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To 1~he extent enactment of the Administration's legislative 
proposals stimulates an acceleration of private investment, 
and if the economy remains below full employment through 
1996, the economy as a whole could add a total of 500,000 
neW employment opportunities during the years 1994 to 1996. 

To improve the nation's emerging National Information 
Infrastructure (NIl) with technologies that enhance existing 
telephone and cable television services, the private sector 
may make capital investments over the next decade valued 
substantially in excess of $75 billion (in 1994 dollars). 
These investments will occur earlier with the 
Administration's legislative proposals than without . 

• 
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Innovation in the telecommunications and information sector is 
already occurring at a rapid rate. In the past decade, the 
facsimilE; machine has shifted from a curiosity to a commonplace, 
and the cellular telephone does not lag far behind4 Television 
news is now transmitted instantaneously from the field to the 
studio by satellite. Internet use is moving beyond government 
and acadE~mic researchers to involve other government functions t 
private individuals and private sector firms as well. The number 
and variety of cable television channels has been growing. More 
and more, people work from home or the road by computer and 
modem, away from their physical office~ The power and 
sophistication of personal computers in homes and offices, and 
what can be accomplished using them, has grown by leaps and 
bounds~ 

It is widely recognized that equally important advances in 
technology are on the horizon. Technical chan9s will permit 
private industry to make new products and services available and 
affordable. 2 We can be'confident that a telecommunications and 
information revolution is upon us, even though we do not yet know 
the details. Two way, interactive, broadband service will 
someday be the norm, although we cannot now know whether the 
emerging broadband network will be formed from wires, fiber optic
lines, wireless technologies, or hybrids of these alternatives. 
And we can be confident that the computing power available to 
consumers of the multimedia services provided by the emerging 
informat.ion infrastructure will rise, even though we cannot 
predict whether that power will be lodged in a server outside the 
house or office, or in the home and office through a personal 
computer or a set top. box connected to a television. 

ThE!: Administration's legislative proposals will accelerate 
the rate at which the telecommunications and information 
revolution arrives in three'ways~ by reducing uncertainty about 
the course of regulation, by promoting competition throughout the 
telecommunications and information industries, and by providing a 
'mechanism for removing existing regulatory restrictions as the 
development of competition makes them unnecessary. Private 
industry will be encouraged to invest more rapidly in the 
nation's -emerging information infrastructure, and to develop new 
services more rapidly~ The legislative proposals also reduce the 
likelihood that regulation will distort the choice of technology 
or other investment decisions. These effects on private
investment, combined with the price reductions that will flow 
from new entry and greater competition, will accelerate the 

2separately from its legislative proposals. for regulatory 
reform', the Administration is funding a wide range of research 
and development projects, many in collaboration with industry, to 
improve. the information infrastructure and develop. improved 
appliccltions. 
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data processing services).4 In the baselin~ scen~rio, these' 
sectors will experience significant growth In the next decade 
(Figure 1). 

A si.milar baseline was created for investment in the 
telecommunications services component (the uconduit" category) 
(Figure 2}. SOlne of this investment is needed to maintain the 
existing level of service when equipment breaks or becomes 
obsolete r or When population grows.' The rest will make available 
the'enhanced telecommunications services (e~g. switched broadband 
services; tele-medicina, and expanded electronic commerce) and 
the new information services (e.g- real-time multimedia services, 
electronic dissemination of government information., and "virtualJf 

field trips for school children) that will be available on the 
information superhighway of the future. The bulk of the 
investments needed to do so will be put into place by 2003, in 
the baseline scenario. s . 

Only a portion of the investment depicted in Figure 2 wiil 
be dedicated to the devel~pment of enhanced services. This 
portion can be estimated by subtracting the current level of 
accounting depreciation recorded by the providers of 
telecommunications services--a measure of the real investment 
~evel required to maintain existing services--from the projected 
gross investment levels. Applying this methodology# the present
value of these incremental capital investments over the next 
decade is approximately $75 billion in 1994 dollar5.~ This is 

~hese definitions exclude some activities that other 
definitions of the telecommunications and information sector have 
included. For example, the "contentJt component excludes' 
commercial printing and gre.eting cards, and the IIcomputersU 
component excludes consumer electronics other than communications 
equipment 4 

$The estim~tes illustrated in Figure 2 do not account for 
investments made by firms in the II content" or "computers" segment 
of the telecommunications and information sector, nor investments 
by firms elsewhere in the economy that wi11 obtain access .to new 
markets and new ways of providing their services from the 
creation of the NII. These figures also do not account for human 
capital investments in education and training I as workers learn 
to use the NIl to become' ,more productive. 

~his figure assumes that the· transmission infrastructure 

will be built as a hybrid combination of fiber optic lines, 

coaxial cable, copper telephone wire, and wireless transmission. 

If th.is portion of the new infrastructure were inste,ad to be 

built entirely Qf fiber optics, replacing rather than upgrading 

the existing telecommunications network, the total cost could 

easilY'exceed $100 billion, according to private sector 
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the rate of private sector investment in the narrowly-defined
telecommunications industry. The estimates assume that 40 
percent of the infrastructure investment made between 2001 and 
2003 in the baseline case will instead be put into place between 
1994 and 2000 with new le9islation~ The 40 percent figure
recognizes the difficulty of accelerating investment that 
replaces depreciated capital stock and investment that cannot be 
put into place until other investments have been made. Under 
these assumptions, private investment will become $9 billion 
greater E.ach year than the baseline projects (except half that 
amount in 1994).' 

c. Consequences for GOP Growth 

By accelerating private investment in the information 
infrastructure and accelerating the availability and development· 

, of new sE!rvices, GDP will increase. The three transmi~sion 
mechanisms involved are discussed in turn. 

1. Multiplier Effect of Increased Investment 

Every dollar of increased domestic investment before the 
year the economy is projected to reach full employment is assumed 
to increase GDP by $1.60 during the year it occurs. This 
multipli.~r is consistent with the predictions of most large-scale 
macroeconomic models for periods in which the economy is below 
full employment'. In recognition of the leading position of u.s. 
manufactlJrerS in producing the sophisticated capital equipment 
required to build an advanced telecommunications infrastructure, 
the "analysis treats all such investment spending as domestic~ 

2~ Shifting Inputs into a High Value-Added Sector 

A new job in the telecommunications and information sector 
will produce· greater output per labor input than the a'verage new 
job in the economy. Thus, when the economy shifts inputs, 
especially workers, into this high value-added sector, national 
wealth increases even at full-employment. This cannot happen 
today because regulation restricts entry and otherwise creates 
distortions limiting seotor output. Much of that regulation was 
necessary in the past in order to prevent the even worse 
distortions resulting from the exercise of market power by a 
natural monopolist. But as developments in technology shrink the 
scope of potential monopoly power in telecommunications, and as 

9Th1!: projections assume that new leqislat10n will not begin 
to affect private investment decisions before mid-1994. This 
assumption is conservative to the extent investment has already 
begun to accelerate in anticipation of the legislative enactment. 
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3. Greater Economy-Wide Productivity 

The new information infrastructure will boost the economy's 
productivity. 14 Productivity gains arise for at least two 
reasons: geographically distant firms will be able to behave in 
more ways as though they were neighbors, and changes in the 
innovation process arising from new ways of working will increase 
the likelihood of future innovations. If the investments that 
~ill develop the NIl are accelerated, so services come on line 
more quickly than in the baseline case l these productivity gains 
will commence more quickly than under the baseline scenario. 

The GOP estimates below'assume that a productivity boost 
from the nQW infrastructure begins in 1998 ~nder the 
Administration's legislation. The incremental productivity gain' 
is assumStd to be 0.03 percent per year, commencing in 1998. This 
figure is oonsistent with other estimates of the productivity 
gains from infrastructure investments, and excludes productivity
gains already captured by virtue of the shift of workers to high 
value-added industries. 

The productivity rate is assumed to revert to the baseline 
trend between 2000 and 2008. This treatment of the productivity
increase is conservative because it ignores the possibility that' 
the productivity r~te increase will instead persist. 

4~ GDP Projections 

Taking into account all three transmission mechanisms~ the 
new l:egil;lation is projected to create a stream of annual GDP 
increases over the next decade with a present value of more than 

, $~OO billion. More than $30 billion of the increases will come 
from the multiplier effect of increased investment. Economy-wide 
productivity increases account for more than half of the 
remainder. 

o~ Consequences for Employment 

An 'increase in GDP that takes place when the economy is 

operating below full employment will create new jobs. {In 

contrast., no new jobs are available at full employment even if 


14Productivity gains' of this sort are plausible~ For 
example, one study found a large social gain to co:mputerization
in the finance serviges industry not captured by the 
manufacturers of computers. The downstream benefits of technical 
progress in mainframe computers between 1958 and 1972 were 
estimated as at least 1.5 to 2 times, the level of expenditures in 
this sector. Timothy F. Bresnahan, "Measuring the Spillovers 
from Technioal Advance: Mainframe Comput~rs in Financial 
services U American Eeon. Review, vol. 76; 1986, pp. 742-55.t 
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It is a qraat plaa~urc to be herQ -- especially ~ith roy 
friend Qnd your president, Morty e.hr. 

Marty. th.t'a a 9reot title: PreSident, 
1 tried tor it onca. Thne10 no eocret -- tnough it gQemoa 

like ¢no -dt the time. 
A tAV ~onth.:a~ol we appointed a spaCial Advi~ory council to 

advise the Administration on the future o! the NAtional . Information Infra~tructure. Morty B.hr w~o the only union 

prasidQnt on that~pan41. 


President 6a~r aharQa more than a title vith Bill Clinton. 
Thoy botn believe 'we can make this .cono~y work tor people. tor. 
worke.r.; •.£or all Qf UB gathered here todAY. 

Last: year, wr:en l(rQQ.1acnt Clinton talkad t,o- the 1o.FL-CIO he. 
£laid, nW~'r¢ repl~alng p~ople \otho worknd lab-or over with a 
qovernment that w~rka with labor.# 

Tna1~'S 'tr\1t. 
name-fAber what· things WQre lik~ in 19021 
I Ultee to c:ay; overything that lihould b~ down WaG up -- .e.nd 

eVerything that should bQ up ~ao down. Housing starts, down. Job 
creation" doVh. G~owth~ dovn. ConGumor oonfidence, down. 
Inflation, up. Oo~icit, up. Unemployment, up, 

And r vould say w~ vor. going to md~e tnlngs rightsidQ up 
8.g.in. 

.. 

Wt;l hav..,. 
Unett::ployment.'s doW"n. 'rho deficit is down. 'Houning Qtart4 

ara up. Grovth is up. Jo~s are up. 
Despair i9 down. And hop~ is up. 
Let'e ta~k abQu~ on~ iQ~uo. Job~. 
In tho$o db'y/l-; W1; were .l~ 10,000 rnanuftlcturing jobS a 

w.eX. Unemployment ~.Q at 7.~ . -- dn~ tnat didn't count thoae 
vorking part·time ~r ~hoso too dieoouraqed to work. ­

woll, since tqauguration Day valvo croated clo6e to 3.$ 
million jobs. ~hat~~ £500 Q d~y -- &lmost enough to fill Tiger
StO).ci1uJIJ e,ach week.. 

Moro nev buaines'9s started in 1993 th"n any year tilnc~ WA 
¥tartoQ counting. 
, And lfiQ did- a lot mor~. 

ltom.mbe1; hov,:YPu \ou.lid to fiQ'ht:: for goal;! loq:idlat,ion only to .. i BeG it vetoed? N6V: the Pr4'(lident signa thoss bills. . 
Motor voter. s~qned. Family and !'fc<1icnl LQi:tv~: Siqned.' '1 i 

. ~ We Qxpanded El;-C~· Signed HatCl'l: Act l-Gform.'· Signod ·theI , nro,t,1y Bill. Natlon~l SI!t:'viQQ. Coala 2000., Head St.art ,
-I Qxpan~1on •. And' crea.ted an NLRB that biil'iov8D -in collective

' .. .. ~8rga1n 1n9.·
\ 
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And wa ' t"Q. pullil:g out .<:Ill tho otopa to sec'Jre palttl~go of 
striker repIAcemgnt lC9islation. WA'll work to g~t It through 
Con'grooGI. And U8 6001'\ ft5 it haG been passed tho Prooident ';(il1 
&1qn it. 

Let_ me maxe '. p'oint b~Out one is&uo you have made your' own~ 
There ia too )T;uch &.,crGt &16ctcon-1c monitoring of employees 

in t.his country, ·whether by flmplQyora lioteninq tn on tolephone 
conversations., countin9 the nu:nber or k.yct.l;'okes or eecrEltly 
t.pin~ ~orker6 on assembly linee~ Why can't VQ protect honest 
York9r~ trom ~ecrGt 6000pinq by over:ealou8 bosses? 

So we~v~ don~ & lot -- nnd we will £Q A lot. for ~herA is a 
lot 0' u:,t'iniehe<f: bua1n(!'~iI' in Al'a!!!rica. 

AlthouSh th~, inrQl~ation s@ctor of our economy continuQQ to 
iJrow, this union hac !aeod 6 aerios of difficult ami palnrul. lay.. 
~ffa. act~e6n ATiT and tho looal Gxchanqe earriQro, Qver 200~OOO 
jobs h~vn i)Q4)fI e\t~ since 1964, hut you ¢ontlm.lQ to orqaniu, .and 
move torward Gucc¢QiI'fully. 

Tho go_la of'thi& ~dmin1otr~ttQn are your goals. We're 
",or1<1n9 cloG.41y ~.tth you on critical lO9'i5htion: ne.1!Ilthcare • ~. 
,,"alfere reform ,•.. ,",orK-or retrainlnq. 

And we ere wQrKinq with you on sQmethinq I'd liko to talk 
about in t.ho next 'feY 131nutas. That.'e acceler-ating con~truQtion 
of the National ln~ornation In£rastructuro -- that networK of 
advanoed communications networkn that will chango the lives of 
all AmG~ioanc. br1n~ing taaCnaY& and doctors closer to ctudente 
and patients: ernat~ng new business opportuniti~~1 $p~r.nln9 
distance and time to bUild r.~tional -- and then gloh~l -­
conununi'titH>' 

The NIl .....111 Dol our net....ork 0: informAtion. euperhigh.....6yS. 
But i t ~ill aleo be a VRhich for gr-o·..th. 

RecAnt ly, Lat.::,:,. Ty~on and h$r Coun'eil of l:conoroic Advia.orl) 
have .stud,iud. th~ ftconO!lic bene!its tlUl.t ....ouid come. froll', the 
IPgich,tlvc pacXa9Q t.hls Admini~trat.ion has put togother to 
accelerate tho oQm~ng boom 1n telecommunications servlceo. I'm 
happy to be the ftr~t to t$11 you the y~aulto of that study ~hich 
hag boat:. released 'today. 

It prAaiceo that in the nQxt dooadc this country will double 
thQ. amount or dollerQ GP/IIr.t itl thls economy on tolecotc.munlcation$l 
and inforro~tion services. 

That includao ~he conduits of co&munioAtion like t~lophone 
aQrvic~ and cable t~l.vicion; the provid&rC of content. including 
television. recorded music and book puhlish1ng; and cornputors, 
both hardw&ro and c6ttwe~c. 

And vhat about;thG oconomic benefits that ~ould co~G from 
our propo.alo -- on~$ you support?, , 

They conclude j,:t eould add moro th.n tlOO billio~ to tho' 
ec¢nomy over th. next deCado. 

What d04la all thl",. Clean for, job!)?'- Abou.t· 600.000 'nQw. 'jobe, in 
the n&xt'two and a h.lr,ya~~6 a10n& . 
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That it; \thy ve lIlust cnact. leQislation th.. t onoourag't:u, the 
construct:1on bE thg NI! in the Vuit-ad States. In January of thin 
yeor, 1 uet tQfth the Admini&tr~tionio l$gialotive 4genda. We 
need l.~iolation that 56curea private invoatMont, providee an~ 
p~otecta comp~tition( 9uarantcea open access; ensureg that 
~ovornmontdl Action itself t& fl.xiblc, and provides univer8~1 
Bervlce for all Amcricana~ And we need to do this in n way that 
protects the good ~a9QQ and job conditions you hAve workgd &0 
hard to earn end ,secure. 

Wo onviaion ,0 dsy ~h&n any company ~il1 be able to offer Any 
service to any potent!4l oustomer. 

That i 
8 why we've 6ndor~Qd ~PQcifia,~e4.ur~$ to 4110w local 

telephone compani~o to-oftor'cabla t-eleviaion and vidoo 
proqrammlnv; ~o ~placo judieial cdminiutration ot the Hoditia~ 
Final Judgment w~ l&qislativ@ gtanda~doi and to permit, whan 
compatitivo oircu~etances warrant. tna Rogional 8011 operating 
Companies to atfar long.~ist~nco und certain o~er Aerv1ceB~ now. 

I~m confi~ent tha~ when Conqras. adjourne next Call .~. Whe~ 
memborB go back to their Oiatricte 4._ they ~ill bo ablo to t~ll 
voters theY've pafHJQd thi,o package. 

t'artly t.h4VS b0CaUse of your Gupport. 
CWA. after ail_ is a union tha~ looks Ahead. we Dav that 

recently. vh~n c¥A and tho 18EW .nterad an aqreement that givoo 
priority conGid~rat1on for re-.mploymcnt to RBOC workers who lose 
thQir job~ after l.~i.l~tion P~BSCS. ftnd whicn qivaa special 
consideration to. AT&T ~orkero when a RBOe otters )¢ng~distanco 
... .ophone 6ervicu. This aqrec.ment will pODition you to taXe tu: 1. 

,'~nta96 of.tne Qcohomic growth that is goinq to co~e our ~4y. 
The econoaic ;oppo.rtunittoo do not J hoW"e:vQr, end 1lt our 

iQndl borders .. 
Th<'!l:t I Q why w~ muot e.lao prepare for thQ f'>lturQ -- by 

Iding t:he Global In!or~ation Infra;gtrlJcture. 
Co.neider the need.& that most ba met around thi$ planet. 
ThQ UnitOd State:!! haa o.bout 55 telephone linoD for everyone 

dIed people - .. 'and that. yiold. t.slephone aOCQSS for 8lmOClt 
ryono • ay c.ontratit, China has 1."" th.:u~ ono teh1phone line for 
ry on~ hundr.d·people. In our o~n hemisphere, tho qro~ing 
nomy or Brazil haa le;~ than Devon phone lines tor aver.y onQ 
:irad people. . 

That's qoinq to change. !y one e8~imate, four oountriaa 
1e -- China. Russia, tnelia and Brbtil -- will 1nV4u~t mor. th~u1 
) billion dollars to build additional tQlophone lines and 
ind ~elQphona oorvice betweon 1993 and tha end of th$ decade, 

An4 \ofe are paiRed to. Qupply that need.. our produc:tl'J And 
'ieoo are r~cognized. aroUnd thG ~orld eo the most lnnov4tive 
of tbra high.tilt :qu.o.lity·,· Our inrorltat.ion-t~dinology Q~ortlJ· 

:h•. world h4V9 ~$en growing and will ~ontinue to qrov. 
Thio ,~dmini?t.lio.tiQn will be .W'ork1riq t.~. op.n' Ilun:'kete arou.nd 

'Worl.d.. We f 1-1 ha \lorking- to 'prolltote privat:Q invQstm.ent and 
. ,oti~iQn wnfil.O ~ov8rnment:.: monopoli()o oKiatf liberalizlJtion. 

c compe~ition 104 not .yet permitted; for IntQrnational 
d"'rds that perm.it oPQn eomp-ctit.ion. ' 
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RQcen~ly. Saudi Arabia owar~ed a $4 billion contract to AT&T 
to modenIize lt6 telephone R}'GtQm. That didn't happen by 
accide:nt. . 

AT.,l' end its \o,'orKora dClIlon(Jtr<l'CQd the world.-r:.laGa qua.lity of 
ito ~quip~~nt. President Clinton and Secret4rie~ Christopher ~nd 
Srown PQr.on~11y communicated ~h~ merits of thQ AT'~ bid to the 
Sa.udi Arablsn governnumt. That I a the kind 01 advocacy tha.t vill 
help ue compete ~trectivaly for. litorally, billions or aol1ar~ 
of contract~ in ~he coming years. 

It '.Q ar~ tl') proapQt", t\c 'We ml).st, we 1t.us-t be able to 

~~nut4eture gooGS an~ prov1dp.9 sQcviooa that ore 401d around tha 

world. 


We're alrearly doinq that. 
Lant year. l,olhen 1 \riftR in Cantral Auia, the !'"resident ot 


Kyrg~t9tan told a~ hi~ eiqht-year old 50n came to him and G6id# 

11 fa thee E I nave. to learn English." 


«But why?" Pt'"elddent Akay.v said. 

IfBecauQQ, fathet". the compute.r s.peaks Enql1.h." 

It \ole CAn co~tinue to provio$ !5ervice to l'yrgyzs·t.t!:n and 


Qvorywhere else ' •• your induQtri~& vill prooper. 
lIm oonfidGnt that ~han the oigital Revolution hita vill~g~8 


in Nbmibia. or ~h$ bush in AUGtralia, it will have tbA i~print of 

Amarioa. 


But thay wil~ not eliminate t~e prob19m~ that co~e from change. 
That#s my th~rd point -- That you and we. must work togp.thQr 


to onaurc that ~cqnoltllc t.ra!iBitton do.u;: not h;,rm At;t.,.rico.n 

wor-karft. 


'tou know IJhat. I mean .. - you· kno... btlca·yse yom:' ur,ion ·is 8. ' 


n~tiono.l leader iq acndinq t.h~ s1~plc mopoagc th&t workers ars 

aSIHl:ts to bQ dQvc.l'opc!i, not $impl.Y COgt~ to b~ cut. 


tlIa t' B Why you \,Iorked out ~h:lt cg:reement wi th N'f~EX. Th~. tie 

~hy CW~ haa worked with A~'T to hnlp eroate th~ ~workplacc ot the 

Futura. 


In Call~orhlat th~ CwA in working the create the future of 

talg,comnn.lnico.tiorU:h When GTE t'RcfI!1tly anl'\ounccd pltme to build a 

ne.... intQcactivQ video netlol'ork in Ventura county yC\\,l"r 1000,1 vice 

pro:sidunt said.. "Tn.a hUriinelHI qro\(th in the~e ne.... broadbl'1nd . 

GeCViCQD provi4.e4 new opportun1~iu for our ernployoelJ." A.nq ehG 

WdS riqht.. 


That's great.' It's not QnQugh any Eore to be lean nnd meanw 

CompanieD prcparin~ tor the future must bQ lean dnd 6mart. . And 

that mean~ invQgti~9 in ~rn~loy~aH. AS ona of your union 

official$! md!! to N'i»EX~ "lot' you haV6 thlj· compassion, \J~ ,hAVe the 

creativity," 

YC?ur ar"~tivity wHl benefit all A.."':lieriClll1/1L . BecaUliriI6 it/a

nQt,onough jU5t to ,pass leq1alatlon, or juet tQ rGdch . 

ine~rnAtion.1.· tI:qrOQJMlnte t. or ,£ven ju.it:., t~ ensure. that hiqh­

qua.li~y worke.rs. arc prQP.arod .for; high-qulSlity jOb& •. "W~ mUGt! ~; 

wall, teach Alnerica,na about.· tho ~n.<lfitll that ·will cone traln 

'acce&s to. 'our llatic,n,ol InfQrtlation Intrastruct,urlit. 

.: .. 

http:worke.rs
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Todey, our languagt! 1i~;nilarlY talLs t.o c:o:.'Jtunlcat~ tho full 
ilCOpR ot the impact that Wl.l1 t'c,,-ch all Americ.m$ Chlr.lng the 
trana1t1cn trom ~n ir.du~trial to ~n infor~~tion ago. Wo think ot 
Q tolophone for t~lking, 4 computer ro~ typioQ and a tel~v19i¢n 
'for \latching. 

We don't even yet have a word -- muoh 19.& • fully 

~rtio~l~tcd vieicn -- for the device that ~ill do all threa. 


But Us do h~yQ onG .dvanta9c over our pred6ce3ao~, one 
hundred years ago. We have watched the QWQQP of change -- and SQ 
~c CQn t~lXt eVen 'if vith le~6 than pertect accuracy. -- about 
the benefits that .•dv~ncQd comm~ication~ will bring.

Some ot those UGe, are &g eornplieat.d .~ ucing 

.uporcomputcra tot> ;model global climate; cnarlQQ. or 'to ct'i.latA a 

non-pollut.lnq ear.: 


SOllle Ina.y ba a:8 sit'lple. as the m"!!I~a.q9 po'tod on th. 
eloctronie bulletin board of on elamentary school in MinnaRota by 
a sixth-gradnr: "1: havQ onQ dad, onG mom, one Gister 4nd ona 
doq." Undt~rneath tllis message., comin9 over the Intornet J was 4­
picture of -- no, not hiG dAd, mQW or sister -- the moet 
1mportlint ona! hi,s dog. 

Or c(m5id~r the impact. on manufacturing. In my hol'llc Gto.tc., 
Saturn and the UAW hdv~ imple~ented local and wide area networks 
t.hat decentrali%e (!eclcion-making and empower vor);;are on the 8hOp 
floor to m~Ka c~itdcal dec1&iona. That'n not phiI~nthropY1 
that' ~ "",ie,dam. 

