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Liddy. I suppose at a future Republican 
senatorial dinner, we will see both of 
them doing a duet.

WE HAVE TO GET OUR FINANCIAL 
HOUSE IN ORDER

PROTECT MEDICARE
(Mr. LEWIS of Georria asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker. 
I rise today to say to my RepublicanA 4A0V VW^A^V w N«^ w ***^ • —— jniTI I" »|| i '

(Mr. SCARBOROUGH asked and was colleagues, it is time to deliver on your (today, 
given permission to address the House promises. *—
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rules and regulations and brings broad-' 
casting up to date with technology 
The bill states that the FCC does not 
provide or enforce any regulations con 
cerning cross ownership. The details of 
this will be in a statement that I will 
put in the extension of my remarks

for 1 minute.)
Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, 

this Congress faces two challenges in 
the next 100 days and in the rest of this 
session. We have got to get our finan 
cial house in order. We have got to fi 
nally balance the budget, do it for the 
first time since 1986. The second thing 
we are going to have to do is finally get 
Medicare costs under control. A report 
by President Clinton's own task force 
shows that Medicare goes bankrupt by 
the year 2002. We have got to do both of 
these things at the same time, and it is 
going to call for heavy lifting, and it is 
going to call for bipartisan support.

I ask the Democrats today to come 
forward with a plan that not only saves 
Medicare but also balances the budget 
by the year 2002. If they are not willing 
to take part in the process. I ask that 
they step back aad let the Republican 
Party do it. along with other conserv 
ative Democrats who are Just as con 
cerned about this very important issue. 
We have no choice. We must take care 
of Medicare and we must balance the 
budget by the year 2002. or it is the sen 
ior citizens who will suffer in the end.

COMMENDING THE FEDERAL EM 
PLOYEES WHO SERVE THE PUB 
LIC
(Mr. OLVER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.)

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Speaker, the deadly 
bombing 2 weeks ago in Oklahoma City 
has had a chilling effect on our Nation.

More than 100 Federal employees 
died.

They died because a few used vio 
lence to express their hate for the 
American Government.

We are angry. We want justice.
Our healing has barely begun.
As we mourn with the families of the 

victims, let us remember that Federal 
employees are not nameless, faceless 
bureaucrats. They are people. They 
help others every day.

In my district many Federal employ 
ees help us in our everyday lives.

I am reminded of Jeffrey Reck who 
serves as district manager of the Social 
Security Administration in Fitchburg. 
MA

Jeff helps people get the benefits 
they deserve.

He gets answers. He gives people the 
personal help that we all need from our 
Government. He treats people like peo 
ple.

Jeffs work is a tribute to his fallen 
colleagues and to Federal employees 
everywhere. I commend him and so 
many thousands who serve the public.

You said you would cut taxes, bal 
ance the budget, and leave Social Secu 
rity and defense intact. Now tell us: 
How will you do It?

To date the Republicans have raided 
the Medicare trust fund to pay for 
their tax cuts for the rich. Their tax 
bill takes S27 billion away from the 
Medicare trust fund and from our Na 
tion's senior citizens.

In 1963 and again In 1964. the Presi 
dent and the Democrats took action to 
make the Medicare Program stronger. 
And. we did it over the loud protests of 
my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle.

I say to my Republican colleagues, 
don't take health care from our senior 
citizens to pay for tax cuts for the rich. 
That is not Medicare reform. And our 
senior citizens will not be fooled.

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker's announced policy of Jan 
uary 4.1995. and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

J COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1995
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen 
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] is rec-

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO 
ACT A3 CHAIRMAN OF REVIEW 
PANEL ESTABLISHED BY RULE 
51 OF THE RULES OF THE HOUSE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

INOUS of South Carolina) laid before 
the House the following communica 
tion from the Honorable WILLIAM M. 
THOMAS. Member of Congress:

HOUSI Or RZPUSKNTATIVtS. 
COMMITTR OH HOUSE OVERSIGHT.

Watlungton. DC. May;. I99i 
Hon. NEWT ODMJWCH. 
Sptaktr. U.S. Htnat of Mpramtatira. 
Washington. DC.

