appered
together with the four Republlcan con-
feees, the matter would have been
deadlocked and the result would have
been very, very different than that
which we ue before u.

So I would urge my oolleagues to not
think that there was anything done in
the dark of night her. The hash fct
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of the matter is that retransmlssion
consent has been reviewed by every-
body in sight. As my good friend from
Texus hs obseerved to the House, he
would antlcipate that Hollywood will
have full opportunity to have this
question reviewed and certainly the
copyright laws are within the purview
of the Jurisdiction of the Committee on
the Judiciary. I fully anticipate, my
dear friend, to look to those laws a
this matter develops.

The cost estimate hba been made on
this bill with retransmission consent.
Consumers Federation of America rec-
ognises and says, in a study which I
would show my colleagues here, that
there will be a savings to American
consumers of S8 billlon, if this legisla-
tion is passed. The FCC recognizes that
the savings to consumers is going to be
35.3 billion. That is big money. That in-
cludes retransmission consent.

Let us look then at some of the other
things. This legislation passed the
House by a vote of 340 to 73. It passed
the Senate by 73 to 18. It is very clear
that there is strong support for this
legislation, and I would urge my col-
leagues to recognize that.

Let me tell my colleagues about
something els we are finding. This is a
year when people are concerned about
the special interests running the Con-
gres of the United 8tates. Listen to
those people. They are telling us that
they re disutisfied with service,
which is so bad that the city of New
York had to amend the charter of the
cable company which serves them to
assure that that cable company would
simply answer the phone.

This legislation requires service im-
provement. It requires protection of
consumers from outrageous rate in-
creases.

Look at who oppoes this bill: The
cable industry, an unreguated monop-
oly. They want to stay an unregulated
monopoly. Is that surprising? No; there
is enormous economic advantage for
them. Hollywood. which sees an oppor-
tunity to inoreas their revenue
stream.

Who favors this bill? The Consumer
Federation of America, the AFL-CI0,
the UAW, the American Asociation of
Retired Persons, the League of Cities,
the mayors of the communities that we
serve, the National Asociation of
Rural Co-op, the Asociation of 8tate
Attorneys General, and Consumers
Against Special Interests.

The answer here is to listen to the
people that we serve, and if we do not
listen to them in ag election year, lis-
ten to our pollsters. They are telling
us, the people are fed up with these
special interest pressuring the Coi-
gres into unwse legislation that does
not serve their interests.

Control prloes. assure improved serv-
ice, and put reasonable restraints on
monopolists.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker. will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DINGEIL I yield to the gen-
tleman from Mmachusetts.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, let us
make no bones about what this debate
is over. The Committee on the Judici-
ary had plenty of opportunity to bring
that amendment out on the floor to
help Hollywood and get more revenues
for Hollywood back In July. They chose
not to bring the amendment out on the
floor.

I do not know why they did not want
to defend Hollywood in the well of the
House.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, they
chose not to participate in the con-
ference, where they had an opportunity
to have conferees appointed to carry
out their views.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, again
the gentleman from Michigan is cor-
rect. Judiciary conferees were named
to the conference committee, and yet
they never showed up to fight for Hol-
lywood to get them more revenues.

Do my colleagues know what this de-
bate is over? This is u though Hurri-
cane Andrew hit every consumer In
America. Now we are building a tent to
protect the consumers, and the broad-
caster re Inside. Hollywood wants to
get inside, too, so they can get more
revenues In order to ensure that they
get inside the tent and get more reve-
nues Hollywood producers are going to
blow down the whole tent and give no
protection to the consumers of our
country against the M billion over-
chargee which the cable industry im-
poses every single year.

If we want to make sure that this bill
is killed so that Hollywood can go back
and get more of the money which they
think is going to the broadcasters,
more than they think they deserve, but
it will still go into their pocket, not
back to the consumers, then, fine, vote
no. But if we want to protect the con-
sumer in this country, make sure that
we vote yes on this bill because that is
the only way we are going to protect
the oonsumea

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, we have
a simple choice here. The oonsuming
public of the American people want
this bill The cable industry, and un-
regulated monopoly, does not. The
Consumer Federation of America. the
AFL-CIO, the League of Cities, the At-
torneys General, they want this bill

Why? Becaus they know it iJ going
to save them money and Improve the
service. The result of passage of this
bill In that the conuumers will receive
needed protctions Defeat of this bill
assure that the special intere will
profit. will enJoy Icred revenues
and will, of cour, be very grateful to
all of thoe who have provided them
this needed assistance.