As one Qxucut~VQ of hnothQr eornp.any c~id, "All of tha good 
ide~s -'- all of t~l!!,m _.. come from hourly worker~. It 

CovQrnmcnt hbO ~n important role to play. We tu~lt roads 
tor automobi!e9. N~w va mUGt hglp to n¢t the ground rules tor the 
information duperh~ghwaY6 that the priw.l't" sector and your 
workor~ viII huild. that rooan6 011 the goals I'YQ already 
outlined -- including univer~Al £crvice -- b~t it a160 mean~ 
u8ing Our intluanc~ to get it riQht. 

At th~ .oame t~mo we are pU5hing !orward on legislation. 
govarnmant needs to bQ pushing forward on r~gulatory initi~tiv~s. 

Laet week thQ·Teder41 Co~~unicationA Commission dacidod to 
allocatG 5PQotru~ (or the upcoming ~idcbhnd pes auction. It va~ 
a good dQcision th~t will lead to nQW prQd~cta, new Gervices __ 
~nd new, high-quality JODS. 

Tho FCC will coon havo to'fnce 4 rel4ted issUQ -- tha tuturg 
ot: the so-called "p,1or,Q",r's prgfat"4OIncc." We b .. lieve the careful 
\lac or a plootl\!r'& :prererence \1111 bl!nAfit not: juct t.h. pionetr 
hut sociGty_ Thin ;Adminio.trAtion \riill be 8ubmitt1nq fomai 
comments iT. 'the l"Cc; rulemaxing- concQt'ning tho futUre ulSe of the 
piono.o.r'a prl!lferonca. Our potdt1on is simple - .. th~ pion,u~r/Cl 

,pretarenct!!: ,should !lHi rotained but ahculd not' 'be parmitted t:o 
befltow di,lip;t"oportiGnate:, banet1 t.s to eny prh~..t. rooipiont. 

ThUG, ve'b~li~ve that the FCC should're-rOrmulaeG the futurg· 
use or t.he· pioneer"f: pt'f}!erancQ,,· From "en", on, a' pioneer should. 
pay f04. the .uoa Q( spectrum -~ but should rAc~iv. a ,di~count 
totalling n~ )'!tore than 20\ of the value tho spectrun award CQuld 
generate' throuqh. an' /!Iuetinn. 

5 
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Aa you go rorward. in your union wor.k, *t tho job, when you 
aQa n.i<;hborn end triendts/ I hvpe th~t I can count on your h4'01p. 
We have investmAnta to rn~k~, logislation to 4nnct, progress to 
attain. 'Out W~ fl\'wd the support -- and tr.e UndQrfltanding of the 
~erlcan PQQplo. 

l \rIj)uld 11K"! to tUIR tho CWA launoh, with this 
Adminillt.ration, a national pUblic educat'.1on campaign. that focuscis 
att.ntiol) 01'\ the bonolitu to the no.tiQn of the new intorm;'ltion 
infrastructure. 

You Kno~ how. to do it. aeCAuae you r~pre"Qnt working 
Am~ricanQ -- yor~in9 am~ricana who vill be better educatBd~ n3ve 
better heal~h car~. co~rnuhieAte mer. oacily, with the future that 
your w¢r~er4 will .build. 

So tar l'vo h~cn talking about some tar resch1nQ chanqes in 
the way Amer1cans'-- and th~ world -- will oommunic~t•• 

Theac at¢ changes that will come troe schmtiDtQ workin9 in 
labs ... trom lawyora worKinq out th¢ intricdcioe Or p~ten~ . 
• pplicatlons ~ .. from entr~prf):n"urg making dociaions about l,oIhere 
to put their cApital ... Crom workers 1ncreasing productivity and 
qu~lity ... from poli~ici~n~ pa45ing la~s. 

And Ch~nqe wLJl coae one oth~r way.

By vot.inq. 

Waive got tough cleotiona eominq up in the rall. 36 


governors rac&s. 34 SAnata Aeatg. iV_ry aoat in the U.S. House. 
Twonty-four dteteB have both a Sena~e and A gub@rnatorial raoo. 


'f'hera' c a lot' at ataKo. 

NobaGy KnoiW6 ,tnat:. bett.er than you. 

Tako h¢Qlth cere. 

r relY,er.lber th~t rocC!nt Amoritech teleconference from 


Mil.,.,o.u):;ee with tl1S PreF;t::!~n1: .. - with both ProoidentlS-, Ac~ual1Yl 


PrcGidont Clitd:;o:1 and Pra.sldcnt Bahr. A. CWA eAmbor fron: Dot:.roit 

Qot up And pointQd,out th~t w;'th<>ut employer based health 

intJurencld he ....ould, nave bC4'!h ;,.r1PAd out by hia Don' e iUnssll. And 

Morty didn't mince words, ,either. "The hiqhQ!" thA COgt of health 

care," he, '1a 1d, "to.g lo,",or tho w':l!';ee," 


We "'<lnt to pass .a hsalth car-@ plan.· B,... t no !:ntter ....hat thc 

Whito HO~GO want~ to dO f we can't pass a hQ~lth carQ plan alono, 


And Wc1 can't P"'-&O .a crLme: bill alone. Or BtrH:.sr 

rsplac¢IlIEmt alone. ' 


For that. ....e need help. 

ThGr.'A an old union ~logan I like When it cones ti~A for· 


eltilctions; lO'l'ha bread box is. rol.!lu,d to the b~llQt. box." 

It' .. (,over been mor-e true t:han this: y~ar. 


Ar~ ~e qoinq to havo 6orno fights bQtw~en Democrats in thp­
primarleg7' . 


Sur. "'0 ....ill. 

BU~ that'S natural, That'o ...hat happon5 in Primaries. 

Out ~omathln9 el."" happens :1t), primarioG .. Wa t.ot 


candidate,. W •. build organizations:. 
Bo· I ask. you .all: ·8tllrt· ~o:t:kin9 -- and ·start today. MaKe 

,phono oalla. Heke yard 5iqna. GO door to door. You'll ~in 
t.hose vot~Ht·· onp by ¢n~. 

• 


.... 
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E~ch one ~111 rn~kA America ~trongcr, 
We're now intc> our sacond contury stnc~ Alf):.::.'\nd~r Cr.a.h<lIll 

B~ll invented th~ device that ~o rovolut1onlz~d our ljVGs. As 8 
wr1tar onc;e put it: "MAn inst.ot\d of It\8.king himaclt he~rd 0. (cw 
hundred yarde aW4y with a shoyt, can ~8KA Mjm~~lf heard ~rcund 
th_ f,lQrl<i with a ""hiapor," 

8U~ thQ ~alephon~ is not jUQt a toohnical accornpli5hment. 
For 'Wh4t ....ould th16 invttntion be withoUt: t.hp systp.:m \.10 haY,", 
Qev.lopod to aonnoct theo~ phonc$ -- the 5yatem run by you? 

You h~Va built this country by helping ArnOriCan5 p*~fo~ one 
o( tho ~ost vital ~uman !unctions; comrnunloation. 

Thomao J'aftCll"oon once ea.id, "as ,..ho recei v(:!&; an idQ~ from 
1Il8~ receivac lnRtruction vithout l~loiilJcmin9" l"!1rHli 00 be who lights 
hi,. tapttr at lllirnl,: racehoge 11qnt vithout d,nkening tlo. II 

When two peQplo communicate, both can be enriched. The morA 
we oan sherA information, tho mcrG you ohar., the ~ore you have. , 

The CWA has the po1,iijr to l1~ht t:ha. tutU!,1} -- to mak& it 
a.alar tor allot us to d$e the real advcnt4ges that will COmA 
trom Che ~ation81 -- and the Clob.l -- Intorm~tion 
Intrfu.tructure. 

I hopa that you. yill rioe to rnG~t that ct'I!111Gnge, 1 leck 
forward to working with jl(')u as you do. 

Thank you. 

~ r, 
j 
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Federal/State/Local Telecom Summit 
Commerce AuciitOliulH 


Monday, January 9, 1995, 9:05 ~ ]0:30 


Requested by' Greg Simon 
Briefing prepared by: Jim Kohlenberger 

EVE'lT 
You arc kicking oiland setting tbe lone for this historic summit betwccn federal, stale and local 
governments on telecommunications issues, This summit follows your announcement last 
October at the Center for Communications Studies in New York to engage states and localities in 
the development and deployment ofadvanced tdi,,"Communications services, T aday, you are 
announcing a joint "Statement of Policy Objectives," negotiated by the Administration and a 
number of state and local umbrella organizations, that embraces your five principles 011 

telecommunications and acknowledges the historical division of responsibility between levels of 
government on Ihese issues (copy attached). Following your remarks, you will take several 
written questions from the audience in a Press Club type format read oy the moderator, Newt 
Minnow, Director of tile Annenberg Washington Program, The Summit will include about 500 
participants and is cosponsored by Annenberg and the JITF, 

LOGISTlCS (As of this writing, subject to change) 

• 	 Upon arrival at the Commerce Department, Secretary Brown will meet you at 
curbside and proceed with you to a holding room where you will greet the others 
who are participating in the morning's program. They include: Secretary Brown, 
Govemor Gaston Caperton, wllo you personally invited, CongIcssman Markey, 
Newt Minnow, Larry Irving, Reed Hundt, Anne Bingaman, Mayor Victor Ashc 
(will probably be arriving later), and Randy Johnson, a Coumy CommissioncL 
They will proceed all stage before you, 

o 	 You will be announced from on:"stag.;: by Secretary Brown, Brown is also 
delivering a major speech at the lunch. 

o 	 After your remarks, NC\lr't Minnow, Director oftne Anncnbcrg Washington 
Program, will ask you several writt!!n gue.'itions from the audience. Saml}lc Q&A 
are attached, 

After ypur questions, you will sit at the' table on YOULDght wh"ue Gov Caperton 
and C;;ong.' ~arkey deliver tfi'eil: r~~arks. . . ' . . . 

• 	 At the conclusion ofMarkey's remarks, Larry Jrving will c~ncludc this'segn:tcnt of 
the program by thanking you. the Secretary, the Governor, and tl1e Congressman j 

", ,for coming. The four ofyou will leave the stage tQg~th!!L 



"'YOIJR RQLE/CONTRIBUTION 

• 	 With Pressler scheduled to have hearings this aflcrnoon on lc1ccormmmicalions, 
this is an 01}I,ortunily to demonsfrate your leadersbip in brillgillg together leaders 
from all levels ofgovernment and from both parties to agree upon the basic 
objectives for federal telecommunications policy. 

PROGRAM NOTES 

• 	 Todayts Summit Agenda -~ You are kicking offthis summit following 
introductions by' Newt Minnow, Director of the Annenberg Washington ~rogram 
The summit consists offOUT segments: 

I) 	 Addresses by key electro offidals starting with you and including 
Governor Caperton, Senator Pressler, Congressman Markey, Mayor Victor 
Ashe, and County Commissioner Randy Johnson. 

2) 	 A pane) of stnle and local policY experts that includes from the federal 
level Reed Hundt, Larry Irving, and Anne Bingaman. 

3) 	 A luncheon featuring ROil Brown 

4) 	 A set uf aftentoon breakout sessions' focussing on key policy topics like 
local competition and universal service, ( A more detailed agenda is 
attached) 

• 	 Statemcnt of Policy,OlJjectives -- You are armounclng a joint "Statemeni of 
Policy Objectives," negotiated between the Administration and a number of state 
and local umbrella organizations, that embraces your five principles on 
telecommunications and acknowledges the sta1e and local responsibility in these 
issues. While the agreement on these policy objectives is substantial on its own, 
the afternoon breakout sessions will attempt 10 reach further agreement on more 
detailed policy objeciives. A copy of the agreement and position papers that 
represent tbe administration's starting point for the afternoon breakout sessions arc 
attached. 

o 	 Differences in policy agendas -.;' The l!Iajor differences in policy ag~ndas between 
our agenda and'states arid lodl1ities'rests'in' two main areas -- state and tocal. . ... 
preemption and locality'Compensatiqn f~f use of rights of~ay. (this i~ the number 
one issue for Mayors). 

Preemption :'~ As you know. fed~fallegislation must preempt state a~d •
IO,cal authority to bring about iocal competiti~n and mal.ly localities are 
willing to acl:'n0wlcdge that some am.ount of pre~mption is ine::it~l,e. 

','. 



Rights of Way -- As for compensation for rights of way, this is largely H 

local issue, vcry important to the Mayors, and not something we have 
includeu in Ollt objeclives for federal policy, We can:fuHy craned Jangungc 
included in tbe agreed upon "Statement ()fPoticy Objectives" that 
acknowledges that staWs and localities must manage public fights of way ttl 
ensure safe and efficient use. Q and A !\r.~ attached nn these anti other 
issues. Also useful may be the more deta.il~.1ll!J}crs attached tiEH. go into 
greatl;tcd.clail onj~.sues written .{h,? Administration siar1inKP-Qints for the 
afternoon breakQut sessiort 

State arid Local Umbrella Qrganiz,ations 
NGA National Governors Association 
NAC National Association of Counties 
NARLJC National Association of Rebrulatory Utility Commissioners 
NASUCA National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
NeSt.. National Conference ofSt3te Legislatures 
NLC National League ofChies 
NATOA National Association of Telecommunications Ofiiccr and Advisors 

ATTACHMENTS 

o Possible Q&As 
o Statement of PoHcy Objectives 
o Breakout issue PflpC:'$ 

• Summit agenda 
• Remarks 

.. ," . 



Federal/State/local Telecom Summit 
Commerce AuditQrium 

Monday, J,ulUary 9, 1995, 9: IS - 10:00 

EV[NT 
You urI.! kicking olLmd setting the tone for lilis historic summit bC{\\"t:cn an levels of 
government on Iclccommlmicatiol1.o;; issues. '111is :-:ummit fo!1ows your announcement in 
Cktoher oflasl year at the C-enter for COInllllmications Studies in New York to engage statt.."'} 
and localities in !hc development and deployment of advanced telecommunications sClVices, 
Today, you arc announcing a joint "Statement or Policy Ol:~jt.::ctivcs, 11 negotiated by th\! 
AdminiSlrlltion mld a nllmber of state and local wnhrclla organi711tions, that ernbra= your 
five principles on telecommunications and acknowloo!,'<", !he state and local responsibility in 
these issues (copy attached), Following your remarks, you will take several written questions 
from tile audience as read by the moderator, Newt Minow, Director of the Annenbcrg 
Washington Program -- cosponsors of tilis surmnil. 

LOGIS'Des (1\-' of this writing, subject to change) 

• 

'''''YOUR ROLE/CONllW,W1QN 

• 

I'ROGRAM NOn'S 

• 	 imlay's Sununil Agenda ~- You arc kicking ofr"this summit following 
introdut:tions by ~(.,·wt Minnow, Djrector of the Anncnbcrg Wa..hinbrton 
Prognun and j"q l11C summit con~ists or rour segments: 

I) 	 Addresses by key elected omg,. starling \\;th you and including 
Governor Caperton, Senator Pressler, Congressman Markey, Mayor 
Victor Ashe, and Count)' Commissioner Randy Johnson, 

2) A (.weI of state and local poli,;: I'lpel1s !hat includes from the federal 
. level RfedHundt, Larry lIVing, lUld Anne Bingaman 

,. ," 


3) . A h!!Kl!!.l1l featuring Ron I!rowD 


4) 	 ASIll of afternoon breakout se:;sions IOctissing on key policy topics like. 
local competition and univco<Xl Service, ( A more detailed agenda is ,. . 
attached.) . . '. 

• StatelJ1Cnt of Policy .Objoctivcs "';' You are ilrinouncinga joint "StatemcntOf 

.. , .... ", .' . .. ,. 
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l)olicy Ohjt.'Ctivc,'1," n~gotiatcd by tIle Administration and a numlX':f 01' state ~\lld 
local unibrcl!a organizations, that cmhr~, your nvc principles on 
lck'Lommunicatiolls and acknowk'dga;: the state and kx:al rc."pol1sihilhy in the.'\C 
is..'iUcs, \\11ilc the agn.."Clnent on dK...">C policy o~jt\:tivc..<; is subst:mlial on its 
O\\TI, the afternoon breakout sessions will atcmpt to reach further agreement on 
more detailed policy 0l-ticctlvcs. 

• 	 Dill'ereoc"" in policy agenda<; -- '1he major diOcrcnccs in policy agL"das 
bclWL'Ci1 our agenda and states and localitics' rcsts in two main area>; ~~ slatt: 

and local precmtion and locality oompensatiOl1 for u<;c of rights of way (this is 
the number one issoe for Mayo,"). 

PreempCion - As you know, fedcrnl legislation must preempt slate and 
local authority to bring local oompetition and many localities arc ",lIing 
to acknowledge that some amount of preemption is inevitable. 

Rights of Way - As for oompensation for rights of \V'''y, this is largely 
a local issue, very oonlrovcrsial nod probably should not be addressed 
by federal policy. We carclidly cralled language included in the agreed 
upon "Sllrtemcm of Policy Objectives" Omt acknowledges that sla(cs 'll1d 
loCtilitics must manage public rights of way to ,"'nsUTe safe <U1d cfTdcl1t 
usc. Q.;U1d /:, llfC__,UtllChed ill1 these and other issues. 

. . 
Stile ,md Local Umbrella Organiz.'1liom 

NGA National Goycrnors A<;sociation 
NAC National Association of Countic.s 
NARUC National Association of Regulatory Utility COl11missionc'fS 
NASUCA Nastional Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners 
NCSL National Conference of State Legislatures 
"LC National Lcnguc of Cities 
"AIDA National A'lsociation of Tc!ocommunicalio!1s Officer and Atlvisors 

!',ITAC!IMlillTS 
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QUESTIONS FOR VICE PRESIDENT GORE OR ASSIsTANT SECRETARY I~VING 


FOR THE FEDERAL/STATE/LOCAL TELECoKKONlCATroNs SUKKIT 


1: 	 A~berg any changes in A~~nj,2j:~J:'atiotl pol icy, 011 
telecommunicati:.Q!1~L~,?sul,~Jn!;Lfrom t.he R~ubl,i£an tf\ke0Y:Qr.-2£' 
.the Hou,se <:Hl~L Senat~? 

Both parties are in basic agreement on the eve'rall goal of· 
achieving telec?mmunications refor~, but we still,haVG some 
work to do to iron out the details. 

'2,' 	 !:low gges the' Administr.ation plan to deal with Se'natqr 0010"'5 
df~~nds for 9¥icker_deregulat1on of'the-BP0Cs? 

We -will be looking. at this issue again in the'context qf new 
bills introduc'ad in this, session of the congt"ess'~ ";'., 	 . 

3.. ,Ri 11 the Adm~nistratiQn ~n!-roduce i,ts own legislation this 
~ar7 

At this ti~c,we have no specific plans to do s~. As we 
e~amine the new legislation introduced in this'Congress, we 
will 'be in a, better position to make a judgment on the' 
,nature of the ~dministration input that i~ nc~ded. 

4. 	 Wh~is the. Administration's position regarding. compensation
'£z firms wanting right of way access ~hrough public ' 
,pt:Qperty? 

"The Adminis'tration understands the; great importance OI the, 
is~ue'to local and state communities. We will be working 
closely with thee to '~ddress their,'concerns. 

5,_ 	 ~t ~ar~ ,the lsey diff'ei'ences betwe~n ,tt&~~Ublicans' and 'the 
A~iriistration on tel~corq;m~dI!i~atjpn iss-ges?, 

,'There"is 9t?nerai agreeblent on ,the..,overr'iding goal of " 
achi~v~riq ~el~cO~UFli,ca;tion's policy ,'reform ::this year. Where. 

'~, diff'el;Einces,'ari~e ·i~ the'implementation det,ails.l 'we' look 
forward to resolution through, a"cooperative :bipartisan". ,

',effort:'< ",', ::,,' 	 ,',,""t:,_' ,:... '--" 
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'We think the moet important aspect of last year'"s !>trategy 
vas the bipartican n~ture of the nffort. Wn plan to 
continua such a bipartisan dialogue ;'lith tho members of the 
104th Congress -- some returning and some ~ev -- ~o we can 
achi.evc fundamental teleconunur:.icationl::; r.eform. 

8. 	 po~he ~,dministru,~ion baliey..!? thilt the, 'NIl will be 
~cessible for individuals with di~;abilitie5? 

'rhis Administration 'will continua to work to ensure that the 
NIl is access~blG, affordable I and usable by all citizens; 
reg-ardless of' income, geography, .ru;: disability ~ , 

. . 
9. 	 Will th~ Adm,inist1,"ation sti),l aipl to ,~rnend the,,191:l 

T.,gleco:mrnun.icat1ons Act to inclUde Title ,7? 

As 'ot this' tim~" we are not moving 'in that' direction'~ 
Neve'rthe~ess, with evolving te.chnological. and_ 'market forces, 
we, recognize that the is"sue of regulatory parity for like 
se~rvices offenid by different service providers will' need to 
be addressed~ . 

10. 	 1!le Administration has done a lot of work gn s~udying the 
issue of 'univorsa:; service., Has it r~ached a con'elusion 
ye.t? 

As you 'have mentioned. we have devoted considerable time to' 
'this c'ritically' ~mportant issue' and have solicited' input 
fro!I). many different organizations, and individuals. NTIA, in 

,partnership with ,state public service commissions, has held 
five field hearings in locations across the country, as,·.tell 
a's a ·virtual (on-line) conference this past :13.11. Suilding 
on the·record of the hearings, we' recently issued an in­
dllipth notice of inquiry' ill' Septu.ber on universal service to 
p:i~ovide further opportunit.Y' for comment on 'what the Aoerican 
people 'want: and 'need in the information age. -'We are - ~ 
currently a.nalyzing ':responses' to the NOI 'as ',part of this, on­

. going" process,_ ':. We ,feel we: have moved quite a, distance from 
tKher:e 'We started.· , ". 
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Stiltenient of Policy Objcc'tives 
fBderal·Stato·Local Telecom Summit-

On Janu~ry 9. 1995, at 'the invitation of Vice President Gore, eiected 
officials and senior officials from federal. state,' a'nd local government will meet il1 
Washington, D.C., to address issues of mut~31 interest cOl1c,erning the futuro of 
,advaric,~d telecommunications and the role of each level of government. 
Discus'sions amon'g the, various participants h~ve led to 'the foHowing framework for 

_discussion. 	 " , . , ' 

". 	 Advanced telacc~municat[ons service~ can be a powerful 

tool .through, wh'ich both the pL!bH~ and priva~e ,sectors .' 

can enhance ttie' quality of life of .11 Americans, promote 


: economic devel~pment in,e,ve'ry (egion of the 113tlon, and 
improve th~ delivery of public serviCes: ' 

• 	 The cu'rrent system of regulatory oversight· with its 
divislqn of responsibility between federal; 'state, 'and toeal, 
government has been' instrumental in ,the' Unitod States' ' 
leadership'in the deVelopment and 'd~ploy'ment of 
advanced ,telecommunications., The .rltgulatory framework 
needed to manage the'transition from a :ioyste'm of , : 
regulated monopolies to competition should utilize the' 
expertise and- expericf,lce' ·that has beGn developed at each 
levelof'govefnment:' , . \ 

, . ., 	 To the:gr'catest'c:xtent pcisslble, investrrumt in and' 
, , deployment of the Nil should rest With ,the- private sectQr~ , 

including dev'eloprnent of tachni~~1- stanqards fo~ the Nil ',' 
that sup'port iriteroperability and.inter~onnection', _When-' 
appropriate,"government maY:act.to ,address market..'" .' 
,deficiencies" or. to plirsuc' specific ({ev~lopment'obje,ctivGs.

I '. 	 • ' ' 
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J'he' ~l.1tU(~ of the 'Nll is' not ~tatjc. ,but changes 
continuously with t1)e inlrodur.;tion of ftC'."! technologies 
and applic~tions; Accordingly, public.policy maKers must· 
provIde ;:,' regulatory environment that keeps pAce with 
technological and market changes, 

• 	 Providers of information services .$hould have open, 
nondiscriminatory access to the public switched 
telecommunications networks. 

• 	 As the Nil ~volvesf go~c:rnmcnt should continue to 
ensure that basic 'consumer protections are in place. 
inclu,cnng pri~'acy, protections. ' , 

• 	 'As telecommunications markets change~ government 
must ens'ure tha~'thc. public interest'is protectod l allowing 
'states 'arid '!Dcal goyernment's to man'age public rights of 
way to·ensure-safe·and efficient lllie-and to require any 
appropriate compensation for use'of s-uch rights'of way. 

• Acce'ss to 3 basic level of telecommunications capacity 
should, be available at affordable, -just,· and reasonable 
prices. Any changes in legislation ,or regulation should' 

. con'tinue' the universal· service 'policy ,oDjGet/ve n'rst 
'established· in the Corhmuric~,tions Act of 1 S34. 

o 	 Sta~c 'ahd local govern~ents must have adcqunte time 
and 'ma~imum flexibility should 'they re'vls.e ,their 
respe'ctive statutes 'and'r~9u(ati~ns to' ac~6mpltsh certain 

. national telecommunications policy. objectiv'cs. 

o ,Fc'deral -and st~te ~njv~rsai service potiCies s~ould ens,ure 
that telecommunic'atio'ns.proViders·contribute" to the 
maintenance' of uni~ersal Gor-vice on an oq'uitabl-e 'and 

,~ofr'IPe'tftJv~IY 'n~tJtral ,ba~is.'- ,;' "" . , ' 
.' . ',,' . ''''<'' ~, 
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NOTf;: 	 The closed bullets above t;h~ lin!! have be.en agreed to by 
;-,.u:,ioul! parcioipnntG at:: the swmnit. Tht! open bul~eta helow the" 
lin:e 	provido a sta.rting point for ft.:.rther discutlsion. 