OEAB MX. BRAKE*: Pursuant to HOUM 
Rule SI. clause 7. I have appointed tut Hon 
orable Veraon J. Ehlera at chairman of the 
review panel wtablisbed by that Rule for the
104th COOfTMS.

Best retards.
BILL THOMAS.

Chairman

NEW DEREGULATION FOR 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
_____ tyS-iMr. Speaker. I just 

waflt.ua co advise and introduce to the 
Members that we had a telecommuni 
cations press conference today offered 
through the Committee on Commerce a 
new deregulatory bill which will allow 
mass communications to change dra 
matically, and I had the honor to offer 
as an amendment to this bill new 
broadcast ownership changes to allow 
many new forms of ownership for video 
broadcasting. It is bipartisan bill.

Basically it reduces restrictions on 
ownership of broadcasting stations and 
other media mass communications. As 
I mentioned, it repeals antiquated

I Mr. FIELDS pf Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
tnll HlflBHnfTTintroduced on behalf of 
myself. Chairman TOM BLILEY. our Re 
publican Members, and Democrat co- 
sponsors, the Communications Act of 
1966. Hearings are planned for Wednes 
day. May 10. Thursday. May 11. and 
Friday. May 12. „

Truly, this is a watershed and his 
toric moment for the telecommuni- s. 
cation Industry, our country, and the * 
consuming public.

This legislation meets several broad 
objectives:

First, and foremost, the legislation 
gives definition and certainty as we 
move into this time of convergence and 
technological innovation.

Second, this legislation is much more 
deregulatory than the telecommuni 
cations legislation, introduced and 
passed last year. This legislation recog 
nizes that the 1934 act is outdated—a 
dinosaur—and coupled with a hodge 
podge of FCC administrative decisions 
and Federal court decisions, the tele 
communications Industry could be sti 
fled and the consumer denied better 
products and services at lower costs 
unless we pass this historic legislation. 

-i Third, great attention was paid in 
I creating level playing fields—an at- 
I mosphere of legislative parity so that 
I the rules are fair to all competitors as 
I new lines of business are entered.

Fourth, it was our goal and objective 
for our legislation to be dynamic so 
that it evolves with and recognizes new 
technology and its applications.

Fifth, our legislation is predicated on 
competition and an opportunity rr.oc!?'. 
not grovernmer.t. be It Federal cr State 
micromanagement.

I can't stand up here and tell you 
that the Commvinications Act of 19S5 is 
perfect or that it w:.: no: change: of 
course, the legislative process itself is 
dynamic. I

But. I can tell you that there has! 
been much consultation with industry 
leaders, consumer groups. States and 
cities, with our members and between 
our respective staffs, and it should be 
recognized that this legislation builds 
on the foundation of the 14 months of
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negotiation between ED MAJUCSY and 
me last session and the 4 months of dis 
cussion and negotiation this year.

In January, we had very constructive 
meeting with CEO's from broadcast. 
computer, long distance, cable.and sat 
ellite, telephony and wireless Indus- 
cries. The checklist approach in open 
ing the local loop or.ginated as a result 
of these meetings. Rather than a date 
certain, the regional Bell operating 
companies receive a dace certain which 
is uncertain, meaning that if their loop 
is open, they could begin offering long 
distance service as early as 18 months 
after the date of enactment. The long 
distance companies said they could 
compromise on the Involvement of the 
Justice Department if a certain num 
ber of requirements were met. meaning 
that the local loop Is really open to 
competition. The checklist require 
ments which must be met are: inter 
connection and equal access, 
unbundling, number portability, dial 
ing parity, resale, access to conduits 
and rights of way, elimination of fran 
chise limitations, network Interoper 
ability, good-faith negotiation, and fa 
cilities-based competitor.

Our legislation gives pricing flexibil 
ity to telephone companies, eliminat 
ing the rate-of-retum concept, and to 
tally eliminating all pricing regulation 
when a telephone company has com 
petition.