Mr. KECZKA. Mr. SpIur, I urge my cd-
league on bodth ses of tie adlse m voO br
passage of & 12 Ite ce tvsion gre-

By now a of us ae fnmlla wih te tay
of mwoes ng m dereguaon of o cble
hindy in 194. Whes ecbo w" sup-
posed to pmmo comptin to cable nd
kep rt mresomble, It hed oppo.t I4-

ed The General Accountg Office [GAO
ports cable rates ros 61 percent durin
per-fr t res timd s the inftaua
rate. The Justice Dpar i found pri4
hika were appromatey 50 percent m
uV they would hae boee in a genuam.
cofnpetiv maret Peraps most twaJng ofd
the Consumer Federation of Ameri a k CF -
estimates tIe cable i ndustey oercharge
scribers bi Uon a yearu.

view, tWy e due, in part to overnment
action on beha of consirrs t

Enough is nough. The gremwrt beof
us today would restore much fneded bai
b cable IndU.try by rmegula rais ft
promoting competition i a meaningful way.

At b 95 percent f te cable systems op.
ratg Ioday have Otf t no comnpeition frc

otwier multchnnel soure of video broadcar
ing. The cabl agreement takes effctive step,
o stablize prces. Under the confesrnc bi,
fs Federal Communications Commlssc

(FCCI must develop a procedwure detIrnin.
ti myu ante allowabl for the basic tow
of cabl svce. This rate must be reasonab4
for subecrlers and cannot surpass whla
would be charged If cable systems faced rw
aon ton The CFA etmate tie provision
wil aowe montily rater at as 30 percent In-
dditrn, ceab operators who continu charg

Ing exessiv re would be forced o rehnd
the overchrge out lo subscribe, and
lower resIt shod be notd t oncer
cable syste a thew meaningl competition,
FCC rate regulation would no longer apply.

Aother key hatwr of the agreemnt
would, for th ft Viw, ihn what cable oper-
dlors may charg for remoe control devic,
cverter boxes, and tIe hIonislon of oer
hom cabl e uipment

The agrment doe reqre cable op*rr
br, alo or s Irst ns, to obtaIn perrns-
sioan from local brodcasters t rebnrit thr
progrmining lo cabb subecers. Boad
castes hwor. are not roquired to charg
tIm a fee Io rtnsmt te prograsu. The
cofrence bill Is ebl, aIowlng brod-
cMr to ask fr berefts on ti cable ye
tnm, rather n ncig them to dend ee.
During Hous end Senat hearings on cable
rereuilsan, mnwy locl brodcaers Ind-
c d y would sk for brefts on gs cable

ystem, ihnsd d chwg' fees.
Whe the provibon is not a perhd solution

tob 1he ay problm od r arensmsn I ri-
ously doubIt w i have tne eff ct raising
cable rates, sa crP'Mr precict If mntly bill
do Inded ri I Suped t cable c a rrnpnes
wil be doIng so simply to esr* a sf-fI4 -

The cable tlevisIon egreemnt *a reporn-
sm policy. t wold rin in unfa price hikes
for bae rv anid open t hindusty to
oowmpeolr drig rs sl bow. I Lgo my
caieagues lo vow for psag of tow Impor.
tW poonsumir bi, nd lo overrde a vto
11 need lo do so ised.

k. L*AGMARStNO. Mr. Speakr, I wO not
suport blgsaon t i haicrsse cable (at
for myV consllir

I agree th Congress needs o eddrss the
pro facig cable tblvision custmn
Howvr, I do not gree tht w lgIslation
Ih Ngl n werw .