LOCAL COMPETI'I'ION 

• 	 Public policies and pr~cticeG that promote competition 
,al1d ope:t:t" entry. throughout the indue.try are th.e best. v.ay 
" to stimulate technological innovatiqn and efficiency in. 

the telecomm'...l.nications indust'"'ry. With increased 
ct}ltI£,etitioh~' regulators should ensure that consumers 
enjoy the full bi;;mefics of lowe!; rates and bett'er 
services' which competition . may o£fer~ ,As compet'ition 
develops /' "regulators should retain authority' wit.h 

,r €!BpeCt 'to rate's arid consumer, prot.ect,ion, ' 

• 	 'Providers of inf·armar.ion', se'rvice'$' shouid have open, 
nondiscriminatory access' to· t.he public switdJe9 
te'lecommunidttions ne::.wor-ki:l.. . 

'------~-~------- .. -------------~-.-----'--------------------~ 
o 	 ' Nationaf policy should provide for removal 'of sr.atutory 

and legal barriers to ;:;:ompBt'it.iQfi· in th~ local e.xchange 
~a:rkct. States ·should'.maintatn"the" authority J:,o ' 
establish ~he'termB and ccndi~ions under which the 
telecom~unicutions services they !:'egulate may.be 
offered.: ''l'hese ·terrria. 'and"conditions, may include 
l"e';iuirements nec~5sary ::'0 preserve. and advance' 
un i \rersal. service t protect the publ i,e.' safety and 
welfa.l'e, inun.. re the concinued quality of " 
t:.el"ecommii'rlications. services I 'ar:d safeguard the, rights 
'of consumers. 	 . 

o 	 R'eo01jl~t:iori.s "should' ,match the marketplace. 'AS", th~ 
markp.:t:place 'changes, 'outmoded and unnec:essary ·forms of 
r~gulat:(ori should be ~el.im~ni:iLe:d~)~ .. currenb' I-.1.fJ' 

, 	. "re·strictio"l,l.~,a71d commoD, .,c!1rrier_.l:t:9ula~iqn_s, ..·,as,· .. - . 
", appropriate) ':"" Regulatory'· authoritiel:i '::;hould' assess. the ,"­
, ,means 'v,e' - . among 11~,w entrant's 

".', 
:. -,.and' ' ',"' .... 
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liQI§: The c1o~~d bullets above the lin~ have beer. agreed'to'by 
v<trioua parcicipilntu at the Summit. The opt;tn 'bullctl"l below the: 
line 	pr~vidc. a F.t:art'ing point for further dil..lcuuoion. 

IJNI"""SIIL SERVI!i.lL 

• 	 Access to, a basic level of tele.communicot.ions capacic.y 
fi.hould be available at "ffordable, just, and reasonable 
price~.' " 'Any 'changes in l~gi.slation or' regulation 
should continue the ·un:i.versal service: policy obj"et:!tive 

. first e.Gtab~iohed' in the ,Communications Act of 1934. 

• 	 'Fed"er~l and state;;, u~iver6al ce"rvice p~licie's' should 
ensure that tele'c'ommun.icatione 'providers concribute to 

'the 'ITh::l~ntenance of universa], service." on an equitable' 
a::ld compe~itively neut·ral. ba5~s; 

--- -- ---'. --- ----- --.'-- - ~'- ..:-- ~-----~ ----- --. -- ~ ~-- -.'. --- --. -- _.- ' .;. --­
<" 	 The' pre·servation and "advancement of universal service should 

b~= an ~x:plicit "objective;; of ,the Communications .Act. 

o 	 Voice-grade telephone service -- ·coffir:ionly referred to 
a";:;, "plain oid cele:phone.service'l (POTS), -- should be 
i'.-.;:ailable. ac' just. and reasonaole, rat"e~' to 'all' Arne!',lcans 

,w-he desire it. 

o 	 ,The definition of, ur.iversal ser:vice should evolve over time 
in response to te,ch~'io16gical and, economic deve),Opr:lEmt.:) _ As 
t.i!lccommunicatione I mass media '. and computer technologies 
cClnvergc:' to .creat~, new capabilities" all Americans should 
have ~ccegs. if they so cesirs, to hish-q~ality advan~ed 
co:mmtinica'.;:i'ons a::d infot"mation ,services· regardless of 
income, ,disability, or location., 

(" ' 
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- NOT~: Tht: closed bullets above the line hilve bean 'agreed to by 
vo.:rioul1 participants at tIll:.: SWl.Uliit. The open bull'ctc below the 
line provide a ata~ting, point for further discussion. 

• Advanced i.:eleC(:mlmun'icat.ions Services Call b<! a powc'rful 
::00'1, through which botn the publ·ic and privale sec:t.o,rs 
can er:hanc,e the quality of life of all A;nerican~, 
pronot8 economic deveropnen~ in, every regicn of ,the 
nation', and impr'ove- the deliv"!xy of public services'" 

• To tt}.c great,~st ,extent possible, investment: in and 
'deploym~nt of the NIl should":re~t ,with t'he private' 
sector I ,including dey~HopmeDt or technical standards 
for the NII tl?at: support, int.eroperability and,' ' 
,interconnection. When nppropriate,' government may 'act: 
to .,address marb~t -deficiencies or to pursue spec:i,flc 

,d.evelop~nt. objective6. ' 

a F€!deral , ' state, and toeal governments should facilitate 
private eecto:r development of the' Nat;ional Information 
Infrast.ruct'J.re (NIl) f and should seek to er.sure, that 

, the N! 'J.' reacnes ',un'derserved are::as 'in the UniLe:d St.ates., 

o Federal, 'stat,e, ~nd local governmer.ts should pro!:1ote 
the development 'or applica~ion6 and services thilt: 

,maxiI¥-ize the ,value of the, N::r tc :use:rs, Areas of 
'useful applications include", for, example: education 
(Jncluding c~rinectirlg all classrooms);. healt.h~·ca~e;' 
libra:=:-ies; manufact'uring;' electronic c.ormuerce; t:he 
pro"v"islon of g~:n:,'ernment service's; expktnding 

',opportunities for'pe'ople wi::h, disabilities.;, 
environment,al ,arid, energy managetne'nt; 'teleoommuting;, . 
tr'anspo~:ta!:i~"r;; 4,el!lCrgemc'y managemer:t';, ,a.rts.' hu'manit.ies' 
and 'cult:ur~; ",an? law';cnforcement",and trim,~nal jus,tJ,ce', 

", - , 
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NOTR: The closed bullets- above the lint:!! have been agreed to by 
var.iouo p$l.l':'ticipants at th!::' S11m:nit. The, open bull;-:t::; blil:low thQ 
line, prav"ide a Ii tarting· point for furthnr 'discussion. 

• 	 The current system of regulatory oversight with it_s 
,division of reDponei-bility between, federa~, sta.te,. ar:.d 
local government has been inst:rumem:al in the United 
States' lea.dership' in the developmen~ and: deployment of 
advanced'telecommunications. The,regulatory framework 

'-needed 	to manage- the transitior1' from a system of 
regulaced monopolies- to competition" should ,utilize the 
expert:i.s~ and experience-that has been developed at 
e""ch level uf governrr{ent., ," ,., 	 . 

• 	 i'he n;ltut: € of the. NII .ig not static" 'but changes 
continuously' wit.·h the int.r·oduction '6f new technologies 

" and applicRtioris. ,Accordingly, public 'policy makers 
~V.st provide, a regulatory envirun:riemt that k~eps· pace .. 
wi th technological and market chan·u-e8. .. . 	 , , . . ­

•. 	 Stkte and local governme~·r.R mus't: ,have adeq\Hli::.8 time and 
maximum flexibi~:ity should' th~y revise their respective 
statutes a.nd 'reg.ul.ations to - 'accompli eh c€:rtain· r:.aticr~al 
telc.coci:~unica't~,9ns 'policy obje~t;ives _ . 

, - , -	 ' , ' ' ----._---_._-_., ---~----~-----------~---~---------------~---------
o 	 The ,Pedera{"g(;>vern~(mt- !;hould n?t. mandate a: particular '" 

regul~cory 'struc~ure for state regulation of intrastate" 
se:cvi'ce.s subj ec't to sta'te j urizdiction. However, p~ice' cap's, 

'or 	similar forms of incentive regulation, ha.ve been shown to 
be, mo.::.'e effe;=tive 'in' controlling pric;ee. and' ind~cing 

_effici~nt. firm behavior 'than convcntior.al rate base/rate -of­
':r.etu:t;n regtilat'ion,~ , .. '," ,-' ' , 

, 	 .,', ' 
,: ' 

should ·have,the' 

.. firms that, in,the 


.' "juris,~l:"ction;', lack ,market', 
, ,ppwe~,,'~h~~;·d ,~~'-,: ,./ 

'th~ 'r:CC~ ""aftel~',:a ' -. ;~'.." 
,st..ate,-view,s','_'on, ,~he'\';-' 

, " ' , ' ". " , :,:,." " '''. ,
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.~~: The closed bullet.s above 'the line have been' agreed to by 
various pnrcicipants nt the $uwml t.. The open bullots below the 
line p.covide tl.ctarting point for furt·her: discussion. 

• 	 As ,the :-;111 evolves, goverr:.menr:. should continus to 
ensure that·basic consumer protectio~s ~~e in place. 
including pri"..racy protections. . 

• 	 lfjith increased competitio!1/ .regula~·o'rs should ensure 
t;;)at, consumers enjqy the full benefits of low'er rates 
awl better sen-ices which competitio:l rr:ay offer" 

. .' ,..' . . _____ ~ ___ ~ ~--------.---~.------w----.---"----------_ 	 ____ 	 .... _________ 
o 'Reg'l.llators sho'uld have·t.hE: 'authority' to prohibit .··cross"· 

'5HlPzidies 	that burden 'consum~I:s and fiustl'atG: 
competition. 

o' 	 CQnsurr.ers should 'be protecte4 against "rate shock" 
t:lrough transit ion,,) mechanisms ,: as nee:;ied. 

{) 	 C<.msu-:nexs should have access 1:0 full il1formation abouL 
their, service options; a<lequate f.orume should be 
avail-3ble for the reg~lutiO!1' of consumer complaints.: 

'0 All participants "in the NIl should guard against 
iTT,proper use ,of co~gumer informa';ion, A,ppraprfa.te 
'safeguards should b~ impo'aed to protect pri.vacy ·and~ 
6.:->nfidentia~it.y of personal information. ' ' ' 
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NOJ'E: The closed bulletu abov~ the line hav~ been agreed to hy 
variouR pnrcicipantG I)t t:he Summit, 'Tho opun bullets below thl;! 
lir:.e 	provide a fltarcing pOint for further dioGUUllioll. 

PUBLIC RIGI!J:!'LQLlfU 

• 	 As telecomm1...:.nicatlons m.,rk~t:G' 'change,' gov~rnment must 
e:1sure that the ptlblic interest is protected, allo\-:i:1g 
.states '.,and local.. governments to manage. ,public rights of 
way 'to ensure safe t:i::ld efficient use and to require dny 
appropriate ccmper.sation for use of such rights of way, 

~_~ __ ~ _____ ~ _____ M ____________________ ~_~ _______________________ _ 

. 	 , " 

o 	 Gov~rnment· is entrusted with' the responsibilt'ty of 
managing public resources, which may include, '"!"adio 
:fre'quenctes, pt!'hlic streets' art.d public easernent8~ among 
others, Any national telecommunfcations, lif:;gislation 
that iSi enacted should take into account .. state <lnd 
focal goverhments' concerns regarding the 'follov,d.·ng::.. 	 . 
o 	 E:-.suring upprQPl.-iatc compensation by firms 

requir'ing access' to public land, 

o 	 ':. Min'~mizing t.hc'dj.sruptiC?H of vehicular 
traffic while .cel'ecommt::nications ·facilities 
are bei~g built. O~ modified . 

. . 
o 	 E~suhing. thac the process of obtaining 

government licenses,to build i0-fr~struct.ure 
is effid.ent for the licensee Rnd p:rov:!..des 
opportunities for ·community-based· input. 
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REMARKS Of' 

VICE 1'ltESIDENT AI. GORE 


AS IJELlV~;HEll 'l1J TilE 

l'EllEI<AlfSTAn:-LOCAL n:LE(.'OMM SUMMrr 


WASHINGTON, 1l,C 

JANUARY 9, 1995 


All of us here today know we are 10 the midst of an Information Revolution. Last 
year, when I visited students at the Monta Vista High School in California, they showed me 
how to use their computer network to retneve a speech I had made one day earlier about Illl;: 
Infonnatlon Superhighway delivered at UCLA. Then thl.."Y showed me how to retneve a 
pamphlet 'Y,-Titten years earlier ~- "Common Sense," written by Thomas Paine" Paine used the 
information infrastructure of his day in the service of a different kind of revoluiion •• the 
fruiL') of which we enjoy today. 

Pair.e wasn't re-ioyenting government, of course. He and his contemporaries were 
inventing a rerresentative democratic government for the first time in history. 

But Paine's insistence on the test of common sense is as important in this information 
revolution as it was to our American revolution two centuries ago" 

How can we best serve the cause of liberty and enterprise in cyberspace? fly working 
to reach a revolutionary goal through common sense means, ' 

. A time comes in any revolution when expectations are vcty high but acwmplislunsnt~ 
are not yet concrete, It is at such a time that we mus1 re~dedicale ourSelves to the 
fundamental purpose of our efforts, measure how far we have come, and consider how best to 
accomplish the revolutionary enterprise_ 

That is the place wC'occupy today as we take stock of U1C efforts to develop the 
National Informalion Infra.'nructure and, morc broadly, the Global Information InfrastructuJt.:, 

La:;t October,J announced that we WQuld hold this summit in Qrder to ensure that we 
remam 'connected (0 you -- the people who daily represent the public in exploring the dct~~;~:~, 
opportunities and impacts of the emerging information superhighway, 

or course, this is fa.r from the first rime this Administration has reached out to sta1,~ 
and loca.l officials, Indeed, ever since I began workIng to create a national infortoation 

'superhighway some 18 years ago, f have been working 'closely with many of you here tod~y 
mld your c~lIcagucs, 

We share a common purpose, a purpose President Clinton and 1 o~tl;ned over two 
yeurs ago when we described our essential. vision of the coming American information 

,marke!place. We seck open and. free competition in which any company is frcc 10 ofTer any 
.information good' or semc'e to, any customer. ' 

, 'Why i~ that important?' Very simp-Iy,' , Because competition low~'rs pric~. increases 
choic'es: improves qUaJlty 'and cr~ies jobs Competition is the k.ey. C9mpeiition'in the 
information marketplace will provide Amencans lower prices for their telephone. cable ami 
informalion 'go~ds aud· services and give them more and hetter clioices in the information ~uld 
programming a\-'a~lllble 10 them', Greater competition will unl.~ash consumer demand for the 

... ' ' , . 
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new information services and producls th:H will educate, en!cftai!~ and empower om peopk. 
And that wil: lead to new, highcr~paying jobs and all economy better prepared for the 
challenge;: of the 2151 cenlmy. 

How do we move toward that goal'! By implementing five Simple principltOs, 
principles Ill,1I the Administration has promoted aggrcssively for the .past two years, These 
principles were embraced by the International Tetecommunications Union in Buenos 'Aires 
iast MardI. They were the framework fQr discussions at both the Asian PacifLc Economic 
Conrerence anc Hemisphcric Summits. Also they v.;11 be thc focus of the UpCo~1tg Ow7 
Ministerial Conference on the Information Society in Brussels In late rebruary. 

You know what those principles arc. I've recited this list so often 1 feci as if I'm 
reading the Miranda rights of the information superhighway. TIley arc coII)petltion, universal 
service. private investment, open access, and flexible governmental aCtlOrL 

Today, I am very pleased to announce that our Administration and a number of groups 
representing ·state and local officials are jointly issuing a ''Statement of Poliey Objectives" that 
address issues of mutua! interest concerning the future of advanced telecommunications and 
the role of each level of government in building that future. This statement of policy 
objectives IS a major step 'toward consensus 011 how to build the information superhighway. 

Dy issuing this statement 'all of you gathered here today make a clear statement of 
your -~ and our ~4 vision of the path towar~ telecommunications reform and the development 
of the NtL By endorsing this statement we each. 

.. recognize the paramount importance of l)rlVate Inv('.stment to bUild the ~1I; 
show Qur SUPPOf1 for public policies to promote competition as th¢ best. 
stimulus for innovation and efficie:1CY; . _" ." 

~ confiml the need for' open access to public sWItched networks for prognim 
providers; . 

.. fe-affirm the importance of univcrsal service in our IclecomOluuicatiolls system, 
recogni7..1! the necessity of keeping n',guJafions agile enough to match the pace 
of technological and,marker changes, and 
assert t.he imrortan« of government action to jH'O(eci ('onsmucn: from raids on 
their pocketbooks and their privacy. 

I fully ngrcc with the statement's recognition of tile fact that 
'ltlhe ~f!ulaiory fmmcwork needed to manage the tr.msitioll ftum a system oJ 

rcguhued monopolies to competition should utilize the cxpel'tise and expcriem:e that has beeri 
dcveloped rtf cach level of ~ovemmcnl" . 

.Yau have developed expertise ,md expericn~c in promoting competition while 
protecting consumers, preveuting discriminati~n among pIOviders or users, 'ensuring universnl 
service.for .aU Americans. And we intend to draw upon that enormous expertise in the. 
months ahead: 

_ 'Agai.n~ cOmpetition 1S tbe key. In the long' distance market, in the telephone .. 
equipment industry' and elsewhere, in the computer industry we have seen the benefits of real 
~omp"etition often· made 'possible by intelligent government .policy. . .. 

Wh~ ~)onopolies such as··the originaJ AT&T or the locid cable company deprived the 
con,suHlc·rs or lhe benefits of competition, goverrimeot has acted as a counterweight to prot~ct 
consumers 8Jld giv~ potential competitors a fair. chance. Sm<:c'the .br~ak-up or AT~T ci<.:vcn 
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years :lgO, the lise or long distance IS up and prices ;uc down mOl":' than 60% in (cal lc!ms, 
When com!,c:ilion camc to the telephone equipmenl business, consumers discovered 

thai they could buy a telephone of Iheir choice for less than $25 instead or renting one for 
$60 a yeac 

We'protected consumers in the Cable: Act of 1992 by reguLating prices and ensuring 
high-Quality services only where no effective competition existed. Accordillg to the FCC, the 
1992 -cable law has potentially saved consumers $3 billion_ 

. The free and competitive market for computers has brought previously unfttrdginablc 
technological capacity to our offices and our homes. Forty YC,ars ago it was predicted that the 
worldwide market for computers would be ten to fifteen machines. In 19&0 there were, U1 

essence, no personal computers in eXlstenc'c. But in less than a d~cade. PC prices have 
dropped sharply whlie computing power has acceleratoo dynamically ~* virtually doubling 
every cigh't{;en months. In the last qua.rter of 1994 Americans bought over 5.8 million 
personal computers. 

At the federal, state, and local levels, we must' (X)ntinuc to fmd fl:ew ways to promote 
competition and innovation. 

We must spur private investment The current auctions of pes spectrum, proposed by 
President Clinton in 1993, arc opening the door to new wireiess technologies while raising 
billions of dollars for the U.S. Treasury. The result for consumers_ will be lower prices for 
wi rcless communication. 

Also. it \'.111 mean new wireless services, new jobs and more efficient, more 
competitive workers; office workers who will be able to work from their computers anywhen~ 
and still be connected to their homes or offices', truck drivers woo will be: able to get instant 
information on delivery requi~ements; or police ~f~,cers who wi!! be able lO get mug'SI;olS 
and police reports on a computer terminal located in their patrol car. 

In addition, we Carl create the c.onditions for real competition by ensuring program 
providers nondiscrimif'.atory access to information conduits .and .networks. We have heard 
much ifl reCi:nt months about the strong beginnings of Direct Broadcast Sat~Uite services -­
bringmg up to ISO channels tnto- eve!), home anywhere In 'the country; allowing customers to 
watch e.'ery NFL game and bundreds of basketball games, and l1lready serving 300,000 
households across the nation. 

I've been a supporter of satellite services for a long .time. But today's competitive 
successes did not arise by happenstance or merely by the workings of an inviSIble hand. 

TIl!! i>rogr<'lm aCCeSs provisions of the Cable Act of 1992 guaranteed that direct 
satellite services would have programming to provide .~ a sound ~~mplc of common sense 
governmental action that helps to create the conditions for real competition. There was :3 

problem because of distortIOns in the marketplace, Tbe federal government fixed that 
problem by opening up thc market to camp'ctition. , , 

, ~d ,where' competition Can.'come. to' the marketpla.ce and put 'government out of , 
'business; it iii critica1ly iinjJortant.that it does'so.". Presrdent Clinton ana J have.workeq hmo' 
to rein~ent thc' fe"deial ·government. Ninety~three per cenl of the reinventing govemn;c!lt 
proposals are in 'some stage of implementati~n. In December•. the President af!.nounced the, 

. major restructuring of five federal agencJ.es.. And right n.ow we have underway a 

.~lllpre.hensivc review in a second round of reil,lVcnting government 

-'-'. 
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We have initiated a regulalor), reform effort thal will mntch goarl intentions Mlh good 
lcgulmions hy encouraging .:itil£n panicipalion, simplifying regulatory processes and using 
information technology tvcrywhclc we nm to meet our national goals of better customer 
service, innovation, and measurable n:$ull$. 

1 enc,ouTage you to do the same -- to look b~ud al the tasks you perform, to decide 
which are necessary and which have become superfluous ~~ to dnv;; your O\'o'n agencies to 
work faster, betler and smarter. 

lbe issuance of our Joint Statement today comes at a cntical -- and critid!Hy 
appropriate -- time as Congress begins debate over new telecommunications legislation, as 
Slate and local governments are building increasing momentum t(; open markets, and as 
naJiol1s around the world look 10 the United Stales for leadership, The framework we issue 
today -- the fact that we at the federal and state levels can agree on the guideposts for the 
p,ath to reform ~~ will send a clear signai that our resolve for revolutionary change IS greater 
than ever before. 

Last year, unfortunately, telecQmmunications reform legislation fell, by the wayside in 
the waning days of the Congress as the many varied participruHs responded more to their fears 
than to their hopes. 

Thafs not a surprise. Any revolutionary era means, by definition, that great change is 
underway -- change that mixes legitimate concern about the shifting nature of competitive 
advantage with unrealistic fears of the unknoWn. 

Each industry' is trying to enter new markets while keeping competitors out of its 'own 
old market The motto seems to be, "What's mine IS mine ~- what's yours is negotiable"", We 

·have to brea1~ this impasse if we are going (0 create a vibrant, cO:llpctitive information 
ma,kctplacc. Let me give' you some examples, ' 

The rl~gional phone companies legitirn3!ely want to use their expenise 10 compete l!l 
other market:;, But they rein that before they can do so, they will become "lIoUo\, . .' 
inonopoiies" -- the purveyors of loc3J lelepho:ic services. but onty 1.0 c.ustomers Illat others do 
not wish to serve', ' 

As a fesul~ of those fears, mos: local phone companies arc trying to delay the 
incvilable -- genuine competition fot locnl telephone services, 'fhey are viewed as delaying 
the game when they could be partners in negotiating the rules of the game. 

Long distance companies ~~ large and small _. want to ensure that their businesses are 
primarily dependent on a local telephone mo'nopolist to reach t1\Cir customers and vice versa; 
.and'they espedally do oot want 'to be derendent rin a monoroli!':t who is perm'itted to compete 
with them io their markets at the same time that tltey and local customers have no real 

"choices for local servi<:e, 
So they are proposing a level of derail diffJ.:ult to achieve in federal legislation before 

they arc wiiling to support change..11l(~y, in effect, arc demanding that the footnotes to the 
,rulcbook be \-...ritten.before, the g~e can' begin.··· ',' ' , 

Cable co'mpanies, too, want to otTer new'services, like local telephony. But 'they, too,'· 
fear that otller 'competitors, ~U Use past· regulatory advantage '~·'·or the capital gairi~d from 
past monopoly status ~~ tOo ,overwhelm them, 

Because of this fear, they' ar~ uliing the regulatory pro-cqss and legal challenges to ' 
delay 11)c~11 lc!epilonc company enll)' into the cahle markel. Some. of them wOuld like to 
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bring the game 10 a halt before it even slart'>. 

information service providcts arc concerned that telephone companies and cnhle 
companies \ ...ill abuse their control of both content and condl,liL They will benefli [oom the 
bllildout of high~spced nctworks"but feal being left out of the game altogether and being 
denied access to American households. 

And consumers themselves have fears; as workers and citizens, they don't want to be 
left out The Joint Statement tha1 we issue today accurately describes advanced 
tclecommunica'tion services as a potential tool that can empower Americans, that't:'an enhance 
economic opportunity' and improve the delivery of public services. But a tool can be used 
only by those who' hold it in their hands. 