Bell operating companies can enter 
manufacturing when they have met 
interconnection and equal access re 
quirements with no separate subsidiary 
required.

Bell operating companies are allowed 
to provide electronic publishing 
through a separate subsidiary with 
safeguards and a prohibition against 
cross-subsidies and discrimination 
against unafflliated electronic publish 
ers. This provision sunsets in the year 
2000. The BOC's are not allowed to offer 
alarm monitoring service before July 1. 
2000.

Broadcasters receive the ability to 
compress their signal under the spec 
trum flexibility language. There is also 
a streamlining of the broadcast license 
process and an extension of the length 
of the license from 5 to 7 years.

Direct broadcast satellite services 
will be exempted from State and local 
taxation laws. __

Congressman SCHAKPB haa com 
posed a package of cable provisions 
which are part of the bipartisan bill. 
We deregulate the small cable provider 
upon enactment and deregulate the 
upper tier of larger companies at about 
the time that the telephone company 
will begin operating a cable service.

Congressman STEARNS will offer his 
bill as an amendment to raise broad 
cast ownership caps quickly and elimi 
nate cross-ownership restrictions. 
VHF-VHF combinations could be re 
stricted if It were determined that they 
would restrict competition or the di 
versity of voices in a local market.

Congressman OXLEY will offer an 
amendment to remove foreign owner-
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ship restrictions on domestic telephone 
and broadcast companies.

Congressmen GlLLMOR and BOUCHER 
will offer an amendment to remove re 
strictions that prohibit the entry of 
those companies governed by the Pub 
lic Utility Holding Companies Act into 
telecommunication services.

We stand here today with broad and 
deep bipartisan support; telecommuni 
cation policy should not be Democrat 
or Republican.

We feel that this legislation serves 
the consumer: that this legislation 
gives the definition and certainty for 
the industry to move forward and to 
build the information superhighway.

This will be an evolutionary and dy 
namic process—but now unleashed, our 
legislation will pass this committee 
and the House—there will be a con 
ference with the Senate and a bill will 
be presented to the President and 
signed Into law, because that's good for 
the country and our consuming public.

Mr. BULEY. Mr. Speaker, today is a historic 
moment Today we introduce the Communea- 
ttons Act of 1995. one of me most sweeping 
reforms of communications taw in history. No 
law can stop the advancement of technology, 
but bad and antiquated laws can stop con 
sumers frwn enjoying the fruits of techno- 
logical progress. And that is what we have 
today: Americana not able to enjoy the ful 
range of technotogicaty teasOte tatacommunt- 
cations services because) technology has out 
paced the state of the law.

H4521
"* '•flu-

The leojajatjpnmatwa are intoducingtoday
witi bring competition to me local telephone 
and video marketa->-4wo tradNtonal monopo* 
bee. Many comparse* would Nka to have Ihs) 
opportunity to compete for local telephone 
servce. But the law* and regutettoneofmi* 
land effectively prohiM mem from competing 
for busineaa and offering innovative service*, 
higher quality services, and tower priced serv-

that competition provides. The Communica- 
ttona Act of 1996 wsl give mam thoaa choice*. 

Tr« bii sets meru^ of me roadtar open- 
Mg ma tocal exchange to cornpatition. tt re 
quire* the presence of a competitor in the 
tocal exchange prior to allowing a Be* opjcafc 
mg company to apply for entry into long dhv

froin
market* a*

Current law* restrict finite
weti,

and the American consumer uromatety suffers. 
Telephone companies are prohibited by law 
from offering video services. The competition 
for higher quality and lower priced services 
mat these and other firms could bring to the 
home video market would only benefit con 
sumer*. The bin w* gfco broadcasts** greater 
freedom to use spectrum creatively to offer 
new services. The Ml w* uMrnassty lead tt 
more competition for electronic publishing. 
alarm, and telsmetisging serves*.