In mnwy aes of my onhngreloni dbitit
my consiliuent do not have a choace between

H8684



september 17, 1992 C
dle Wmwon and so-ld e tfre vtisen.
rndaead tlI cd b bwn cable te

n, Wuiuy frmon ay o source, or vfr-
wy no ebevon U a. In ot word, mnwy
d my an Ocnx h5m no chod~c t a.

an oan , dng tide a Lctl supposedy
,d con prolclon and co mpe
-vw, we must ask ourselve te por-

Wt q-stlow Doe t legislaton crt any
more choic for rn c Cable C uaone? WIN Oft

gdsion protect cable cuaors from hghr
te, or will It ac cause rate to Ir-

CIae? Dos tib legivlon Increa corn-

corIenc t Wim hIa" the C O ) of
doing haess ab oprators. However,
hin t asence of ffe e 1oneaon among
cable opetor, lise nceased osts w gti
pard direly o cab cu ers. That
me hIgher monh y bie ad s leavsI
cable cuors with nowhere es to Imn.

I uW my c d1gue to Jon me h reecng
Il eislgaion h InWres egulaon and

rat, and Insa work fr ft Passge of a
bJll Oat Inrma Wme and hd, eor
Cable cus aeomer

r. ROGERS Mr. Spar, I ris hIn sport
od te conerne eport on S 12, l Cabb
TelevisIon Covnsm Prolecton Act 1 992

I believe t cb operaos In my r-
gon df Kencky he been btg provide
ie bea possible s rrvic te loest po-
ibl cost. They geway delr a good prod-

uct ad thy care abou cus omIe.
hn ohar ca , however, I hve bn a rf

ciplndt of rr ompns* iom * m who ob-
ct o ncreasng re, It ch wls, or

poor Arvce I o know a h many oewr
p d i a Na on, e pobl me more
$mW.

S. 12 wi hOpeIly addes thoe cases
ldch r rates or hIdequte wvice we
andard operaing pracce. The Fedr

Comnunlcelone Commision wll esr e t
ras o basic cable vc, as well as for the
owIpment used, ws reasonable for to cue-
tmw. Mrimun service sidaids a w be
wr, so cusomers can ouk on phonea
cas being answed and problems sohed
prmnly. Good cabl operos rrmy od
mine-ehoud naot be harmed by cable bE
or te reglations whch vplems L Those
dub al tiep aric d sn rc tests wI hw
to measue up.

Mr. Speeir, is is a tough measure, lo be
ura. It will rqur compane to aoosd rzs
i hme noe dramely sInce deregJu-
on. A te same Us, I generly requIres

cable operar co ry local o mercal and
pubG levision signs. Anor provision
prover cable sydtsm fom forcing cue-
loere to buy a whole rw dof rvi h order
to get one or two premiumn chi So I
trms w ough, nd I would ovI rl for a
milder version. h bt I upporld e Lnt
subshi when 1ie Haoue as ndrd tie
bsue in Jy. Bult when fi Lent sblle

ed, I ft can lidp t Wqpod ti b on
final Pase.

In repon e to fbl bS t cob Industry
ha reny, ad uddeny, spres oon-
cme abo u t highr rate I mdgh be rced
to chiarge customers. Sl herw Is IWe ques-
Von hat wliot t W rats would d1nley

rese. Wh hi bi we can ex ptie
pric end oreve, ad Ob a0 olurs to
pay bW

:ONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUS
The nral inct ft l W bIr ai an ipornt

onsderaton. Lik e Houe verson of tie
cable bill, tie confrnC report rqulS
te FCC rduce tr i of Its regulation
on all opeato I waoud hve pIro d
en miler treabnli for very irall cl op-
rtors; however, the bill do requir e

FCC to write ra rgulaton hh reduce si
cost of comimpaice for operar with 1,000
or hw~ cuomers.

Finaly, many of my conituenra canot re-
ceve cable service at a; ilr h romes a oo
remote o be wired by to loca cabl fran-
chte, leaving who can aford II to p.
chs a homn saue1Wt dsl S. 12 helps at-

te dsh owners by mldn ure lt vkeo
program producers do no overcharge at
dedvr py SystAM kr poram they provd to
cable oprao.

TlvisiTon bs an pOrtm d re of -
tanment and ducat in ah rn K.nucky.
Our eoldy, ou homebou, and ur hdren
Ia Ihould be able to receIv cab bel vsIaon,

I support ti bi becus, on balance, I wIl
bring soe long needed ri ad an irnpor-
tat prouct lo ca cusomra, throughr
Kenbcky and acrs to Nlon.