Consumers ~ant to ensure that they arc not disadvantaged by the change that does 
come to them ~~ that they do not find the cost of being in the game rising constantly with 
little benefit to justify it and no increase in the quality of play, 

As you knov:" because you deal with these issues every day, there is some truth and 
some exaggeration in each of these fears -- particularly the fears expressed by private 
economic interests, We need to listcffcarefully to the voices of industry, but at the end of the 
day we must ensure that the marketplace favors real competition which is after aU never 
witbout risk ~~ not only the deSires or well-being of a particular competitor. 

How no,we reconcile all these fears? Not by making small changes to the present 
. regulatory system, Nor by discounting the legitimate concerns of market players because of 
the validity of these concerns. Nor by continuing to protect monopolies and ~rtificially , 
subdi vi ding the tdccommunic.1.tions marketplace. 

. 'We can deal With all the fears of all the different players only by having the courage 
to t."row out the regulated monopolY,model that we've used for more tll<'J1 60 years and 
instead crcate a truly competitive marketplace where regulation is replaced by· competition on 
a leve! pl~ying f~dd, 

We propose that the Administration wmk with the Congress, the indus!ry. the public 
interest wmmunity and all of you gathered here today to decide in a,timely manner t.he rules 
necessary for a fair game and let the play begin. No team should be allowed to bring in 
ringers or begin with 'unfair advantages gained from previous monopolistic positions and 
practices and no' team should be allowed to unduly slow or complicate play" 

But the game should not begin on some arbitrary date: without rules at all on the 
mistaken assumption that a calendar can replace a rulebook. 'Too many people and businesses 
h::lVc too much at stake to be subject to the vagaries of trying to play now and figure out 'the 
rules latcL 

In this new competitive 'world, interconnechon rules \\ill ensure that new network 
servIce providers -~ including utllities and cable 'companies that wish to offer sWltched digital 
services -- Call couipete fairly with incumbent phone companies. 111<:: regional phone 
companies' ~i co~pete on' even t~rms, with 'inter-exchange'companies In both locaf afid'long:' 
distanCe m'arkets, Thousands of information service pr<rvidcrs and programmers will be able 
io compete' because we wili :~rk With the states t~ ensure they all have notl~discriminat()ry 
access to regulated net~Qrks, , . . ',' ­

And nt:"":, more effective universal ,crvicc 'provisions will ensure 'that 'all consumers 
will.he able to enjoy the lower prices and greater chOices competition will make possible. 

. ", .'" . 



We Cat; create such a world -- indct:d, we mu::;t .~ in Older to meel the needs and 
eliminate t:w fears of COn;;U!11CIS. 

But we will nol hnvc full and open compctition if private interests usc regH:awlY and 
legislative mocecdings as toots for short-term competitive advantage rather than a mechanism 
for the long~iernl public good, Regulatory delay must never be permitted to become a tactic 
o.f private, competitive advantage. 

So I hope that 'in your discussions today you will begin to cuI through the stalemate 
by carefully unbundling the real from the imaginary. ". 

I suggest a straightforward approach. Competition is always oetter than monopoly. 
But monopoly power must never be wnfused with competition. Two enemies of competition 
are monopcly power and unwise government regulation, 

We must remember, after all, that lhe goal we seek is real competition. Not the 
illusion of competitl.on; not the distant prospect of competition. Because only real 
competition can meet the test that consumers righOy demand .~ that prices be lower; quality 
higher: and choice, greater. That's just common sense. 

That lS why; for example, we have already said that we caonol'support a proposal to 
fully deregulate the local telephone cxchanges ltPon the mere nrosncct thal some theofctica,1 
competitor might be able fO provide some serVices to s9lne hypouleticat customer. T~lat is WI 

allusion of compctition. it's not compctition. Competition must be real Dut by the satr!c 
token, we must not usc the rationale of SC2.fcity to limit competition in a time of 
technological abundance, . 

Where rcal competition "is possible, we must ready the stage for its appearance, 
And whcre it is real, we 'must be prepared to 're-:examinc past regulatory mechanisms. 

For example, current cable legislation establisbed rate regulation in monopoly ~Mkets. But 
some nrc suggesting that cO,ble nlarkcls arc dumging faster than anticipated. [f the arrival of 
dlrt;ct broad,;ast sat~!tjtc and video dialtonc ctil1~illatt.ls the need for ratc regulation, so much 
the better. 1 have nf) interest in seeing regulatory mechanisms perpetuated Ollt; instant IOllger 
than necessary, I'm sure everyone feels that way. . 

We will listen with an open mind. We w.1I ask whm competition exists, for what 
markets and for. what services, We will ask what can be done to speed up competition eV\l-l1 
more. We c(msider how best to reach our essential goal of protecting consumers: -~ and 
libcrat\ng consumer demand. 

Tt is to learn from and listen to you that I callcd this'summit toda.y., And,it is why 'I 
encourage you to join the issues loday' with a common vision and common goals. 

We aJl look forWard to v.'Orking with the leaders of the l04th Congress. Wc are 
a1ready building a bi:partisan' coal;tion for reform. We are cager to-work with Leader Dole 
and Speake'r Gingricn. Senators Prcssler and Hollings; and athe'r Senators: working ie) this 
field; and with Congressmen Bliley and D'ingell. Fields and Markey, As last year's' 
~ve~helming ~ote, in -the H~use ~f RepresentativeS deinoflstr~ted, the case for' change 
transcends political bou'ndaries, 

Thilt signal is' srltplified by your 'efforts that arc already ·underway. 'Represented here 
are state and local governments that'a.re introducing·comp-etition to markets. that were 
j)reviously tho'domain of monopoly rro~idcts', that arc introducing new 1l1odels of 
tclemedicine,to reduce cos!s and Improve health care delivery; an9 that arc linking their 

.. , 

http:that'a.re
http:ctil1~illatt.ls
http:competitl.on


schools, libraries tmd citizens to the Information superhighway -- (l g031 of particular 
tmporturlce to us. 

You have b~CH the innovators -- you have had 10 hI!. in oHler to keep pace \.\·jth 
technology. While much attention has been focused on the federal government, many of you 
have compl~tely fCv.'Tiaen your states' telecommunications rule books, You've introduced 
competition into the marketplace and found ways to promote new services, better quailt)" and 
lower prices all at the same time, TIH;rc llre many Inspiring examples. 1 salute you on the 
work you've: donc and are doing. "',. 

Not just communities but whole nations will be helped by the <:nming of the 
information revolution, Because open markets nrc just as oitical around the world .as they arc 
in the United States_ 

Free market access will provide critical support for the economic development of other 
nations. whose businesses and workers need access 10 advanced technologies if they are to 
remain ~~ or to become,~~ competitive in a global economy. 

And open markets will allow poople around the world to have access 10 and choose 
from the be~i in educational, entertainment and creative products such as films; sound 
recordings, computer softwar..: and books, 

Whefl nations close markets they dO$e minds and opportunities as well. In Europe, 
quotas on television limit u.s. programming; iri Canada, my home stale's favorite cable 
channel has been forced off the air: in Australia. preferences are provided to domestic films, 
and i·n Columbia a new law just passed to set day~time quotas for tdevision. 

The United States must fight for open markets 50 tha! our products can be sold 

,worldwide. \Ve must fight fot open markets because the principle of free expression of idcas 

is at stake. We must fight for open markets to protect the hundreds of thousa.ll'ds ,of jobs ,in . 

the entertainment and content industry, And we will do so ~~ includIng at the upcoming G~7 


ministerial c{)nfcrcnce in Brussels next month. 
Still. there arc c!J'allcngcs tba~ remain in tra.,slatiug our purpose and om objectives 11110 

The words of Alexis de Toqueville, wriHcn in 1835, demonstratcs that the case for 
change transcends boundaries of time as welL A keen observer of American democracy. de 
Toqucville wIote; 

I think that' it is an arduous undertaking to excite the cfl.thusiasm aLa 
democratic nation for any thoory that does oot have a visible, direct, and 
immediate bearing on the occupations of their daily lives .... For it is enthusiasm 
which makes men's [and women's] minds leap off the beaten track and brings' 
abou! gr'cat mtcllcctual, as well as polilical, revolution. 

,We have seen -- and I have described today ~~ die evidence of the information 
re·volution that"is alteady upon us. Its historical genesis is jnsepar~ble [rom our qu~st f01 
fn!cdom ~- from th'c printing.press that TIlorrias: Paine used to print "Common 'Sense" to the 
"explosion 'of talk "radio and the growth ~f,the Internet.' Its prospect is for the pursuit of '" 
h.appiness, from jobs arid ~ducarion and' health 9aFI!no the simpler plca:.;ure of watching 
football on a Sunday afternoon. Ito.; time has come. 

Almost exactly a year ago today, J told industry'leaders that we were meeting on 
common gcol1nd; no\: to predict the future, bu(to make f!tm till;' alT~l~cmcnts for its arrival. 
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Today, with you, we meet ag;1in (HI COllimon ground, ag;;.i;; to makc fllm lhe anangcmcnts 
tit;l! will atlnw the informa;ior\ revolution 10 havt! an even morc visible, direct and Ilnmcdiatc 
Impact on the livcs of all AmcIlcaos. 

The l'reSident, SCcfctary BIOWIl <lnd I, and all Ihe lIlen:bcrs of this Administration !Jete 
today, look forward to vlmking \,;t;elhcr with yO:L 

111ank you 
#If 

'. " 
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Swtt.:mcn: of Policy Objoctive::; 
r-ederal-Stutc~LQcal Telecom Summit 

On January 9, 1995. at the ,invitation of Vice p'rcsidem Gore, ~lCctcd 
officials and senior officials t'rom federal; 'state.' and local government wil! meet in 
WashingtOfl f D.C. to address jS$U~S of rnuftia! interest concQrning' the future of 
advanc;e.d tElecomrnu'nications and the rote of eac"!l level of government."'l' _ . 
Ois~u:;sionz ?;nong the .Jaiiotls participants have 'Ied to the following framework for 
discussion. ' 	 , . 

• Advanced telec,o~rriunications services can be a po'wcdul 
. tool .through which- bpth the public and priv,1te sectors' 
can 'cnh~lf,\cc the quaHty of Ufe 'of all America(ls. promote, 
cco(lO!T11c devcfopfl.1c~t in every region .of the nati~n~ ,and . 
improve the delive"ty' of public. services.:' 

• 	 'The cu'rrcnt system ~f regulatory over~ight with its 
division of respo"nsibiHty between federal., state,.and local. 
govemmant 'has been instrumeritaf in.the United .States' 
leaderst'lip 'hthe development and deployment of " 
advanc'cd tcfecomhlUoications. 'The -regulatory frarlwwork 

. needed ·ro manage 'the transition from a ~ystcm of. . 
,regulated monopolies to competition should utilize the' 
'expertise snd cxperic;~ce that has been de:Veloped at cach 
levc!'of government. 	 ", " " " 

• 	 To the .greatest 6xtertt p'ossiblc, investment·in and, 
d,eployrnem o(t~'e N1! .should rest with the privete sector,' 
i.ncluding d,cve!opment of technl~al standardz 'for the Nil 
that support interoperabiliW and intcrcohncctiorr. When 
appropriate. govemmeni: may act to address market· ' 
deficlcn,cies or to p_ursue specific dBvelcpme~t objectives. 

.. Public poiicios'and practices {fHJt pro'mote competition 
and Qp'~n' entry 'throughout the industry ara the best way. 
,to stiQ1ut",tc te~hnological innovation and efficiency in the 
teJecommunicatior\s:·industrY, With inc~eased, ' 
competitibn;'fegi.,{ators shoold erisureJhnt con'!iumers 
enjoy the' fUll'.be'nefitS of.lower rat~s, and'b'ctt~( 'services 
which competition may 'offer.. Ac competition develop~. 
regullHors should ~_etain a~lho(ity with rest?ect to raw~ 
:;Jf;d'cnn:c;umc; protection. . 

, "', 
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• _rt1(: natwc of tilt.' [xlII I:: nm :::t::n!c bu{'ci1:'H1Qr;:; 

conri~llollsly with tilt:: irHcoductlO;l or 11{.!\V t~C:HK'IQS!i''::,;; 
;mri anj1lkations. fI..:::cordingly. public policy rniJkCfS must 
pro'vide ;) fcgulatOIY environment that keeps pace' v.'ith 
t!:!chnolaQrcal and ~n;1:-kcr c.h;:mgos. 

• 	 Pro'/iders of jnfor~ation services slloul\.! have open, 
. nondis.criminarory Dcces~ to the public swi;ched 

tclccommuniC.:Jtion:; networks. 

.. 	 As the "Nil ~'volv:cs, government should .contfnue" to 

en:;;urc·that basic c.o,nsvffi.cr protection.s are in place, 

in71ud!ng ,PrivQcy p(otection~. 


• 	 .As telecommunications markets change; "government 
. must ensure 'that the public' interest is p(otected~ allowing 

states ;;lnd local-governments to manage 'public ~ights of-­
'w<JY'to ensure safe arld .efficient ~$e' and to (equire' any' 
appropriate compensation 'for use:of such right$ of wtJy. 

• 	 Access to abasic !<!V~r of Ter'ecommuoica,tions, capacity 
.shouid be available at affordabte. just, and ieasooable 
pric:es. ,Any changes' in Icgisiation.ofJeg'ulation should, 

'continue the universal service policy objective ffrs\ 
established in the Co~mu~ica'tio~s Act of 1934. 

~ 	 Sta~t; and local governnlents !Tlust.fravc adequate time 
3nd maXimum flexibility should ,they (CVrSC their 
rcspccti~c. stufutes ~nd' regulations to' acc6mpljsfl certain 
nation'al teleCO!TlfnuriicJtions policy objectives, '. ' 

• 	 'Pedenjl and 'slate .~n.iversal's~rvicc p~li}:ics should cI1s0rc ' 
, that telecommunic.atio'ns,providars contributo to tho 
maintenance of univcfsahiervicc oo"an equitable .:md 
competitively 'neutral basis. ' '. . 

... 
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RefonnTalkillg.points .... ,.: 
, '., 

' .. ' . .' , ,,' , 

.an illformation=6lUtion that. will Change fo=er thew..y poopie:. .' .... ' 