Firms that offer telecommunications services 
m the United States have artificially n«h costs 
because of: First the high costs of complying 
with regulations, second, the length of licens 
ing procedures, and third, the uncertainty of 
the outcome of licensing procedures. Who 
pays for the high cost of regulation? As al 
ways, it is the poor American consumer who 
pays the once. These costs of regulation are 
passed along to telecommunications consum 
ers in the form of high prices for services, a 
lack of responsiveness to new market condi 
tions, and a stow rate of innovation.

The Communications Act of 1995 would 
harness and substantially reduce Federal reg 
ulation of tekKommunications. The act stream 
lines licensing procedures for broadcasters. 
The act creates temporary rules that promote 
a transition to competition. Aner the transition, 
most of the act sunsets. The act requires me 
Federal Communications Commission to for 
bear from to stop—regulation. Much of the 
act would be largely administered locally rath 
er than federally. The act would prevent 
States or me Federal Government from requir 
ing costly rate-of-retum regulation. Once tete- 
communicatione markets are competitive, 
price regulation would be banned altogether.

OVATE* SENEOTS TO TEUECOMMUNCATtCNS 
CONSUMERS

.American telecommunications consumers 
witt be the beneficiaries of the Commute*- 
tJona Act of 1996. Less regulation wit) lead to 
tower costs. More competition will lead to 
greater innovation, greater choice of services. 
and tower price*. Today we embark on the ef 
fort to fulfil the** promises to the American 

consumer.
Speaker, today's introduc- 

mmunicattons law rewrite is a 
landmark compromisa that culminates years of 
work. I'm proud to be an ongmal cosponsor of 
the Cornrrwricattone Act of 1995. The b* has 
already am acted significant support among 
Democrats, thanka to the leadership of sub- 
comrnttee chairman JACK FIELDS.

America is poieed to lead the world in com 
munication* technology. This procompetitfve.

In short, the j^ynmunicaBone Act of 1995 
wM promote competition in practically al tele 
communications markets. But the mere pres 
ence of many firms competing In the current 
American telecommunications would not be

.-_..most of the greatest economic opportunity in 
the history of the world.

The United Stain should pursue two basic 
strategies during this transition into the infor 
mation age: to increase competitiveness 
among U.S. companee to inspire more 
choices, better programming, and more effi 
cient service for U.S. consumers, and to ex 
port aggressively so U.S. companies wiH pros 
per and hire American workers.

I wM offer a free trade amendment to the bin 
to repeal resticBona on foreign investment 
mat date back to World War i. The foreign 
ownership restriction is a telegraph law that 
has no place in a telecommunications age.

Section 3lO(b) of the 193* Communications 
Act prohibits any foreign entity from holding an 
investment of more than 25 percent iB>U.S. 
broadcast facilities or common carrier compa- 
niee. It was passed to guard against foreign 
sabotage when a limited number of informa 
tion sources existed. When U.S. firms seek to 
sell telecommunications goods and services 

governments point to U.S.

enough to make consumer* a* weti off a* they
could be. American lalecommunieatione mar- seeking to create new jobs here at home.

market restrictions as justification for them. 
This is a dlsUesiMig reality for U.S. companies
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TeiecornmunicaiionB « one of me Nation's 

most dynamic export industries, expected to 
account for one-sixth of me domestic economy 
by the year 2000. Trie gfcbaJ telecommuni 
cations services industry atone wiH generate 
afmost Si trillion in revenues by (he end of the 
decade.

t look forward to a constructive hearing and 
markup process on mis biTT. and I believe we 
wiB achieve our goal of enacting a modern

statij '-e •hjs year.
GfLlMQRJ Mr. Speaker, me tele- 

cofflmunicalions bilf we are introducing today 
is one of the most important bills to be consid 
ered in Congress in many years, and its pas 
sage win nave a tremendous impact in Amer 
ica for decades to come.

H this legislation is enacted, me law wo) 
begin to foster economic and technological de 
velopment instead of hamper tt The bill wiil 
provide consumers and businesses new com 
munications services, an increase in choices 
m me marketplace, more competiSon and bet 
ter prices.

The biff represents the biggest single de 
regulation of a major industrial sector in Amer 
ican history, involving one-seventh ol me U.S. 
economy and affecting virtualy every Amer 
ican citizen.