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speedr, hi July, when Ie
House onsidered cab rgu n log
idbon, H.R. 4850, 1 pmd hat bit beause
It on d a number o me wi conmer
protection provon and opened to door o
con dlo, wiid h n V Id result hI
lower ra de and gre choIces for conum-
a.
Today, we u conidrng a much different

pIece of wtch W rt 1-
ter hin rate ae or ra r on hin corn-
munlty erli n prdd by or local
cable ani

The dfrence is a provian kown as
.trn EmIon _ or Consent. whI pa an ui

burden on very cable u r by requng
payments o brodat a or con-
Vahbal agrem rn Counter t X tl
torbgu HbInt d ar bgou pIon.

To noon d fS cou hh mae
IheW -r i qur cler. They nti relbb
Ise riot m nbl ras. Or suer or i-
zens and ihdMvkm on bed Inome u per-
fular4y cncned

I hv head from hdu deO my conet-
en-tu ry of hm seni-over e W 2
weeks, uging rrn o oe no on is con-
lere ne rt

They oppo ed bcause ty s
reransmison cneI for wtia I -- t
Inonurer provision t Wl cot Mem
money h te long ru

Ono again, Congr has tkn a good
Idea and hs Lmd It aod. As a rut, a
procon proo sl ha becean a bIl It
;onumrs lor, beom ey hv lb W i
in Congress o do Wt It proles lo do.

Mr. Spear, I apport mrngl conumr
proct, ton Of onere report Is not

Ar. LEVNE of Catons. Mr. Sper r, I rise
in oppolon o te coernc report on &
12, I do so reluc ly, becaus I stongly su-
port rrmwy fd I proisions fd il bill.

Ther b Is question t regulon df
u cabl Industy is h to pblc Intat

YWhle marw excdng chndogie hold grt
pro- r iorkh, g sme meanngfl carn
peon k he cble business, thoee th-

;E H 8685
nologes a sIr h in k Infcv and are riot
yet ready to go boe to be wMl fi sWu"g
cable -b

Far oo many cable companos have tken
advtge Od to monopoes tsy hold to
rase ra and ofr shoddy serdce. Hady a
day goa by wo my ofce bng ontacted
bye consisrft to Complain about one of ti
cable copes w h my distrct

As much a I would e o support S. 12 1
cannot, baue of a glaring hquty In
codnerene report

During arne du ao ree added
retrameson ca nt provion which w
allow locl boadcaer l chge cabe corn-
pies to carry eir sa. It has been as-
mted Iht w result in a wlnda proft
up to $1 bon or broadcasters. In hd. It hs
beon I Ited Vl his prov'oon lornI wIg

e cable ra by as much as $6 a month.
et, th netwoa ui Men more lin a corrn-

dult ad a orpler br pogammng. Thy u
nrot t creae for behnd ra progrrs,
nor do Iey tke irw cial ke nevooved
wEim deelop a sense. The way t h gisa-
tion is died only t networks wil derve
any money from e reranm Lon consent

YK Ow bK a wrttn, does not slow copy-
right hokne lDo s hi tie" revenuer. Th
means a t broadcastnrs, wo rnmrsly de-

r progrmig, are only pare
who wl pft rom to work of the ouand
df mn d womn in my hne Stae of Call-
fomna whof san te 1g In the televsion
produdlcon hrdt.

Nol aoy is t* b3lsy unfair, f could also
ompIe ade anegoitIm n In Europe and
lsewhre. How an our trade negotators de-

mnd Va Europan broadcaten corn-
pensa American opyrVA holders for pro-
grnrig when we do not do so aourselves?

Exports d lIon progaw I and morvie
mMe a lgril* contnbulon lo reducing our
InerntIonl had dedt Los of tis revenue
could be deeslng o television s o and
dd lo a rpidy Ineasing Inbeance pay-
wm abroo
Legsonwa pnding before Hou

Judday Con le Wd would he solyd
thie Inq he g cable rMa h cre H s
b 20 cn aa moni. UnrornatWly is teor-
natve s no considered by tie conlernce

I n deply d pmi t I am not able
to port e legiidon. Hower, b bId, hn
Its acre ntrn b ki y lawed nid must be
fod bea r i aowed to become lw.

I urge my olagueso jdn wh and
oppose tU mnirvn report end I hope ot
Caogre con pass an equitable Cro a
protckon bll OA"d txe t brreot s 1ion.

