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House

The House met at 8:30 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God, as 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 ws remember the diligent
work and service of our colleague and
friend, WALTER JONES. We recall with
appreciation his long devotion to the
people that he represented and to this
institution, and for his friendship and
his good will toward those about him.

May Your blessing, O God, be with
him and his family 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 and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from South Carolina {Mr. DERRICX]
pleass 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
Uunited States of Amerioa, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one Ration under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. After consultation
with the minority, the Chair an-
nounces it will receive no 1-minute re-
quests.

Jw
Davi

of Representatives

A

VISION CONBUMER .
AND

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 571 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: '

H. Rzes. 71

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
oonference report to accompany the bill (8.
12) o amend title VI of the Communications
Aot of 1834 to ensure carriage on cable tele-
vision of local news and other programming
and to restore the right of loocal regulatory
authorities to regulate cable televisicn
rates, and for other purposes. All points of
order sgainst the oonferenoe report and
against its oonsideration are waived. The
ocnfsrence report shall be considered as read
when called up for considsration.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
8outh Carolina (Mr. DERRICX] is recog-
nised for 1 hour.

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. 8peaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yleld the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Spesker, House Resolution 571
waives all points of order against the
conference report on 8. 13, the Cable
Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992 and against its
conaideration. The resolution also pro-
vides that the conference report will be
considered as read.

Mr. Speaker, the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1903 protacts consumers by pre-
venting unreasonable rates, by improv-
ing the cable industry’s customer-serv-

AIVING ALL POINTS OF ORDER ! ice practices, and by sparking the de-
AGAINST 8. 13, CABLE ' TELE=: velopment of a competitive market-
PROTECTIOM place

Briefly, the conference sagreement re-
quires cable operators in areas where
there is no effective competition to
provide a basic level of service at rates
determined by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission to be reascnable.
The FCC would also have the authority
to prosecute cable providers that
charge unreasonable rates.

The legislation promotes competi-
tion by prohibiting a local franchising
authority from refusing to grant addi-
tional cable franchises in the local
community. In addition, it prohibits
cable programmers who are affiliated
with cable operators from granting ex-
clusive contracts to cable operators if
the FCC determines such contracts not
be in the public interest.

The legislation also requires the FCC
to set certain minimum customer-serv-
ice standards. Local authorities, how-
ever, would be allowed to require
stricter customer-service standards if
they were part of a franchise agree-
ment.

Overall, the conference agreement on
8. 12 is fair and balanced legislation
that will provide increased consumer
protection and promote increased com-
petition in cable television and related
markets.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 571
will allow the House to consider this
conference agreement. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule and the
conference report.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr, Speaker, I ylold
mywelf such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from South Carolina for ylelding me
half of his time. : )

Mr. Speaker, I see five Members on
the floor here. We are about to sock it
to the users of cable television acrosa
this country, and [ would advise Mem-
bers if they are anywhere around their

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., O 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Macter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or sppended, rather than spoleen, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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offices to t:irm on thelr TV sets and
find ou*t what {8 in this conference re-
port. Ncbody knows what {s {n thia leg-
islation except perhaps the:five Mem-
bers here ¢n the floor.

Mr. Speaker. I rise scday {a =irong
cpposition to thiarul2, the rule for rha
highly controversial Cable Teolzvialoa
Coasumer Protec:ion and Comypetiticn
Act. Thid rule walves all points of
order against the cornference 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 certaln cir-
cumstances {t 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 ascope 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 Tuesday we had a very dis-
tinguished 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. DINGELL], and the chairman of
the Subcommittes on Telecommuni-
cations and Finance, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY], 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 was also impressed by the argu-
ments against the conference report as
conveyed by the ranking member of
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, my good friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. LENT), who is re-
tiring, and the second ranking member
of the committee, the gentleman from
California [Mr. MOORHEAD]. But I was
especially moved by the testimony of
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRoOKS], and the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Intellectual Prop-
erty and Judicial Administration, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
gmm].wholmhucomototho

oor. .

The Committee on the Judiciary was
unjustly bypassed on the highly con-
troversial issus of retransmission con-
sent. To add insult to injury, under
this rule no debats time has been set
aside for the Committes on the Judici-
ary, no debats time on this very, very
important issue. Their testimony reaf-

.great
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firms my opposition to what I believs
18 a concerted effort by a select few
around here to skirt and evade the
rules of this House. . .

Laet July, the House passed a good
cabie %iil, and, as I just said a mirnute
ago. I supported that cable biil, which
did nouv contain this contentious
retransmiasion consent provision. I
supported the bill because it would re-
regulate the cable industry and control
rates. That bill was passed with over
300 votes for it and only & handful
against.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
DINGELL] was concerned about infring-
ing on the Judiciary Committee's juris-
diction, and he personally went to
lengths to leave the,
retramamiasion consent provision out
of his biil when it was passed by the
House 1n July.

O 0840

The Senate version, 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
retranamission consent provision
which, by the broadcasters’ own admis-
sion, listen to this, will bring them rev-
enues of over $1 to 33 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 ask my colleagues, who is going to
pay for that cost? Who is going to pay
for that, whether it is 31 billion or $3
billion or $8 billion? I am betting my
colleagues right now it will be $8 bil-
lon. Who is going to pay for 1t? Is the
cable industry going to pay for it? No.
They are not going to pay for it. The
costs will be passed on to the American
family that uses cable service. And I
hope my colleagues are as aggravated
about what has been happening as 1
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 mountains. Many of
them cannot get broadcasts from sta-
tions other than on cable.

I believe we need to have some regu-
lation over the cable industry because
the cable companies are a licensed mo-
nopoly. 80 they have to be regulated,
and that is what we did in July. We
passed a bill to reregulate them.

But by the same token, the broad-
casters are a licensed monopoly as well
who are already paid by their advertis-
ing clients, whether it is Anheuser-
Busch or Ivory Soap or whomever.
They have tremendous revenues com-
ing in, revenues that pay the huge sala-
ries of Dan Rather and Tom Brokaw in
millions of doliars. They already have
their revenue coming in from the mo-
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nopolistic franchise issued to tLem oY
the FCC, which gives them thre :icerse
tcl) send out that signal, a legal monup-
oly.

I cannot go into competition and put
up a television statiorn right rext <o
theirs, tecause they have the franchise.
They bave the monopoly. To allow
them to charge a mandatory fee to the
cable companies who wiil then pass it
on to the consumers, my coileagues, 18
dead wrong. But we are not even going
to have a chance to debate and vote on
this particular iasue.

This is a frightening progpect to
every Member of this body, to all {ive
of us on ths floor right now. It 18 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 procedurs.

I just do not know what is going on

_around here.

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

But the gentleman from Texas,

BrOOKS, 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 problema retransmisajon
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 95 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-
ary. And had the provision either been
reported from the House Committee on
Energy and Commerce or at least
adopted on the floor of the House, the
Committes on the Judiciary would
have clearly been included as a party
to the conference.

To not grant the Committes on the
Judiciary the courtesy of 1 extra hour
of debate, is just an outrage. It really
is. We ought to be ashamed of our-
solves.

It means that Members of this House
are going to be voting on this legisla-
tion without the alightest idea of what
it may do. An increase in monthly
cable rates by as much as 20 to 30 per-
cent is possible. That is the $8 billion I
was talking about. S8omebody is going
to pay for that.

I have a memo distributed by the
Parliamentarian's Office listing the
scope violations in this bill, There are
two egregious violations on pages 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 jJust mentioned.
And I would juat 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
glven 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 438
who know what i{s 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-
llamentarian's Office to which I re-
ferred.

8. 12—CABLE TELEVISION CONSUMER
PROTECTION AND COMPRTITION ACT
8cope violations:

Page 80 of the jolnt statement of man-
agers: Equal employment opportunities pro-
visions—House language applies only to
cable companies. Conference agreement ap-
plies now standards to TV licensees.

Page 81 of the joint statemeat of man-
agers: Describes FCC Media Bureeau (new
matter).

Questions raised on the following:

Page 16 of the joint statement of man-
agers: Deflnitions. Conference agreemant
states that some may be deleted in their en-
tirety.

Page 28 of the joint statement of man-
agers: Definition of cable programming is re-
written to permit installment or rental of
squipment (may have been implied in the
bill; however, this is an explicit delineation.

Page 48, first full paragraph: Have they
written {n one new rule os retranamission?

Page 58: In the clarifying language, it ap-
pears to add a new safeguard.

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. S8peaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 8 minutes
to the gentleman from Massachusetts
Mr. MARKEY].

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for ylelding time to me.
I thank the Committee on Rules, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
DERRICK] and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY] for giving us
the opportunity to debate this impor-
tant {ssue out here on the floor in such
& timely fashion.

This is without question one of the
most important issues that will be be-
fore the Congresa this year. It will be
the most important consumer protec-
tion issue that is debated on the floor
of the Congrees in 1962.

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 aiale.

The Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, 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 {ndustry, which has
been shouldered by consumers across
this country.

A vote for the cable bill today has
the effect of giving & 36 billion tax cut
to Americans across this country. And
make no mistakes about i{t, when the
Consumer Federation of America, the
AFL-CIO, and every elderly group in
America are on one side and the cable
industry is on the other side, there is
no question as 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 passes.

S0 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 thoss upper tiers.

We give now, finally, since 1584, some
opportunity for local communities to
appeal those rate incresses. The 1964
Deregulation Act stripped local cities

As well, we also impose for the first
time sinoe 1884 tough service standards
on the cable industry. People across
this country are just fed up with call-
h' local cable company and hav-

phono just ring and ring and
once it is answered, waiting
and days for the cable repairman
something about their systam,
their own home set.

D 0850

This bill reinvesta 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 1964,
when the Act was passed, we have been
operating under a presumption that at
some point in time cable companies
would begin to compete against 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 cable
company will move into town and {f we
are unhappy with cable company A,
cable company B would be there.

However, in 99 percent of the commu-
nities in America that have cable,
there is only one cable company. Cable
ocompanies do not compete against

ing
ing tha
ring. And
days
to do
about
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other cable companies. If we do not tuy
from one cable company, that i{s {r. Wa
will not have cable in our local com-
munity. That i{s not competition.

What we do {n this legislation is, we
build in competition. We bulld 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-
bappy 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 snsure 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 ars
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-air television that 40 percent
of all Americans—and remember, 40
percent of all Americans do not even
subscribe to cable, and we are seeing a
constant diminution in the oversll
quality of that programming.

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 passes, 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 economic spectrum that
does not subscribe to cable.

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

Mr. MARKEY. I am glad to yleld to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman knows, I have great respect
for him and for the gentieman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL], 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-
portad the bill that he drafted, which
was passed by this House overwhelm-
ingly a few weeks ago.

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to-the gentleman, that is not nec-

80.

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

If we take out retransmission, which
creates a cost of $3 billion, that should
mean s saving. That is why the gen-
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tleman does not support
retransmission; he would rather see it
out of this bill because he did not put
1t 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 locger will the consumers
of America have to rent their clicker
every single month for $4 or $5. 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 $8 bil-
lion of charges to the consumer.

What we do on the other side is, we
say that the broadcasters should be
compensated the same way the sci-fl
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 sci-fl channel a lit-
tie bit less, to pay some of these other
channels a little less in order to get
revenues over to Channel 4, 5, 7, and 8
80 that the local children's program-
ming, the local news and public affairs
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 complets misunderstand-
ing about this. In the course of the
morning I think 1t is going to be quite
clear that the consumers are bene-
fitted, or else the Consumer Federation
of America would not want a ‘‘yes"
vots on this bill.

Mr. SOLLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
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. MARKEY). The
article says:

The reality is probably less dramatic than
either side portrays it. Representative Ed-
ward J. Markey (Democrat) of Massachu-
setts, the bill's sponsor in the House, said
today that, “Rates would mecely go up lees
than they would if we had no legialation al-
together."”

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

Mr. Bpeaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
{Mr. BARTON], & member of the com-
mittee.

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

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from New York
for ylelding time to me.
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Mr. Speaker, we are here today to de-
bate u;;e issue, quite frankly, that
shou!d 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 i{s 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 & 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 {ssue 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 says a television broadcaster has
created a product—that is, local news—
and they should have the right to nego-
tiate with the cable system to
retransmit 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.

Retransmission consent is an idea
that really does need to be debated as
a stand-alone issue, and I think, quite
frankly, that the broadcasters have
quite a bit of merit on their side. How-
over, we do not need to reregulate the
entire cable industry again to get the
retransmission consent.

The facts are that since we deregu-
lated cable in the early 1980's, the aver-
age cost per cable channel has re-
mained constant, at about 50 cents a
channel. However, the average cable
system, instead of having 10 or 12 or 13
cabls channels, now has 30 or 40 or 50 or
00. There has been an exploaion is cable
programming: TNT, CNN, the Discov-
ery Channel, the Weather Channel, to
name just a few examples. However,
the average cost per channel has not
gone up. It is still about 50 cents a
channel.

The average cable bill today, if we do
not take premium channels, such as
HBO or Cinemax, is a little under $20 &
month.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us today,
it is estimated, would raise rates some-
where from $3 a month to as much as 98
& month to the average cable sub-
scriber. There is a very good article
about this in yesterday's Washington
Times, and I would encourage the
Mombers of this body to read that arti-
cle. .

