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REPORT

The jurisdiction of the Committee on Commerce, as prescribed by
Clause 1(f) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives,
is as follows:

(1) Biomedical research and development.

(2) Consumer affairs and consumer protection.

(3) Health and health facilities (except health care supported by
payroll deductions).

(4) Interstate energy compacts.

(5) Interstate and foreign commerce generally.

(6) Exploration, production, storage, supply, marketing, pricing,
and regulation of energy resources, including all fossil fuels,
solar energy, and other unconventional or renewable energy re-
sources.

(7) Conservation of energy resources.

(8) Energy information generally.

(9) The generation and marketing of power (except by federally
chartered or Federal regional power marketing authorities); re-
liability and interstate transmission of, and ratemaking for, all
power; siting of generation facilities (except the installation of
interconnections between Government waterpower projects).

(10) General management of the Department of Energy, and the
management and all functions of the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission.

(11) National energy policy generally.

(12) Public health and quarantine.

(13) Regulation of the domestic nuclear energy industry, including
regulation of research and development reactors and nuclear
regulatory research.
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(14) Regulation of interstate and foreign communications.
(15) Securities and exchanges.
(16) Travel and tourism.

The Committee shall have the same jurisdiction with respect to
regulation of nuclear facilities and of use of nuclear energy as it
has with respect to regulation of nonnuclear facilities and of use of
nonnuclear energy.

In addition, clause 3(c) of Rule X of the Rules of the House of
Representatives provides that the Committee on Commerce shall
review and study on a continuing basis laws, programs, and Gov-
ernment activities relating to nuclear and other energy research
and development including the disposal of nuclear waste.

RULES FOR THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, 106TH CONGRESS

Rule 1. General Provisions.

(a) Rules of the Committee. The Rules of the House are the rules
of the Committee on Commerce (hereinafter the “Committee”) and
its subcommittees so far as is applicable, except that a motion to
recess from day to day, and a motion to dispense with the first
reading (in full) of a bill or resolution, if printed copies are avail-
able, is nondebatable and privileged in the Committee and its sub-
committees.

(b) Rules of the Subcommittees. Each subcommittee of the Com-
mittee is part of the Committee and is subject to the authority and
direction of the Committee and to its rules so far as applicable.
Written rules adopted by the Committee, not inconsistent with the
Rules of the House, shall be binding on each subcommittee of the
Committee.

Rule 2. Time and Place of Meetings.

(a) Regular Meeting Days. The Committee shall meet on the
fourth Tuesday of each month at 10 a.m., for the consideration of
bills, resolutions, and other business, if the House is in session on
that day. If the House is not in session on that day and the Com-
mittee has not met during such month, the Committee shall meet
at the earliest practicable opportunity when the House is again in
session. The chairman of the Committee may, at his discretion,
cancel, delay, or defer any meeting required under this section,
after consultation with the ranking minority member.

(b) Additional Meetings. The chairman may call and convene, as
he considers necessary, additional meetings of the Committee for
the consideration of any bill or resolution pending before the Com-
mittee or for the conduct of other Committee business. The Com-
mittee shall meet for such purposes pursuant to that call of the
chairman.

(c) Vice Chairmen; Presiding Member. The chairman shall des-
ignate a member of the majority party to serve as vice chairman
of the Committee, and shall designate a majority member of each
subcommittee to serve as vice chairman of each subcommittee. The
vice chairman of the Committee or subcommittee, as the case may
be, shall preside at any meeting or hearing during the temporary
absence of the chairman. If the chairman and vice chairman of the
Committee or subcommittee are not present at any meeting or
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hearing, the ranking member of the majority party who is present
shall preside at the meeting or hearing.

(d) Open Meetings and Hearings. Except as provided by the
Rules of the House, each meeting of the Committee or any of its
subcommittees for the transaction of business, including the mark-
up of legislation, and each hearing, shall be open to the public in-
cluding to radio, television and still photography coverage, con-
sistent with the provisions of Rule XI of the Rules of the House.

Rule 3. Agenda.

The agenda for each Committee or subcommittee meeting (other
than a hearing), setting out the date, time, place, and all items of
business to be considered, shall be provided to each member of the
Committee at least 36 hours in advance of such meeting.

Rule 4. Procedure.

(a)(1) Hearings. The date, time, place, and subject matter of any
hearing of the Committee or any of its subcommittees shall be an-
nounced at least one week in advance of the commencement of such
hearing, unless the Committee or subcommittee determines in ac-
cordance with clause 2(g)(3) of Rule XI of the Rules of the House
that there is good cause to begin the hearing sooner.

(2)(A) Meetings. The date, time, place, and subject matter of any
meeting (other than a hearing) scheduled on a Tuesday, Wednes-
day, or Thursday when the House will be in session, shall be an-
nounced at least 36 hours (exclusive of Saturdays, Sundays, and
legal holidays except when the House is in session on such days)
in advance of the commencement of such meeting.

(B) Other Meetings. The date, time, place, and subject matter of
a meeting (other than a hearing or a meeting to which subpara-
graph (A) applies) shall be announced at least 72 hours in advance
of the commencement of such meeting.