In addKion to the provisions o< me main biit. 
i nave introduced a measure to allow pubfic 
utilities to enter the telecommunications indus 
try. Right now utility companies have me tech 
nological capacity to offer cable and telephone 
services, but they do not have the legal ca 
pacity. This legislation I am sponsoring wrth 
Representative RICK BOOCMCT would eltow 
puttie utilities mis entry, further increasing 
competition and reduong prices for consum-

, BARTON/of Texas. Mr. Spec**, today 
Cor! Instil Committee Chairman TOM Bute*. 
and Tetecommunicationa SubcommBee Chair 
man JACK Fieios. introduced me largest tsls- 
commumcatione reform tall ever to go through 
Congress. I am proud to be an original co- 
sponsor of this rastonc legislation.

The Communications Act of 1995 will be the 
oiggest f*> creation Ml to paaa this Congreae 
This legislation moves a number of currently 
heavily regulated indusaiee into true market 
competition with each other, thua enaunng 
consumers real choices a* to who to place 
tnetr local telephone, cable television, and 
electronic data busmen won. The bid. whan S 
becomes law. puts the consumer in the driver 
seat for all of ha or her communications 
needs.

it is the most comprehensive, protnarkat 
and procompetition Ml inMduced for that* 
services in the history of the Congress. The 
current telecommunications laws were passed 
over half a century ago when there were few 
radios, television existed only in the labora 
tory, and computers had not even been 
mougnt of. Today, telecommunications serv 
ices are expanding daily and our laws should 
be expanded accordingly. Congress should 
auickty move ahead with this reform effort to 
meet tfTe new challenges facing us today.

i support this deregutatory approach mat wM 
promote growth and competition in the tele 
communications industry. K we can create a 
fir marketplace for telecommunication serv 
ices, trie industry, through competition, wifl 
c'ea'e the much-touted information super- 
-.gnway in a less expensive ana more efficient

Speaker. I'm pieeasd to 
of H.R. 1555. the 

Communcations Act of 1995. I'd like to thank 
Mr. FiaflS and Mr. MARKEY. Mr. DINGBX. and 
Mr. BULEY for their commitment to this 
Son.

Cm proud that this issue has remained a pri 
ority and that we have been able to budd upon 
the legislation that passed the House of Rep 
resentatives dundg the last Congress.

Once again, I have a special interest m 
keeping telephone rates in rural areas low 
while protecting small- and medium-sized 
phone companies from unfair competition. I 
have appreciated Chairman FIELDS' willing 
ness to work with me on this issue throughout 
the drafting process. This bin. as introduced 
today, offers several protections for rural ear 
ners, but i realize that it does not go tar 
enough. Today. I pledge my commitment to 
improving this bit! as it moves through the 
Commerce Commfttee. I have encouraged my 
cossaguss to took at the Senate language re- 
ysrdhig rural earners, which exempts carrion 
who nave 2 percent or fewer of the access 
lines nationwide, because I would tike to see 
this Ml move in that direction. As a start, Mr. 
FCLOS has assured me that we can amend 
th* Ml to exempt earners that provide tele- 

servioe to any local si- 
study area with tower than 

100.000 access Unas. » appreoste his wMno> 
ness to work with me and Na commitment to 
piosKting and preserving rural Amsrics.

Mr. SpsflMSfi tor njrsl America, this Ml PSD* 
resents an afnszmg opportunity for sdwios* 
msnlB lw eoMcsfton, among1 other thugs, f wss 
pleased to see piuvistens to ensure that edu 
cational institutions wN hsvs access to this 

ssy. I ptsdgs to 
snhsnosi0 thia Ml to ensurs mat

te^^^Ah M^HA «^MM^^^^ ^^M fc^» ^A^te •oh *^^ io^taknesBrt cars prowasn MS os aoei to op irso 
to sspsnd thaw Mnsvuckm IB pro-

age in when we are ti«ng. This legislation en- 
courages compeboon and deregUaaon. there- 
by opening up fuiuie market opporturmes lor 
those who wish to compete m an teie- 
communcaiions services. Comprenensrve re 
form of this industry a king overdue and t am 
proud to ooaponsor the Di.t wncn w* acrweve

ws) bs vast in i
up keep up wSh sdvsncss to Isrgsr i
•^^^e^Mt^Mwei fas^M ««K^^BBk* j^ t^^ ^^A ^MIM^MpaajanHnD; vw (juBKy Qi oat wa aiipip. 