Another point: If we vote for this
bill, in my opinion we are going to be
in the same situation that we were 3 or
3 years ago when we had the great hue
and cry to protect our senior citisens
with catastrophic health care insur-
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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 {t. So a majority of the
House voted for it. Within a year the
senjor 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 saying, ‘Do
not vote to reregulate cable. Do not
vote to raise my cable rates.” This is
just 1% days’ sample.

I would encourage every Member of
this body, before we vote on this bill
today, to read their mall, to atudy the
issue, and to vote ‘‘no.”

O 0800

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. VOLKMER].

(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 Massa-
chusetts, Mr. MARKEY.

It 1s my understanding that under
this bill, local television stations may
elect to have the right to grant
retranamission consent of their signal
to local cable operators or.the right to
signal ‘“Must carry,” but not
both. Is this true?

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

Mr. VOLKEMER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
whatever time he might consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LENT], who is the senior ranking mem-
ber of the Committes on Energy and
Commerce.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, lot me just
say that I want to seoond the remarks
of the previous speaker, the gentleman
from Texas, when he said that this is
going to drive up the costs of cable

I am just going to take a minute to
from a number of America's
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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 costing cable subscribers.

The Cincinnati Post:

Public discontent with cable prices hardly
justifies the quasi-nationalization of a whols
tndustry.

The St. Paul Pioneer Press:

* » * thig bill still tncludes provisions that
are anything but consumer protsction. They
are, in fact, requirements that consumers
subsidize cable television's competitors.

The Atlanta Journal:

The cable reregulation bill has become s
consumer's nightmare, .

The Boston Globe:

With cable companies likely to pass
through any charges, consumers would be
the ultimate victims of the Senats plan.

The New York Times:

The threat is that costly regulations will
force local authorities to grant large rate
hikes, or force cable companies to cut serv-
{ce 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 flnally 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 successful indus-
try today.

We had rate regulations on natural
gas. We flnally got rid of them, and the
price of natural gas has come down.

Here we are doing exactly the kind of
thing that Boris Yeltsin is eliminating
in the Soviet Union: intense over-regu-
lation of an industry. And we are 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 tells us they do not want
this reeponsibility. We are going to
have to triple the budget of the FCC in
order to give them the manpower in
order to regulate every asingle 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 voters are 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 emough to recognise that

reregulating this entire industry is

going to raise, not lowery their cable
rates.

. Mr. DERRICK. Mr. S8peaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yleld 2 minutes
to the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
Mazz0LI)

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given
permisaion to revise and extend his re-
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one exception, did an excellent job.
That exception is the retranamission
consent, which I will speak about mo-
mentarily. But otherwise, the bill {s &
good, solid, procosumer bill and ought
to pass.

Among the reasons [ support the bill,
and announced my support of the bill
earlier in debate here on the floor a few
months ago, and also back home 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 induatry was deregu-
lated, local government has been sort
of, to use that term, & potted palm
alongside of the table. It does not real-
ly do anything, and {t cannot.

This bill gives them power to oversee
the ratemalking 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 Tauzin amendment there
{s access to cable-originated program-
ming, on an equal basis, given to ca-
ble’'s competitors. This does also open
up the possibility down the line of al-
lowing telephone companies into the
cable business so that there would be
further competition which generally
ylelds 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 thess 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 Dbill s
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scriber and viewer prices will be reducad sven
a3 quality and range of programming 'm-
proves. Accordingly, Congress may have 10,
revisit the retransmission consent provision at
a later date.

But, for now, Mr. Speaker, this conference
report is worthy of passage by this Congress
and worthy of the Prasident's signature into
law. | hope the President does not veto this
bill. But, it he does, we need 10 pass this rea-
sonable and responsible consumer legisiation
into law over his veto.

Lastly, | wish to include in the RECORD a
statement . | made recently before the
Lousivile/Jefferson County Cable Television
Commission which | hope our colleagues find
of interest.

STATEMENT OF CONGRESSNAN RON MaAzzOLI
BEFORE THE LOUISVILLE-JEFFEIRSON COUNTY
CABLE TV COMMISSION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mission: This is the third time I have ap-
peared before your distinguished Commis-
sion-—in person or by representative—to dis-
cuss cable legislation pending ‘n Congress
and cable activities hers at home. 1 thank
you, Mr. Chairman, for according me ‘hese
opportunities.

Since my last appearance much has rap-
pened at the federal level affecting cabie tel-
evision. But, before I discuss these activisies,
let me say a few words about the Loutsvilles
Jefferson County Cable TV Commission.

Since the cabls industry was deregulated
by Congress {n 1964, prices have soared na-
tionally and in the Louisville and Jefferson
County area. The Cable Deregulation Act
was aimed at relieving the cable television
industry—a fledgling industry at the time—
of the conflicting, confusing, hodge-podge,
crasy-quilt pattern of local government con-
trol of cable franchises.

In its place was to be & more harmorized
monitoring by the Federal Communication
Commission (FCC) of local cable franchises
both for rates charged, programming offered
and service provided to the customers cou-
pled with vigorous eaforcement of federal
antitrust laws to protect cable’s subscribers
and the local franchising anthority from
anti-competitive and monopolistic market
and pricing practices by the cable operators.

But, that has failed to work. The Justice
Department and the FCC allowed the 1380's
to be a time of frenzied, highly-leveraged
(debt laden) takeovers and buyocats and

and debt-sarvice.

man and Fiscal Courts and City Councils can
no

;
1
|
;
£

scribers and all the residents of Louisville
and Jefferson County.

For example, I commend and applaud the
Commission for initiating this year a survey
to asoertain customer attitudes comcerning
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The Ondings. which this Cemunisuxion well
RROwa. Wweres:

Mose than half of the reapoadants ‘‘strong-
ly agzee™ that cabla television should be
reregulntad; )

Approxtmately 70% of the respondenty who
canceled sorvice mid they had domne 30 be-
camsw of |ncTeased comx;

While spproxtmataly 0% of the respomd-
ents were fatiaflied with Storer's service,
mors than half of thess respandents ware
only "somewhat”™ satisfied

It t» precisely these expressed concerns—
cost of cable signals and customers service—
which drive the sessral cable reregulstion
proposiis pow befare House and Senate.

A tide of consurmer dissetisfaction
cabls has washed acroes Capitol Hill in the
last faw years. Each year the tide risss high-
er and the dissatisfactions become more pro-
found.

In both the curreat and the last two Con-
gressas cable legislation has beed intwro-
duced. debated and acted upon by one or
both Chambers. No final sction, however, has
been taken s0 far. though such sction Is poe-
sidle this year despite the President’s ex-

mingly
its cable bINT, 8. 12. By & rescunding
vote of M@ to T3—and with nry strong sup-
port—the House passed its cable DfI}, HR.
4850. ‘The House DNl 1z simflar '3 many re-
spects to 8. 17 and Mmeorporate: roments of
both H.R. 1383 and B R. 3599, ot=.or ~able Pills

have

I

“'EE’?S
4
11
i
E |
aEn!iigggii
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and cperate compeking cable systerma LR
4360 2iso \acludes language addad during de-

bats on the House floor—janguage [ mﬂhr
o

wase. I also feal

Ukely veduce subscriber costa and increase
program o

Continuad Carriage by Cable Systems Or
Local Stgnals.—Cable fraachises would be re-
quired to ressrve up to ome third of their
chaanel capacity to exrry jocal cornmercial
broadcast channeis as well as poncommer-

HR. 4350 i a good bill but it falls ahort in
one respect, however. It does not provide
local cable authorft{es with a8 moch author-
ity over cable tsleviston operations within
thetr jarisdictions as ! feel they should pos-
sens

I comtinue to favor the apgzoach taksn in
HA 3580—whick ] have co-spoascred—which
empowers local gowernmenss to regulate
cable ratas but alioms cable cparators to ap-
peal what they feel ta De unreasonable local
rate regulations to the FCT. The bill now in
Conference placer the burden of challenging
unreasonabis ratse on the local suthority.

J anticipate a successtul Howse-Seuate
cabls Caaference this antomn. 1 abould slso
add tkis caveat, however. A succassfal Com-
feremce may ot De pDossible unlens Congress
can beat baclkk the hoards of cable, braadeast,
entertainment and sporta lobbfea who, for
ons reason or snother, do not want s cable
bill or want to twist it to thetr special Itk
g

'fusm.mv the passage of campaign f1-
samos reform Jepislatinn to rednce the stran-

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise tn
sugpest of the legisistion. L, toe, wish
to are a colloguy with the gentlersan
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAREEY}

Secsion @tA(DXI) of 8. 13 requires
that the FCC, ia consultation with rep-

visions and video cassetts recordess
and cabie systeoms. A major parpose is
10 aRsURe thal CODSR TS FOAD the el
ofita of pew and innevative toch-
nologies. Does the committes intend
for the Comamission also to censel
with regreseatatives of franchising an-
thorttien, who are om the freatlime in
oasering \hat eabls subseribors recsive
emlity consamer frieadly ssevice, in
prepariag the report and drafting the
reguiations?

Me. MARKRY. Ms. Speaker, if the
gsatlaman will yield Yea In additiea
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to such consultations, we aexpect the
Commission to institute rulemdicing
and inquiry proceedings that glve all
intereeted partice the opportumity to
express their views on these compat-
{bility 1ssues.

Mr. SCHUMER. Section 617(e) of S. 13
governs the time perfod that & fran-
chising authority may consider a cable
operator's transfar requess, stating
that the authority has 120 days to act
on auch a request that, “contalns or is
accampanisad by such information as {s
required in accordance with Cammis-
sion regulations and by the franchising
authority.” By this, is it the commit-
tee's {ntent that the time pertod mot
begin to toll until the transfer request
is accompanied by informeatiorn re-
qaired by both the FCC and the fran-
chising authority?

Mr. MARKEY. If the gentleman will
yield. Yes. In addition, it is tke com-
mittee’s intention that tkis 128-day
clock pot start ticking umtil a fran-
chising authority has received al} re-
quested information, regardiess of
whather tiis information {s required by
the PFCC regulations. Otherwise, it
would be possidble for the 120-day period
to expire and the tramsfer deemed
granted under this section bdefore &
franchising suthority even had re
ceived the Information it requestad
g'on the operator regarcding ths trans-
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Spsalker. I rise
& suppoert of the cenference repeort.
This is not a perfect bill, bat 1t 19 &
goed hil) for comsumers and it merits
Our MEPPOTS.

Whtle we were hame over the Auguet
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pointing to retransmiasion consent as &
sure-flre price increase. Even ({f
retransmission consent were taken in s
separate context and not included with
the regulatory provisions, it is 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 i{s 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 yleld 2% min-
utes to the gentleman from Louisiana
Mr. TAUZIN].

(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 basic
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 is a bill to save
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 says 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. Guees
what our General Accounting Office
found in a study when it looked at
those 65 communities, and do not let
the monopoly cable companies lie 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 areas? This is your
bill. You want competition over regula-
tion? This is your bill. This is the kind
of bill America has been waiting for.
We ought to pass 1t.

Lot me assure 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
a8 an excuse. It does not amount to a
hill of beans. Retransmiseion 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 charging 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 {s 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
retranamission 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 as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, before ylelding to the
next speaker, lst me just point to the
title of this bill which reads, ‘“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-
palities of less than 10,000 people, and I
represent over 100 of them, to compete
with the cable companies. That provi-
sion is missing. 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, 1 yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. MOOR-
HEAD), the distinguished dean of the
California delegation and the ranking
subcommittee member.

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

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

I rogret 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 has been
denied the opportunity to have any
input into it.

If the committee system means any-
thing at all, this requested rule should
not pass.
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This propoesed rule is defective in
that we need additional time to deter-
mine the actual coata to the taxpayer
and to the consumer. I believe that is
pretty basic.

The conference bill reregulates the
cable industry. It does so at & 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 belleve 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
milllons 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 rhetaric about
retransmission consent meaning roth-
ing. Why then are the broadcast indus-
tries spending so much money in fight-
ing for i1t? Of course it means billions
of dollars to them. It is important to
them that they get it.

I do not care really what ws 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 cabie
the right in the reregulation of the
price they charge to recoup whatever
cost their costs are frcm the publc.
Their prices will be rajsed as they have
to pay more money for their program-
ming, and if, as has been said by a pre-
vious speaker, there will be no cost to
them, why in the heck are they flght-
ing so much for 1t? Of course there i8
cost, and it is going to cost the public
$1 to 3 billion.

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

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yleld 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]).

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

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

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

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

0 0820 .

But it came back from conference
with provisions that are just totally
unacceptable. My colleague, the gen-
tleman from California, ranking Re-
publican on my committee, says that
the broadcasters are spending billions
of dollars on this bill. 80 are the cabia
people; I mean, they have ads on every
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hour, becanse there is billions and bil-
Homs of dollars at stake.

Let me tell you, this will go down, I
think, in history as the brosdcastere’
great train robbery because 1 was hi-
jacked tn conference. What is at stake
ts anywhere from $1 to 38 billion that
the consumer is geing tc pick ap.

My colleagues, $1 to $3 tillion.

That is why yoa canrnot turn on the

Tbe or listen to the radic and not hear
some advertising about this bill.