Mr. ATStL Mr. Speaker, I rluctay op.
pose Vi oornins report beor us.

The Cable Television Conru r Proecton
Act we conmlsd today conrtln
many hinpor provisions wHdch, nacted,
would HImo ti level of servIce Provided by
ihdusi c s ola ils RAs regubaon.
lI pmoIon Of compIon wktn the cable
iduby, ad onumr pro n provon
us vtally lnpolrt and am certaily no op-
poed concap _aly to regulaing ti cable i-
duAtry to me bHrovemer h dvry. In
bct, h Jly, I vod r te House Cable bill
because 1, e so meny of MY cd aue, feelt
V I is b pIe lo PA sm oonsuit a cable
oprs
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My colagus on t House Energy and

Comnrc Coam crafted a bill Vat wauld
help cab4e consumers and give a boost to
sanme potial coetitors to cabte. 8u the
confernce report dt is before us today d.
tens n a sgnfcant respect rn ti cab bill
tha the House passed s sumer. It con-
tans a provsion know as resart4i~iao
consent which I bed v cnangee ith balance
that had ben studc in te House legslation.

Reoransrmaon conasnt is intnded to pro-
vide a second revenues stream o brod-
caser. Bu f r nue stram would have
lo come fro mrWaW e--n d I fer i might
very wll come from the pocketbooks ot the
swra consumwr thi bil is Itnded lo pro-
tea

I am also concened by it way tIe con-
ferenc report valus Wlevison signs wilmhot
recogniz v t prowgras" t
gv e gel thoeW appeol. The reality o
Ue modem elevio mrkeloos is VA
whlm we im on "m televison gt our focus
is uh pgrat, nol the carrier. VW"e aMe-
gwic is lo -Chesr ad -Te Coeby
Show,' not te stafon on which IM program
is bing caed.

Yet retra on consent allws te local
broadcsmer to ngoda wth cab for dhi
right lo negodtb wiih cble r V right
cay bw TV signal b do not give le
copygV ownr Wh samr oppor.niy. The
copyrg W owner w contue o be coplled
to gie his show bo c wChout co enr-

I beleve SUch a polcy deois:on would uw
te realy ot f TV ma tplace ad sand a
horble m e to 1ou tradig parma osw.
so. U.S.-mds TV sow we one of our
songet e America's procion coran-
munity g rams r 3.5 bU I ron ade upoL.
h provision ecmee a model all over 1
gb- rbrnnW c aonnt rev nues w
o to b lregn brondcstr insted of O VW

copiL oiamt who creald e progra
w*yed by foreignaudence. It ld cost V
oouny milon of doaiw W would low
straight o the botom ln of te U.S. ad
b~ncs

Therre.W SpeaLer., I must oppose
cable coan repo Is my hope we

ill have u opporvty t revt Ie ue of
cable rgllonn eltir session of Conr
gros or eay in red ession so ft we
cm p mp ngul gs ont not be
uvnecesy inuu b coanrsm d 0
tradepo p

Mr. FAZIO. M. Sp. kr, I am a ong am
poter eor" o d~ procouM WIglr
ion to pb Coble teesion subscribe

from unreusonabl rat and poor cuamer
se4rvl I voted kr " Hou of Represew
ves' ca ble m gultion bl 2 m til ago,

and voted r i legislation in 190. Th
no dot h in absence of reanl Corn-

peaon in cable dusby, conanr need
proa ckon Io eem VlWy we not an ava

g d by cabl monopoi
However, is wlt rer Mt I mut oppose

te corncr rport an S. 12 Whn mt conm
emN o nl met an Oe bl a com-

troversi pvision was added ht COuld
have a d _v=IW hgm cn aon moar idrM y
based i my home S e d CAlom A Thi
provision th naing o do with btigng Mo
r maon e cle rtae or hn i asrvk.
This i_ m nrveir mvn dtbld on
House oor.