I tooti tonaa/tf ID vVOftwiQ witi my ( 
fOnviaaM to

^^^sl ISMM^H ^ s^B fhMano onn^ a oai vi 
i Ma body can aapiova VMM

mat ws ssvin psssspsoi 
KR 3(136 and H.R 3626 during ins lest Con-

support for the Communications 
Act of 1965 which the SuU.oniinsleu on Tste- 
convnuncatBns and Fmsnce rtraducsd today 
wsh bipsrsssn support. I vuiwmti Chawmsn 
Buuiv and Chairman FIELDS tor the outstand 
ing work ttwy did on thn much-needed legisla 
tion.

I would also she to mar* the salts ol both 
the suboonvnttss and full commrttee for thsv 
esorts in getting this tegeiatian drafted and 
wan to commend them tor the open and fair 
manner in when they achieved writing tree 
groundbreaking legislation. • Thn Ml provides 
sweeping reforms in the cornrnuracasons in 
dustry and gives consumers a greater choice 
of services. This legislation wril provide lower 
pricss and higher quality. Clearly, me consum 
ers will-be the winners.

The antiquated Communications Act of '93* 
needs to be updated to ensure that the Amer 
ican telecommunication* Industrie* wutt be> able 
to compile n this high-tscnnougy mformsBon

Mr. Speaker today I prwd 
many or my^ calieagues on the Commer:a 
Commnee in the ir.trooucsori ol H.R. t555. 
the Cacnmuncaaons Act ot 1995. i would idee 
to congramiate the cfaiman ol me Commerce 
Commnee. Mr. BU.EV. ana me chairman of 
the SubcorrrnSee on Telecommunications 
and Finance. M*. FCLOS. (or their cooperation 
and work in drafting this landmark peee o* 
isoWalion.

This iegis1s.Mor) cioee*v tracks the fetation 
oveiwhetux^ passed by the House last 
yssr. H.R. 3626. Thai b* passed by a vote of 
423 to 5. and it is my hope mat H.R. 1555 wW 
have me same level of support when it goes 
to ths Boor.

Tns legfshmo*' does several important 
Uwigs. It removes the anifioaf barriers to entry 
that restrict competition in several tete- 
coromunicstiDris markets. Upon the enactment 
of thrs Ml, telephone companies wit be per- 
rmtted to offer cable service. Cable operators 
wit bs acts to offer telephone service. Long 
distance companies win be able to resin local 
telephone service. And ultimately, me Bef op 
erating companies will have the aMity to erssr ^ 
the long Distance market.

The dismantling of these bamers to entry^ 
w* rssuM in several significant improvementsa 
for me American public. Perhaps most impor " 
tantfy. services that have traditionally been of- 

by regulated monopolies wM become 
Cable operators wst have to fight 

companies to attract— end 
Telephone companws will 

a vansty of competitors, each seeking 
new and innovative ways to attract subscnb- 
ers. The long distance industry wiH lace the 
entry of seven large, wen-tranced compe*- 
tors.

The ISSUE, tor the American pubic, w* bs 
lower prices and greater responsiveness to 
the nssds of consumsrs.

In addition, ws are Misty to sse me pace of 
mnovaeon acoetenMe. Markets mat heretofore 
have been responsive to Government edict 
wil listen to consumsrs. Companies will refine 
their marketing efforts to make certan that 
consumers come first.

And by allowing competitnn across me tele 
communications landscape, competitors are 
likely to create packages of services that ap 
peal to consumers. Consumers can have the 
option of one-stop snapping, in which local 
and long distance telephone service can be 
obtained from a single vendor. Cable subscno- 
ers w* be able to obtain a package that also 
includes telephone service. Consumers will be 
able to obtain greater convenience and save 
money — or. it they choose, they will still be 
able to purcnase tnev service on an a la carte 
basts from a vansty o* service provioers.