I have no sympathy fcr the catle in-
dustry. They have monopolized, they
have conspired basically to take advan-
tage of thefr unique position as & local
distrtbution company, and they need to
be regulated. That {s why I suppeorted
this -ill,

Retransmission consent, however—
and, unfortunately, we are not going to
have time to explain it in any detail
becauss we were not given the time,
fust 1 hour of debate—retransmission
consent gives the broadcasters am open-
ended right to demand basically what
they believe the market will bear, what
they want, with somebody else’s prod-
uct. You do not turn on the television
to look at a signal, you turn on the tel-
evision to look at programming. :

That is the copyright owners that
produce the programming that we all
watlch. They have been left out of this
equation Frankly, not only are we
going to suffer domestically but inter-
nationally; we are going to suffee be-
canse if we do not put any value on
that creativity, that creativity that we
get copyright for, what do you think
the international community is going
to do?

You know, tha broadcasters want
open competition, but this bil) does not
do that. What it does, it providas bam-
cally dersgulation for tham, for the
broadcasters, but they want to keen
the cable aystems under regulatiom,
under compulsory license, whers thay
are owners are paid—
perhaDs a fraction of what the value is
becausa we set rates through a mecha-
nism to reward the copyright owaers.

So, what we have, in essence, is de-
regulation for tbe broadcasters, bul
regulatioa for the catle syatama We
are going to regret the day that we
voted to pass this out of this Housa, be-
lieve ma.

1 urge my calleagues to vote againek
the rute, sand it back, and vots agninst
tke canference report.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman frome Califar-
nia [Mr. DRKER], & very distinguished
member of the Canmittse on Balsa.

(Mr. DREIRR of California asked and
was given permimsiom to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank
my friend fov yielding, and I would Hke
to joim in congratulating all the hard-
working members of the Committee on
Energy and Commerce who clearly deo
want to bring aboat s solution to what
1s obviousiy a preblem.

Mr. Spesaker, it soome to me incred-
ibly fromie that as we obeerved over the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

past 3 or 4 years the crumbling of the
Berlin Wall, the demise of communism,
the emergonce of democracy and free-
dom, that we are here, following that,
resegulating an induatry which clearly
pilayed an integrkl role in that ex-
pended communicatien of freedom
throughout the world. We have seen a
wider range of choices provided to the
American consamer. It {s cbvious that
;m all recognize that there is & prob-
em.

Tragically, this legislation moves in
the cpposits direction from where we
are trytng to go.

There are some of us who belleve
that the best way to deal with the
problem that exists, that of increased
costs, is to encourage competition.
Tragically, the retransmisaion fes, the
one thing that is actually mandatad in
this bill, increases by billions of dollare
the fee that will be charged to that
cable subacriber.

We see the opportunity for people to
enjoy 40, 50, 60 channels, and we alsa
see the opportunity for our broad-
casters to advertise for thousands aof
dollars a m{nute on cammercial over-
the-air television.

So, why should this fea de Imposed,
not on the cable industry, but on tha
cable subscriber? It seems to me that
we should oppose thia rule and we
should oppose thix legislation and we
should come back with a btll which
can, {n fact, bring sbout & greater de-
grea of competition for the American
conaumer.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Spesker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Ecx-
ART]

(Mr. ECRKART asked and was given
porm!nfontorwfnandutondhhn-

Mr ECKART Mr. Speaker, lét me
briefly thank my colleagues for this
opportunity. 'rhon has beem & lo% of
misinformation here. I fee] it Is a little
¥it Hke a candidates night, for thoee of
you whe can {dentify with and under
stand that experience. You have beard
a lot of thingy that yow just do not rec-

ognise.

My colleagwe from New York, Mr.
LNy, quoted three newwpapers' poei-
tions on the cable bill. What be did not
teil you was that those three news-
papers are owned by companies that
own cable television systems.

Are we surprised they editorialised
un.lnnt it? Of course not.

My colleague from New Yark, Mr.
LENT, quoted the New York Times. He
did net tel! you, though, that the New
Yoerk Times embdraced the bl and
wryed the Congress to support it.

The fact of the mattsr is that there

abeut this bill and wlat 1% will cost.

I xoted with a great deal of Intevest
the comments by mry other colleague
from New York, Mr. S0OLOMON, claiming

mittee on the Judiciary’'s objections
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that their concerns were not made part
of the bill.

The fact of the matter is that
retransroisyion consent was solely re-
ferred to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce; the fact of the matter is
that the Committee on the Judiciary
asked the Rules Committee that it not
be discussed; and the Committee on
Rules did not make retransmizaion
consent in order, Mr. SOLOWMON. SO do
not come out here and complain that
we did not get a chance to vote, when
the gentleman from New York would
not give us a chance to vote.

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

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentieman from Ohio yteld to me brief-
ly, and 1 will yleld him some extra
time, since my name was mentioned?

Mr. ECKART. I would be glag to
yield to the gentleman from New York.

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

I just want the gentleman to know
that I introduced the motion for an
open rule, which would have allowed
the gentleman from Ohio to do exactly
what he wants. 80, pleass do rot paint
fingers over bhere. 1 was for the gon-
tleman from Ohio. It was the other side
that denfed him his rights his own par-
ty’s members on the Rules Committes.

Mr. ECKART. Well, the fact of the
matter i» that the Committee on Rules
aid not make in order & position that

rule on this bill. That is just imcon-
sequential when It comes to me.
Now, as t0 the debats on the sub-
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retransmission consent is basically a
restoration of Congress' original {n-
tent. That was one of the motivating
reasons that got me involved in this
{ssues, 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
lccal broadcaster whose signal telis the
folks about whether schools will de
open tomorrow, or the flocd or the hur-
ricane. It 18 the local broadcaster who
really is the competition in the mar-
ketplace. It is & signal which the cable
companies say they stole fair and
squars. They are paying for it a8 a
consumer pow. All we are saying Is
that the local broadcaster has the right
to protect their property as any other
property right in America should be
protected.

g 0330

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker and col-
leaguss, I am disgusted with the latest
round of cable propaganda on tele-
vision.

1 guesa the mast misleading part of
the ads that we have seen is the deep
concern the cable industry is display-
ing for consumers, the very ones they
have been gouging for the last 8 years,
as we have seen the rates increased 3
times more than the rats of inflation.

If they are so concerned sbout rates,
where have they been?

Do not be fooled. They are not inter-
ested {n protecting the cable television
watching public from higher rates.
They are afraid of regulations which
will put an end to their runaway rate
hikes.

Heaven help them when a bill like
S. 12 actually promotes competition,
endirg cable's monopoly stranglehold.

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

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
cext to the latest rate {ncrease.

As evidence of what I am speaking, in
Birmingham, AL, in an article in the
Post-Herald on Wednesday of this
week, it says that on the outside of
your Birmingham cable bill, it tells
them, their constituents, or consum-
ers, to fight national legislation or face
increases in your cable charge.

On the inside, however, they are teil-
ing the consumer that they are ralsing
the price of their service.

I ask you to suppors the rule and sup-
port the bill.

Mr. Spsaker, 1 include the article
from the Birmingham Post-Herald, as
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(Prom the Birmingham Post-Herald,
Wednesday, Sept. 18, 1963)
CONGRESS READIRS FOR CABLR TV VOTR
(By Nancy Bereckis)

On the outside of your Birmingham Cable
bill, the campany talls you to fight national
legtslation or face increases in your cable
charge.

On the inside, however, Birmingham Cable
tells you it {s raising the price of your serv-
fce.

It would seem the cable company is nuuw
to practice what it preaches,

But Birmingham Cable Communications
president Michael D’Ambra said yestarday
there is nothing contradictory about lobby-
ing against ralsing rates while raising them.

‘“These are two separate and distinct is-
suse. Our price Lncresse is juatifiable because
we need the money to pay for s naw station
(Video Hits-1) and other oparaticnal costs
that have gone up,” he said of the hike in
the charge of basic sarvice from 3$18.96 to
$20.35 per month.

“If the bill 1n Congress pesses, the price of
cable will increase three or four dollars &
moath and it won't be justifigble.”

That bill, which Congress has scheduled a
fMnal vote on tomorrow, would reregulate
cable television, giving cities like Btr-
mingham more power in decfding how much
cable companies can charge customers.

And depending on whom you talk to, it
will either result in much Righer rates or
much lower cnas.

Industry experts, including D'Ambra, say &
provision In the bill requiring cable compa-
nies to pay fees to carry commercial TV sta-
toas that are now oarried for free would re-
sult in higher bills for castomess.

But the other side. which includes the Na-
tiona} Association of Broadcastars. aad Bir-
mingham City Councilman Roossvelt Ball,
say the passage of the federal bill will result
in ratas dropping by up ta 30 percent.

“When the cable industry was reguisted
before 1508, we kept rates down,” Bell said.
“Bat now our hands are tisd. We raise hail
overy tims they ruise rates, bat that's sbout
all we can do.”

Whana the cabls industry was regulated, the
oity council would vots on whether Blir-
mingham Cable could raise rates.

Now the eity has & non-exclustve franchise
agresent with Birmiogham Cable. The
agreement requires Birmingham Cable to

pay b percent of tta profits for use of the
uws right-of-ways, such a3 streets and
alleys. It gives no power to tlLe city to regu-
late rates.

H snother cable company wanted to com-

‘pete with Birmingham Cable, theorstically

it could. But another company would have

couped its initial loss for installing the ao-
tual wires. Second, Birmingham Cabls has an
advantage becanse it is owned by the multl-

becanse we realiss that we need to ksep
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rstes have Increased since deregulation (in
1986) and you'll see."”

When Birmingham Cable began operating
in the city in 1978, the charge for basic serv-
{ces was §7. In 1985, ths year before then-
President Ronald Reagan successfuliy
pushed through the bill to deregulate the
cable industry. Birminghsm Cable charged
$10 for basic service.

In the six years sicce, Birmingham Cable
haa ralssd its rates almost yearly. D'Ambra
sald the company did mnot raise ratas odae
year. The lsst rate incresase was in Octcher
1981.

The new rate hike, which goes into effect
with the October billing, will go to pay not
omly for the new nmmsic video channel bat
will also psy for an increase io Alabama
Power's charge to Birmingham Catle for cse
of its poles.

“I don's think thers {8 a more cost-effl-
clent form of entartainment than cable tele-
vision,'” D'Ambra said.

But dsspite his claim, the city of Bir-
mingham's law department conflrmed it i3
looking at ways to bring another cable tran-
chise ipto the city to compets with DBir-
mingham Cable.

CABLE COATS

The price of cabls varies greatly depending
on where you Hve. Here is a samplicg of
monthly cable costs in the Birmingham area.
(The prices listed are exclading specisls. The
cost of bagic service is tha price for all cavle
stations except movie channeis.)

BIRMINGHAM CABLE COMMUNICATIONS

Serves—Btrmingham and Irondale.

Basic service—330.35 (a8 of October billirg)

Installation—3$6

One movte channel such as Home Box Of-
fNlce—3$10.96

Extra fess—remote control, #; tdd.lt.ioul
outlet, $3.75

BESAIMER CABLE COMMUNICATIONS

Serves—Beaserner and some uaincor-
poratad Jefferson County

Basic service—$18.49 (nside city limits;
$18.85 cutside city

Installation—$28

One movie channel such as HBO—$10.96

Extra fess—converter box, £15; remots coa-
trol, $4

CENOOM CABLE TELEVISION

Serves—Tuitondale, Gardendale, Peibam,
Alsbaster, Helanm, Cahabs Vallay,
Forestdale, Adameville, Graysville,
Truseville, parts of Jefferson County

Basio service—$32.95

Installation—$50

One movie channel such as HBO—with
bagtc cable, $32.90; installation drope to $30
when ordering with one movie channel

Extra fees—None

MOUNTALY BROOK CABLEVINION INC.

Serves—Mountain Brook

Baesic service—320.48

Installation—835, apartment; 345, house

One movie chansel soch as HBO—$12.98

Extra fess—Ramote coatrol, #:. remote
control without volume ccaotrol, $3; other
outlets, 57.50

SEELNY CARLE INC.

Serves—North Sheiby County along the

U.8. 280 corridor from Interstats 459, incliud-

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debats only, I yleld 2 minutes
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to the gentleman from California (Mr.
BERMAN].

(Mr. BERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and exterd kis re-
marks.)

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, ‘Acraham Lincoln uzed to
say that calliry a tall a leg doces nct
make it one.

We keep hearirg 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
defled 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 arrange-
ment with one particular industry at
the expenss 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 unfair 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 yleld 3
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. RITTER], a distinguished
member of the committee.

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

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I think we
have heard s 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 muzzies the House on this
issue of retransmission consent, which
adds to the cost of the bill. There are
no two ways about it.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. MARKEY] and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL]) both have stat-
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ed tkat the costs to consumers from
this biil would rise.

The eccnomy is suffering from an
overdois of taxation, regulation, and
litigation, and we have a highly regu-
latcry bill here. We have a bill that
gces into micromanaging 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 less.

The reality is that we have C-SPAN.
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 & sense, this bill is &
punishment bill. This bill punished
cable for being successful. We need
more success stories like the cable in-
dustry in our economy.

From 1978 through 19980, 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 bil] is neg-
ative to the American people.

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

Mr. DINGELL. First of all, Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank my good
friend, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina {Mr. DERRICK], 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 business before it.

Third, I want to urge my colleagues
in the strongest way posaible 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 Committes put
those matters before us at an appro-
priate time.