With' each other. It will createh)l11dreds, of thcitisaiids,of new jobs- and . .: .' 

~~~i~~~in~ev2ery~st~ate of the union. To help move this =olirtion forwBill;', . reforin to modifY the 60-year old Communications Act desigried 
. cellular phones or the Internet.· ", ....'. ,', . . ," .. ~ .... . . . '. 	 " . ' ..' "" 

~:~~~~~l1:elri,~~!I~~emors and the~ion have much ~'comm~~ 
" '. the recent FederallState/Localswnmit convened by Vice Presictent Gore,NGA .' ... ' 

"~j~~'1 closely with tile AdfuiillStration and other state and loCal orgailizatiqns to develop an 'o 
. point "Statement of Policy Objectives" addressing the. mosl:important ,issJjesforthe • '. 
. future of telecommunications.. ' '. ' .. 

: :, ' , 	 ,.. ;. . .,"; 
", . .'.' ,.

TelecoJn!DllllicatiollS llefonn ' .. ' . .' .. .' '.' .. ' " ,. , '.. ... 

. TelecOmmunications reformhas beeti ilfoCal issue for the Clinton/Gore AdriJinistration from .' 

its inception.•. The Administration's ,effotts to promotedeveloprrientof the an ~~.' '. 

lelecommunicatioris.infrastructure- ctllmmmly calle<) the ]\(ational Infomllitioribifu\structure . 

.or the NIl - are predicated on five fimdamentaI pririciples: .' ' ..' 


:" :'. 	 . '" '" . " .' .,. . '. " 

PriVateInveStmen! ..:. 'ollIe p.S. telecommunications system has been. blJil't ... '. ' .. " 
'.. largely by private entrepren~. ThI! approach has served,Us ;veIl; there is ." . 

' .. , ' 
good reason not to abandon it .' . ,.'.,' ... , .. 

. '.' 	 . " , ,.'. I' ',.... . .: ..: ,. :,. , 	 :', ,:'.' ..... .. 
• 	 · ComPemirti~n~ The'su!adygrowthof cOmpetiti~n mrnilny>·... . ..• , 

leleconuminicationsmarkets· over. th.e years has gmeratedenormous benefits for .. . ' , 
,corisumers;:go'leriimentshould focuS· on waYs'to inCrease eampetitionwhere it' 

· now eidsts and facilimie. eaffipetition, in iiiarkeciwhere it is largel~8bsent ...' ...... .... . .. .
,.:' :. ':.;,.'::' ........." ..... : . :'. ',. ,:.:' :: ..':' :. '.': .." ..";. '.: ':. .',:, ',,: . 

.... • . 	 Regtdatmy.Flexibility-Govenuneni regulation mUst.besujJple enough to.· ' . <. ' 
.' ~llIIJIodatefajJidJY Changmgiee!mologicalandiiiarkOiChanges; iilllUst give .' 

· private finris adi:quat<i .inCentives to invest,.to operareefficientiy, imd to ......... ' .•. 
. , , introduce ilewserVi&s,While attIiesap1e time protecting SOnsuln"'1" " . ",. . .. 

··Open AccesS':' Government regulati~n must ensure tl~t~nsm,;ersarid·. . .... . . 
" . businesses alikehaveao6ess to the transnnissionflicilities needed to support, .' . 

new infoimation siivices,' '. . ....... "'. '. .'::'.. . .: , 

• 	 UniveIi;ai&nice- All Americansmusthave full and fciraccess torukmced ' 
telecommunications and information serVices, thereby ensuring thilt everyone' .. 
will have an opportunity to sample the fruits of the information age, ., ' 

I , 	 .. '. 

, ',> .' 

.' 

http:invest,.to


,-, 	 !.
" 	 .". 

, 
' ...~'.' p~\ . '" 	

-" 

; ". " 1. 	 , "'. 

'-' 


. IJ.'gislation. ::. . . • '. ...• . . .' . ':,.:.., .' .' 

. 	 Prospei:ts:for legislation are good as telerommuriications is j;erierallya bipartisan issUe" . . ,"', 

r.:egisIatiOri Passe<! over;Mielmingly" in the House last year, The AdministratiollWanls to .work . 
closely with the House and senate ttl enaci legislatiOn that promotes conipetition and Choice . 

. for COIlSUlTllltS. Additionally; Iheadministrntion.Wantsto work wi1l1stirte and'Jocallegislatoci'
and regulators during coDsideiationofn.;legisJimon. ..... . ,. ..' .... ..... . . 

" , " ' , " .' 	 ' ,--"'. 	 '. , . 
. ~ Glohd lnfontJationhir~ . . . . '.' " . 


. ' '. Some of !he rea1 odvantagesof1l1e inlbri!intion revolutiOn Can be achle.ved when we lOOk at ; 

.... . the importantiriternational tmplicatioiisru1dworkori odvancingagloba! information i. ·,i. ..' 


'. . ·.infrastiucture. .The Clinton AdministratiOn's goals are to.reaclJ agreement wi1l1 other '. .' , ...... 

g6'Vemments ttladopt,ad~and apply 1I1e GIl principli,rfust'iiitrO<Juced by Vice . . 

PresiQei1t Gore.IaSt:March III fui:.n:u World TelecOm Developnient Conference in BueiIDS 

Ainis. " .' 	 '" : . .' '. '. 

" ' , ' " > • , • , • " • , 	 •• 

. ,.' . , " 	 . . , : ' 

Next month, 1I1e Administnalon will'rclease itS vision of the GII in a document 'entitled, I1l!l .' : .. ' 
Q1Slbai In;Ol!!JilIiori Infrastrnctuie: Asi:nda for Coopeiation as a plal.fo'niJ to' engage othel," .... . " . 

.'gOverilmants ina constructive processtOensUre.1I1e dcvelapme'ntofthe GII to the'mutuill .,.' . 
, '., . benefit of a)l eountries;InFemtimy Both RonBrown and Vice President Gore will attend 1I1e .... 

, ,i, q.,1 Ministerial O'inference on the. lnforrDation Society, in Brussels to seize on some of1hese.. . 
,,' ." • "'. .- • , 	 • ' ..., > I' 

,.' ' . . . .i.: lItlpO!Unt opporturuties,__ ...' .... ",'., , , .":'., 	 . , .-­
'. , . . "'.. ,,' \ '"''' " 
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JANUARY 19, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR MARCIA HALE 

FROM 	 GREG SIMON , 

JIM KOHLENBERGER 


SUBJECT: 	 TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND TIlE STATES, 

"The Administration is supporting telecomrinmication refonri Which'would remove 

some of the outdated regulations that are delaying creaiion of the "lnfonnation Superhighway", 


, creatinidobs and enhancing quality of life in the proCess. . ' 


The states are concerned about provisions that would preempt some of their authority 
to regulate phone companies, cable companies, and other providers in their states. , In gerieral, 

.. the Administration's approach is only to preempt state regulatory power when it inhibits 
competition between different sectors of the industry. , We would remove barriers that 
CWTeIltlyprevent'cablecompanies from offering customers phone service - necessary to .' 
cieate the competition that Will lead to lower prices and better service. State preerription is 
only a small part of teleconimunications refonn and not a 'power grab by the reds '- y;e are 

" trying to minimize regulations at all levels. , Overilll, the Administration; Congress, states and . 
local governments each have a key role to play in developing the National lnfonnalion 
infrastruc!Ule, 	 , , 

, The Administration is working closely With NGA ori telecorinnunicationrefonn. On 
January 9th, the Vice President convened a Federal/State/Local, telecommunications refonn 
summit and announced agreement on an eleven part statemerit of objectives and principles: 
Furiher discUssions Will be held in the coining months in an effort to fmd 8dditionalareas of 
agreement that could be important input as the l04th Congress considers, major, 
telecOmmunications policy refonn'legislation. 

Attached is a more detailed description of major telecommunications issues important 
to Governors and Mayors.' . 



.' 

. . 
MAJOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS ISSUES for U.S. GOVERNORS and MAYQRS 

Based on. 'a "review, of =ecent documents and, po~it;ions by 
organi:zations representi:,.g their :'nterests t the following, issue's' 
re,lated to ,telecommunications policy appear 'to be of major ' 
importc:mce to the ;1ation ' $I Governors and' Mayors and other non-

o Federal officials. . 

. Advance~' Telecom~unicatio'ns Infrastructure. A coalition o'f, 
state and local elected officials (State-Local. Coalition)- have 
agreed on a ' n ccncept paper" t:hat seems to support the . , 
Adininistratior;.'s Natior.al Information ,Infrastructure Initiative 
(NII} .. Further,- Su~mit.participEmts at"t~e January 9~' 1995', 
Federal-State-Local Telecom Summit, which included NG~f 'USCM. and 
the Natio!1al League "of; Cit~esi' "agr~~d that; 

Ad:v:a:1~ed telecor:m:unications services c'an "be a powerful tool 
throug~ which both the public'and private sectors "can' 
enhance" the .quality of life of all Americans; promote 
economic development, in every region of the ,nat'ion, and 
improve,'the delivery -of -public 'services. ' 

, . . 
consfst':ent wit.h a- hisic tenet of the NIl, the Su:nmit :p'a'rt:,cipants 

-concur that the private- sector should' lito the maxim....:.m extent ' 
'Oossible ll invest in and deploy the -NIl, including,development of, 
'tecr.nica),: standards. Where the market is deficient' or" sp'e'cific 

development ..objectives are' adopted, they belie"ve that 'government 

rr,ay II act to addr,?ss", when appropriate," . 
.. ." 
cci~petition and Regulatory Reform., ;In a significan~ ,turnabout 

from historical positions, state and local' .organizations 

including the Governors and Mayors have endorsed,competition .. 

rather than a system of regulated monopolies as a ,fundamentally' 

desirabl~ policy for telecomm',.ln':'catians markets. For example,' 

Summit participants agreed 'as a discussion 'framework, that' ' 

II {p]ublic policies and practices, that promote', competition .and· 
open entry throughm.:.t: the indt!stry are the' best way, to 'stimulate 
"technological efficiency in >;.he telecorr,munications, industry. It.' 
Participants also believe that,the·transition to (effective) 
competition should ut~lize the, T1 expertise and experience It evinced· 
at each level of, govern'XIent., Regulatory'" symmetry t such, t;:.hat "II 

regulat.ory requirements should be based on the nat:ure of a given 
company I s services rather than its technology or 'name, represen-ts 
another area" on which-Federal and state/local polic-ymakers 
broadly agree. 

Differences also exist-between the Administration l on the 
one han~f and the Governors and Mayors on the other.- For 
example] whereas· the Administration has advocated that the FCC be 
the major'decisionmaker ,in such' areas as -determining when 
competition exists in local markets, state and local interests 
argue that centralized regulation will impede, not facilitate. 
the act.:.evement. of competition. " -" 

;Jnivers£'!l Se1;v;1,CI$. The State-Local Coali'tion has ~agieed that: all 
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, citizen's need to have compar~ble access to the NIl.' The 
Coalition further recommends that the definition of universal 
access he' adj'usted over time as technology changes',' Sum.mit· , 
participants representing. each of the three levels, ~f 'government 
,conc'.lrred that the basic universal service policy objective set' 
forth in the .Com!'l!.uni~ations Act 9£ 1934 should:bc' continued. In-
addition, these part:'cipants agreed that: telecommun:"cations t" 
providers should cont:ribute to the miiintenanc~ of univer~al 
service. "on"an equitable 'and competi~ively neutral basis,~' 
which agrees with the thrust of the Administrationls ~994 
Legislative White Paper< . An area that may b,e -more 'contentious is, 
the,Co:alitionJs assertion 'that "deternining which' applic!!ltions 0:: 
on-premise,'equipment should be, available at affo:;-dable pr,ices' to 
all households is a decision that should remain with state and 
16ca~ Hoverr:rrient;' n 

Public Rights-of Way. This issue is the mast important telecom~' 
.' related matter for localities, while. rating a much low,er'priority 

:.for Federal' and argUably even 'stat:e interests. Asserting" U:.at 
rights·,of-waY are the "mos,t valuable',real estate the 'public owr;s 
and its' ma1)agement is, a powerful 'tool to enhanc~ community 
welfar,e",and ass~st' ecor;,omici cevelopevzmtr ,II the Coalition avers 

. .. 'that local 'governments should,. consistent with state law, be able' 
to negot'iate Just compensation for access to' rights ,o( ~ay . 

. The' Sum~ic par::ticipants, which included' representa,tlves .of each' 
'lev~l cf government, -agreed only'to the framework 'that' WOUld. 
allow.· lI states and local gov,?rnr.tents to manage public rights of 

',way to 'ensure ','safe ana. efficient use and to require any· , 
appropriate compensation 'for use, of s,uch rights of way. n . . 

- Q. "Why is the ;;ublic-rights-of"':way issue.so co.ntentious?' 

A. As localities' po:tnt out I revenues' generated thrOiJ:gh cable 
'franchise fees are a '1significant source of income~' for' those' 
localities; "The cities are not only c,once:z;ned about retaining 
the right to assess fees' o'n cal?~e entities,' ,but, 'also'. se~k ,to' 
charge all telecom providers,who use , these rights of way~, The 
'Administration 	has ,not: yet develope.d a. pcsi'!:ion on the :natter 
beyoad,that it is, clearly an important issue that'should be 
addressed, Among'the concerns, -however, are that' (1) local and, , 
state gove'rnments should not be given jurisdiction over areas ' 
that do not belong 'with ,the:n, such as management 'of Federal' 
lar.ds; and, (2) these 'govern<f>ents may.se,ek to pursue r~venue' 
enhancement beyond that which is just, ,This,' issue promises to. be 
one of the most: debated before' the l04th congr~ss as it :::onsiders 
I'!lajor, tE~lec<?mmunicat:ions policy ,legisl~tion, 
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ADMINISTRATipNCONCERNS REGt,iID1NG S. 652:. 
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPETITION 

. "AND DEREGULATION ·ACT OF 1995 ..... 

.... 

The Administration tallos this 'opportunity to conunent upo~ S.· 652, ti,~ . 
ieitwomniurucations ~,o~petitio,n"aIld' Dereguja~on 'Act o:f 1995; as r'eP9rted by.the Senate'.· : 

, ',Commerce Committee.', :" " , 

. . . The Ad,niniStration beli~ve~ that tho key testfu: any telecommunications arm 
~sw:e Is' ~hether' ,it helps the ;tni~rican people. Le~sla,tion should .provide· nefits to . 
consumers, sp~r .e~on6inic gro~h)md innovation, promote p~:vate Sector inve tment in an 
,advaxiced te!ec.ommlfDle-ations infrastructure'; and create jobs: : Howev~r, 'unlUshlng '," , 
monopo~es befor~ teal cO~PeUtion exists co:UJf;l cause higtier: prices' for conSumers and h,inder 
competition. During the transition,safeguards are needed to bring'real competition and all its. 
benefits,·. . . .' . ... ..' . , . " ..' . . . . . :, . 

',~. , : ..While' sigIiliicant portions of the hill are consistent With these' pri.ncipl~ in cntical ,." 
, \ 	 '. 

reSp¢cts the bill: does too little to,promote cOIJi.petitio~,and:too.little'to e~llte that consumers' , 
are not hint by monopolisticbebavior. TheAdministration: Ilrges the Senate to amend the .' 
le~slatiori to ensure a truly C(Jinp~titive telecQmmunica.tio~ marketplace by add!essing our 
major concerns with the bill as currently .drafted before Senate passage. .' , 

II.c.ible Rate Regulg!ion 

'.. . . The AdrDinistration i'; particularly concerned about provisions in t'le Senate b~l' that ' .' 
could: '(1) substantially reduce Federal umimunications Co\IDIlission (FCC) oversigh'jof the 

, 	rates for ''t::able progra."l1ming se'rvices" charged by cable syStems not subject' to effect~e ' 
competitio::l; and (2) sig.'lificantly loosen the 1992 Cable Act's defInition of "effective \ 
competition," While"sorl'...e relief may be appropriate for small,~d rural cab~e systemsAthe 

, ,broader c~\~ges ~~ the bill would, rn~e could 'potentially: have s~r~ous, advers'e ~fects\for 

. cable subscnbers,... , , '. .,.... .' \. 

. E¢uced Regulation of Caille PrQgraw,-nirig..s.emcsJ:· Sectio~ 204 of tlie bill woj"d. 
preclude FCC scrutiny of • rate for cable programming services (corrun<mly knov,n as r· . 
"e.xj:mnded, basic services") unless that '~te "substantially exceeds me na~iona1 Jlverage .rate for 

'''' 	comparable cabJe'programming services.'l: This provi~ion' could, result in cable rates' ihcreas~s 
for a larg'!; nUmber n'f consumers..b addition"cpnsumers of b'asic'semce couid see many _' 
'services 11l~ved to the 'less regulated upper tie~s, )"he provision 'could also permit cable 

',systems to escape regulation through concerted'increases iri the~r expan~ed oasic service rates. 
-Every 'rate Lt1crease by,an individual cable syst~ would rais(;: t~e nauor.vl/ide, ave~!lgy rate' for 
expanded basic services and. therefore, pave the' way, for subsequent rate increases not only 'by 
,that system b~t every i?ther cable: ~ysiem, ' " 

1 
..,., 
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,~efinitior.~of UEffective' COrhPetidon ft 
; Section 204 of the Senate bill also would, .~!i 

i¥Ilend the .Cabl~ Act to, declare that a ca~le system faces, "effective cqmpetitio'n'" if a local ' , 
exchang~ carrier (LEe) "offers vide,O programming services dite~tly 'to subscribers" within the 
system~s: ft,anc1;llse 'area, whether over a, tonirnon,carrier video platform or as a conventional 
cable operator, ,Thi~l>provision' ~p~ars to' deregulate, upon the .:nerest potentlal or'competition, , 
'from the LEes; ~tho~t 'regard to whether or, 110t such competiti_<m t~ally'exlsts,on any , , " , 

" significant scale. If there are 'legitimate concerns that the cun:enf multichannel c,Qmp~titor test 
, fqr T1eff~tive competition" is to~ stringen!) that provision sh'ould,be changed.in _'n .nay 'that . " 
still takes llctual 'subscribership to, cofi,lp~ting services into account: ' , , ,, ­

" 	 '" 
m, "Telcol<;n-ble Provisions 

Although the Administration strongly supports the bill's repeal of the telcolcable " " 
crossownership restriction, we are nonetheless concerned about the associated provisions tljat 
woUld: (1) permit mergers and join~,ventur,e,~ ~tween teiephone, companies, (t~lcqs) and cable,: 

, systemJl in the telcos' local s,erviCe areas; (2)give telcos the option of providing video', ", 
": ,prqgramming either via a co~on carrier video platform. or' as a Coirvet:ttlOnaI cable system;: :, 
" and 3) not require' a, separate su!?SidiarY for 'video pro~g serylcesr,' " ,:" ~'_'". 	 . " 

. " , '. , • , ' . I ' .' ' • 

Ab'sence of an Anti-BuY9ufRestriction: ".The Senate bill would allow telephone , 
companies to buy out)oca1 cable companies i# .the telco's lOcal service ar~.· While telccis 

, , 

and 'c3ble 'systems are, potential compotitots in the video services market,-technological cluinge, 
and aggress,ive plant modeIni~on hay~ p~siti~ned: ca91e operators to oe~ome viable' , 
provid<;rs of local' telephone service as Well. Pennitting widespread l)le,.gers betWeen teleos " 

, and,cab,le'systems. therefore. could undeirnfue this 'potential competition in bo'th the.video and 
, 	telephony markets before it begins, pOtentially raising 'teleplione and cable prices paid by , , 


consumers. This movement ,to a ;'~ne"wire,worid" 'potentiaHy would h~ave antitf!l.St iitigation 

~ the only b~er to anti'~ComI:etitive behavior. 


, , For this'·r~n. the, Administration has consisten~ly advocated !l str'ong ,ban on 

, ,acquisitions and wint ventures betyleen ~lCos and ca~le systems in the te:lcoS' !oca.l sen-ice, ' 

" area, subject tp a limited exc:epti~n in rural areas and authority for' th.e F~C to review the ban 


after 'a cerl.3in number, of years. , ­
, 	 ." , 

QJ;ltional Provision of. ComIDgn Carrier Video Phitform:The Seriate bill would 
allow telcos to provide video programming ~ervices either, Qn a cOnlmQn carrier ,video dialtone 
(VDT) basis or as a 'conventional Cable operator..The Adrriinistration is concerned 1hat, in the 

, latter' case, 'telco$ ",,'ouId "not be.n;:quired to provide common. carrier VDT (aCilities to'" ' 

unaffiliated ,progranuners, A' COITL'l1on c&."Tler VDT platform cannot be merely an option for 

tei90S~ 'but rather sho,uld 1(e a, required' aspect' of their entry into th~ video prograniming, , 

market.. }\s '-long as telcos conti..1.ue to control the, poles 'and conduits that cable cornp~mies ' 

need to provide 'service, and·as long as telcos remain regulated and dominant providers of ' 


.'. 	 local telephone service, tbere is a substantial risk ,that telccs rr.ay be able to gain 'an ' 

unwmanted competitive a,dvantage in ~he 'video services market through discrimination and 


, 	 ' 

IR I 
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, :. crossw$ubsidization: Req~iring teleos to' provide. corrunon carrter ¥DT facilldes 't~ ~a'ffiiiated . 
, programmers'would ensure that programmer~ b,ave ample opPortunities to Il1~ket services 
. :' d~rectly to subscribers, without having' to go through 'a' c'o'nd\lit~controlting gatekeeper: This 

would foster additionai competition in the provision of \tideo to the home, with the .. 
.~ ..con9gmitan~ beJ1,efits af,lower.prices, ~ore p~ogramrning choices, and"improved custoi":1er" " 

service, " . , ,'" , 

Separate Subsidiaries for VideO Prograrrujiing: :The bill ,as currently drafted d~s not 
-require that the Boil Operating CompanieS (BOCs) establishasep"rate subsidiarY for video _-­
programming provided on a co~o~ carrie! basis. but,instead rylies,on the· BOCs' not, to,cn;ss. 
~bsidize .between the provi:S~oll. of video programming 'and' telecOmlnu:llcations Services .. ' 
Structural s~paration ':Vou1~ oe 'a ,better appro~ch to ensure ~deteCtion of ~h'cross~subsidies_ 

, ,. , '., " 

, .'­
"," ,The'~t:fiif!istratiDn is c~:mce~ that the pro~isions for iq!erconnection may nC?t set'the 

'stage fot effective locid competition. With' respect1c;'botn procedure and substance, the'bUl'­
'dbe5 not do"enciugh'to'ensure,tha~ OPl:lOrtur~.ties for local competitiori \'{iU be available.to ali 

',' .. in ~,rapid,tim~&ame_' , .' .' , , , 

-
APtllica'tion gf Intercoonection Regui~ements:' -.With respect to interconn'ection~ "the'bill . 

, defines the relevant market -- for identifying an entity with market power sUbject 'to· the .: .­
interc9'nnection ~uirem~rlts -~ to i~cluge aU providers o,f local telephone se~ice, 'r~gardle~s ' 

'~ of the technology applied. As a result, wireless servic~ wo~ld be included, ~veu -if the price 
'~··."disp'aritY ~tween, the'n....o technologies.ensured that they did not compet~ for the '~ame,' ' 

cUstomers.; It 'would also inc~ude c,,:ery provider of service, to' dis9fete cust.omer ~iches, even' , 
if that prov~det off~s no camped,tion Whatsoever for the vast majoritY' of.c~merS:,: TIus is. ' 

. contrary to aCcepted pri~ples 9f market defini~on, as embodied in the 199~ 'Horizontal ~ . , ' 
Merger Ouideiines of the Department ,of Justice .and the Federal Trade C,ommission. The" 
bi!!' s market defU)itiori, the1efore; could seriously uhderstate the market share of an' incUmbent, 

,'" LEe; 'and'result m a failure to apply: interconnection duties to, a carrier' that does, ul fact,' , 
, possess market power;' '. - . \ ' . 

. ' " , 

, ' ~rcQimectjon Agreement via Negoti.ation: In allowing carriers to 'fulfill ~their duty: to , 
interco@~ct ~y, ~egotiating agreements" with qth~r carriers; the bill d~es not ensure timely " . 
interconnection for'competitors. : SInce, these nego~ated agreements need not satisfy ,the-list' of 

-minimum 'tan~ards outlined-in section 251(b), and since. State pas very limited pow!'! to 
reje'ct a negotiated, ag:eerhc\1t, a BOC mono'polist may ,be 'able-to ma~(e use of ,its'yastly 
superior ba:gainmg' power, p,artic~larl)' 'since a sole neg~tiated 'ag:r~ernent may ~erve as a SOC 
ticket into the 'long distance market in a given area. The strongest competitors, therefo~, may 
be the last to obtain intercorinecnon agreements.· ' ." ' . , 

", I.Jmits-on Re~le:'- The bili's proviSions o~ ~sal~ would' aUow,a State to li~it the 
resale -of Subsidized universal servi,ce, allowing a c?mp~",lY to, seH services to other camers 
based on" ~ctual costl exclusiv~ of univer~l serv-ice support:· 1'his would' apparently be 
aHo'wed even if the first carrier keeps t.1e revenues that provide sue:1 universal service support, ._ 
e~bling ,,,- carrier to coHect its Cost twice ,:,w ar.ee frol]1 th,e carrier that purchases service"for 

, , " 

,',,', ~': 
.. .;. 

'" " 

...... "'" 
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"re~al~, and once fro~ the source ,ofuniversai service 'support. ihis provision should therefore, 
, ' , ' ' ,

be modifie<1 ~Q prevent such "double" c?lIection., ' 

Waivers for Local Camers: 'Un~er certain c'ondition5, ,the ,FCC or a Stiue '~Uly"w~i:ve 
or modifY ~hc minimum interconnection 5~andards i~id out in'Section 251. There is a ' 

" problem, however) in how tb.e bili defines carriers eligible for such a waiver •• those "with 
, fe~r, than 2% of the Nation'~ scbscribe:" iin~s inst~lled.in the aggregate na~iQnwide~ ': _The' 

Administr;mon ~lieveS that the 2% figure is too large be<:ause, except fo, most. of the 'BOes
'and GTE;'almost 'every' other"provider, of focal ex:~hange serVice' in: the United States WOuld, , 
'PQ~eiltiaUy be eligible, for 'an exe~pti~l), ,from 1l-:e in~erc~nneCtion '~equ~rements 9f. Section ,251.­, 

" Jl.u,~llssues: 'rhe bill mandates that for int~,exchange carriers'which serve both rur~l 
and' urban areas; rates must be no more expensive in rural areas than 'in Urban, areas. This ' 

_: may hav,e several "adverse effects on competition: 1) it r,n!lY discourage urban pro~ders ~from 
'expanding into ru:.rai' areas~ limiting customer choice in those' areas~ apd 2) providers that are 
already in rural and 'urban 'areas wiU be unable "to lower urban rates to competitive, levels' : 

.....: ,bec~~l.Se' t.l-tey are tied to the saine rat~' ~hanges in the rural areas. ' This provision :nay thus' 
'ac:tuaUy' contribute -to ,t.j~~'r:urb~ rates, instead of lower nU'~l 'rlltes.," ' 

:' Also; Se~tion 309 of the Go.tnrillttee bill '?-:ould'p~nnit States JO' iestric~ 'c<?rnp~titi~~ : . 
entry in,niral are'as/unless new,'entrants agiee:'to _serve an area comparable to t~e 'inc~b'entj,s' 
on suruJar tenns ,and conru:ti~ns: 'S'uch a proviSion Cow,d severely· hamper the groWth'of " 

, competition IlJlrl the resultirig .cohSunter benefits: The Administration shares the Com~ittee's 
concern tli.,at competition ,be encoW'aged ill a way thai d'oes not Cause 'disioCatior.s' for , 

, copsumers. wh~rever they resid'e.· ;We b'elieve, however, that the best way to adpress tw.,s' 
'concern is not by reStricting" ,co~petition., but by adopting universal ~ice pCilii:ies. on a' 
competitively neutral basis, to protect those relatively few conSumers that may not fully 


'benefit froen ,competition, , ' . 


The potential. for Price Squeezes: ,The bill provides little protection agains~ pri~," 
. squeezes by'the BOCs. wrjch could significantlydamage' both, local and long di,stance ' 
'competition,' While aBOC subsidiary Would be required to "pay" or impute the cost'of inputs 
obtained from its parent company, the noritinal ~ou~1.t i,t 'pays for ~he'se inp~ts .~,re!atively , 
unimportant, since it is really' just a transfer payment from one pari of the company t~ , 
another. Thus the BOC'parent col,lld inflate its rates 'for beal service inputs without-caUSing 
any rear harm to its'10118 distance affiJiate. For competitors, h~wever> such inflation could ,be 
devastating. They would have to pay the BOC the inflated prices for local service inputs. but 

. they would be unable to match the competitive retail rates offered by suc~ a BOe, 'since its" 
costs are recovered elsewhere in the Company. In tqis way a BOC would have the capability 

, to drive any ,competitors from the market. ' ' 

, ',' 

. ,~ 

. ' " 

" " 

'.,' 
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, ." 

The Administration b~lieves that the liill may allow the BOCs to' enter th; long,', 