This • a good bill. But like any piece of i 
islatwn, rt can be improved, i am 
troubled by the provisions that end the 
tion of cable rates on the day that the Federal 
Comrnuracations Commission issues its rutes 
governing the offering ol caote service by tele 
phone companies. My concerns are snared Or
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many of the Democratic memoers of the com- 
rmnee: they are snared by the administration; 
and I think it's likely that we wril see some 
amendments to ensure that consumers are

masions and send them simuiUneoutly in 
real-time exchanges.

A technology gap exists between the rtor- 
maton technology and communications indue-

not gouged by monopolies urM a competitive tries and this hurts our international compett-
alternative is available. tweness. This bill can hetp close the gap, en-

But despite my reservations about this pro- courage competition, and foster increases in
vision, i expect that we win be able to resolve 
our differences nere >n a manner comparable 
to me way we nave developed a consensus 
on the other provisions of this Ml. In tnat re 
gard. I would :ike to com~erd both Chairman 
3ui£v and Chairman F^OS for the manner in 
«nicri they have treated the Democrats during 
the drafting process. This has been a truly bt-

hign technology exports and jobs.
A successful telecommunications Ml should 

pass two critical tests. First, it should establish 
a process which bnngs the greatest competi 
tion to bear, and second, it should promote 
technology innovation and production in a way 
that can make a difference m peoples' lives.

This bill is a step forward >n meeting these i
partisan process, and the legislative text that Important goals and I'm proud to cospdnsor .tj
was introduced today reflects the many com 
promises and changes that were made by 
both sides.

Telecommunications issues have never 
been partisan, and have never been ideotogt- 
cal. The manner >n which the majority has 
treated the minority m this case is exemplary, 
and it is my hope that it will serve as a model 
for the many legislative initiatives we have be 
fore us. I would like to thank both of these fine 
legislators, and look forward to continuing this 
bipartisan approach as H.R. 1555 moves 
through the House.

Mr. Speaker. H.R. 1555 is a good bill, and 
before it is sent to the President for his signa 
ture, it will be a better bid. I urge my cot- 
leagues to JOOT with us m support of this legis 
lation, and enact a statute that will enable the 
telecommunications industries to bring to the 
American people the benefits that the twenty- 
firsLcaa&Jtt.Qas to offer. 
(Ms. ESHQP7 Mr. Speaker, I rise to inform 

the introduction of the Com 
merce Committee's historic legislation to re 
shape our Nation's telecommunications laws.

I'm proud to be an onginal cosponsor of this

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. DOJCAX. Mr. Speaker. I ask 

unanimous consent chat all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the 
subject of the special order today by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS).

The SPEAKER pro temper*. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen 
tleman from Tennessee?

There was no objection.

FINANCIAL SERVICES REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen 
tleman from New York [Mr. LAFALCE] 
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, the 
House has a unique opportunity during 
this Congress to take important and 
long-overdue steps to modernise the 
U.S. financial services system and pre-

legislation and commend Commerce Commit- pare it for the competitive challenges 
tee Chairman BULEY. Telecommunications 
and Finance Subcommittee Chairman FIELDS, 
and ranking members JOHN OmOEU and Eo 
MARKEY for their efforts to produce a biparti 
san Ml.

The Nation cannot wait another year for 
telecommunications reform. The current law of 
the land for telecommunications is based on a 
law wrman ,n the 1800's to govern railroads in 
America. Now, after several decades of ex 
traordinary advances m information tech 
nology, most of our Nation's telephone system 
consists of a pair of copper wire*.

As the Representative from SOcon Va*ey in 
California. I know the importance of deregula 
tion to computer and softMre technology. In 
formation technologies are the business of Sil 
icon Valley.

i believe we can icok to the computer and 
software industries as examples of good 
things to come for the communications indus 
try if competition can be established.