I would point out to my colleagues
that Hollywood has not been hurt by
this legislation. Indeed, had the Judici-
ary Committee accepted the three con-
ferees they were offered, they would
very sucoeasfully 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 desired.

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.
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Look at the liat of those who suppor
the legislation and then iook at the iiar
of those who oppose {t.

The American people are fed up with
rapidly escalating and outrageous
cable television bills, bills from an un.
regulated moncpoly 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-
{ca, 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.

1 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 colleagues remember when
this House overwhelmingly passed a
bill in the middle of the night, {n &
lameduck session, with no hearings?
We raised the Federal deposit insur-
ance guarantee from $40,000 per individ-
ual up to $100,000 per account. In effact,
we said to multimillionaires across
this country: ‘You can gamble on
every deadbeat flnancial institution
across this country because the Fed-
eral Government is going to guarantee
every one of your deposits, not just
your first $40,000.”" 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 beneflt 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 rates 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 as this de-
bate time is over, I am going to ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKXS] and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HUGHES),
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, [ yield back the balance
of my time. ’

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. S8peaker, most of us think that it
is better to keep the Federal Govern-
ment out of as much regulation as we
can, but I think we all further under-
stand that there are times that it is in
the best interests of the consumer that
we do regulate. We oertainly learned
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about the S&l situation during
mz,lgﬂ; colleagues know, when the
cable businees started 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

ed a foothold, and they are in 60
percent of the homese in thia country
today, and it is & monopoly, just like
the telephone company was a monop-
oly and other things are a monopoly.
And it {s time for the Congress to do
something for the consumer.

I do not criticize the cable people.
They have done exactly what they were
supposed to do, and they have been
very successful at {t. But, just 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 particularly or without any
reason.

As my colleagues know, I think the
bottom line on this is to look at who
supports this legislation and who does
not. The cable industry is against it.
That is for sure. 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
really have a hard time paying those
cable bills, not only to mention moat of
the major consumer groups in this
country, support this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, we hope that this is
going to bring cable rates down, or at
least not allow them not go up as fast
as they have {n the past, so I advocats
our voting for the rule and for the pas-
sage of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I was
on my feet asking to be recognised be-
fore the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DERRICK) moved the previcus
question on the resolution. I think a
little fairness is in order here.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LUREN). The gentleman from South
Carolina has moved the previous ques-
tion, which takes precedence.

The question 1s on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes 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 present.

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 283, nays
134, not voting 35, as follows:

YEAS—3

Abercrombie Andersan Aadrown (TX)
Ackerman Aadrews B Asammsie
Alemader Andrews 0L} Applagate

Aspin
Bacchus
Bateman
Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
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Franks (CT) Leach Ros-Lehtinen
Gallegly Lant Roth
Gallo Lewts (CA) Roulkerna
Geakas Lewis (FL) Santorum
Glchrest Lightfoot Sastcn
Gillmer Livingsson Schaefsr
Oingrick Lawery (CA) Schiff
Goodling Marienes 3chrosder
e} Martin Sciulm
Gradison McCandless Senssabrenner
Green McCollam Shaw
HRamiltos McDade Shuster
Hancoak Mchwes Skeea
Haneem Meyers Smith (N)
Hastert Miller (OH) Smith (OR)
Hefloy Molmnart Smith (TX)
Herger Moornaad Snowe
Hobeon Myers Solomon
Holloway Nichols Spence
Hopiring Nusie Stsarme
Hortos Oalear Sump
Howghton Oxley Taylor (NC)
Hughes Packard Thomas (CA)
Hunter Paxon Thomas (WY)
Ryde Porter Upton
Jaoobe Reguls Vaader Jagt
James Rhodas Vucanovich
Johnson (CT) Richardson Walker
Johnsoa (TX) Ridge Weldon

Rigee Wilsom
Kolbe Ritser Zolttr
Kyl Roberts Zimmer
Lagomarsino Rohrabacher

NOT VOTING—3§
Aathony Engel Qwens (U
Atkins Enghsh Perkins
AsOotn Fasoutl Pickle
Barnard Gordon Savage
Bedlemsca Hayes (LA) Scheser
Boser Bartal Solars
Brewster Huchaky Towns
Brosmfisld lreland Traxer
Chandler Kenaady Waters
Colltns (MT) McCrery Weber
Conyers McHugh Young (AK)
Eariy Moreila
Q 1007

Mr. GUNDERSON and Mrs. PATTER-
80N changed their vote from ‘“‘nay’’ to
"ye‘-"

S0 the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vots was announced
a8 above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table. _

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, during
rollcall vote No. 397 on House Resolu-
tion 571, I was unavoidably detained.
Had I been present, I would have voted l

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the Houss of the
following titlea:

H.R. 4551. An act to amend the Civil Lib-
erties Act of 1988 to increase the authoriza-
tion for the Trust Fuad under that Act, and
for othar purposss.

The message also anncunced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 2533), an act
entitled the ‘‘Freedom for Russia and
Emerging Eurasian Democracies and
Open Markets Support Act,” agrees to
the confereace asksd by the Houss of
Representatives on the disagreeing
votes of the two Housea thereon, and
appoints from the Committee on For-
eoign Realations: Mr. Pxri, Mr. BIDEN,
Mr. SARBAKES, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr.
LUGAR, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, and Mr. PRES-
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PART B—PILOT PROGRAMS AND RZPORTS

- L 4 * * L]

SEC. 118 POOT PROGRAM OF COMMUNITT.
BASED RESIDENTIAL CARE TFOR
HOMELESS CHRONICALLY
TALLY TLL AND OTHER YETERANS.

I\B) . e w
) - . . *

«d) DURATION °F TROGRAM.—Tre authority

T the pllct ,,m;'am authoricai ty chis sac-
tion expires on September 30, [1992.] I5%.
L * * L 4 »

STEWART B. McKINNEY HOMELESS
ASSISTANCE AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1968
(Public Law 100-828, November 7, 1388)

* * L 4 - L

TITLE VIII--VETERANS PROGRAMS
SEC. 801. MEDICAL PROGRAMS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION3.—
Thers - is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the [Veterans' Administration for
each of flscal yoars 1988 and 1960, in addition
to any funds appropriated pursuant to any
other authorization (whether definite or in-
deflnite) of appropriations for those fiscal
years, the sum of $30,000,000 for the medical
care of veterans by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration.) Department of Veterans Affairs
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 1993 for medical care

appropriated pursuant to any other authoriza-
tions (whether definite or indefinite) for medical
care of veterans.

(b) DOMICILIARY CARR.—{Of the amount]}
The amounts appropriated pursuant to sub-
section [(a), 50 percent) (a) shall be available
for—

(1) converting to uss for domiciliary care
beds the underusad space located in factlities
undsr the jurisdiction of the Administrator
of Veterans’' Affairs in urban areas in which
there are significant numbers of homeless
veterans; and

(2) furnishing domiciliary care in such beds
to eligible veterans (primarily homeless vet-
erans) who are in need of such care.

() CHRONICALLY MENTALLY ILL HOMELESS
VETERANS.—{Of the amount] TAe amounts
appropriated pursuant to subsection [(a), 50
percent] (a) shall be avatlable for furnishing
care and treatment and rehabilitative serv-
ices under section 115 of the Veterans Bene-
fits and Services Act of 1988, (Public Law
100-322; 102 Stat. 501) to homeless vetsrans
who have a chronic mental illness disability.
Not more than $500,000 of the amount avail-
able under the preceding sentance shall be
used for the purpose of monitoring the fur-
nishing of such care and services and, in fur-
therance of such purpose. maintaining in the
Vaterans' Administration the equivalent of
10 full-tims employees.

. . . [} [

G.V. MONTOOMERY,
DON EDWARDS,

J. ROY ROWLAND,
BOB STUMP,

JOHN PAUL

HAMMERSCHMIDT,
Managers on the Part of the House.

ALAN CRANSTON,

JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER,

ARLEX SPECTER,
Managers on the Part of the Semats.

—— R —

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4413

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
withdrawn as s cosponsor of H.R. 4542.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LUKEN). Is there objection to the re-
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quest of the gentleman from Ten-
rnesgee?

Trere wag no ctjection. 3;134

CONFERENCE REPORT ON 8.
CABLZ TELEVISION .

[ CONBUMB*
PROTECTION AND COMPETITI
ACT OF 1992

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 571, I call up the
conference report on the Senate bill (S.
12) to amend title VI of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to ensure carriage
on cable television of local news and
other programming and to restore the
right of local regulatory authorities to
regulate cable television rate, and for
other

The Clerk roa.d the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the conference report is
considered as having been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
Monday, September 14, 1992, at page
HS308.) .

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) will be recognized for 30 minutes,
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
LENT] will be recognized for 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentieman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY]
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yleld
myself 14 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, the cable industry is &
monopoly. That is why we are here
today. It has 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 puta 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 38 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
peoDle, a $8 billion tax cut for ordinary
people.

Mr. Speaker, the FCC says that if
there was competition for the oable in-
dustry, that it would reduce rates by
$5.3 billion. This bill gives real com-
petition to the cable industry. As a re-
sult, 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 $8 bil-

lion benefit. The real argument is
whether we are going to have a $5 bil-
lion or $8 billion benefit for the con-
sumaers of this country.

For the cable industry to be arguing
now, at this late moment, with their
crocodile tears that they ars concerned
about the consumers of this country, is
to engage in the most disingenuous of
arguments.
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This 18 & very simple debate. A yes
vote is for the ccnaumer, a ro vta 2
for the cable industry, make nc con.s
about it. That is how the vcrers of thia

ountry are g2ing to use this iszue {2
November.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yieid my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. LENT aaked and was given
misaion to revise and extend hia re-
marks.)

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the conference re-
port to 8. 12, the so-called Cable Tele-
vision Consumer Protection and Com-
petition Act. This is a truly misleading
title for this legislation, because if
thers is anything this bill lacks it is
consumer protection and competition.
The saddest irony is that we had an op-
portunity to pass legislation that
would have provided cable subscribers
with some protection and would have
increased competition in the cable in-
dustry.

But that opportunity has long since
passed. Unfortunately, the bill before
us today perpetrates a cruel hoax on
the American people; it is a cable rate-
raising measure masquerading as s
cable subscriber cure all. Mark my
words, if this bill 18 enacted, it will
raise cable rates and subscribers will be
screaming that the remedy is far worsze
than the diseass. And they wiil know
who to thank for this supposed gift.

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 {n 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 has been so dismal over
the last 3 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 Houss 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
opposs the cable leﬂsln.tion before us
today.

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

The structurs 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 $3
billion anpually. Assuming all of this
cost is passed onto cable subscribers—
which it would be under this bill—it
could add over 350 annually to the
cable bill of America’s 85 million cable
subacribers.

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 thousands
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 {n-
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: lesa cable
programming, f{ewer cable packaging
options, and less investment in equip-
ment upgrades to provide new cable
services. In sum, less consumer choice.

What will this legislation mean for
one of the crown jewel industries in
this country? One that invests over $3.5
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 algo 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 moet onerous and
regulatory features of both bills. Con-
sequently, we are today considering a
conference report that demonstrably
and unavoidably will raise cable sub-
scriber rates and diminiah future
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 Sen-
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-
lation, was unceremoniously dropped
in the conference. 80 much for any real
competition in this bill. )

For all these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to adopt the only responaible
courss of action available, and reject
this conference report and the threat it
poses of higher cable rates.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minuta, to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. SYNAR].

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

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the conference re-
port on 8. 12, the Cable Television
Consumer Protection and Competition
Act of 1962. It is my view that the root
of the complaints about cable rates and
cable service is the consumer’s lack of
competitive alternatives to cable tele-
vision. I support this conference report
because it promotes competition {n 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 i{s 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 dis-
tributors an average of 500-percent
more than they charge cable aperators
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-
tors 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
issus.

1 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. RINALDO), the distin-
guished ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Telecommunications and
Finance of the Committes on Energy
and Commaerce.

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, the con-
ference report before the House of Rep-
resontatives 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 MARKEY, 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 process he has been fair, he has
been committed to helping consumers,
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and in the view of this Member he has
distinguished himself and done credit
not only to the Energy and Commerce
Committes but to this Chamber.

The task before the committee was
not easy. :

We enactad the Cable Communica-
tions Policy Act in 1984, and rates were
deregulated in 1988.

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 failures 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 1386, some cable operators took
advantage of deregulation to raise
rates above what was justified.

Unfortupately, 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 franchize
in town.

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

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

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

There have also been repsated com-
plaints from other induatries—includ-
ing DB8, MMDS, TVRO and others—
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
stifling any potential competition by
locking up programming.

Nearly 3 years ago. I 1aid 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,
Congress 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 DIN-
GELL, Chairman MARKEY, Congressman
LENT, and I put together a responsible
piece of legislation. It had broad, bipar-
tisan support and it passed the House
of Representativea overwhelmingly 2
yoars ago.