distance market before t~ere are-real opporttlnittes for· local cmnpetition and, under, . 

Circumstances where e~try might impede competition in adjacer..: and more competitive' 

l,llarke:t5, -This' could-endanger competition and could represent a lost opportunity to create'­

appropri.ate incentives to"open monopoIized'markets .. As currently' drafte~' the btu· rejies on 


• .o" 
, one principal safeguard ,: the 'public interesi \est as 'administered by the FCC; :the Department'. 
of Justice has r.o decision~ma~.ng role -to apply i~ Unwavering ,focus and.ex·pertise to" facilitat~·· 

: the vital- tnmsiti~n trom monopoly to, competition. - ',." 

". tong~Distance E~try;' Th~ provisions in the Senate bill 'on long distance ,entry.may . 

allow SOC entry ~fore'real com~titive opportUniti~ ;mst ~ a giveri:·local niarket. To, ' 

obtain ,relief~ a SOC need not enter into interconn~iirin ,arrangements with aU. or' even 


. several,' of its potential competitors, and it need not reach agreement with any significant 
, -, '~ompetitor, ,It must show only 'that it tms"eritered lp,t.o an mterconnection agreement that ..

satisfies tb~ ~coU1petiti.ve' che'cklistl
' ill'the 'bili. A 'BOC·could negotiate 'an' agreement. v.'itb . .' .. ' , , ' 


ooe',weak CQtl:tpetitor thatsatisfle<:i the .tcompetiti'{c cbecldist," the.rebY obtaining long distan'cie 

entry a year or ~ore before it ~ters into an ,interconnection 'ag;eeme.nt, with any' serioUs,' " 

competitor, It is, not required to show that real ComPetitive 'oppOrl!lllities~ or' actUal: , 

eonipetttion ,~xits, - , 


Whiie thebill,~~ves toward requiring the BOes to fulfill both the inipmtant mi.cimuill,' 
,IDt~connection ~qu~ments set,foith in.section 2S1'and the' partiaily overlapping', :'.: ' 

" requiremt:nts ,of the I'C\?rppetiti:ve checklist" (section ,255) ih order' to obt~ long distance',' 
reHef. BOC, entrY could occur without satisfying the mipimum inte:connec,riort,requirements of , 

section 25'1.' Section 25i(c) allows negotiation ofinteiconnecticin agreements which do nOt'.' : 

satisfy the minimum inlerconnectio~ standards of section 251(b), ,Thus, the BOC couldobtaln 


,.lorig distanc'e e,ntry, Mthout agreeing to interconnect at any'te~hnic;;'ny fea'sibie pointin the .' ' 
,network,~and wi~out a'greeing ~o provide npndiscriminatory acces~ to facilities"and . 
, inf9rmation ne~.essary for interoperab~litY ~f the, net,vrorks, . ,', ' 

, " ' Repartnient of Justice Role:' Throughout this ~entury, the Departri:tent of' Justice (DOl) 

h,a.s played a major r€?le)n ·pr:~m.oting telecomplunications'competition, Pa..rtic~larly in the last 

25 years, the Department has developed, through investigatioo, litig.tionand oversight of the 

AT&T'divestiture, deep knowledge and,expertise in the are', Thi'has been reinforced jly the, 

Depar;:ment>s investigations with respect to' tel~communicatio~s mergers and 'otJ:.et- 'matterS. ' 

Given the Antitrost Division's expertise,'the Department of-Justice 'should be aSsigned a 

dec~ion-making role I~ the process, rather-than the consulting role that the bill 'currently 

dictates. The' Department should be reqUired to assess market facts and detennine that entry 


, ,c~cld indeed' promote competiticm Without enda."lgering the progress already 'achiev!!d in ' 
enabling' adjacent marketS to become competitive ..This entry test could be applied at"the 

" samo time a~ by the ~a..'11e date as the FeG's :nore brgadly focused entry test so as to e~e 
~~ " , 

,., 

,a. tz: I I 
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'1 ..~_ lmm.miiate.Out-of-RegJQQ :g,ntry: Out-of-regio~ service is !lot defined in the bill;'it is 
uncl~ .whei11et 'I.ong distance serVice thatoriginates -out~of-region but terminates in-r'egion' . 

-would be pe·rmi.tt~, If service that ~ennlnates in-r~gion is included in the definition. then 
. there should be ,a separate subsidimya~d either requirements to gu"?rd' against 'diScrimination, 

. especiaIly.si.11cc, the BCCs are permitted. to' pr~vjde ~ut-of-regio.n- service' before impl,ementing', 
.... un~tmdling ~d intercolmectiQ~: ' A1~,' some services may technically originate Qut,:,.of-regi9;O 
- but lire more appropnate!y considered as in:.region serviceS.' . _ . '. - -. i:. . "". . ,. . 

, .' ., .. . . . 
.J,

Extejld~ng the Competitive Checklist'; -The 'bm prevenfu the F'CC 'from extendlng-'the 

terms' of the competitive' checklist 1}i1;' could pose ~,~00US pr9ble~ if it means that the' 

F~C must consider the ch.eckHsr satisfied ~en if. for example. the prices a\ whiCh unbun41ed 

network elelner:.ts would be offered ~()uld not p6-rI).lt competition. A niche carrier could'. " 

accede 'to high pri~s in order-to reach 'a negotiated settlement and avoid protr~ted arbitration 


, or, intervention, yet·the rerultptg compe~tive conditions:ltiight not" be at all conduc~ve to ' 

genera~ competition througho,ut the' ,area in which tlle BOC w~h~d to pro~ide interLA! A 


·service. 


, full@i Access fot Wirel~s;'Qarriers: The bill's etUninarlon ofequaI'-acces~.: . .. 

·requirements for WirelesS ~arriers'would leSidt in sev~re haim,to,competltion. T~e ~ill w,o-Uld, ' ... 


_.call.into qu<:'tion the recent AT&T M,Caw settlementy,;th DOJ, whichtlemimded equal', ' 

~ess in th¢ merger of-AT&T and ~cCaw to avoid ~ticompetitiye effects in the ,cenu~ar and 

interexchange markets, -These protections were intended to prevent" AT&T. which has,'a very 


'targe'market share for c~Uuiar i.~terexchange,service, from o~ta~$g ex.c1usi~e ,control over 

McCaw's celtular customers: The bill would 'also undo' the DOJ~s' proposal reg.arding eq~al ..,' 


.acCess requiremeI;lts for the BOes if they are pern1ltied 'to en~er,.t,he interexchange'm!ll'ket' from 

their. cellular operations," " . , ' , ' . 


The Admiriistration believe, that the bill should not halt or roU bllCk Slate efforts to 
open tel~omm(micatiofis·Wtr!cets to competition. ,As cuirenpy' dr~ed. ,ho-:vever. the bill does , 
just that in impoitant lespects. ,In certain markets. ·the btU ,"Yould extend or preserve the ' ' 
B'Oes'. local monopolies, delaying 'canipe,tition hi these monopolized 'markets until th~ BOCs. . 
'enter the long di~.ance market.~" a market Which' already' provides consumers wi'th s,ome of the 
benefits of corppetition. The Adrnii1istration also believes that the' federal gdvernnient sho\J~d 
not dictate to the states which fonn of telephone r'ate regulation is best to. prpte~t state .. ­
consUmers, under the different circumstances and levels of comPetition that ...vill· develop' in , .. ,. .,.. . 
each state . 

."."".. " Rate Regulati.Qn: The Adrt)irustration. believes 'that price caps, or similar forms of 
. incentive regulation. may often be superio'r to conventional rate:-of~return.reguiation: The 

FCC and the, States should have the 11exibiHtr to. explore' whi,ch [onus pf regulation wo~ld 
'best serve ::onsumers in markets that are not y.et' fully competitive, States in particular have 
bee:! ,innovative in introducir.g competition. into th~ marketplace. while at'the same time 

http:Regulati.Qn
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protecting 'co):lSumers, improving' incentives for efficiency.' and encouraging the' most effective 
deploYment 'of the information highway: .Alnio~t- half 'of the' Statbs already use ~lteri1a!ives' to" 

· rare.~of~return re"gulation, Th/?_ Admini&tration therefore opposes ,the ProY~ionjn' tite' bill that· 
· would deprive tile FCC and the States of this flexibility. " " ' 

" . '. . , ' 	 . , 

" IntraLATADiaJing Parity: Th~Semite bill bars Stat~sfrom ordering iritraLATA " 

dialing parity until' there~ident BOC has obtained long distance relief. This provision,pouJd 


, curtail compc:tlti.on in ?"ignjficant intr~L~TA toil markets now.-mor~opo~iZed or dominat~ by 

BOCs becau,e several progressive Stiltes {such as Miilnesota, Michigan andNewYarkj are" 

enhancmg or are· about to erJlance competition in these rnarkets by', reqUiring i~plemerit~tion 

of dialing parity, By preempting State prerogative" the bill would:, I).xt.nd monopoly'" ' 


',control 'bvd' these inttaLATA toll' caU markets., which would hUrt consumers~ 2:) diminish 
rat4er -than' in<-:~ea,se the ~onopotists> incentives'to' o!?en their mat~ts to competition as 

,_rapidly as possible; and'3) put significant presSure on the FCC to approve BOCinterLATA. 
. . " applications regardless of other market· Conditions. : , ' . 

, - . ,.,' " . - . , . 

Joint.Marketi.ng:ThebiII bars mostBoC c~mpe~tori, rroihm":keting loilgdi~iarice 
" . services tQgerper with resold local service until the BOes are permitted to-off(}f long diitanee 

serVictdn-region. This may'deter some ,competitbrS from' ~g i~ re~e 4o~peiitiot;l. at .'. 
· all,' and those who clioo's~ to compete may charge higli~r p(ices to ~onsUIp.ers ~'a 'result.· '. 
-Several companies have ·been providing such service Jor -years to small and' Olid;size' business ' 
customers;- thfs will hurf those provid~ and' t.~eir cusiomer~~ "the provision' alSo cOUld " ", 
diininislf. f:he monpp~lists', incentiveS to int~rco'~ect !herr lociU )nc:nopolies as qmck.1y' as. 
.possible·and may delay, until mer long ~stan~e ,entry, resol~on. !?f.the considerable ..' .. i 
problems which may. be in\rolved in resellii£g th'e BOts" local service. The provision woufd. 
impede the efforts of many States to 'encourage "one-stop shopping,' lind rai,es the probability, ' 
that the FCC will be under pressure to find the ,pUblic intetest'test satisfied regardless of ' ,. 

"market concition.s:' Finally. I.';' bill imposeS upon'compani.s:lacking monopoly power in any , 
telephone market all..of the COStS and inefficiencies of separate inark~tmg. with ·~o . 
corresPc:ndlng ,beqefit_, to cons~e~" . . ­

, Bars Court Review of St~te pug lntercgonection pecision.§: The bill bars State coUrt ' 
........ review of PUC interconnectio:1 agreements, While this may sPeed the process,. it vests 

.' 	 tremendous poWer ·in State agencies tha~ may be understaffed ~d may lack the resollrces': 

necessary to make the J.1lany decisions required by. t.~e bilL. Moreover. it is. unclear wheth~r 
the bill pen~ts .FCC :review in plac7 of cO:urt review, in wf1?t qircumstaJ).ces"this might 'occur! 
and whether FCC decisions would,' in turn, be ~eviewable.· ' '. ' 

vn. Eoreign Owne~'hip 

The current iegis~ation 'fails to specify th~ Executiv~ Branch:s role 'in det~r!nining, 
whether Section-310(b) foreign owners~ip restrict.ions should,be lifted for,a particUlar country. 

'The Admi:'listralion feels,'tronglythat the legislation should, expliCitly take intO accOunt the 
Executive 3ranch':n~road statutory authority and expertise for matters relating )to U.S, trade. 

. " . 	 , 

Q7;"7 t't>"'T,"" 

" 	 ' 

.. .' 	 '. 

, - ' 
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. foreig~'; relations. 'foreign inves~eIlts, antitrust poiicy. ~d 'national sec'tt'rity by ensuri~g that· 
t~te FCC. takes ,notice- of and accords 'deference, to tl],e polley determinations of the Executive ' 
B,ranch when ~ng its Section llO(b) d~tem1,!nations.. 

The legislation should also provide flexibility, for the U,S. 'gov~ent to consider,· 
.. consistent with international .obligations, all :;ompetitiv~ conditions in fordgn rriarkets. The 

" current legi~la~on i,s, tOO re~ctive 'and: shou!d be revised to allow the ExecUtive Brancp; in 
'~lidvisihg the FCC ,)!,Section 3 iO(b) matters, to look at .the abiiity of U.S,cowned carriers.to 

supply teiecommuniqttions. Sen1Ce$ in' ?iI marke£'segmerits ~"' the foreigp. coup.try and should 
include .a national' inter.esr excention. tie Executive Branch also needs flexibility to continue ' 
its ongoing bilateral'and m¢til~tera1 consultations,and negotiatioris'to open overseas" 
,-,te~e~ommunications services markets~ Theretcire, the legislationls Hsnapback" provision, whicn 
preseI1ts a uriiiateial tbIcat to remove negotiated beneflts~ should oe, deleted. ' 'In addition" the ", '_" 
bill should make clear'th~ any .llthority. provided by the: legiSlation be exercised in a manner ' 

..Consi~tf::nt Wi~ ~t~~o:n.al,oblig~tionS~ including mos~' favore4, nation co.r1miitrnents. 

.V:11I.,!!mage.stin,;. 	 . ," 

, , :The Administrati9n is concer'fted that the Senate bin' would aUow gre'ater conce'ntration 
in the broadcast ind\IStrY' aiid:lessrigoroUs and timelY overSight of broadcast licensees' by the,.,'" 
F,CC. ,Th.e,provisions· relaxing' limits'on ioeal and national ownership concentralion and ",,',' 
limiting license revi~Vf 'cO~ld .impede, competition,and diversity' of voices by enabling 'eXisting 

_ oWners to ,zoncentrate ,oonti-ol-o:ver exPanding, broadcast capac.iry. ',' . 
", ~ , 	 .,. . 

MSwa COncentration: T~e.Senate bill wouid allow, fo/ greater' cQncentration in tl:!e', , 
broactcast :.ndustry, and in the media industry gen~rally. by increasmg from 25 to 35 percent ' 

..~" the national audience, on~ broadcast .owner can reach. and by removing the 'broadcast ..cabie, 
crossov.'Uership ban. _The' result coUld be greatly expa:lded tr.edia concentration at the national 
and local· levels, Such'chani"" should be 'considerea by the FCC in the context of the coming . , . 
~xp~.sio~ ofbroadcast'capaclty,throu~ digit31 television" Th~ uncertain'UripaCt of'tIle move '_, 
to digital :.:ompression and other t~chnologi~l' advances 'argue for debiying ,any clWtges' in the 
muitiple or IQcal',oWnership mles pending further study. '. . . . . . . . 	 '. 

, License Terms EXteI!W1l: Th~ Adrniliistration is concerned ~t the Senate blli 
extends the term from five ,to 'ten ye~s,for television, Hcenses and 'from seven to ten' years for 
radio'licenses, The bi,f also removes,the opportunity for '!comparative review!! at the end of a 
, license term. These provisions senously,'weaken the FCC's ability to enforce a-broadcasterls ' 
obligation to proVide service in the publi~ interest. ' In Particular, "t1}e prov~si~ns ,deprive tlie:" 
FCC 0: its traditional authQrity to, consider applications from ,cbrnpeting entities ,who argue 

. thot they ~l do a hntterjob'of serving the public, 

BroadCast F)e~ibility: The Adminis~tration ,generally agrees 'With 'the concept,9f 
,	pro'viding broadcasters greater spe,crrum flexibility although there art~ a 'nu~ber of issues to be' 
considered. : For exam.ple; if ~ FCC awards a second chatl.!!,eJ to' exis~ing broadcasters for" , 
development of adv'anced television ~ryice> the Senate bill shQul';l require the broadc'asters to 
\;i!rrender one of'their two licenses at 'the end of ar: appr'opriate transit~on Pf7riOd, 

• 
.1':'1. '07: , , 
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Tlie -'Admi~stiation s~es the Ccimlllitte~-'~ goal of preveJl~ing obscenity -from b~~g 
widely trahsmi~ed over netwo~ks. However, the, legislation raise's complex.pplicy issues tuat,' 
merit clQ:se'examinatiori:prior -*0 Congressiomil action.,' These include the-impact of-additionaL- _ 
regulation on the 'development' of the National·lnformation Infrastructure. the abilitY of ,- . 
indusiry):o d~velop "technological solutions to the probierns the legislation'is intended to " 
address, the effect an First Amen~eI.1t '_and privacy conSiderations, a'~d th~ lr.cr~£asingly. 
global nature of, the infrastructure. The 'piecemeal approacli taken in ,tl'Js legislation is " 
inadYisable,-'~ InStead; a comprehensive review should" be undertaken. in,Cluding C;;ongies'sional '. 
hearil)gs« , ', , 

By (;ri~itializing the ,transmis~ion or'material out~ije the s'coPc' ~f the l~gal defmition'· 

,cif "pb;scel1;it}',U the Amendment y;ill'be ,subject t<? .First Amcndfnent'chaUenge.. Moreover, $e 

, Amt:mdment cr~ates .certam new defenses to prosecution that. will hamp'er the abilitY of the ,. 

Justice. DepUrtmen\ to' PIOseCU~ computer obscenity under 'currerit statutes, For instarice~ jt 

f,:ould· 'expose to p'~ose~tio-n o~ine'service providers who ~a.ke ~ go04 faith, effort to' ke'ep 


, th~ir sy~ems free from pornography, while providirig iInr!iunity to providers who' knowingly, 

carry ,por:nography;' but,make.no ,effort to exercise e<»:torjaLCon~l. '. ' 


". ,,' ',' '" , ,'" . ." , ':' 

Se~tion 50'[ the ~endment is unn~ces~ and c~uvi 'have ~i'nteUded consequeri~s.. 

.In, parti~u1ar.'the 'addition of a 'ne~, Undefined category of. "di~tal·, COmlnunjcationS to ~~' 

, wii'$p' s~tute:'wo~d only cauSe c~nfusion., 1,n fact, digital conunlir!ications are.already., 


, ,covered'by the .statute, li>.addition, the section Could have an unintended effect on the 
5tandard~ of criminfllliab~iity. reaching into cornmtu.1ications not now co~ered because they,oo . 
not. evince areason!lble expectation ~f privacy, This standard is in itself 'f!bifiing in ~he f~ce 

, of a'continual en;)sion of that expectation caused by emerging technoiogies. Howeve-r,·this ," 
, .statute is not t~ pla~e .to ~ais'~ or deal ,with tillS complex issue~ and the 'Section Would only 
. foster confusion and unnecessary litigadon. ,- . . , . , . " 

One of the ma~ princi~les of the A~inistration's Nationai Infonnation Infnlst!ucture 
, irJtiative'is to p~eserve and 'a.dv;mce universal"service to avoid creating a' society 'O! ' , . 
: infortnatto:1 "haves)! arA uhave nots," For this reason, the' Administration supports the goal of 
unive,rSal service, including access {or cl~srooms~' Ublaries~ hospitals, a."l.d clinics to the 

National Information Infrastn,tcture, inCluding 'in rural areas. Congress should also 'consider 

adding appropflate language, to the '~Hl that, woald prev~nt, "redlinil:1g" in the provision Of ' 

telecomrOlmications and inforrn~ion services. 


or" ri)) 
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OFFICE OF THE',VICE PRF.'ilIDENT 

. 	 I'ORIMMEDIATE RELEASE. CONTACT:202·456'.703S 
THURSDAY, ¥ar,h23, 1995 " ! 

.' , '. 

., 
,., ," 

STATE:MENTOF TIm VICE PRESIDENT 

. '. ON:SENATE COMMERCE CO~E TELECoMMUNICATIONS BILL 


" ,'-'
. 

" . , 

. , I am· encOUraged to See that the Senate"Col1imetce ,·Co.mmittee ,is mo~ing forward With 
teleco'mmunicattons reform legislation. The current bill is an improvemen~ over ead,ier 
versin,ris ~at allowed Joc,al telepho~e monopolies to enter the lorig distance phone market on. It 
'!~a~.- certainM .r~gardle~s of whether they had opened their, Own"markets to,'cO:ttpetitioJl: ' 

. . . . .' I am conCerned !h.at the bill does nof proVid~ consumers and ratepayers Ihe benefits of .. ' 

.c(imp-etlt~on:in. their telepbon~ ane!" cable ·serVice.. Specifically. tile--iuovision' repeafing rate '" 
regt,uation for:tbe cal?t~ s~rvices mostpeople'bUy wiiHead to unj~fied iet;e incr,eases for 
cable subscribers. We look forward to workingwi!h. the·.Cong'es. and!h.e cable industry to 
achieve flexibility· in cable 'rate regu1alions while fully protecting cable subscribers. . . 

,The provisions alloWing the'local teJephone mO,noPolies to enter the lOng distance"" 
arena are"stlil 'in~mpleie. ~wisely pre~empt State' law iij many areas and do not allow fun 
review by,th~ DepartIFlent of Justi,ce, to deterniine whether the "condi~on's" for lo~al' compe:tition' '. 

:haye ,been met:: .' ..' :'.,' ',.' , .,'.. .."., . 
" .". The' Administration will work with' Congress and the te1ecommunications in(iustry: to " 

improve this bill and to 'ensure that cable and telephone users:get the benefits of competition.
" " . . , . , . . 	 . , 

: ' , 

" " 

.. . , 

'. 




, '. - '.-. '", . :"-,, ~: 

'·Pressler", ::'::,,~. ;:' ".:".~;. 
on C,?mmerce. ~cience. and Tianspor:tati~n' , 

Senate . · .,­

·D.C.20sfo 
· ,.. " 

.. b •• r·Mr."Chainnan:'" '. ' ­

'. i'must.~Sp~ttful1y. takr ~ception to.Y4lif com~etlts Qit 
.th.t I told you the White. House would velothe . 

CO~·ll'nere{C(immlitee. You must ' 
, requeSt that' the' J\dltll!li,stration s~PP?rt . 

p~~.s~t foqll. ~~t we rec:ommend..~~venii chang~ .that'}~yo~1d m.~e'.. ~1 

,-" . 

.';Q;'"ly.Sin, 
, .. . 

- . ~ · '".. . 
· , AlGor•. 

" ' . ' 

;Rolbert Dole . 



. 1m WHITE HOUSE ./ OFFICE OF THE VICE P/lESIDEi'lT 

· FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE' . CONTACT: 202·456·7035 
· WEDJ!.'ESDAY, May 3, 1995 . 

. . STATEMiiNr OF GREG SIMON 
Olief D~mestic ~oJicy Advise.' 'to, the .vice Pfesi~ent 

The Admini~ation notes ..'lith i~terest the;introdu~uon' of a bili to ch~ge 
communications iaWs by Reps. Bliley and Fields and a .econdbill intr~duc_d by Rep. Hyde. 
The Admin~stratioJl will' pres~nt its fOfmal Views at the appropriate ti~e to the Congress;·hut 
several aspects of.th._ Bliley-Field' legislation should be noted today.. '. '. 

The BHley~Fields bill 'does' not do' ~()~gh to protect Americans from t6i~phone.and 
cable monopnUes. As Rep: Markey "and others have notea. the bill would lead. to significant 

· 'increases in cable rates for most 'Americans before there is real competition In most': ' 
, communities: ,The bilI would allow unlimited rate increases for captj~e customers of . 

,~ . . monopoly providers with ,the 'effective da~e' pegged not'to the emergence of cornpetitio'n, 'but 
,to the closing of the 'polls in next year's ejection .. , ' 

, . '. -' , ' 

We also are concerned that tlie bl.l1 alloWs regionat:phone monopolies to, get into:other 
markets before ;hey have properly opened their lo~al ~arkets to competition.·~:The conditions 
are insufficient to'guarantee that lbcal phone comP2!lies will not exploit their local ,monopoly 
to gain B;l1 unfair. advantage 'in their existing n'cw markets. 'The legislation as jritroduc~ is 

· more supportive 9( mO,nopolies' interests than' those bf American consumers. " 
. . . ..... -' . ...... (. . 

.' We support a consensus pr~cess similar to'the, one followed last year in the House:, 
and will work ~th bojh the'judiciary 'and C~mmerc~ Committees to produce legislation ~at 

'. 
· will open-markets. lower prices and provide"the, consumers With the benefits of real' 
· competition as soon as possible. , '.' .. , , 

'11#' 

\ 

- , 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 26, 1995 

Dear Fritz: 

I.enjoyed our telephone conversation today 
regarding the upcoming conference on the 
telecommunications reform bill and would like to 
follow-up on your request regarding the specific 
issues of concern to me in the proposed legislation. 

As I said in our discussion. I am committed to 
promoting competition in every aspect of the 
telecommunications and information industries. I 
believe that the legislation should protect and 
promote diversity of ownership and opinions in the 
mass media, should protect consumers from unjustified 
rate 'increases' for cable and telephone services, and, 
in particular, should include a test specifically 
designed to ensure that the Bell co~panies entering 
into long distance markets wi-II not ir:tpede 
competition. 

Earlier this year, my Administration provided 
comments on S. 652 and H.R. 1555 as passed. I 
remain concerned that neither bill provides a 
meaningful role for the Department of Justice in 
safeguarding competition before local telephone 
companies enter new markets. I continue to be 
concerned that the bills allow too much concentration 
within the mass media and in individual markets, 
which could reduce the diversity of news and 
information available to the public. I also believo 
that ,the provisions allowing mergers of cable and 
t~lepJ:lone c01l!-panies are 9ver1y broad~ In ad,dition, 
oppose deregulati,ng cabl:e programming se:rvic~s and 
equipment rates before cable'operators face real 
competitio~. I .remain committed, as well,·to the 
other concerns contained in, those earlier statem-ents 

.On the two bills. 

, '" 

~ .. 
.,. " 

I 
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Sen. Hollings 
Page Two 

I applaud the Senate and the House for including 
provisions requiring all new televisions to contain 
technology that will allow parents to block out 
programs with violent or objectionable content. 
strongly support retention in the final bill of ~he 
Snowe-Rockefeller provision that will ensure that, 
schools I libraries and hospitals have access to 
advanced telecommunications services. 

I look forward to working with you and your 
colleagues during the conference to produce 
legislation that effectively addresses these 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Ernest F. Hollings 
Ranking Member 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
United States Senate 
Washington, o.c. 20510 

.. ; . 
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ClIllDREN'S 'IELlc"YISIOi'l 

Issue 

Children spend about 25 hours a week watching television. By the time a child 
fmishes high school, he Or she will have spent between 10,000 and 15,000 hours watching' 
tclevision _. more hours than spent in the classroom. In 1990, Congress passed the Children's 
Television Aot, and the FCC has recently released a proposal for !tying to increase the 
amount of chldren's programming which has not changed much despite passage of the M. 

lbe Federal Communications Commission (pCC) began regulating children's 
programming in 1960, In 1984, the FCC eliminated regulations governing children'S 
programming that had been adopted over the years. Arguing that "marketplace forces can 
better determine appropriate commercial levels than our own rules," the FCC dropped long· 
standing conunercial time guidelines, including guidelines for children's television. 

In June, 1987; the U.S. Court of Appeals (D.C. Circuit) ruled tllat the FCC had not 
justified sufliciently its repeal of advertising guidelines for children's televL,ion and ordered 
the FCC to review its decision. (Action for Children's Television v. FCC, 821 F.2d 741, 744 
(1987)). In response to the remand, the FCC issued a Further Notice of Proposed 
RulemakingiNotice oflnquiry in 1987 seeking comments on tile issue of commerdaliiition 
g'uiJdines for children's televisron. Although comments were filed by numerous parties, no 
fCC action was taken, . , 

'l1,e OlildICIl'S Television Act of 1990 

In 1990 ti,e Children's Television Act 1) reinstllted commercial time limits during 
child."\!Il'S programnling to not more than 10.5 minutes/hour on weekends and not more than 
12 minutes/hour on ....eckdays. and 2) required dill! ",:"nmercial telc'Vision broadcast lieensres, 
as part of their public interest obligations. meet Ihc educational and h'1forrnational needs of tile 
child audience tirrough their overall programming as well as through progranuning 
5p<;1;ific;;!ly desj gn~ to meet the educational and infonnational nee<ls of children. 

TIle Act required licensees to demonstrate at renewal how they have secvcd the 
. edllcaliorml and infom13lional needs of clli1drcn, including serving their cognitive/intellectual 

or sociatleruotional !leeds. Congress suggested that examples of educational or informational 
shows might "dude programs like "Fat Albert and the Cosby Kids" ,vhich dealt i:l a 
meaningful way for children v/it~ issu'es such as ~l.lgs:) divorce, friendship M(i" ~p.ild abUse: 