Consider the first digital computer made in 
1943 which was 8 feet high. 50 feet long, con 
tained 500 miles of wire, and could perform 
about three additions per second. Today, con 
sumers can purchase a computer with wafer- 
thin microprocessors which are capable of 
hundreds of millions of additions per second 
and fit on your lap.

Vet today's twisted copper wire telephone 
network is unsuitable for modem computers 
and software applications which can incor 
porate voice, video, graphic, and data trans-

of the 21st century.
In 1991.1 served as chair of the Bank 

ing Committee's Task Force on the 
International Competitiveness of U.S. 
Financial Institutions. That task force 
concluded that our financial services 
policy had failed to keep pace with new 
market developments. Including 
changes in corporate and individual 
consumer needs, new technology and 
product innovation. The result was a 
financial services system that was po 
tentially uncompetltive. inefficient, 
unduly expensive, and slow to respond 
to changing customer demands.

The task force report concluded that 
it was Incumbent upon policymakers to 
undertake a fundamental and com 
prehensive reassessment of the major 
laws and the regulatory structure 
which underpin the U.S. financial sys 
tem. There have been several abortive 
efforts since that time to do so. But I 
believe we have now finally achieved 
substantial consensus that change is 
necessary, the circumstances are now 
ripe for meaningful action, and the 
goal is within our reach.

The chairmen of both the House and 
Senate Banking Committees have put 
forward comprehensive reform propos 
als. While these proposals differ in im 
portant regards, they share many key 
elements. The Treasury Department

has put forward a proposal of its own 
that is substantlvely comparable in 
many critical respects. In addition, the 
affected industries are engaged m 
meaningful and substantive discussions 
on the key issues in an effort to 
achieve some consensus.

While differences in perspective cer 
tainly exist, what is most notewor-.hv 
is the widely shared Assumption th.-u 
our financial services system renu::es 
substantial remvention. It' we c.in rc-i-o 
our eye on this shared joal. we should 
be able to build upon the many points 
on which we all aaree and effect rea 
sonable compromise where *-e do nor ;.-. 
the days ahead.

To that end. while I h;we very '.!•• fi 
nite ideas of my own as to the nos c 
course of action onlcey issues. I tlo no: 
plan to introduce legislation at :h:» 
point. A Banking Committee mark'.;? is 
imminent, and we will be worteintr from 
the chairman's mark—which is still in 
preparation—as is appropriate. I be 
lieve our best prospect of success lies 
in working cooperatively and in a .-spir 
it of compromise to further refine th.it 
mark in a way that builds consensus on 
these important issues. Past experience 
should certainly have tausrht us that 
.-legislation which does not reflect a 
reasonably broad consensus is doorr.iM 
to failure. >

I. PRINCIPLES TO GS-'IDE DE:.:BERATIONS

I would., however, like to set forrh 
some principles which I believe should 
guide our deliberations.

(A) Congress should attempt to 
achieve the broadest reform possible:

(B) Elimination of the barrier be 
tween commercial and Investment 
banking should be accomplished so as 
to maximize efficiencies and take ad 
vantage of possible synergies between 
lines of business, while safeguarding 
safety and soundness:

(C) Reform should create a true two- 
way street between banks and securi 
ties firms, level the competitive play 
ing field, and provide such firms equal 
opportunity to enter each other's busi 
nesses:

(D) Nothing we do should turn the 
clock back or impose new restrictions 
where none are warranted:

tE) Safeguarding consumer rirfht.-* 
and interests should be an integral part 
of any reform package:

(F) Proper regulatory oversight 
should emphasize functional regula 
tion, ensure necessary political .n.- 
countability. and take advantage of 
the benefits provided by a creative 
tention between regulators: and

<G> Reform should ensure that for 
eign banks have a fair opportunity to 
compete on equal terms, and are not 
competitively disadvantaged.

II. THE MAJOR IS^LF.S

A. The need for broad reform: 
It is imperative that we strive for ir.i- 

broadest financial services reform >.>r. 
which it is possible to achieve consen 
sus. This is not a time to be timid.