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

Deregulation was not an unqualified
failure. In fact, it brought tremendous
suocess to the cable TV industry.
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90 percent of Amer-
nave access to cabls

percent now sub-

throughout the coun-
y gi:f,mm have access not
put to scores of cable

CcNN  have literally
ne WaY Americans recelve ln-
“gbout politics, govertment,

co
{ormation national, and international

ard local,

of the corrmittee was not to
e that success. It was to build
it. In essence, we had three goals:
UPE?;”" we wanted to address the pri-
mary concerns of consumers—rates and

”glcc:,;d_ we wanted to reinstate the
carry rules in a fair manner that
pass copstitutional muster.
wanted to inject a greater
{ competition to the industry.
deﬁr;eg%u, and the goal of my col-
leagues, has not been to bash the cable
{ndustry. It has been to stimulate com-
petition, 0 hold down excessive rate
{ncresses and to improve service for
cable TV consumers.

The conference report now under con-
sideration saccomplishes those goals,
but it 1s also true, as its critics point
out, that it does mors.

The language in this legislation on
access to pr is much strong-
ar than approved by the House 2 years

must
would
'I"h.!l'd‘ we

."?'he 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-Rinaldo bill of the last Con-

gress. .

In fact, this conference report em-
bodies & whole host of recommenda-
tions that were approved by the Senate
{n 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 dblacking
out baseball games on superstations
when those same games are broadcast
on superstations.

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

We eliminated 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 as possible to
have the legislation reflect those con-
cerns.

Bat this is the final vote: This is the
last chance in this Congress to addrees
excesses {n 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
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to vote in favor of the conference re-
port.
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SWIFT).

(Mr. SWIFT asxed and was given per-
miszion to revige and extend his re-
rmarks.)

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, consumers
have endursd 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 raises rates. Who says that?
Why, the cable industry does.

What are ws £o make of that? [ 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
campalign of the cable industry. Mr.
Hannula said:

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

He continues:

If cable television was {nterested in hold-
ing down rates, it wou.d have done it on its
own—and thers wouldn't have been a
copsumer clamor for Congress to reregulate
the industry.

Rates for the most popular cable service
ross 61 percent nationwide in the 4 years
after deregulation became effective in 1968,
That was triple the rats 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 18 years of rating service industries.
The magaszine lamented that cable operators
had been able to get away with poor service
becanse they had a captive audience.

He concludes:

If you think cable companies are losing
sleep over rising rates, believe the green
flyer of the National Cable Television Asso-
clation. If you don't, don't.

I think Mr. Hannula has it right. If
you belleve in the tooth fairy, Elvis
sightings, and cable’'s newfound con-
cern for their long-suffering customers,
then vote against this conference re-
port. If not, then take cable’s propa-
ganda and put it with the grapefruit
rinds.

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

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDS8ON], & 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 Nlinois.

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

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the bill.
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| rise woday in opposiion 10 the cable bill
conterence report. Quite simply, this bill wall
not do what the authors of the bl allege.

This bit is not proconsumer. 1t is my belief
and that of others who are experts in this fiaid
that this bil will at best keep cable rates rel-
just keep cable rates
This bill's regulatory
scheme will unquestionably adversety affact
the quaiity and quantity of programming avail-
able to consumers. Simply, it will restrict
choice. At a tme when the American
consumer s looking for greater program
choices, we do not naed to be restricting
choices with excessive requiation. Lasty, ard
most perversely, this bill witl raise rates. | can
tefl you that my constituents do not want ths
bill because it will raise their rates. | urge
Members 1o read their mail and to listen 1o
what their constituants say about this bill.
Under this bill the FCC would have to sat
cabla rates. | can tell you that it dcas not want
this responsibility, does not thi:k it is requirec
and furhermore thinks the cost of regulatng
the cable industry wouid be 3o much it woud
oclipse its other responsibilities. The FCC e.uti-
maies that this regulation will cost between
$22 million and $54.7 millicn per year.

This brings us to the second fatal flaw of S.
12. t is not procompetiion. it 8 not
procompetition because the cable palicy envi-
sioned in this bill refuses to ackncwiedge me
potental benefits 0 American consumers of
real competition in the cabie industry. One as-
pect of competiton that is not acdressed in
this bill is the prospect of local sxchange teis-
phone companies owning and dalivering cabis
programming, under appropriate regulation, in
thelr respective service areas. lronically, the
only provision in either bii daaling with tsle-
phone competition and enfranchising of many
potential smail town and rural customers—ty
expanding the rural exemption from 2,500 to
10,000 people—was eliminated by the con-
fereas.

Congress can not ignore the issus of telco-
and video programming any

. What is more, if this

anscompetition,

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. [ want
to set the record straight on this issue.

When H.R. 4850 passed the House in
July, it had a strong EEO provision.
The House put ita support behind a pol-
fcy that strengthened EEO rules on the
cable industry and extended thess
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 mass media area.

The House now has before it, in this
conference report, a very different EEQO
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 worx at a televialon
broadcast station.

The conference report has a solid
EEO policy with respect to cable. It
will subject the cable {ndustry to new
requirements and tougher FCC enforce-
ment. This changs is & 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 EEQ, conferees choose to
simply codify the FCC's existing rules
on equal opportunity in employment.

There's a big difference between the
House-passed EEQO 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 steps to do business
with minority and f{emale 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-making positions.

Members of the House should know
that all we are doing on broadcast EEO
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 as nothing more than
an excuse. Supporters of the conference
report are going to try and assuage
those House Members who are upset
about the changes made on broadcast
EEQO 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 broadcast
EEO rules into the statute.”

Mr. Speaker, I would respond to that
by saying it is ironic that in a bill
where the broadcasting industry has
refused to compromise on all their top
priorities—retransmission consent,
one-third set-aside for must-carry sta-
tions, no minimum viewing standards,
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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-
porities and women who work in the
broadcast industry.

Mr. Speaker, the House normally ad-
heres to a different standard. When the
House passed the 19584 Cable Act, we
told the cable industry that if it want-
ed the benefits of legialation, 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 EEQO statutory requirements.

Now, in 1992, we have legislation that
will clearly benefit the broadcasting
industry. For all the talk about con-
sumers, 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 broadcasting 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-
tification to maintain, much less to
put into the Federal statute, this dou-
ble standard on EEQ. This conference
report is saying it's OK for cable opers-
tors to play by one set of EEO rules
and for television broadcast 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 decisionmak-
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 has
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 just 60 percent of the
homes in the country, then why is it
that Congress is less committed, in
this conferenoce report, to those prin-
ciples when they apply to the broad-
cast industry, which reaches every
home in the country and thus has &
much larger impact of the expression

of viewpoints and the shaping of public

opinion.

‘Mr. Speaker, I ask that the following
lettsrs be inserted into the RBOORD.
They shed some light on this impor-
tant debate and about what happened
in the conference committee.

September 17, 1993

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
BLACK OWNED BROADCASTERS,
Washingtor, DC, September 135, 1932
Re Cable Television Act of 1983.
Hon. ERNEST HOLLINGS,
Senate Russell Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. DANIEL INOUYR,
Senate Hart Office Building,
Washington, DC.
Hon. JOHN DINGELL,
Rayburn House Office Butlding,
Washington, DC.
Hon. EDWARD MARKEY,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

GENTLEMEN: NABOB thanks you for the
hard work and dedication you have shown in
developing the Cable Television Act of 1963,
which will be golng to the floor in both
chambers in the immediate future.

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

As you are aware, NABOB was pnrucularly
concerned with the must-carry provisions of
the bill. Without must-carry rights African
American owners of television stations
would find it virtually impossible to compets
against larger television stations and cable
systems. We are pleased to sse that the bill
will provide must-carry rights for most Afri-
can American owned television stations im-
mediately, and should lead to the remainirg
African American owned tslevisicn stations
being carried in the near future, after tte
FCC completes its investigation of commer-
cial matter carried by talevision stations.

This portion of the legislation is tmpor-
tant, and we commend the conferses for in-
cluding it in the bill.

We are aware, however, that the House ver-
sion of the bill contained provisions concern-
ing EEO enforcement which were more ex-

fications om the part of the minority employ-
ees, but & lack of commitment on the part of
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1s to tbe cable lndustry is another poal-
oese com t of the bill.
u‘;ﬂmroro. NABOB supports the bill's over-
all accomplishments in the areas of must-
arry and EEO. We hope that the Senate and
House will paas the bill with a large spough
ty to override the threatensd veto.
We thank you again for your efforts.
Sincerely,
JAMES L. WINSTON.
Ra Cable legislation alert.
: INTV members.
: David L. Donovan,
Date: September 1, 1992.

I trust yoa had an enjoyable summer. The
wheels of government have been churning in
August, albeit slowly. Unfortunately, as s
result of & deal with Senator Bob Dole and
the Republicans, the Senate did not appoint
members to the conference committses until
the day Congress adjourned for the summer.
However, the staff of the House and Senate
Communications Committees met in an at-
tampt to irod out differsnces between 8. 12
and H.R. 4960. )

At this point, there are several majoc is-
sues which remain unresoived. First, there
has been no formal agreement to add
retransmission consent to the final bill.
Frankly. I believe Chairman John Dingell is
using this as & bargaining chip for other is-
ses. Ultimately, retransmission consent
will be added to the final bill.

Another point of contention is EEO. As
you know H.R. 4850 added new and tougher
EEQO requirements. We have been working
with members of the Conference Committes,
sspecially the Senate tO have thess provi-
sions deleted from the final bill. Neverthe-
less, 1 expect soms EEO requirements to be
{noluded in the final bill. Our fall-back posi-
tion is to simply codify the existing FCO reg-
ulations.

At this point in time the must-carry and
channel positioning provisions have beea
pon-controversial. The Senats 1s expectad to
accept the additional channel poeitioning op-
tion (carriage on the channs! and oocupied
os January 1, 1968) contained in H.R. 4860.

There is a significant differsnce bLetween
the rate regulation provisions in 8. 12 and
H.R. 4850. This issue has not been resolved.

While We are not entirely sure of the exact
provisions of the final confersnce cable bill,
you should begin your lobbying efforts now?

on 1
strongly urge you to contact his office. Tell
your S8enator to vota for final passage of the
joint House/Senats oonfersnce
Follow up the letter with a telephone call.

We will be meeting with these Seasators in

closed you will find a list of key Senators
and a draft letter.

We are almost over the goal line. However,
cable has launched a massive media cam-
paign and is bringing in the heavy guns to
loblyy. We must counteract this sffort.

Plsase contact me if you have any ques-
tions. Also, please send me a copy of the let-
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ference rsport on 8. 12, such as the must
carry provision which gives broadcast sta-
tions prefersntial carriage over black-owned
cable networks lixe BET. Howsver, my pri-
mary reason for opposing this legisiation 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 broadcasting.

The cable and broadcasting industries cur-
rently operats under two completely dif-
ferent EFEO standards. For cable, Congroess
impossd statutory EEOQ requirements with
the passage Of the Cable Act in 19584. How-
ever, Congress has not extsnded similar stat-

utory EEO obligations to any other medisa .

industry: the broadcastars’ only specific ERO
obligation to enhance ths employment of
women and minorities stams from Federal
Communications Commission rules.

There are a number of significant dif-
fersuces between the cable industry’s statu-
tory EEO obligations and the broadcasters’
FCC rules. For sxample, cable operators are
rsquired to: (1) disseminats their EEO pro-
sTams to subcontractors; (2) snoocurage mi-
nority and female entrepreneurs to do busi-
ness with cable operators; and (3) annually
oertify compliance with the EEO laws. The
broadcasters’ EEO rules do not contain any
comparable provisions. Similarly, cable op-
erators are expressly barred from discrimi-
nating against any person on the basis of
age; broadcasters are not. Consequently, the
Senate's position that Congress shouid mere-
ly codify existing FCO rules for broadcasters
does not guarantss women and minorities in
that industry the same opportunities for ad-
vancement and employment as the cable in-
dustry.

To accomplish the goal of promoting diver-
sity of ownership and the expression of dif-
ferent voices in our nation's media, it is neo-
easary for Congress to enact the same statu-
tory EEO requirements for both the cable
and broadcast industries. The House bill,
H.R. 4850, acoomplished these goals. Sadly,
the conference repart on 8. 12 does not, sinoe
oconferees agreed to weaken statutory EBO
obligations for broadocasters while expanding
them for cable companies. This creates an
indefensible double standard and runs
counter to the broadcasters’ argument that
they need 8. 12 to ‘‘level the playing fNleld”
with cable companies.

The oconfersnoe report on 8. 12 undermines
Coagress’ commitment t0 creating equal em-
pioyment opportunities for all Americans. 1
urge you to repudiate the EEO language in
8. 12 and to vote againat the confersnce re-

Sincerely yours,
ROBERT L. JOHNSON,
President.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
MINORITIES IN CABLE,
Cerritos, CA, September 16, 1962.

industry, then why isn't it good in an-
other.
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We cannot allow the Congrees to enact this
bill and its double standard. A stroog mes-
age must be heard in the best intersat of
minorities, and women who have a need for
professional advancement, and repressnta-
tion in the Broadcast Industry.

We urge you to vote no on the Confersnce
Raport on 8. 12.

Sincerely, -
DouGLAS V. HOLLOWAY,
President, NAMIC Board of Directors.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. SLATTERY).

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, as we
decide how to vote on this very impor-
tant legislation, I hope we do so with
one basic fact {n mind, and that is
what has happened to cable rates in
this country over the last 3 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 [
categorically reject the claims of the
cable television industry that our con-
stituents are being exposed to on com-
mercials all across 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 legislation. The question
is how much are they going to go up,
and I contend they are going to go up
much less with the passage of this leg-
{slation.