'111c' Act als6 required the FCC to complete its RuIe:nakirig/Nolice of Inquuy initia:ed 
. in 1987 oli prognun'length cOfll.'T1.ercials. 'nlC FCC was di~ccled, to coD.?ider the cognitive 
abilities of children in requIring sponsorship idcl:1ificatiol1 for childrerfs broada'..st materiaL 
"p,le i\cl directed t~l(jL cOf:1Inercials s11Ot!ld be clca:Jy separate: lio!~ progrxns for c.,ild:·cn 'and 
that sponsorship iden~ifiCt'lt;dn must be prest:.:1ted in a mam:e.f rcasor:.abl)! designed to assist 
children ii, llnd~tstanding it. - . . . 

...... 
'.- . 
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ConteI' for M<:dia li:duc"tion Report 

In September of 1992, the Center for Media Education (CMIl) released a study of 
stations' rompliarr"" widl the Act. The study focused on what broadcastet~ submitted as 
programming specificall)t designed to meet the educational and informational needs of 
children. It contained tlrree major findings: I) entertainment shows such as the Jlli.'lllDS. or,YQ 
YQgi were being submitted as specifically designed to be educational programming; 2) very 
few new programs for kids had been created since passage of the Act; and 3) the few new 
programs o!len were aired at times inaccessible to children. 

Olngressional Action 

On March 10, and June 8, 1993, the House Subcommittee on Telecommunications and 
Finance held oversight hearings to explore FCC enforcement oJ; and broadcaster compliance 
with, the Act Several members of the Subcommil1ee expressed the opinion that the FCC, , 
through its O'ltstanding Notice of Inquiry, needed to strengfu and clarify its rules on 
broadcasters' obligations under the Act given the broadcastet~ performance to date., 
Bmadens!ern Responsc 

Wimesses representbg the broadcast industry stated their belief that the Act had' 
su=sfully encouraged the development of new, innovative educational programs for 
children and had increased the I1l2J'keljllace 'demand for these progiarns: 1hey cited, examples 
of children's programs that had been created follovling passage of the Act. The NAB testified 
that they do not believe any further clarification of the Act is necessary, and that guidelines 
regarding sU<J1dard lengfu programming or time periods would be an infringement of 
broadcasters' independent decisionmaking. 

In the past year, FOX has added the first dailychiidren's educational programming to 
be on the air since Captain Kangaroo. FOX now airs about 4 hours per week of educational 
programming. ABC airs the least, with one half hour. Tne NAB eslimates timt broadcasters 
air about 4 hou."S a week on average of educational programming, but there have been no 
independent surveys 10 estimate me aVc::?ge arr.Ount of progrmtmung. ~nlC Association of 
Independent Television S~a~:ons .filed comments with the FCC suggcsti:1g a minimum 
requircm~nL of 2 how'S per week of cad1 licensee under the 'Act. 

TIie FCC Notice of Inquiry 

On l,f,arch'2, 1993, the FCC released ~ Notice oflnquity (Noticc) to exanifue whedler 
stations were cOlllplying with the Act and whether reponing requirements should be changed ' 
to incrcase compliance wilh the law: 

f:1 {lie Notice, the Co;nmission reported lhat Dmadcaslers are in 'substantial con1pliance 
with the co01111crciulli_mc ~imits requirc,d under: the Act Spcclfic.:1I1y, the Cqrnmission noted' 

.. that'a January, 1992 field'audit'reviewhig broadcaster and cable ad:ertisll~g practices found 
, . . . .. , 

, .- '. 
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compliance rates exceeding 90 percent. PreliminaJY repor'k' from a more recenl field audit 
also suggest ov=1! rompli,Ulcc ralcs dilll exceed 90 percent. 

On the other hand, the Commission found that there had been virtually no response to 
tile Act's requirements that stalions provide educational programming, and that recent renewal 
applications show little change in available programming that addresses the needs of the clllid 
audience. 

1be FO::; released another NPRM on the Children's Television Act on April 5, 1995. 
The NPRM proposed that each licensee be required to air one hour a week of educational 
programming on its station, and to be responsible for an additional two hou."S of programming 
that the licensee can pay another licensee in the market to air. The O:llnmission proposed 
that these could be met by rounting existing programllllng. The FCC proposed that the hours 
rould be "traded" to other stations and requested comment on whether hoors rould be traded 
to the local public broadca.~ting station. 

Several concerns have been raised by clllld."el1's television advocates about the impact 
of this proposal. With a requirement that li== only have'to air one hOUT, it is possible 
that Ii== will reduce their hours of educational programming to that amount, thus leading 
to a reduction in children's educational programming on rommercial stations. 

In addition, since Ule L'lldablc hours do not have to be new hours, sl'1tiOtlS rould 
. 	simply pay PBS for one ortwo oflbe almost 40 hours a week of children's educational· 

programming carried by PBS stalions. Even if every station in the market paid ule local 
nonrommercial station to air two haUl', this would add up to maybe 10 hourn a "/cek. PBS 
ca-ries JO hours a day of children's educational programming in Washington. It is unlikely 
that this would lead to an increase in children's programming on PBS stations. In addition, 
\\ith such a sllIplus of hou."S of children's progran1l1ling on noncommercial stations, it is 
unlikely tl,et PBS WOl:ld be able to extract ?.ny significant paymenl from commercial 
broadcasters. 

One final concern children's television advocates raise is that if conunexial stations 
can pay PBS to carry educational programming, the argument for :ederal fmding "ill be 
weaken(;d. Educaliorml chiidren's prograrnming is one of the n'!ost important reasons to 
conti.nue funding pub~ic tclcvisiO!1. If (his programming is j);lrtia!iy support<:d in anothcr.:,,.vay 
it will be hard to argue for continued federal ft:nding, Yet arw payments from commercial 
stations to noncommercial slations ,,111 go to the local stations, not \0 PBS. 1\ is not clear 
. that this v.'Ould result in the pfoduclion of more quality educational children's programming.. 

.. ' .. -:. 



TII~; wllln: HOUSE 
OI'FICIl 011 Tim VICE PIl.FSlDtJ'T 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE COi\TACT 202-456-7035 
WEDNESDA Y, December 20, 1995 

STATEMENT OF 'nm VIO: l'Il.F:SIIH:NT 

Today we bad It victory for the Amencan economy and the American consumer with 
the bipartisan agreement to create a telecommunications industry for the 21 5t Century in a 
way that will lower prices, inc~rcase and improve services in telecommunications and preserve 
the diversity of voices and viewpOInts in television and radio thai are essential to our 
democracy,. . 

. 
The agrecmcllt today will prevent the media concentration that was of coucem to the 

President and wm provide fot fair compciition between local and long-distance telephone 
c(}mpaniC~L It also provide!> for greater flexibililY ill cable programming services while 
prcventing dc-rcguhtion of companies that do not face competition for several years, ..' 

\Vc arc ~cry gratified thai the biH contains the provisions for the V -chip that will 
enable families 10 control the conlem of television programming lilal comes into their homes 
and th.lt it co:Haius a provjsiOl: to make adv,Ulced telecommulllcations services J.v.ailable al 
low cost to schools, libraries and hospitals, 
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Ointon's latest crime 

weapon: Cell phones 

By J.".,. ,... 
USA TODAY 

President Clinton pla.flS to In­
tI'Oduce cellular pblmeS today 
l'tS the newest weapon i.n JUs: 
COnutltlnlty poI1dDg initiative. 

He and Vk:e Pn:5ident Gore 
Ilawscbeduled a RC'I$e Garden 
ceremony to maueunue a ~ 
gram aimed at eqUipping ev· 
ef)' ooe Of the nation's 2Il.OOO 
-""",DOd ....u:lIprognuns 
With a <:eil phone. 

The program, called Cmn­
munitles on Pbone Patrol, 
starts OUt with 51}..000 pboOeS 
paid tor by the Ce1IIllar Tele­
c:ommuruaLtions IndustrY Afr 
sociation, a trade group 01 
vnreJess c:arrters. 

OiSlrlbuting pho!le " the 
latest .move in the White 
HoUse'S communitY policing 
initiative. That coUedion of 
prognuns ..... to put IIlO,!JOO 
mo~ otftc:en 00 patrol. trace 
guns used in CJ'inte$ and Mtlty 
communitiai it weir neighbors 
are: oonVit1ed sex otfenders. 

Politically, it represents an­
other effort to showcase the 
Ointon administration as toUgh 
on crime. U ch.Il.llengr!s the Reo' 
publicans' InIditional e:!ectiOn­
year ciaim that tbeir's is the 

<rinl<HI8hting ,....",. 
, Ut1deT' the prognun. Ute in­

du&J')' provides phOnes and air 
tlme to the tommunity goups: 
at .DO cost. The phones will be 
"""rogramm«l to dlaI IOCOJ 
POlice. fire, bos;'li1al$ or 91l. 
11I~1l be one phone per

petrol People ...., .... have 
to dial. tust press one button." 
CI1A """'......, run _ 
<OpIJIin<d Tu.....y. 

He esrtcnated the cost of the 
donatiotI at $10 million to $20 
mUlian. And be~ that 
the Dew prognun b "a vast ex~ 
pansioo" ot a program the 
wireJess lndustry a.ire:a4Y runs 
in 3!i commw>1ties. 

~J.. 
VaI_... sald -""",oed 
watch programs in Ilisamunu­
oily bave.been using cell ' 
phones fQr Ii year witb much 
""""""­

He amibuteS the use of cell 
pbones m the arrest 01306 indI­
viduals in 25 neighborhoods. . 

Qting one emmple, he said: 
"'In the rnkHDwn area Of Sacra­
memo we bad one ap11'Ul1ent
complex OW was raW!:nous 
with drug!. The -""",ood
joined __with pollee and 
U"Jed phones.. We basically Shut 
down that drug dealing." 

.. .... . -." . 

, . '- . 
USA Today 
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OFFICI; OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

WASf11NGTON 

Apnl 9, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR Tllii VICE I'IUlSIDENT 

FROM: 	 DONGIPS 
KATHY WALLMAN 
JIM KOHLENIlEROER 

SUBJECT: 	 ACCESS REFORM 

FolJO\ving your m..:cting wilh Jus(icc and Commercc on access rd()ffll, we have prcpcm'd 
some pfliots you can raise with Ihe Prc"ident to give him some assurance 00 1\1cal phO:1C rates. 
Meanwhile both agencies arc moving fonvard on harmonized commcnts to the fCC. 

POINTS REOARIlING LOCAL TELlcl'1I0NE RATICS 

• 	 As you haw fl.!:\d recently, {he transition 10 competition does indeed mise the potential for 
;,ale increases and several of the industry plans do include rate increases. 

• 	 I mel yesterday (April 9) wi~h Joel Klein of Justice and Larry Irving of Commercc to 

discuss how we C~l!l pro:,,;ct most con.sumers. 'll,CSC arc the agcllcjc~ that speak fnr the 
Administrmi(l!) in FCC prucccdil1gs. 

• 	 The FCC Ins some important proceedings before it right now to implement the Telecom 
Acl. j bad a good discllssion with lhe Justice and Commerce people about the importance 
of the Administration taking a :;.trung stand or:. the side of consullIers and compctltion. 
The last tlung we \\'.ant is for rateS to go up on primary residential lines, 

• 	 Justice and Commerce arc g~ing.to work together to make sure that both agencies deliver 
the same message so that Ihe Administration presents a unified position. 

Our FCC' Chairman. Reed Hundl, has.u hard job ahead ,)(him bringing this procecdill£ 
bo.rnc. H.e· hn:;. s(lidJmhlicly·that his !lumber one goal is not to have local dial tone pric{:s 
im::rcasc. [There may however be some mtc increascs on business and· secondary 
rcsidemiallin~s thilt may 11(; Ilc(.cs:sa!),. j Through Justice and Comnwrce, we hope to give 
him the support Ill; H..:et!s from Ihe (lillel cOIl!missiol1crn to achi0vc his goal ;lIId the 

'C{lllsCllSlIS he needs mnm.g·thc illdustry stakcholdcc~, 

.... 

., '. 
.. . . 

J'fltrnH) ON flECYCI.EO l'APf;R 
... ' 

http:flECYCI.EO
http:g~ing.to


i\:lcctinl-: n'tlh Commerce anu .'usficc Offld:ll!\ ClllICCmilll-: A~Te!'i!'i Reform 

West Wing. Orfiec­
2::10 p.1ll In J:! 5 p.m., Wedll.:sday, April 9, PJ97 


I\1(,Clill~ requested hy you. 

Urielill1! p.-cparetl hy 1<111lly Wallman tllld .fim J{ohlcnhcrg('r 


FVENTb.L.~___ _ 

The FCC is considering what changes 10 order the Bell Companies to make with respect to 
"access chargc..'>", These arc the amounts that tbe Bells charge the long distance companies to use 
the local networks to originate and tenninatc long distance calls. 

It is widely believed that the Bells charge amounts much higher than tlieir economic costs It 1S 
also widely acknowledged that the current system requires the Belis to recover certain charges on 
a per-minute basis when it would be more accurate and more efficient to recover these costs as a . 
flat charge. It makes little sense, for example, to recover pm of the cost of ,the loea! loop as a 
per-minute charge from long distance customers whcn the cos! of that part of the network is, in 
fact, fixed. But this Wd.Y of doing things has been in place for nearly 70 years. 

Commerce and Justice arc poised to file comments in the FCC proceeding. If ihey arc to file, 
they must do ;;0 imminently because the FCC is scheduled 10 vote on the matter on May 6th, and 

: the Administration's view needs to be stated well in advance of if it is to be weighed ill the 
proceeding. 

While the two agencies offer different approaches, it bas developed that the approaches can be 

hannonizcd. It is not essential 10 choose only onc agency to file comments, as explained iIi the 

<:Hachcd mcmoT<!odlilTI. There is also lhc option of not filing at aiL 


Before this prospect of harmonizing the positions emerged, when you learnet! that the 1WO 

agencies had different views to offer in this important proceeding, you as~cd for thls meeting to 
hear their views about how lo proceed, Even though a stark choice between the two approaches 
now is 110i necessary, you ean usc the meeting 10 hC<lr about the policy decisions that arc at stake 
in the procecdmg and where the agencies believe the Administnttion should eome down, 

I.OGlSTICS 

In addition to (lips, Kohktlbcrgcr and Wallman-­

Attendees: . . joel Klein, Acting Assistant Attorney General for Antitrust:DOJ 

Philip Welser, Coun~lor to the Assistant Altorney General for Antitrus{, DO! 

Larry Irving, Assistant Secretary, NTIA 

Kathy Brown, AssoCiate Adrninistrator, NT!A 

./effrey Frankel, Member, CEA 

Titll(~thy Bn:nnan, S.cni9r· E.col.lO:nist, CE.A 


. '.' 
.' 

.' . 
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"'YOUR ROLl,1 CONTRIBUTIONS 

Some possible questions for you to ask ConHllcrcc and Justice: 


I. 	 COllsumer impact: What will be the impact of your plan on the average total 
phone bill? 

2. 	 New charges: 
What new or increased charges will appear on the phone bill? 
Who bears these new charges? Businesses? Residential customers? Single-line 
customers? Multi-line customers? 
Why is it necessary or desirable to rcstmcturc charges in this way? 
Is there any way to reform access charges so that we can get competition going 
without putting new or increased flat charges on the bill? 

3. 	 Offsetting decreases: 
Will any parts of the bill go down to compensate for increases? 
What needs to be done to ensure that this will happen? 
What is the timing of these price changes up and down? 
Over the next year, what is the average consumer likely to experience? 

4. 	 Postponing increases until decreases occur: . 
Wouldn't it be a good idea to postpone the effective date of these new or 
increased Oat charges until the FCC can take steps to bring down access charges 
so that the long distance companies ~~n lower their rates? 

5.. 	 .ClassrooJUs and Iihraries: 
How do the various options 011 reforming access charges affect the Commission's 
decision on e-nltes? 
What steps do we nccd to take now to make sure that we meet the President's goal 
[Uld my goa! of connccting the classrooms by the year 2000? 
How do we make it dear that any increases in the bill are not Elirly attributed to 
the e-rate? 
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THE WhiTE HOUSE 

WASHII-JCTON 

MEMORANHUM FOR TilE VICE l'IU1SIIlICNT 

FnOM: 	 KATHLEEN WALLMAN 

SUIlJECT: 	 ADMINISTRATION'S I'OSITION ON FCC ACCESS REFORM 

PROCEEDING AND ITS IMI'ACT ON TELEPHONE lIILLS 


IlAGKGROUND 

On May 6th, the FCC will vote on new rules to refonn access: charges. Access, charges 

are the amounts that the Bells and other local tc!ephone companies charge long distance 

companies for Haccess,j to the local networks so that the long distance companies can origin81c 

and terminate long distance calls. 


The Executive Branch's experts in this fiel,d. NTIA at Commerce and the Amltnlst 

Division at Justice, each have drafted com~cnt510 submit in the FCC's docket. They have 

difTctent approaches, as described below. 


An earlY option considered was whether to have both agencies me comments, even 
though their approaches differed, on the theory that '3 multiplicity of ideas in the docket could be 
useful to the FCC. You indicated a desire to leam more about the two agencies' thinking on this 
matter before deciding how to proceed, 

As explained below, it has developed that it is possible to hamiOni7.c the two filings so 

that a choice betwecn them is not neccssary, Another option is not to file at aU. If the 

bamlOnization option makes sense to you, you could encourage this approach with the two 

agencies officials' when you meet with tbem on Wednesday, 


SUMMARY or TIm TWO AI'I'ROACIIES 

Both approaches seck to "restructucc" access charges., Restructuring means looking at the 
'way in which tii~--DeHs:rccoverthe oosts of providin'g access and making sure that 'fixed costs are 
recovered as fixed, flat fees and that variable (:osls are recovered as per minute charges, This is , 
the economically ratio'nal and efficient way to reCOYCf cost'>, and straightening ,out any deviations 
rromthis'paradjg~ is e.sscnti~l to making sure that'potential'new ~traflts can clearly sec the 
costs or entry ~1nd price their services correctly. t . . 	 .. 

" 	 ',', 

'I11crc are a iu.imb'cr of places in 'the network where charges a're assessed ,on a per minute. 
_bas'is when they r~lIy ,sh9U1d be.charged?s nal-fc~s. An ·cxdm·p.ko(~his is .tile "[ocalloop" that'., 

-', ",". , 

.-, . 



.;mmects the subsaibcr to the telephone company's end office: il IS dcdicaled to thm 
suhscriher's US\: and costs the same 10 the !dcplwnc company n.:gacdh::;;s of how 1!Hlch Ihe 
suh:..crihcr uses it. Ncvertheless, under the curren; ;;:ysiefH, mm orillal COSilS stili chargcd OIl a 
per minute oasis .md shows up mixed in. not broken out. uu thc customer's long dist<Ulce bill. 
(Il,e rest is cum:ntly clmrgcd a.'i a Oat fcc, which shows up on the hill as the Federal Sunseriher 
Line Charge. It is currently capped; it cannot exceed $3.50 per rcsidcntiallinc, nor $6.00 per 
husiness 1 illc.) 

, 
The qucBtion on tbe table is whetber now is the time not only to rcs(rui;htre acc;,,:;;;;; 

charges. hUi also to reduce the amounts that arc charged, This is a main point of divergence 
hetween Commerce and Justice, Justice says that the FCC should wail. Commerce says that th~ 
FCC should do it now. 

The difference is crucial because both plans would impose ncw fixed monthly charges 011 

consumers' bills, either directly Or' indirectly through the consumers' long distance carriers. Both 
NTIA and DOJ agree that some such charges arc economically inevitable to straighten out the 
economic mistakes of the past and lay the groundwork for competition. In the long run, 
competition will hclp reduce the impact that these charges have on the bottom line of tile bill. 
But competition will takc some time to arrive, 

In the short nUl, the only way to counterbalance :hosc new charges is to reduce access 
charges at about the same time as the new ChfU:gC;·S mcjrnposcd so ~hat thc::;c savings .can be 
passed on to consumers in the fonn of lov,rcr long distance rates. The harmonized approach 
would encourage the FCC to movc.fonvard \'lith its decisions about what to do to restmcture 
nttes, but to de!uy the imposition of any new or incrt:<lscd charges necessitated by restructuring 
until the FCC can finish its work in a sera.rate, ongoing proceeding called the ""price caps" 
proceeding to bring down access rates. This would enable the long distance compamcs to lower 
their rates to hdp counterballlnce the effect of the new charges. 

Dt!parlfm:nt ofJustice 

The key clement') arc: 

• 	 Tbe restmeluring should be revenue nClItral-- that is, every dollnr 
that we decide should 110 longer be collected on u per minute basis 
should be recovered somewhere as a flat charge, This revenue 

'neutrality is key to getting through this 'proceeding und ,?Il with the 
rcst of what we need. to do to implement the 1996 Act without 
getting sued again by the)3clls. 	 . . . 

'. 	 No reduction of access charges at this time; 'WI; do not know 
enough yet to Say by how much tl)ey shou'ld be cut, and there arc 
too many otjlcr transitional pr~blcms that need to be figured oul 
before we will know. ' 

2 
'. " . 

..... 
... . 



• 	 Incrl.:use lhe Subscriber Lin.; Charge For second lines .and $o,;COI1<1 

hOl11es s;) thaI il \\'o\1ld cnvcr more oftlw rleHwl cos I or lilt" loc!1 
loop. 

• 	 l\cSLnlcturc the per minu1e charges th<.\( cUlTcn!ly help cO\,l.:r the 
cosl of tbe l(>calloop (the "Carrier Cnmmo[l Line Chnrgc"or 
"eeL") into n fixed monthly charge of ahout $!.74 on each 
felephone linc. 

.. 	 The DOl restructuring will lead to an average decr~3se in long 
distance rates of2.5 cents per minute, which \vould mean that 
about half of long distance cust()r~lerS would enjoy a d?crcase in 
their overall bill. (The rest would sec no change or an increase.) 

Departmellt a/Commerce 

The key clements are: 

• 	 Even though we do not know the exact amount by which access 
charges could be cut, we should cui them by a safe 
'''dO\vnpaymcnt'' amount 0[$2 billion right away. This is 
important to counterbalance the increased other charges that will 
appear 011 consumers' bills, We should noi adnpt a revenue neutral 
approach; WC-i:>ll()uld Htigatc,irneccsSilf)' (0 minimize the impuct 
on consumers' bills. 

• 	 The Commerce plan would produce a decrease ill long diSItHlce 
rat;;s of 1.5 ocnts per minute, without an offsetting per line charge 
like DOl's $1.74 monthly charge. 

• 	 Increasc the Subscriber Line Charge (SLC) for second lines and for 
second hon~es so that it would cover more of the actual C051 of lhe 
local loop_ 

• 	 Alternatively, instead ofmising the SLC on second lines now, 
initiate a study of how raising the SLC on second lines would 
affect demand for second line service and Internet usage and 
decide bter \."hat to do. 

• 	 No brand new per line charge, in contrast to the estimated $1.74 
per line monthly charge proposed by DOJ. 

Ol'.T!ONS 

I have identified fO,uf options., e~eb. orwhich is dis.cus$cd -below: 

Option "1: Ji'iJc no·thihg;.bave the Adminisf'ratiop take no position. 

Option 2: File the Commerce pal.cr. •. ' 

Option 3: File fhe ,Ju'stice paper. 
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. Option 4: I"ile hoth Justice and Cnnllllcrc{.·llapers, hut harmonize their bottom , 
line...;, 

1 would hI.! happy in dIscuss my reWIlHll!.:ndatloll with YOIL 

Uiscussion of Options 

Option 	1: Fite nothing; have (he ;\dmJnistntion t!Ike no position 

[llro: 

• 	 This is;) complex proceeding that requires detailed decision making. It is jU$t the 
sort of proceeding in which the Executive Branch should pay great deference to 
(hc expert judgmcnt of an independent agency, 

• 	 'nIlS proceeding likely ultimately will be resolved by the FCC's brokcring an 
outcome among the stakeholders. If the Administration refrains from filing, Ihis 
would give the FCC the maximum flexibility to do this work, If the 
Administration articulates a view, the stakeholders might try to usc it in the 
bargaining, and it might constrain the FCC from moving in directions Hot yet 
under consideration. Aller tbe fact, the Administration's view could be used. 
fairly or not, as a y~rdstick.~gail?st which thc FCC's succcss would be Illeasured: 

CO" .. 

• 	 The Administration wilt'be identified with the outcome of the proceeding no 
matter what the outcome is, If we think we can add value by stating a position. 
we should do so, 

.. 	 Reports of the Chuirmmfs plan 011 Ihis issue indicate that be would need to 
impose at least SOIne new and increased charges on customers' bills, mainly on 
business customerS, Our expert agencies, Commerce and Justice, concur tha~ 
$ome such charges arc inevitable, The key question is \'vhethcr there will be 
countervailing reductions in long distance charges that will jl~ leaNt parHy o!n;c:' 

the new chnrgc.<;; ,(f the Administration is concerned that customers' bills not 
incrc:a£e, it would be useful to say so on the record and suggest ways in which 
consumers' interests could be sajeguardcd, 

Olliion 2: 

Pro: 

• 	 'nle C0Il1lHerCC plnn would reduce access c!Iarges by $2 bHlitJn immcdiatdy~ 
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Tins would help ofIset the imlklct of the incvit::bk increased charges on the bilL 
AllY liligatinn risk attached to !he phm could be mitigHicd by u;-;mg :he record in 
the ongoing "price cap_"" protceding to support the $2 billion reduction, 

• 	 The Bells are going to argue that they should he 'llIowed to impose new charges 
on the local billlo pay ror connecting the classrooms and libraries. We will .argue 
forcefully against this, but the best insur..mcc against an adverse outcome is to lay 
the groundwork for a dramatic cut in long dist.1tlCC rates that woul,d 
counterbalance any new "Connect America" charges. 

Con: 

, 	 Justice warns that this plan is so aggressive that it may not hold up in court. Court 
challenges slow down the imprementation of the 1996 Act and introduce 
uncertainty. 

.. 	 Dramatic cuts in access charges now may steel the Bells' resolve to impose a ncw 
line item on the local bill to rCCOHp the costs of connecting classrooms and 
libraries. 

Option 3: File the .Justice paper. 

Pra: 

• 	 The Justicc paper outlines the ways in which the current access system should be 
changed to make sure that the costs of providing telepbone service arc n;covcrcd 
efficiently from an economic perspective. It is a solid guide to what needs to be 
done and would be user'.!] (0 the FCC, provided tbat it is cfln:fully vetted. 

.. 	 Justice believes that its plan presents the minimum possible litigation risk, Ju~ticc 

docs not claim that no one will sue, only that the Justice plan, which is I<rcvcl1uc 
neutral" to the Bells -- i.e., they lose no revenue in this plan ~- presents the least 
risk of suit 

COil: 

.. The Justice paper would not only increase the Subscriber Line Charge, 3S would. 
-the Commerce plan, b\l't it would alSo invent a ·new $1.74 charge that the long' 
distance companies would have to pay each ntonth for each prcsubscrihed 
custOlncL This may be passed on to the consumer in the form of a new line item 