The cofers agred to a retrunssion
connt language, a proision which would re-
qwire cal operators lo negott with ca
braodcasters hn order to mrtan s it eing.
There is indeed some mernt lo the srgrren
that brooadcters dser come tion for
the use o thir broadcast as. Hower,
under th provision f th m coMrdn report
the people who produce telviiaon progranm
would rot even have a seat a t barganing
tabl whle tr copyrghd product is bought
mid sold.

n Its cuent sion, the provson would
srousdy iwatMn one of our bggest nd
tes in Calri ad the tam d omoumde of
Calornin who am their living n vison
production At a time when our S s. Is stug-
gg wit record high unrWrpl0me raes
and an Icrasing budget crun, Mu 1ga.
on dl one of ot key Indie a low

blow.
This precedent coud hav eou rmmu-

sions worldwide. The modon pi Nd w-
viion indury prov u wi on of ur a
countris biggest exports, showing one CO M

t po trade balances. The cutrret
ca b would give foreign govemnts Mt
green ght o dsregad U.S. wyoogrW omers
rights, resulting in polt l blos ot m do
mlbs d dollars y n obreign cabl
royaltes. Our unu cual ade asset

would a s blow. uLlitely daie-
ng our Sts ' conomy and our Na 's bl-

rk. SpeMr. I rpa I WI oon* o p
port gamln o proC cable owunira.
But I belev we can develop a cable bl H
*l be far tob bot oonmrs ad hdinutry
so vWa to M well-being of Cliormin.

Mr. GOSS. mr. Spener when Hou.
voted an Jy 23 ovrwlily Ih suppot Of
HA 4M50, Cab Television Cnmm r
Prolbon id Coaelon A we voted for
_ consue, we voted or manbe a,_
nd we voted to pmo o he o on in m ri
b"ry. N is h ott l p n mind M we

we beng asked m b Vm br Mu Wry As
princips body wilotA lbwlng Mu Sideho I

eibe u cable indly m d t u broad-
mes o ID M u r odigiv kom Mu buW is

I hed y rtseno ys in A .when I vod
to reregul e M Industy, *d I al he my

a todqy becaod e rsmnry I opos
Gorwunet ga o SW mR vOt rl

gr o Concern of my con st e h
wItA efctIve comntion md NW cal c o
epn t abusive o atIea Som esalmern
V b " industy W nv exercise a dc ,
dcpm. Cuoers have o for 0crnce -
ovr Mu year, t have bn Io toss Of

sallve too hk and unwreponsive cua-
bmr gvios. Oppone" to n me _su"
or g Ist col anocatd wilh rergpdmon
va vaen drlvo up M Cost d Cb asn-
ios Depw o aM sourc.h Mu dck
rogovg h no -a-ewery lcelly. Al
Om pOK no one fogy l n what nd of inh
crea we a Wabu at," aN. I is s
basd on hyoiew. &A one hg we do
bWw tr rm is H witoA W5 measr t
hm every on b bie se O cable op-
erator vl oWne a hidry dof heping un
ano nced ad unreasonable rats ae
on M cansnr.

The iNrt rereg*aton c s a no aur
p to Mu cbe hrdufty. and perhp o-
bWs biggest mIWA wa d not dng ti W

wiousy. In my opinn, the cable nury
hd Wop opponty to coral ibts bad opera
tor and prove o the conumers Ihat It had
the Iinstica md th abity to regulate Ibtl.
But te Indusy a a whole did not live p bo
tis &Cange. Because of tme md Mu sog
massage of my cont tes cabi l hds-
try has ft me no choice but lo vobte for
conren reporLt

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speak er c le bl
ha brought abot srong emotons and e
pen*ve advertng. I upported . The
cable bill c be brokn Into two Issu- Price
and acce. This s an, I hop w mli
price mon cOMti. It will provide l
progrnmng at reasn ra for rural
rsident who now have access to cable.

A afe bit do background. Cable ts we
dergulted by Congrr. hin 1964, bto help
cabl comprnle produce a rasonabe im
on thi significat nvestment. As a resu, te
cable companies were aowed'lo sat he
own price with no Govemrment ibrtve
But tle wa a solution o oanly hal e prob-
lam Congrs did not take te second step.
it did ot provide a competitive altemat , or
aces for otme lo entr te maorkt.