And for thoss who may be worried

that own small cable systems, keep in
mind we have an exemption in this leg-
islation for systems with 1,000 subscrib-

small systems all across the country.
all, every Member of this
body that cares as I 4o about the future
of rural America should be supporting
legislation, and supporting it en-
thusiastically. This legislation re-

"quires the vertically integrated monop-

olies in this country, the cable tele-
vision operations, to market their pro-
gramming to other individual busi-
nesses like satsllite owners. Without
this legislation, my friends, those oon-
stituents of ours, those Americans who
live in areas that 40 not have cable tel-

have cable service. 30 my friends, if
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you care about rural Americs, {f you
care about competition, if you care
about keeping consumer costs down in
this country, support this conference
committee report enthusiastically.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania {Mr. RITTER], & member of the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

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

O 1030

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for ylelding me the
time.

When last we debated this legisla-
tion, I cautioned my colleaguee that, in
our zeal to reregulate the cable indus-
try, we should be careful not to lose
the opportunity to pass 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. -

1 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 fatlure.

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 substance 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 areas with populations under
10,000. That proposal was defeated.

This bill is a vortex of unintended
conmequences, the most significant of
which, of course, is an increase in basio
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 takes a good hard look at
this bill knows what to believe—be-
cause no one knows just how this legis-
lation will affect rates or service.
Rates will go up.

Even the proponents of the bill, as
quoted in Broadcasting magaxzine, say
that the cable industry may be right
when it says the rates will go up. Mr.
MARKEY was quoted in the New York
Times as saying that consumer rates
will go up under this bill. Some studies

say that the rates will go as high as 3

billion.

The regulatory burden of this bill is
a nightmare. Eighteen rulemakings in
180 days. A cost to Federal and local
governments of $100 to $300 million
over § years, which will be passed on to
the taxpayers and the cable subscrid-
ers. There will be other expenses, like
fees for the attorneys who will argue
the cable rate cases—and more litiga-
tion is the laat thing we need in this
country.
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The Lehigh Valley is one of the few
areas in the Nation that today has
competitive cable service, even as it ia
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
& minilaboratory of what 1s to come for
the rest of the country should the
avowed goal of this bill—cable com-
petition—ever come t0 pass.

Under this legislation, a cable aystem
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 pay a broadcaster who had
opted out of must carry for the right to
&ummit the television station’s sig-

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 s higher rate.

But this is only one marketplace re-
suit. 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 because it simply
wants its competitor to pay & ruinous
prioce for it.

In the first instance, there is a dimi-
nution of service; in the second, rates
may go even higher as the result of a
bidding war. Neither result benefits the
consumer. And so, through an act of
Congrees, free television will no longer
be free simply because a subscriber
chooses to view it over the local cable
system. Explain that ono to your con-
stituentes.

80 rates will go up becanse of pay-
ments to broadoasters, and rates will
also go up because the buy-through
provisions require additional equip-
ment so that different levels of service
can be provided. These costs will be
passed on to the consumer, and in the
Uhlthm Valley, the consumer will suf-

r.

And so, in conclusion, I repeat those
questions which I posed to you back in
July: In the last analysis, what benefit
would the consumer receive from this
bm? Lower rates? Emphatically, I sy

Tboeonmmerwinemrlomhuw
rates and the thing that will gall him
or her the most is that they will have
received no value for their money.
They will not have received new pro-
mmmtmywlnnozhnomdvod
new or better services. .

They will, hmm.hnnroeolvodm
protection of & new and unseen bu-
reancracy which they never sought and
which they do not need.

1 supported reregulation of the indus-
try through the Lent substitute be-
cause I believed it protected consumers
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and promoted competition in the cabj,
market. This bill, I fear, does neithe,
for the cable subacribers of the Lehigh
Valley and I urge my colleagues to re.
ject the conference report.

* Mr. Speaker, [ yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield}
minute to the gentleman from Ala.
bama [Mr. Harris).

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I am hery
to express my strong support for ths
conference report on 8. 12. I believe
that this conference is an even better
product than even the House or Senate
bills. It answers all of the complaints [
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 & means to rein in renegade
cable operators from charging exces-
sive rates in the upper tiers of cable
service; it guarantees an acceptable
level of customer service; it prevents
cable operators from making consum-
ors 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 is 1t en-
sures that the cable 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 slways 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 accees language
that our colleague BILLY TAUZIN
worked so hard to make possible. The
program access provimions of this bill
prohibits cable programmers from dis-
criminating in price, terms, and condi-
tions in offering their programming te
other multivideo providers. In other
words, meaningful program access pro-
motes competition in the video mar-
ketplace so that television viewers will
have the opportunity to choose among
competing cable ocompanies, wirsless
cable providers, C-band satellite, direct
broadcast satellite, and any other new
technology.

fully participate in the information
age and not at groesly inflated prices.
Finally, I would like to address the
campaign of disinformation that the
cable industry has embarked on about
retransmission consent. Retrans-
mission consent is not a surcharge on
cable ratepayers as the industry
claims. Instead it merely gives loen.l
and I emphasise, looal broadcasters the

uhloumamulnoumdmm



September 17, 1992

nich creatos and owns much of the
v ng which goes out over its
wires- It no longer deserves the subsidy

nich local broadcasters have been
"roﬂdmg {t and local broadcasters can
go longer afford it. If this inequity 1s
pot corrected soon. local broadcasters

ay be forced to cut back further on
locally originated programming in
pews, weather. pubilc affairs, and serv-
{ce—that 18 certainly not in the best
{nterest of our communities.

Despite the deceptive mailing your
constituents may have received or the
misleading 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 8. 13 and take home a
cable bill that groups like the AARP,
the Rural Electric Cooperatives, the
consumer Federation of America, and
the AFL~CTO have endorsed.

vou lly“"l

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FIELD8], & member of the Commit-
tese on Energy and Commerce.

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

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard a lot of emotionally charged
rhetoric abut the cable legislation we
will vote on today. And while compel-
1ing arguments will be made as to
whether the bill will or will not lead to
lower rates for cable customers, I
would like to spend the brief time 1
have addressing the gross misrepresen-
tation that is being made by opponents
of 8. 12 on the issue of retransmisaion
consent.

In all my years of serving in Con-
gress, 1 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 are so
desperate that they have taken the
most competitive, proconsumer provi-
sion in the bill and used it as the scape-
goat for killing this legislation.

Oftentimes, when we debate legisia-
tion in the House the facts get dis-
torted and we confuse rhetoric with re-
ality. Let me underscore the facts on
the issue of retranamission consent.

First, retransmission 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
broadcaster’s signal. Under this sce-
pario, many broadcasters will nego-
tiate for an additional channel to pro-
gram A 24-hour news, sports, or weath-
or service. Retransmission consent
does not foroe the cable operator to
pay the broadcaster for use of his sig-
nal. Further, under the legislation, the
FCC is directed to ensure that
retransmission consent will not have &
significant impact on rates. And fi-
nally, what is probably most offensive
about cable’s charge that
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retransmisgion consent will effect rates
is the fact that cable currently only
pays abut $3 a month for {ts programas,
but charges the cable customer $20
month—and they claim that they won't
be able to absorb the additional costs
of retransmisaion consent.

Second, retransmission consent has
absolutely nothing to do with copy-
right law. This legialation is d=signed
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
unsuccesaful in their efforts to win ap-
proval for their own measure. They
even turned down the opportunity to
participate in the cable confersnce. In
my opinion, their arguments are shal-
low and totally urfounded.

Finally, retransmiasion consent is &
marketplace, procompetitive approach
to the competitive imbalances which
exist today between the local broad-
castar and the local cable operator. If
we fall to address this {ssue, then we
may very well see the demise of the
only real competitor the cable operator
has today, the local broadcaater. If this
happens, then thoss who cannot not af-
ford cable—the poor, the elderly, and
the unemployed—wtil]l be denied a view-
ing alternative. Simply put, without
enacting some kind of corrective meas-
ure, we risk having a two-tier soclety
of information haves and have nots.

Mr. Speaker, 1 hope my colleagues
won't be swayed by the crocodile tears
of those who oppose retranamission
consent. Enactment of retransmission
consent is essential 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-
nessee (Mr. COOPER].

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

Mr. COOPER. Mr. S8peaker, the con-
sequences of this debate for the C-
SPAN audisnce are enormous as well
a8 for other cable programming that
we enjoy watching. The conssquences
are also enormous if you have a sat-
ellite dish, because in the 87 percent of

American TV markets which have no_

competition, basic cable rates are
about 330, but in the 3 percent of Amer-
ican cable markets which do have com-
petition, where if you do not like cable
company A, you can pick cable com-
pany B, guess what, rates are more
likely to be in the $10 a month range.

If you aggregate the savings we could
achieve nationwide, the Wall Street
Journal and the Consumer Federation
of Amaerioca estimate we could be saving
as much as 38 billion a year of our tax-
payers’ money, of our consumers’
monaey, 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 18 good, but it {s not a
perfect measure. I would like to see it
go farther. I am for cable telco entry.
think that we need telephone compa-
nies {n the cable TV business, and I
think we need cable companies {n the
telephone business, but this before you
{s a great bill that we should still sup-
pert. It will offer our consumers rellef,
much-needed rellef, long-overdue relief.

There i8 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 countleas
cable ads that are terribly misieading.
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 aiasle to follow
the lead of the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. MICHEL] and the gentleman from
New Jersoey [Mr. RINALDO], follow their
lead, and on the Democratic side, fol-
low the lead of the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
xxY], and the chairman, the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL].

This is legislation we need to pass

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY], & member of the commit-
tee.
(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extand hia re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I stand {n
oppoattion to this legislation as I have
been consistently through the process.

This bill is about two things: Politics
and money. The politics are 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 retranamission consent, some-
thing that the House did not have a
chance to work its will on. It was in-
serted 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 Committes on Rules, the chairman
of the full committee, in testimony be-
fore the Committee on Rules, said, yes,
retransmission consent 18 going to cost
money. We are not sure how much, but
it is going to cost money. The argu-
ment is not about whether we are
going to save the consumer any money
or not. The question is how much high-
er the rates are going to go because of
retranamission consent.

O 1040

Why do you think Hollywood is so in-
terested? They can amell 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 consumer
constituent who has cable {8 going to
have his pocket picked to make certain
that CBS does not lose too much
money on some of the terrible busineas
decisions they made, llke major league
baseball, for 31 billion, so they can pay
banjo-hitting shortshops half a million
dollars a year to sit on the bench. That
{8 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 & 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,

1 would suggest, when we come back
here next session after this bill is ve-
toed and we sustain that veto, that we
get with it and talk about a competd-
tive mode, that we take away the
cable-telco crossownership bam and
really get at competition instead of
overregulation, which is what we have
got in this particular piece of legisla-
tion.

S0 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 &
starter. I think that we can save the
consumer money and at the same time
provide competition in this industry.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I ylald
myself 30 seconds at this point just to
remind the House that the legislation
we are dealing with right now is the
Senator from Missoury, JACK Dan-
PORTH'S, & Republican, his legislation.
This {s not a bill which is a Demoorat
or a Republican bill, this is & biparti-
san piece of legislation produced in the
House and the Senate. The Senate,
Senator DANFORTH working with Sen-
ator HOLLINGS and Senator INOUYS, put
it together; on our side, Mr. DINGELL
and I with Mr. RINALDO, working with
many other minority Members, put it
together. It is & bipartisan piece of leg-
islation, not Democrat or Republican.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
~ gentlewoman from Ilinois [Mrs.

COLLINS].

(Mrs. COLLINS of Dlinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.)

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of this legisiation
which includes many of the important
consumer protection provisions in HR.
4850, the House version of the cable hill
which passed in July.

In spite of what the cable industry
has proclaimed, thie legislation oould
lsad to greater competition in an in-
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dustry that has had a virtual monopoly
and lower cable rates. Since 1987, cable
rates 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 increase
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 broadcast tele-
vision. Anyone who feels as I do would
have to conaider this a mistakes.

Bome 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 assure
improved equal employment opportuni-
ties in both the cable and broadcast
television industries, and definitely
lesves the door open 80 that in the near
future we will get EEO requirements to
cover broadcast talevision.

As the National Associatiom of
Black-Owned Broadoasters said in & re-
cent letter:

We appreciats and agree with the ideals

fnto the final bill.

This bill expands from 9 t0 15 the job
categories for which employes informa-
tion is required—carporate officers,
chief technician,
comptroller, general sales manager,
and production manager. These are all
top management poaitions. .

The FCC will be mandated to pre-

thess job categories.

Purther, the report codifies the FCC-
EEO rules for the first tims. That is a
good step forward. 1, for one, will con-
tinue to fight to have stronger EEO
regulations extended to the hroadcast
tndustry. The bill will creats an FCO
Mass Media Bureau program of mid-l-
cense term review of television hroad-
cast stations’ work force employment
profiles.

The IFCC will compeare the station’s
work force dita with its area labor
force dbut those who see quotas be-
hind every EEO effort, they should un-
that this procedure is not {n-
any way to establish a hiring

g

tended in

I realise there are those who would
have you believe this is not a strong
and doesn’t go far enough to rem-
the underrepresentation of minori-

es and women in the mass media, but

am confident that this bill will assure
that equal emplayment opportunities
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are afforded by cable television ay
will lead to improvements in broadcay
television.