on the bill. Although its plim would reduce long distance telephone rates by about 
2.5 eents per minute, accOrding to Justice's f6recast, that reduction would benefit 
!mly abOUt half of long dis!ancc customers .. The rest wou!d see no ch~lng¢ Of nil 
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illcrcas.:. 

Option 4: 	 File hoU, .Jusiice ~tnd Commcrec papcrs.lml harmonize Ihcil' hottum 
lines. 

E,xp/alltlli(}u: 	Justice is concerned that Commerce's proPOSitl to cut access chnrgc$ now 
is too aggressive based Otl the stat!.: ofth;;: r.:cord, and fuvun; the FCC's 
taking more time to develop additional support be/ore clll~ing nccess rat.:s. 
ComnwTce is concerned tbat lus!icc's plan is not aggressive enough, {md 
that the net result for many consumers will be higher fixed charges 
without countervailing long distance reductions, 

A way out of the conundrum is to have Comrnerce file a paper saying that 
the rcc should move as soon as possible to reduce access charges, and w 
urge that there may be enough in the record right now in another 
proceeding, the "price caps" proceeding. to permit an immediate 
f(.,-duetion. In addition, we could have Justice file a paper saying that the 
FCC should go forward with the proposals offered by DOJ, but should 
postpone tbe effective -dates of the new charges to coincide with the 
expeditious completion of the "price caps" proccL.'ding. which wilt bring 
access charges down, and permit long distance compnnics to offer lower. 
cOLl,nttJrbalansiilg n.l!,t!s, 

Pro: 

• 	 "111is puts both of the Administration's expert agencies on the record ai the FCC 
with <I way to serve (he dual goals of(1) rcstnlc1Uring access charges to prepare 
the \WIY for competition and (2) ensuring jhIH the flat charges that need to be 
ttddcd to the bill to serve goal (1) afC counterbalanced with decreases that will 
permit the lo\\'cring of long dista!lCe rates. 

• 	 II might seem unaumctivc to pul the Administration on record in favor of or 
acquiescing ill an), new ch~\rges Oil the bill. But some of these new charges arc a 
likely result oCthe proceeding in all events, and lhe Administration can do n great 
deal of good for consumers by laking a stance thutlong distance rates should 
corne down quickly ~lt the same time to counterbalance the new charges.. H is not 
de?! tl~at Ji!at .w~uld "h~ppc,n if t.!li! proceeding i~ left (0 take its ,own c.uursc . 
.'. ,. 

• 	 h~vitillg the F,ee 10 examine it~ exis{i:ng record in l'hc ongoing prke ca:ps 
proceeding 'and develop ii further so that it c~n cut access chul~cs before imIX)sing 
new fi.at charges oli the bill should mitigate the litigatiotl risl. that Justice 

> . 
perceives in the original Commerce phin. i 

(, 
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Con: 

.. 	 Both expert agcr:clI.:s' fdi:lgs recommend neW ch:lrgc.:: nn the hill and treat them 
as econom!cally incvit'lblc. Thus, the Administration would be on record as 
favoring these chargc$, and tbc fact that we favor cOllfltcrb"lancing kmg disUlllCC 
reductions could be lost uniess forcefully articulaled. 

.. 	 A filing that makes fl ~pccific recommendation like this might be -.;icwcd by the 
Chairman us leaving him tess room to manucvcr as he tries to achieve a stable 
outcome among the stakeholders and the other commissioners. 
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Meeting with CBC Lealle/'ship 
We!'! \,/in6 on!...:,-' 
4:45 - 5: 15 pm, Wedncsday July 30. 1')97 

Meeting rt'{jucstcd hy }}(I» (:!ps & other" 

Uficfil1g prepared by ,lim Kohlcn herger 


EVEN"I: 
You arc meeting with Maxine Waters, Louis Stokes, Edolphus Towns, Bobby Rush and Alhcrt 
Wynn 	representing the leadership of the Congressional Black Caucus to follow up on their 
conccms aboul. our fCC nominations and move fOf\vard with constructive recommendations for 
improving communications. Talking points .arc attached. 

BACKGROUND 

III add~lion 10 the FCC nominees. olher fOrBeS of conversation could include. 

Budgl't AgrcclUcnl. Maxine WaV..:Ui sait! yesterday that the Black C,r.IC'.Ls should \'oiC 
il£,iUn.:i!thc.blldgct ngrCCll1cnt. II key comj)Ol1CIlf oft};c I'rt~sidem 's wx c1<fling agellda /ins 
heen (() .'pur econnmic aCfivifj' in distressed urcas (lour nation's cilies '!flis imdg.cf 
n:/kcfs (/J,: Pre\'idi!ltf 's agenda: 

V 	 A New TlI~ Cut I'hm Jtclp~ to Cleat! Up and RedeveloJl Brownficlds. The 3­
year JJnJ\vnfidds tax im:clltiw wili r;;ducc the enst orcleaning up thousands of 
conti:uninated, abimliollcd sites in economically distn.!sscd areas by permitting 
dean-up costs to be deducted immcdih(l'iy rot tilX pUrp(l$Cs. Tlus will; in tum. 
(;ncollmgc rcdcvclnpment of these areas. The 'lI"emury Department estimates 
{h(lt this $1.5 billion fax iflcenfiw: would leverage more llum $6 biliioll for 
private sector cleanups nationwide, allowing redcvelopmetll of 14,000 
hrolVlljields. 

V 	 New EmpOWCl'IlH'nt Zone!' (I<:Zs). Tbe budget inciuJc$ a s,,:cOl:d-round ofEZs-­
IS urban aod 5 rural EZs. The new EZs will benelit [rom a difTGfcnt biend of tax 
credits from the first-round communities, For cxrunplc, (he EZs will be eliglble 
[or the Browllnelds tax ,incentive,' special expcnsing of business assets, aild, 

. qua!ificat.i?Jl for rri.vatc~nclivlty bonds. . 	 " 

IIELI'ING MOVE 1'~;OrLE I'tmM WEbI'AllE TO WORK 

" t,( 	 A" SVc1fare to \Nark Tnx (;rcdit. This provision \~ill give employers atnldded 
incentive to hire long-term welfare recipients by providing n credit equal 10 35% o[tlle 

: first $10:000 in wages in the first yca'r of cinploymcnt, and 50% orthe first $10,000 in­
the second year, paid '(0 new hires who have,received welfare for an extended period. " 
the credit iS'for two years. per worker to encourage not 'Only ,hiring b~t retc"utian-.- : ­

, ""': ' ' 
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V $3 Billion tn IIt'I(I Mo\'C I Milliull '·copie from Welfare In \V'II'k, fllc1udcs 
]'n..:sid..;nt's proposal H1 ere,lll' $3 billion Wdfan.: 10 Work J'.11~s Ch:,lIL'llgc 10 move long,­
term WI,CIHl:'t: fl'cipiL'll!S illlo lasting, ItlbUhsidizeJ j(llis. Thcsl.! I'unds can he t,sL'd i{,:- inh 
crx::Ilimt inn placement :md job retention efforts, Inclt,dillg wage sabskEcs to privat~ 
cmj1IOYl'r~, and oth(!r critical pOBH.:mp[oyment support services. Til..:: Labor 
DCp:lTtl:l':!H wi!! provide ovcniight hu( the d(lllars will be placed in dlC hands ofl!lc 
localities whn arc on (he front lines of the welfare reform effore 

V $12 hilhon to restore hotb disllbility and health benefits for 350,000 .'cj!,al 
immigf'ants in 2002 \\'ho arc c'Jrr(:!)tly receiving assistance or become disahtcd. 
cmmring that they will not 00 turn0d out of their ~partments or nursing homes or 
otherWIse hclpless~ 

t/ 	 Preserves the miuimum wage and other h,bQr protedions for welfare recipients 
moviug from welfare to work. 

t/ 	 Fair Lubor Standards Act und other employment la\\'s. Protects workers from 
displacement by thos01caving the welfare rolls, and eSlabJishcs a strong process for' 
workers 10 raise grievances with an independent agency. 

CocnillC. Last w.:ck the CDC WM also upset ,"vhell the AHorney General and the Drug 
Czar n:commcnded murowing the huge diffcn:nccs between sentences f0r sell!:]1.! ~rar.;k 
and powd~r~d cocai;le. Maxine WaterS complained that the sentencing guidelin:i \\:,,; 
endorsed last week would only lo\vcr the difference in sentencing for tbe two dillcrcn: 
fOims of cocajn~ to a 10· t ra:io having asked thl.! administration to rcco:mllcao ,I l ~ I 
rmio, Dcspiw discussing this with the President in May, Waters said she \\'<\5 "annoyed 
they have not discussed wi;h me or the caucus where they were going on this isstle." 
Under the proposnl, which is subject In congressional approval, the mandatory ftn":-YL\lr 

SCI1IC11CI..) for sd!ing 25 grams of crack abo \yould apply to dealing 250 grams of powdcr 
cocaine, Cum:l1I law 3ctS u five-year .scntcn~c for ~e!ling 5 grams of crack or 500 grams 
of cocaine, a IOO~1 ratio. Critics o1'1hc disparate seniences soy they arc unf::1.1r to 
minorities. who arc- marl! like!y to possess the cheaper crack, Othem comend crack IS fm 
more addictive than powder cocaine hecause of i[s concentrated form and also more 
iikcly to b(.; i,;ot)l1cctcd 10 crimes ofvlolencc. Caucus members met Wednesday with 
Attorney General Janet Rr.;no; Barry McCaffrey; Deputy AHorncy General Eric Holder; 
and Rahm Emanuel. 

• 	 Assod~t~ Gcncr~1 c~,~'n~cl, for CiVi'I',,{ights. ~t' U~DA. Re~ntly" ~·1a,~inc Waters 
wfln(cd 10 know Iho status'ofhiring, an Associate General Counsel for'Civil RigJits at 
USD'A, the vacancy announcement has just closed, wllich 'means that rht:: applications nrc 

'111 and the screening pro~css isjust beginning. A selection panel win narrow the qunlificd 
applic<ln\;{ tu about.tct1 and the final. selection wiJ[ be made in latc September or' 
thereabouts. 

..' 	 ", 
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• 	 CHlIlPUtCr Tr;lillill~ initiativc. The tne has: pf()po~.:d kgi~l;\!io~l for a f)(;W 520 million 
granl progr,lll1 to create COtll]Hller training cL·Jth;r~ III I.. )\\'~ille(lm~ an..-'i15. Th.:)' al\; looking 
fOJ':tn :ldllllni:Hr:ttioll endorscllH.:ni oi"thcir inhi'1H\'''':. Bridging lile digital divide hetween 
the information havcs ar.d havc nols is some1hing we me very commiHed to. In fact. thcir 
dInn is largdy duplica{iw of many existing dfntes \,'C have ongoing making it difficult 
to say why <I new rrngrul1J i~ needed on Ihe hill. l-Io\\'c\'cr. they an: looking for 
somclhing they can put their n.ame un. 

You can tell them that you will support their legislative proposal within the Whitt: 
House process so that the administration can endorse their legislative InitJutiw: 
realizing that an Appropriation IS an ~p hill battlc given our stntggle every year 
ft;r money 1'01' the TIIAP program. Before the administration endorses a bill, it 
musl go Ihrough an OMB inter-agency n.:vicw process. 

You can also tell Ihem Ihat you will work wilh them to help find real do!la:-s in 
real programs 10 support their cllon while Ihey tight for their own legislation. 
This cm:ld be something we announce together :me! include a combination of 
existlllg efforts. Togctht:r these dforts (hvarf the $20 million a yt:ar CBe 
proposal, 

TIIAI' gl'ant~ -- Larry Irving nl11s tilt! TllAI' grant prognun whIch i;; v;:ry 
similar to what tl:c): pmpose which can help create comp'u!e;' tr~uning . 
cC"niers like those they \V,~ri:. 

IILD ncighbHJ'lioou nch\'i)rk programs·~ a BUD dlbrt which is in the 
process of hooking up 200 housmg projccts 'with compu:;,,;r;; ar:d 
COllllcclions across the country 

• 	 The E~ratc -- which provides 90% discounts for libraries and schools in 
poor oelghhorhoods for tckcumm:mications services out of a $2.25 hillion 
annual fund. 

Tht G'ites Lihrary rut~ndali{)n -- To complement the E-ralc whicb 
provides nlmos1 frcc connections to libraries in poor areas, the Gatcs 
libmry f~nltld<\tion will pnwidt: $400 million in hardware and software for 

tl"bra~ic.~ in po.or arca~" . 

•', p 

;\'ITACHMENTS 

• • Talking Points 
• 	 Crack Cocain~ $clltcncing Q&..\ 
• 	 Kcnnard's contributions to the African Amcrican Community . .,. ..... 
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Crack Coc:linc SCfllcncillg 

Press Guid;IUCC 
,July 21,1997 

The President believes that the current disparity in sentcncing between crack cocaine 
offenses and powder cocaine does not make sense (Current ratio is IOO~ I -- crack cocaine 
offenses being the 100) 

* The Prcsider.t also believes that a 1'1 ratio does no~ make criminal justice ser:se. 

, The Prcsident asked the Attorney General Reno and General McCaffery (0 come up wnh a 
. recommendation that is both fair a:1d makes criminal justice scnse, 

, 
The President has received a recommendation from Reno and McCaffery ar.d we are 
currently consu::ing with Congress. 

Lockhart per Rahm 
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Crack Cocaine Sentencing ~- Updated Question/Answer 
July 22, 1997 

Q: 	 Mr. President. fodoy's New York Times reports that you have received a 
recommendation from the AHomey Generat and Drug Oirector to reduce 
the disparity between sentences for crack and powder cocaine. What is 
their recommendation, and have you accepted or acted on H? 

A: 	 As you know, on April 29th the U,S. Sentencing Commission issued a repor1 
recommending ihallhe disporily between senlences for crack and 
powder be narrowed, I asked the Attamey General and Drug Director to 
review the Commission's repar1 and make a recommendation to me. 
They did, ond the~ recommendalion was that the logger for 5'year 
mcndatory drug penalties should be increased from 5 to 25 groms for 
crack - and dropped from 500 to 250 grams for powder cocaine. Thai 
would drop the ratio from 100 to 1,1010 to 1, I think this is a sensible 
recommend01ion. If makes good law enforcement sense, and it's fairer. 
II will ensure Iha! federal prosecutor.; focus on mid- and high-level drug 
traffickers, rather than low-level user.;, I have asked the Attorney General 
and Drug Director to work WIth Members of Congress on Ihis matter. and 1 
nope we can' make reol progress. 

" " 
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Q: 	 Mr. President. your Administration has supponed a sentencing policy that 
punishes blacks users 01 crack c.;ocaine a hundred times more harshly 
thon white users of powder cocalne. How can you defend this policy, and 
how can you say that your Administration Fs promoting racial 
reconciliation and dialogue when you support a policies like this, which 
seem blatantly unfair ond discriminatory to mosi African Americans? 

A: 	 I understand the concern thai many African Americans hove when they 
are told IIl0t black users of crack are punished much more severely Ihon 
white users of powder cocaine. The current disparity in our sentencing 
laws for cocaine - or the so-called 100 to 1 ralio - is unfair and should be 
adjusled. Bul the issue is nat as simple and sfraighlforward os equalizing 
penalfies. and I would like to explain why. 

Since the mid 19805. crack cocoine - and the armed gangs that deal in il 
- have fueled an unprecedented tevel of violence in our cIlies and 
amc.ng our youth. And while this violence now seems to have stabilized, it· 
rem(:lins at infolerable levels - and crock cocaine defendan;s continue to 
be Clssociated with much more violence than powder cocaine and other 
drug users. In principle then, I confinue to believe thai crack cocaine 
SllOUld be punished more severely than powder cocaine - and that is 
why I rejected the Sentencing Commission's proposal tas: year 10 equa,lize 
penallies for crock and powder cocaine. 	 . 

In practice, however. my Administration has realized thai the current 100 
to I raiio, which triggers 5-year mandatory dfVg penalties for crack users 
at 5 grams and for powder users at 500 grams, is flawed. Generally 
speaking, federal law enforcement resources should target serious drug 
traffickers -- or at least m'd-Ievel dec1ers that can provide information fa 
help prosecute these more serious traffickers. Sath the 5 and 500 gram 
triggers in current law seem to miss this mark: the crack trigger is too law, 
and the powder lrigger is too high. 

To some extent nowever. we already compensate for thiS flaw in two 
ways: 	First. federal prosecutors general:y use their discretlon'to target 1he 
m::)re serious offenders. Thus, the typical-crack 'defendant,convicted in 
the federal.system is not a kid: not a fiist-lime offender and likely to have 
cqmed a gun and traffICked in at leas! 80 grams of craCK - Of, frankly, a 
serious criminal. Second, the "safety valve" Provision than signed Into law' . 

. ." 
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as pori or the 1994 Corne Bill exempts cerfain first-lime, non-violent clack 
offenders from the 5-year mandolory drug penally_ As a result hvndreds 
of drug Olfende(s -- includIng the sma!) percenicge of lower level crack 
deales that p)oke tlleir '-'lay into t))e federa: sysiem -- w:iJ be eligii)Je 10 
have their sentences reduced On average of 25%, 

Iii lh,z; finol analysis, however, our own flexible policies in enforcing the law 
do no1 c!10nge lhe facl thai the extreme disparity befween crack and 
powder penalties is vnjustified and should be reduced. That's why I 
intend 10 suppor! a reduclion in Ihe 100 10 I ratio. and 10 won: with 
Members of Congress to make such a change 10 current law. Tile 
Sentencing Commission recentty recommended 0 range of sensible 
oplions for doing Ihis. I believe Ihey suggested Ihal penalties for powder 
and crack cocaine should be "pinched" .:. lha! is 10 say. fhal the trigger 
for powder should be dropped from 500 grams to somewhere between 
125 and 375 grams. and that the trigger tor crack should be increcsed 
from 5 grams to somewhere bel\veen 25 and 75 grams. And I will ask the 
Attorney General and Drug Direclor 10 work wilh Members of Congress 10 
adopt make an adjustmenf within these ranges. 

',. " 
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KENNARD'S CONTRIRUTIONS TO 

TIlE AFRICAN AMERICAN COMMUNITY 


Throughout his professional career, Bill Kennard has been a consistent and forceful advocnte 
for creating and expanding opportunities for minorities to participate in the communications 
marketplace. as owners, employees and \Isers of services. Organizations active in expanding 
opportunities for minorities to participate in the communications marketplace have publicly 
ur6",d President Clinton to designate Kennard as the next Chainnan of the FCC, including the 
Rainbow Coalition, the Minority Business Enterprise legal Defense and Education Fund, Inc .. 
the National Bar Association, the Minority Media and Telecommunications Council and the 
Office of Communication of the United Church of Christ. 

• 	 Before joininG the FCC as its tirst African American general counsel, Bill Kennard 
devOled his law practice to assisting minority companjes enter the communications 
marketplace. He devoted his career to advocating their interests in the COurts. before the 
FCC. the Congress and the Administration. 

• 	 Kennard is widely regarded as one or the Nation's leading experts on the legal and 
policy issues involving minority participation In the communications marketplace. At a 
lime when minorities arc experiencing a dramatic loss of ownership opportunities in 
FCC'regulaled industries. it is especially appropriate for a disntinguished advocate for 
minority economic development to chair the FCC. 

\Vhile in private practice. Kennard assisted the FCC's Advisory Committee on Minority 
Ownership in Broadcasting and was the principal author of proposais to expand the 
FCC's minority tax certificate which were adopted by the FCC in 1982, In 1995, when 
some members of Congress targeted the tax certificate program for repeal~ Kelmarc was 
the only senior fCC official to publicly defend the tax certificate program, He testified 
in both the House and Senate urging Congress to retain the tax certificate prugrum. 

As genera; counsel, Kennard has been instrumentaJ in recruiting African American '$ to 
serve ln high~leYei policy making positions, He personally helped to recruit the fust 
Afi:ican Amedcans to head four of the Commission'5 16 operating bureaus and offices. 
Thcsc"arc :the most senior-level and highly visible staff positions at the agency. These. 
include the cilie!s of Cable Services: Bureau, the Office of Public Affairs, the 0ffiee of 
Worl<pl~cc Diversity and the Office of Commimications' Busjn~ss Opportunities~ 
KeJ)nard h~ recruited numerous other- African Ameri~ans .to management a,nd staff jobs 
throughom the agency. The number of minority'!awY,el's throughout the Commission 
incrca~:;ed sign1ficantlYI' in large measure, as a result of Kennard's' efforts. He has taken 
a "hands on" approach'to recruiting minority lawyers, creating opportunities for them 
within the Commission, and menloring them. He created the tirnt Commis5ion~wide . 	 ' .' 

mentodng program for incoming lawyers. 
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• Kennard personally advocated for and was as a key player in establishing the first Office 
of V./orkplJ,ce Diversity at the Commission. He also recruited its current Director, a 
former NAACP state director and special assistant to Benjamin Hooks. T11is office hi1S 
fostered diversity through widespread recruit.'Uem and training initiatives. 

• Kennard personally advocated for a was the key player in establishing the first Office of 
Commu:llcations Business Opportunities at the Commission. This office has served as 
an important advocate within the fCC for the interests of small and minority-owned 
business~~s in communications. He worked to ensure that its director would report 
directly to the Chairman of the FCC, then recruited the first director of the Office, a 
highly-regarded African American from [he minority venture capital community, 

• Kennard has recruited the most talented and diverse group of lawyers in the history of 
the Omce of General Counsel. Prior to his arrival, only a handful of minority attorneys 
had ever served in the Omce of General Counsel in the entire 60.year historY of the 
office, and there were nO African American attorneys in the office immediately 
preceding his arrival. From his first day as General Counsel, Kennard made aggressive 
outreach and recruitment a top priority for the Office, Because of his efforts and 
personal involvement in recruitment. during his tenure the Office of General Counsel, 
which has has hired over is minority attorneys) including 12 African Americans. 

The lawyers recruited by Kennard arc widely acknowledged 10 be the mOSt talented 
group of la'N'ycrs in the agency's history. During his tenure. the FCC's win\los5 record 
in tile federal "ppeUare courts has increased by approximately 30%, When President 
Clinton nominated Ketmard to become a member of the FCC, oUtgoing Chaiman Reed 
Hundt announced that "Bill Kennard has been the best General Cou:1se] in FCC history 
and hl.1$ successfully run the most difficult cases this Commission has ever encountered, 
, .' Under his leadership, we have dramatically improved our win rccord in the Court 
of Appeals, We have also greatly expanded the depth and breadth of our reeruiling and 
instilled in all our audiences an awareness of fairness and impartiality of our 
rulcmaking," 



Meeting with .Jesse Jackson 
West Wing Office 
3:45 pm, Friday May 29th, 1998 

Meeting rcqll(':stcd by Jesse Jackson 
Briefing prepared by Jim Kohlcnbcrger 

EVENT 
You arc meeting with Jesse Jackson at his request to discuss his concerns about fair access, 
inclusion and diversity in the media and telecommunications industries. You spoke to him by 
-phone on May 11 th on this same subject. At that time you told him that you would create n new 
infonnal intcr~agcncy \.vorking group to address these issues. Tha group is now meeting -- sec 
below. 

BACKGROUND 

.I 	 nigital Tch.'yision Licenses. Jackson is concerned that the FCC is giving away 
billions of dollars in digital tclcvis:oll :iccnscs, without accommodating new 
entrants. But the FCC has no choice. They arc required by the 1996 
Telecommunications Act to give the licenses to incumbents, 

The Administration, however, has been actively involved in pending proceeding 
with the FCC to limil1hc concentration or media ownership in an errort to 
presl:rvc and c:lh,\I1\:c opportu:litics For mir:oritks Cor WDllh.:tl, 

You Imvc ,,)so convcacd a co!~lll:is:-;i()n, kno\'/I: :0 some ;}sllw "GMe 
CDmmission" 10 study the ptblic i:11crCSI obligations for ~1ll;$C ncw Gigi1al 
licensees. J:lckson notes the work or your commission in his letter (;;muehcd), but 
also says its not enough. 

Lutherco Church Efi:O casco He is also cOllccrm:u about a recent I),C Circuit 
opinion which.altackcd the FCC's EEO rules that apply to hlOadcust lice;):;:::s, 
Jnckso:! hns encouraged the Allorney Gem:l~il to scck reheating en banco At least 
sotn(: In lhe civil r:glns con:munity dD 1:0: wn:1t the FCC iO challenge the EEO 
dedsioll out of rear that the Supreme Court !Hight uphold il. 

v' ·I)igital Divide on the Internet He i~ also concerned about a digital divide in' 
, cable sc~viccs and unequal access to the lnt<;mct in schQols. 111 his letter he not~s 

thai you' nn.: right to, stand up for universal a-:eess ill :;chools to the Imemet. BUl 
he woilid take it one stcp.f:lrther to CnS'\lrC ui)ivcrsnl access to all J\!'ll<,!rlcans. 

,/ New tlltcr~Agt~ncy Worldng Group. Sllle!.: your la.sl conwt's,atinn with Jacks,'m, 

the nc\v in~on!1al i.ntcr-agcncy \\~orkitlg group {hat you WId, hi,!n you wOl!ld . 

. . 



convene is now meeting. Now representatives of tl)C fCC, the Commerce 
Department, the Justice Dcpart:ll~ll1. the Treasury Department, the Small Business 
Administration, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, and the White 
HOllse arc meeting to fitld new crc<ttivc ways we can increase diversity in 
ownership and employment in media, 

AHACHMFNTS 
• 	 Jesse Jackson's letter to you 


Talking POilUS 

• 	 Background on his issues. 
• 	 Memo on EEO Decision 

\.... - ., . 



Talking Points 

• I umlcrstand how impoM:mt thi.:sC issue nrc to you. 
these issues arc to me and the administration. 

1 also want you to know important 

• When the President and I helped forge the Telecommunications Act, we fought tirelessly 
to ensure that \'V'e. maintained a diversity of voices in Americil.. When you asked us to 
uppoint Bill Kennard as Chairman of the FCC, we agreed and appointed the first African 
American ill hi:;tory to that body at the same time we apPoll1tcd Michael Powell. 

• But itS you poil)! Out, \J,:C arc now facing strong challenges in the courts and tll Congress. 
We've wiUicsscd ihc decline of minority ownership, the loss of minority tax certificate 
and now the EEO requirement in broadcasting. Some in the civil rights community have 
said that if the EEO provisioti is challenged and upheld by the Suprcmc Court, it could 
have a devastating impact not just .ort cable, but on other industries ~\s wei!. 

• [n the wake of the EEO decision, the FCC Commissi.oner that you and I helped to put 111 

place called on industry to do the right Ihing to develop solutions to help improve 
represemalion of minoritics in brotldca:;ting and to stcm till: tide of dcclini::lg ownership, 

• Wht:n we spoke recently by photic, I told you that I would create a new informal jntcr~ 
ngency working group 10 address these issues. J want you to know that represcntatives of 
the FCC, the CommerCc DcpartmcIlt; the Ju.sliLc DCral'll)~cnl; the Trc;]s~!ry Dcjx1l1mcnt; 
tho Smnll BJsir:ess Admini:aration, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 
and the White HOlIse arc meeting CO find J!CW creative ways we can increase diversity in 
ownership and employment in media. 
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