My prefsmene Is m rd wR continue to be to
open Ihe mrdet This is th proven Amlcn
way to retrin price eces BA dW was
not to be. The bil t emarged is tr ftom
peec. but Is a s*tp Iorward, to oorrecb a a-
Wan leb Ifrom M 1984 bll-ow
cable compas op e no overght

Thls bil skI Cble progm n cornom
pnrie o we promge at a reasonable
pri1c Thi w help thoe people in rural as
of lMh so__m n rn mad Finger Lakes rgion
where cable not alibM since m only
atnum v I b Ins a satet dbIh

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Spker, r hi opposon
tob te corerc report bCuse " Ib not
to bY I od r 2 monts a9o

The b I voted br prolcted aownrs.
Ile b do not. The bill I voed fobr
aged corrp o ile b di courages -
plon. The b' I votd br bownd Cable
rates for cable cus ers, bi dl e

A Doln Free Prms Id M q ut bills
sponmi Cangresen Mrl as saying M
ill N nolt r ratsr hie l r "bl waold

only go up les MI uioi gh leglrL,
What has hppened ovr the lst 2 ma

is Mu Ciic b tmd-swleh MC Thls bl as
ambad 2 m2 ls ago wo a good M. BA
auddry, Mu b_ we wl vote on day IM
w we bW aied for.

Now we have a bll h dl w obr conmrn-
ae to pay obr proa r e now gem b ra&
Now we have a be h ha eom a Wa h-
IngloI buemum s drem c , ad nrg9mbni br
nxml Cable oaumn.

ThlN bl, b b ,q b pmv s , greor , -
NW b r an, nxa Oabl ooIpll e id by

-,xl nCin oi' er dm bpam
Cdle m rs in i'l America tb pay mush

mor br cale mWvce or recimve none at .
Even worse. re mi on ansl wll

drive a call compn oul d O busIne
ving uge cble operat o o e"p h and

buy mwm ouL
in my ml m r ld- lg dabd:t coneer

i n rr coue and bl ns Isabell.
roomeld. aid Woodrad w served by

cudb coabnie'hm pro vid Ml o lP m
haI 100 cuLomeL
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T1,0 00nerner don't want ftir Srvice

poMdW by soe bg, mspons"e cabe

But wlt * 1 _do. It will dve
of brual rnus cabe flrrm m can't

p ,ay Sf5issionl consent or keep up with
li regulaOy paperwvx bluard mhs bi wil

y friends, reba thnislkl consent will do bo
aewht ~* allIowucei have done to
ir travel, kill csetUron nd alow a few

huge compnine to drlve up cots and buy out
srrmdr oorrfl1ors.

AgQn eafs not what was advertised 2
mot ago.

I uwmgry colleagues to vote against be
cfereci report Defeat Ub dekfe'e bill,
snd it back to coference, and send a mee-
sage o b conferee tat we won't stand or
b and switc w want wMit every consume
w&"t-e product Vat a dvertsed 2

-ama ego.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conference report.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question Is on the conference report.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not preeent and mrnake the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quroum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Membere.

The vote ws taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were-yeas 290, nays
12. answered "present" 1, not voting
23, as follows:

Acke'nu
Ablenuder
Andeon
Andr =)

BurM
BALm"

re.4som.
batnnetS

Bentley

BevllBlraM

BlsacskeU
Boeahert
Bonw

Blow
reur

Bruo
B'ug'

Byma
CLrda

Carl

Can
Clay

Cobw

Colrna (MO)
Ca frX)

[RoU No. 3M]
YEAS-2-0

Collins (IL)
CollJts (MD
Cosdl
Ooopr

oss (IL

Darm

Dick

Denlln

Dooly
Domn (lD)

Duma

Dymally
Dart

dw ermd (CA)

{arde(Mrr
rsu

Pre s

06

oephar

OU |

Oem

Onme~0w·

HroWK erne

Hua1r
{rr

Henry

Bolr

Jdl

bard
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LAFSlce

Latos

LeAca
LehmaA (CA)
Lehman (FL)
Levin (MD
Lows 'FL)
LA" (GA)
Llghtfoot
Llpskl

LLoyd
Long
Lowey (N)

Man to

Markey
Marilon

Mavron

Mocollun

McCurdy
McDermott
McOrath
McHura
McMlllaa (NC)
McMlltUen (MD)
McNulty

MIchel
Miller (CA)
MUler (WA)

Mink

Moakle7
Mollobna

Montgomsry
Moody
Moran
Moreila
Morrison

N{al (MA)