Mr. 8peaker, I urge my colleagues (.
support this conference report.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, 1 yleld :
minuts to the gentleman from Micki:
gan [Mr. UPTON], a member of the com,.
mittee.

Mr. UPTON. I thank the gentleman,

Mr. Speaker, this dill is not
but it does a whole number of '
which will cap ratss, which have fony
up three times higher than inflatioy,
since 1987. People are sick and tired of
rate increases. This bill will allow peo.,
ple to pay for what they watch. Ang:
what is wrong with that? My householy-
watches C-SPAN, ESPN, CNN, WQN,
and a bhunch of other lacal statioms
Why should households that watch
other stations pay for what I watch!
Angd vice versa. It is sort of liks when
you go to the grocery store to get only.
skim milk, you do not buy every singles
dairy product on the shelf—eggs, whole
milk, balf-and-half, margarine. No. If
you did, you would go broke.

That i{s what the consumer s mad
about. And that is why virtually every
consumer group in the country is in
favor of this bill. ;

Mr. Speaker, [ urge my oolleagues to
do something about cable rates. I urge
my oollsagues to vote for this bill.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. SHAYS].

Mr. 8HAYS. Mr. S8peaker, I support
this conference report.

Years ago State and local govern-
menta gave away oable franchises cre-
ating government-sanctioned regional
monapolies and making -millionaires
out of cabie franchise owners.

owners
multimillionaires. They were able to
become multimillionaires becanse they
have no competition and no regulation.
Unchecked, prices wemt up signifi-
cantly. And they will keep going up un-
loas we do something about tt.

This bil! will do something about it.
It will encourage competition and pro-
vide for modest regulation. Now, wire-
leas multichannel TV and satellite
multichannel TV will have acceas to
the same programs cable companies
have access to sq they can compets
with cable on an equal baais.

Republicans want competition; this
bill does it. But it slso will provide
some regulation to make sure {n the
shortrun prices do not go up too muech
more. .

I salute tha committes on ths wark
1t has done and I urge my colleagues to
vote for this dill

The SPEAKER pro tampore (Mr.
LUKEN). The gentleman from Masse-
chusatta (A{r. MARKEY] has 17 minutes
remaining, and the gentleman from
New York [(Mr. LEWT] has 14 minutes
remaining.
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yr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
S tes to the gentleman frcm Colo-
15 (M. SCHAEFER]L
(Mr. SCHAEFER askad and was given
perm:38ion to revise and extznd his re-
3.)
THXESISCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker. I
(waak the gantleman for ylelding tum2
to me.
Mr. Speaxer, I yield triefly to the
entieman from Virginia.
(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permisston to revise and extend his re-
ks.)
m:{:. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the conference report.
Mr. Speaker, many of he same
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There are thoss here today who wiil make
the argumont that the dsing cable prices and
$OCHy customar ssrvice are a rasuit of the mo-
ropoiistic sit.ation in which the industy finds
itseit. There are those who will algo state that
the sciution 1o s monopaligtic situation is not
throush more needless regulation. | certainly
agree.

The legislanon befcre us today would only
work to stfla the creativity and diversity that
have come with dereguiation. We wouid be
unwise o saddie the industry at this point with
more needless regulation, unprecedented re-
strictons in the sale of their products and the
use of their technology. | ask my colleagues o
consider that the issues which led us 0 de-
reguiate cable in the first place are st rel-
evant today. For these reasons, | urge my col-
leagues to keep thess thoughts In mind as we
consider this legisiation.

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 §
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
beneflt cable consumers actually led to
fewer programming choices. And why a
measurs with competition in its title
did little or nothing to bring it about.

Thankfully, by voting against this
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 along that the
regulatory overkill and Government
micromanagement put forth by this
bill would indeed stifle investment and
plant operations and equipment im-
provements.
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In that we wers right in arguing that
not only competition could bring about
the promises made by the conference
report, but lower cable rates and a vi-
brant video marketplace. It was not
too long ago that this body remembers
we passed what was called the cata-
strophic health care bill. I was proud to
have voted against it.

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

I predict that is what is going to hap-
pen if this cular piece of legiala-
tion passes.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, [ yleld 1
minute to the gentleman from Ver-
mont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the committee chairman for ylelding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, Reaganomics has failed.
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 raised its
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rates nationaliy by 61 percent !n tha
last 5 years—three times az high a3 !n-
fiation.

M.. Speaker, in my own Starce of V.-
ront, cable rataes since 153 Lave gcne
up by 58 percent !n Berxingrton, 123 pe--
cent {n Moatpeller, and 112 perzezt in
St. Johnsbury, among other towns.
This {s nct a perfect bill, but it finally
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
{s 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 {ndustry
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 as 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 ard
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. HUGHES), the distinguished
second ranking member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

(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. MARKEY), 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 enjoysd a
monopoly. They have exercised that
monopoly power. The service has been
arrogant, and we nesd to regulate.
There {s no question about that.

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

Retranamission 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, Larry Tisch,
acknowledges it might be 81 billion. He
does not think it is going to be $3 bil-
Hon. -
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Let me tell you, friends, we do not
¥now. Nobody can tell you what it is
going to cost.

Retransmission consent bastcally
says this: The broadcasters will be able
to demand from the cable systems
whataver they feel the market will
bear for somebody else's product. We
do not buy a signal. We buy a program.
That {s what we buy when we turn on
the television set. We look at a pro-
gTam Or Programs.

The copyright owners ars left out of
the equation. What we have {n 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 licenss. That means
what we are going to have t{s not & 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 ts going to cost us bil-
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 cost us domestically.

It 1s going to cost us lntornationuly
because we are net exporters of film
and everything olse, signals, movies.
What we are saying to the inter-
national community is that really
what the broadcasters are selling, our
programs, are not worth anything real-
1y in the international marketpiace.

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MAZZOL]).

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

Let me say, Mr. Speaksr, I support
this bill because it gives cities liks
Louisville and Jefferson County a
chance to reregulate and to reintro-
duce themselves into the ratemaking
functions for cabls activities.

1 also support the bhill because it
spurs competition. No longer can the
local authority give out an excluaive
franchise to a cable operatar. There is
cable programming access provided by
the Tausin amendment. There is the
possibility, later of letting telephone
companies get into the cable oper-
ations, delivering a cable signal over
phone lines.

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

I am not happy with the
retransmission provisiom, but there is a
1-year transition period before the full
effects of that will be noted.

1 just do not think it is rational or
responsible to drop overboard this ex-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

cellent plece of comsumer protection
legislation because we happen not to
agree with one provision. Let us reviait
that provision. Let us make all the
changes we need in retransmission con-
sent, but let us not kill this bill today.
It is too important.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this House
supports S. 13 by a very, very wide and
large margin.

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

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
wag 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 i{s a true
statement; but let us tell the reet of
the story. The rest of the story is that
the average number of channels per
cable system has gone from § to 35
That is a 600-percent increass.

The average basic service rate, basio

‘tier ons service rate for cable today is

$18.84 a month. That is not a cable
number. That is & GAQO study report.

rate is $18.84 & month.

Peopls want to get more than that,
so they then subecribe to HBO,
Cinemax, maybe an all-sports channel
or whatever. That is a discretionary
decistan on thetr 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 gotng to go down, be-
causs they know they are not. Rates
are gotng to go ap.

Accarding to a stary in the Washing-
Times yesterday, at & minimum
;oint to go up somewhare be-

50 a month to $6.48 a month.

a.n entertainment medium.

EH
"’;;.ﬂb’

e do not regulate the price of
movie ticket at your

pEss
geE :

of &
tar.

:

ifn & market that has less than
-the-alr television stations,
ca.blo system is subject to rate
ation today.
local franchise authority feels
ose rates being charged are un-
hy 1s not the FCC being beseiged
wit.h petitions to regulate? Because in
point of fact the rates are not unfair.
The quality of service has gcae up, the
quantity of service has gone up, and
poopl‘ are basically happy.
Mr. Speaker, vote no on this

O 1100

Mr. MARKRY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlaman from Oregon
[Mr. AUCOm}.

]
g
gh’

ek
it

muurccneunumum,
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Odr. AUCOIN asked and Wwas 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 alick ad campaigm,
my colleagues, complete with scare
tactice, has played fast and loose with
the facts and with the truth. Consum-
ers are not buying those scare tactics,
and neither should this House. 8ince
1988, 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 Oregonians 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 has occurred.

Mr. Speaker, cable deregulation is a
mapshot 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
time we voted yes on this conference
repart and gave consumers real protec-
tion against price gouging monopolies,

Vote yes on this conference report.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
one-half minute to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. SIXORSKI).

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

Mr. SIEORSKL Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentieman for yielding the time.

1 rise tn support of the conference bill
and to recognise the conferves for their
diligent efforts. I am perticularly
pleased with section 19, tha program
access provision, that increases the
svailahility of programming to all
multichannel video program distribu-
tors, while providing to them no lesser
rights to exclusivity than are afforded
cable operators with regard to the pro-
gramming covered under that section.

Mr. MARKRY. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield 3
minutes to the gentieman from Louixi-
ana [Mr. Tauz).

(Mr. TAUZIN asked and was given
periaission to revise and extend his re-

meodonotmuhu.m

)
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
speak first to the conservatives in this
particularly my friends on the
Republican sids who, in a large major-
ity. votad for this bill when it left the
House. There are two things that hap-
pened to it in conference committee
w):-ranoo('hkhoushtw trouble

mmmmwmn
was that the conferemce ocommittse
adopted the procompetition features
that we won aftar a good fight on this
House floor, the Tauxin amendment. It
is now part of this conferencs report.
The seocond thing that happened in
the comference committes, too, is that
some of the regulatory features of the
House bill were changed so that the biil
is less regulatory, more compstitive,
than when the bill left the House.
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go I say to my colleagues, “Those of

ou who are conservative and believe
7 competitive market forces rather
tgm regulation, whether you're a con-
sorvative Democrat or Republican, this
s & good bipartisan improvement of
the bill since 1t left the House."

gecond, the conference committee
adopted thia thing called
rerransmisaicon consent. Now for those
ont there in the audience who believe
that consumers in a fair marketplace
ought to have a say-so about what they
see, and How they see {t, and when they
goe it, I want them to think about the
pet effect of this retransmission con-
sent provision. What it says. in effect,
{s not that the cable companies are all
of & sudden going to start charging for
broadcast programs. They are already
doing that. They are currently taking
the broadcast signal from the local
proadcaster who is going out into the
marketplace and bidding to caver
sporting events, for example, and they
are taking those signals, putting them
on that cable and reselling them to us.
In effect we are paying for them twice.
We are paylng for them commercially
in the products that we buy; that is,
the commercially sponsored broadcast

. We are paying for it again
when cable charges us a basic cable
rate. But without this provision in the
bill called retransmission consent we
are paying for those programs, but
cable keeps all the money. It does not
share any of that money with the
broadcasters.

Now my colleagues say, ''Well, why
has that been allowed?’ That has been
allowed because broadcasters wanted
to be on that cable. They were willing
to put that signal for free on that cable
because they need to be on that oable.
That does not change. They still need
to be on the cable.

But the question should be not
whether we are going to pay for the
programs, but who gets the money and
who pays for it. If we do not change the
law soon, as the conference committee
has recommended we change it, the
money stays with the cable company.
What does it do with that money? It
goes out into the marketplace and bids
against the broadcaster for the same
sports that we have enjoyed on besic
cable for all this while that we have en-
joyed on the network signal. They take
that sports programming and bring it
back to the cable, and guess what?
They elevate it t0 Day per view. 80, we
not only pay for it onoe and twice, we
are now paying for it three times.

Mr, Bpeaker, I suggest to my ool-
leagues both of these changes: less reg-
ulation, more competition, and this
fairer treatment for these broadcast
tignals are in the interest of consumers
in & good marketpiace. :

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[(Mr. BoxarT).

(Mr. ECKART asked and was given
mon to revise and extend his re-
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Mr. ECKART. Mr. S8peaker and my
colleagues, thers 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 a monopoly,
and what they are doing is the Amer-
ican way. They are doing what monop-
olies do. They are gouging their cus-
tomers. They are digging deep into
their subscribers' pockets, and their
political tactics reflect the political
tactica of monopolies. They do not
want & change because a change for
them means more competition and less
profits.

One of my colleagues said a fow mo-
ments ago, “‘This ia about money. Why
can't we really just pass a modest biil?

Let's just expose that fallacy for
what it is.

Let me remind my colleagues that in
1990, on a voice vote coming from this
Chamber on the Suspension Calendar,
we passed a modest cable bill. It was
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 becauss the monopolists
want to continue to line their pockets.

This debate is Orwellian. Up is down,
peace is war, and the fact of the matter
is that what we stand for is local
broadcasters having the right to com-
trol their programming, 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 become a
necessity.

Now this bipartisan bill, organised in
the Senate by Mr. DANFORTH, and sup-
ported by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey [Mr. RINALDO], the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. UPTON]), the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. SBHEAYS) and the

:

g

i
Lelis
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will continue rural opportunities, that
will create real competition, will tell
the folkas that this Congress has heard
its wakeup call, this Congress respects
the people, this Congress stands for
competition.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1%4 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland {Mr. MCMILLEN].

(Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland asked
and was given permisaion to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of S. 12, the
cable conference report, and commend
both Chairman MARXEY and Chairman
DINGELL for their efforts on this legis-
lation.

Let us be clear, the bill we pass today
provides protection for cable consum-
ers. The bill also gives greater power o
regqulatory authorities to ensure that
service is responsive and prices reason-
able. :

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

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

Until the day that customers can pick and

I would briefly like to comment on
two provisions which were adopted as
amendments in committee and which
are in this bill.

The first amendment increases the
amount of educational programming
offered by cable companies. It allows
cable operators to substitute high-
quality educational programming for
unused channels currently set aside for
public or leased access.

study the migration of programming,
taking into consideration the economic
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Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY], &
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 establishing 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 is bad, this con-
ference report is worse. If the first bill
was petty theft; this bill is tantamount
to a carjacking.

This conference report has the dis-
tinction of choosing the most extreme
measures from both the House and Sen-
ate bill. What we have before us is a
regulatory Christmas tree that has
been trimmed with countless number
of unnecessary 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 hroad-
casters. Retransmission consent |is
nothing but a transfer of wealth from
the poor cable subscriber to the Larry
Tisch's of the world. Ladies and gentle-
men, the supporters of this bill are
talking about regulation, squity 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. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yleld 30
seconds to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN].

Mr. DORGAN 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 agree that
something must be done to stop some
unwarranted rate increases that have
occurred in some parts of this country.

I have also supported and will con-
tinue to support the program aocess
provisions of this legislation which will
help customers in rural America who
rely on satellite dishes for their pro-
gramming to get that programming 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 especially
in rural States. Many of these cable op-
erators have not abused their market
positions, they have not increased
ratea 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 areas
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
abeorb the time and money needed to
defend themselves from those chal-
lenges, but I don't think that's the case
with the smalltown cable providers.

I'd like some assurances that these

smaller cable providers, whose rates
bave not risen in any unreasonable way
during recent years, will not have to
spend moset of their time justifying
their rates 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 communities. 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, telephones,
and other facilities in the community
in which he has only 34 subscribers,
even though it would not be sconomi-
cally feasible for him to do s0? 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.

I've talked to the subcommittee
chairman and asked that we in Con-
gress hold oversight hearings on the
regulatory burden to determine how
this might or might not affect smaller
systems. He has given me a commit-
ment to do that, and I just wanted to
say that while I'm going to vote for
this confersnce report because I think
it's needed, I am concernsd about some
provisions of it, and I'm 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-
trusions.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the

gentleman from Texas [Mr. HALL].
(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
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Mr. Speaker, my pont is simply Tie—any
oty should be entitied 0 maintain control
over who uses its own prpdyc!. | stongly sup-

of retransmission consent, and |

this Congress will tum this pro-

into reality. | urge my colleagues 0 sup-
port this conferenca repoft.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
q how much time {8 remainirg on
poth sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LuEsN). The gentleman from New York
(Mr. LENT] bas 8§ minutes remalning,
and the gentleman from Massachusatts
[Mr. MARKEY] has 6% minutes remain-

mﬁ.\'. LENT. Mr. Speaker, before yield-

Mr. LENT. | ask for darification on four is-
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wigvision stations under the mandatory must
caTy provisions of the act, provided they meet
the cther must carry requirements of the act.

Finally, under the new provision, it is my un-
derstanding that if the FCC cetermines that a
staton does not serve the pubiic interest, it
will have a reagsonable period within which 1o
provide ditferent ing. In addition,
such stations will not be denisd a licanse re-
newal solsly because their programming con-
sists predominantly of sales pressntatons or

and for no other purposs.
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speakes, | have exam-
- ined the statement of the gentieman from New
York [Mr. LENT] and the gentleman’s four inter-
pretations are correct.

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the distin-
guished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
BRoOOXS], the chairman of the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permisaion 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 House in
July. The House version offersd the
promiss of providing well-deserved re-
lief from skyrocketing monthly bills to
cable subscribers across the Nation.

But, something happened to a good
piece of legislation in conference. The
conferees decided to tack on to this bill
a concept called retransmission con-
sent, & matter that is inextricably
linked to the Judiciary Committee's
jurisdiction over copyright matters.
Mr. Speaker, this is an issue with far-
reaching eoconomic and legal con-
sequences. Yet, it has not been subject
to 1 single minute of debate on the
floor of the House. At every step of the
process in this body, & conscious effort
made to keep retransmission con-
away from the cable bill. Then, lo

behold, the conferees magically re-
vered retransmission consent, just
to tack it into the conference
and send it back here to the
the House. 80 now the Mem-
this body are being asked to
retransmission consent on the
the assurances of our confarees
it will be good for us and our con-
stituents. On that, [ have some doubts.

Mr. Speaker, the sole purpose of the
conoept of retransmission consent is to
pmovide broadcasters with what they
call & new revenne stream. One of the
most ardent proponents of the concept
has estimated that this stream will in

£

:

of
of
ow
of

billion. You don't have to be a Nobel
in economics to figure out
that it will be the cable subscribers
who will be foroed to pay the passed-on
cable costa. I am afraid that it will
take a fiight of rhetoric worthy of Wil-
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liam Jennings Bryan for us to explain
to our cable-using constituents how a
bill that started out as a measure to
lower cable fees sormehow came tack to
the floor of this House with this bil-
lion-dollar tranafer of wealth attached
to it.

Another very disturbing aspect of
retranamission 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 retranamission 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
litigation.

Mr. 8peaker, I believe that there {s a
way that the principles of both
retransmission consent and copyrignt
can be harmonized, and that it can be
done in a way that protects the inter-
ests of cable subecribers. This bill
doesn't do the job. If we defeat this
conference report, we can come back {n
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, [ yleld
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Mruns).

(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.)

Q 1120

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of our time, 6% minutes, to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DN
GELL), the chairman of the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I begin
by paying my greatest respect and af-
fection to the distinguished gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS], my dear
friend, who is one of the finest men
that I know, and & man with whom 1
have had great pride in serving.

1 wanted to say that I am reminded
today, as I speak, of the mighty Achil-

sul in his tent outside the
walls of Troy and did not participate in
w

Had
together with the four Republican con-
ferses, the matter would have been
deadlocked and the result would have
been very, very different than that
which we see before us.

80 I would urge my ocolleagues to not
think that there was anything done in
the dark of night here. The harsh fact
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of the matter is that retransmission
consent has been reviewed by every-
body in sight. As my good friend from
Texas has observed to the House, he
would anticipate 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 as
this matter develops.

The cost estimate has been made on
this bill with retransmission consent.
Consumers Federation of America rec-
ognizes and says, in a study which I
would show my colleagues here, that
there will be a savings to American
consumers of $8 billion, if this legisla-
tion is passed. The FCC recognizes that
the savings to consumers is going to be
$5.3 billion. That is big money. That in-
cludes retransmission consent. -

Let us 100k then at some of the other
things. This legislation passed the
House by a vote of 340 to 73. It passed
the Senates by 73 to 18. It is very clear
that there is strong support for this
legislation, and I would urge my col-
leagues to recognise that.

Let me tell my colleagues about
something else we are finding. This is a
year when people are concerned about
the special interests running the Con-
greas of the United Btates. Listen to
those people. They are telling us that
they are dissatisfied 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-
provements. It requires protection of
consumers from outrageous rate in-
Croeasos.

Look at who opposes this bill: The
cable industry, an unregulated 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 inorease their revenue
stream.

Who favors this bill? The Consumer
Federation of America, the AFL~CIO,
the UAW, the American Assoclation of
Retired Persons, the Lsague of Cities,
the mayors of the communities that we
serve, the National Association of
Rural Co-ops, the Association of State
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 ax election year, lis-
ten to our pollsters. They are telling
us, the people are fed up with thess
special interests pressuring the Con-
gress into unwise legislation that does
not serve their interests.

Control prices, assure improved serv-
ice, and put reasonable restraints on
monopolists.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

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 {n 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 yleld, again
the gentleman from Michigan is cor-
rect. Judiciary conferees were named
to the confersnce 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 as though Hurri-
cane Andrew hit every consumer in
America. Now we are building a tent to
protect the consumers, and the broad-
casters are 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 $8 billion over-
charges which the cable industry im-
poses every single year.

If we want to make sure that this bill
i{s 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 i{f we want to protect the con-
sumers in this country, make sure that
we vote yes on this bill because that is
the only way we are going to protect
the consumaers.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, we have

AFL~CI10, the League of Cities, the At-
torneys General, they want this bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the conferencs 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 vots on the ground that a quorum
{s not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quroum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 280, nays
128, answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting
23, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 38)
YEAS—380

Abercrombdie Collime (IL) Gallegly
Ackerman Collins (MI) Gaydos
Alexander Coadit Gejdenson
Abpderson Cooper Gepbardt
Andrews (ME) Costello Geren
Andrews (TX) Oox (IL) Gllchreet
Assunsio Coyne Gilmas
Applegate Cranmer Glckman
Ampa Darden Gomsales
AnCoin Davis Goms
Becchus DeFaxio Grandy
Barrett DeLauro Gremm
Batermaa Dellums Guartat
Betlenson Derrick Gundersom
Bennett Dicks Hall (TX)
Bentley Dingell Hamdltom
Bereuter Donnelly Harria
Bevill Dooley Hatcher
Bilbray Doryan (ND) Hayes (IL)
Bilirakie Dowoey . Hafher
Blackwell Duncan Heary
Boeblert Durbta Bartel
Bontor Dwyer Hoagland
Boacher Dymally Hochbreeckner
Bresster Early Hora
Browder Bokary Boughtos
Brown Edwasds (CA) Hoyer
Bruce Bdwards (TX) Hubbard
Bryant Rmarsoa Hutto
Bunning Engel Inhode
Byroa English Jaocobs
Callaban Brdreich Jefhorson
Cardin Bepy Jenkins
Carper Evans Johnsoa (D)
Carr Bwing Johnston
Chapman 121 Jones
Clay Plake Jomts
Clement Fogiietta Kapour
Coble Ford (MI) Kasich
Coleman (MO) Ford (TH) Kennelly
Coleman (TX) Frost Kildeo

Mavroules
Magzoll
McCloskeay
McCollum
McCurdy
McDermott
McOrath
McHugh
McMillan (NC)
McMillen (MD)
McNulty
Meyers
Mfume
Michel
Miller (CA)
Miller (WA)
Mineta
Mink
Moakley
Molinar
Mollohan
Moatgomery

Glllmor
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Neal (NO)
Nichols
Nowak
Nusale
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Skelton ANSWERED "“"PRESENT"—1
Slaughter Laken
g::: (FL) NOT VOTING—21
Anthony Gordon Mcile
gouh;; Atkins Hayes (LA) RIEN
Spratt Barnard Huckaby ~avage
s Boger Kennedy ~cneuer
suuw'mnm Broomfleld McCrery _*_om
Stary Chandler Murtha “atars
s Conyars Owens (UT)  2Der
::““m“ Fascall Perkins
kes
Btudds O 1149
Sandquist The Clerk announced the following
Bwett pairs:
gﬁ On this vote:
Tallon Mr. Riggs for, with Mr. Barnard agatinst.
Tanner Mr. Hayes of Louislana tor, with Mr.
‘l‘ux “-“Im_ 8 McCrery agatnst.
Taylor (NC) Mr. WILSON changed his vote from
Thomas (GA) ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.”’
s D) So the conference report was agreed
Torricelll to. .
Traficant The result of the vote waa announced
m as above recorded. :
Upton A motion to reconsider was laid on
Valendne the table.
Veato
Visciosky —————
Volkmer PERSONAL EXPLANATION
;"m Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, | nave recenty
m"m entered Into & contract, which wili be effective
Whitten January 4, 1983, with a broadcasung company
:Umm which has a subs‘antial interest in botn the
Wolf and cable industies. For thus
Wolpe reason | have voted “present” on the con-
Wydea ference report for S. 12, the Cabie Television
‘Y"’: Consumer Protection Act in order to avoid the
Yatron 1 appsssance of a confiict of interest.
Youag (AK)
Young (FL)
a 115
GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, [ ask
orton unanimous consent that all Members
Oxley may have 5 legialative days {n which to
Packard revise and extend their remarks, and
" Parker include extraneous material, cn the
m conference report on the Senate bill, S.
Payne (NJ) 1.
Psnny The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
gmm LUKEN). Is there objection to the re-
Pursell quest-of the gentleman from Massachu-
Reguls setta?
Rhodes - There was no objection.
Richardson
Ridge
vt  APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
Roakema ATTEND THE FUNERAL OF THE
oy LATE HONORABLE WALTER B.
Sentoram JONES
"“! o The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Schroedse LUKEN). Pursuant to House Resolution
Senssnbrenner 567, the Chair, without objection, ap-
Shuster points the following MemUers on the
v part of the House as members of the fu-
Smith (ND) neral committes of the late WALTER B.
8mith (OR) JONES:
Smith (TX) Mr. Ross of North Carolina;
scump Mr. FOLEY of Washington,
Thomas (CA) Mr. GEPHARDT of Missouri;
-‘;,\,..,.. Mr. BONIOR of Michigan;
Mersglin Mr. HOYRR of Maryland;
wWalker Mr. HEFNER of North Carolina;
Weldon Mr. NEAL of North Caroli..a;
e Mr. VALENTINE of North Carolina;
Zimmer Mr. COBLS of North Carolina;
Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina;