Allard
AlhU
Andreuw (N)
Arche
Armey
Bater
BUNs

Blru
Bodw
Bomb

B!rta
BuoaC

Cmpbsl (CA)
Chaml (0
CoxI (CA)elm$

camuolni

Coolit
onr (CA)

U (OK

raal

Dorm (CA)
Drem

ilooFrail (MA)
Frauk (CI')

Oek

Ollimor

Neal OC)
Nhols
Mowk
NumSb

Obanur

Obey
Oler
Orti

PJua

Pattrson
Payju (VA)
Pfam
Pekd
Peteron (YL)
Petri
Poner
Poshard
Pric

Ray
Rabd

Rober

Roer
Rogn

Rostenkowski
Rot
Rowod
Sah

_wyer

Schtff

schumer

Sarw
amw

Silkorki
Sor
8km

NAYS-123

Goodlom
Orlnac
H (O)

Hwhmbt

Hodn
Heo
Robaos
Booway
Hoptin

Hjm

Jaren

Jobmmo (C')
Johrom (TX)

Kolbe
Kolt4r

Kopoaki

Laromm
LntL
L.rvtu (CA)
Lo" (CA)

(Lor (CA)

Mcado
hMclwm
Miller tOH)
Moorhod
Murphy
Mire
OI1

ShLton
Slaughter
SmLth 'FL)
Snow

Spenoc
8sach

Stagwers
stalUn
Stark
St.rs
Steanholm
stokes

SweCt
Swift
Sya,Tsrlo

TBrO
Tadn
Taylor (M8)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas (GA)
Tuoms (WT)
'IbThornton
Tarriceul

TrilerVIXmt~
Uneeld
Upton
Valeqtine
Vanto

Volkrm'
walas
Wshngton

Whbe
Wblttn

Wisewt~
Wolf
Wols

YatYat45
Yoasr (AK)
Yoag FL)

onon

POzid
Parke,
Puer

Pvym (NJ)

PM"
Peon tW(
Pickou

Regul

Ritter

PRokern

RboyaRum

Roese

Santoann
SutaM

S ranb

sorn

sakh (IA)
latCl (NJ)
CLith (OR)

Tbomu (CA)

Vardor Jg

Weldon
Wilson
saIsI

rZmmer

Vao3 ~f
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Anthony

Bozad
Bolr
Broomfield
Chandler
Conyr
FLci

Laen

NOT VOTING--3
Gordon Pckle
Ha LA) 'an
RackatR -4vre
Kennedy cneuer
M cruc y 'old
Murtha A
Owens (VT) ;A e
Parki
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The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Riggs for, with Mr. Barnard rlainst.
Mr. HLaye of Loulsians tor, with Mr.

McCrsry agalnst.
Mr. WILSON changed his vote from

"yea" to "nay."
So the conference report was agreed

to.
The result of the vote waa announced

Lo above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Wk. LUKEN. r. Speaker, I nave recentdy

entered into a conract w wil be effective
Januay 4, 1993, wim a broedcasnrg company
whlc has a seivnt1a kInterest in botn me
broadcasting and cabe industnes. For tis
rason I have voted prosenF on te con-
ference repott for S. 12, te Caboe Television
Conauner Proection Act In order to avoid tie
appeoaran od a conffict of nterest

0 1150

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have S legislative days In which to
revise and extend their remarks, and
Include extraneous material. cn the
conference report on the Senate bill, S.
12.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
LUXwN]. II there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Massachu-
setts?

There was no objection.

APPOIN'MENT OF MEMBERS TO
ATTEND THE FUNERAL OF THE
LATE HONORABLE WALTER B.
JONES
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

Luxzo). Pursuant to House Resolution
r 567, the Chair, without objection, ap-

points the following Membere on the
pert of the House as members of the fu-
neral committee of the late WALTER B.
JON!I:

Mr. Roae of North Carollna;
Mr. FOLur of Washington.
Mr. GzPgar.Yr of Missouri;
Mr. Bomoa of Michigan;
Mr. Hona of Maryland;
Mr. HEr~ia of North Carolina;
Mr. NAL of North Caroli.-;
Mr. VALE"rmn of North Carolina:
Mr. COB/L of North Carollna;
Mr. McMfLAN of North Carolina,