(b)(1) Requirements for Testimony. Each witness who is to ap-
pear before the Committee or a subcommittee shall file with the
clerk of the Committee, at least two working days in advance of his
or her appearance, sufficient copies, as determined by the chairman
of the Committee or a subcommittee, of a written statement of his
or her proposed testimony to provide to members and staff of the
Committee or subcommittee, the news media, and the general pub-
lic. Each witness shall, to the greatest extent practicable, also pro-
vide a copy of such written testimony in an electronic format pre-
scribed by the chairman. Each witness shall limit his or her oral
presentation to a brief summary of the argument. The chairman of
the Committee or of a subcommittee, or the presiding member, may
waive the requirements of this paragraph or any part thereof.

(2) Additional Requirements for Testimony. To the greatest ex-
tent practicable, the written testimony of each witness appearing
in a non-governmental capacity shall include a curriculum vitae
and a disclosure of the amount and source (by agency and program)
of any federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or contract (or sub-
contract thereof) received during the current fiscal year or either
of the two preceding fiscal years by the witness or by an entity rep-
resented by the witness.

(c) Questioning Witnesses. The right to interrogate the witnesses
before the Committee or any of its subcommittees shall alternate
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between majority and minority members. Each member shall be
limited to 5 minutes in the interrogation of witnesses until such
time as each member who so desires has had an opportunity to
question witnesses. No member shall be recognized for a second pe-
riod of 5 minutes to interrogate a witness until each member of the
Committee present has been recognized once for that purpose.
While the Committee or subcommittee is operating under the 5-
minute rule for the interrogation of witnesses, the chairman shall
recognize in order of appearance members who were not present
when the meeting was called to order after all members who were
present when the meeting was called to order have been recognized
in the order of seniority on the Committee or subcommittee, as the
case may be.

(d) Explanation of Subcommittee Action. No bill, recommenda-
tion, or other matter reported by a subcommittee shall be consid-
ered by the full Committee unless the text of the matter reported,
together with an explanation, has been available to members of the
Committee for at least 36 hours. Such explanation shall include a
summary of the major provisions of the legislation, an explanation
of the relationship of the matter to present law, and a summary
of the need for the legislation. All subcommittee actions shall be re-
ported promptly by the clerk of the Committee to all members of
the Committee.

(e) Opening Statements. Opening statements by members at the
beginning of any hearing or markup of the Committee or any of its
subcommittees shall be limited to 5 minutes each for the chairman
and ranking minority member (or their respective designee) of the
Committee or subcommittee, as applicable, and 3 minutes each for
all other members.

Rule 5. Waiver of Agenda, Notice, and Layover Requirements.

Requirements of rules 3, 4(a)(2), and 4(d) may be waived by a
majority of those present and voting (a majority being present) of
the Committee or subcommittee, as the case may be.

Rule 6. Quorum.

Testimony may be taken and evidence received at any hearing at
which there are present not fewer than two members of the Com-
mittee or subcommittee in question. A majority of the members of
the Committee shall constitute a quorum for the purposes of re-
porting any measure or matter, of authorizing a subpoena, or of
closing a meeting or hearing pursuant to clause 2(g) of Rule XI of
the Rules of the House (except as provided in clause 2(g)(2)(A) and
(B)). For the purposes of taking any action other than those speci-
fied in the preceding sentence, one-third of the members of the
Committee or subcommittee shall constitute a quorum.

Rule 7. Official Committee Records.

(a)(1) Journal. The proceedings of the Committee shall be re-
corded in a journal which shall, among other things, show those
present at each meeting, and include a record of the vote on any
question on which a record vote is demanded and a description of
the amendment, motion, order, or other proposition voted. A copy
of the journal shall be furnished to the ranking minority member.
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(2) Record Votes. A record vote may be demanded by one-fifth of
the members present or, in the apparent absence of a quorum, by
any one member. No demand for a record vote shall be made or ob-
tained except for the purpose of procuring a record vote or in the
apparent absence of a quorum. The result of each record vote in
any meeting of the Committee shall be made available in the Com-
mittee office for inspection by the public, as provided in Rule XI,
clause 2(e) of the Rules of the House.

(b) Archived Records. The records of the Committee at the Na-
tional Archives and Records Administration shall be made avail-
able for public use in accordance with Rule VII of the Rules of the
House. The chairman shall notify the ranking minority member of
any decision, pursuant to clause 3 (b)(3) or clause 4 (b) of the Rule,
to withhold a record otherwise available, and the matter shall be
presented to the Committee for a determination on the written re-
quest of any member of the Committee. The chairman shall consult
with the ranking minority member on any communication from the
Archivist of the United States or the Clerk of the House concerning
the1 disposition of noncurrent records pursuant to clause 3(b) of the
Rule.

Rule 8. Subcommittees.

There shall be such standing subcommittees with such jurisdic-
tion and size as determined by the majority party caucus of the
Committee. The jurisdiction, number, and size of the subcommit-
tees shall be determined by the majority party caucus prior to the
start of the process for establishing subcommittee chairmanships
and assignments.

Rule 9. Powers and Duties of Subcommittees.

Each subcommittee is authorized to meet, hold hearings, receive
testimony, markup legislation, and report to the Committee on all
matters referred to it. Subcommittee chairmen shall set hearing
and meeting dates only with the approval of the chairman of the
Committee with a view toward assuring the availability of meeting
rooms and avoiding simultaneous scheduling of Committee and
subcommittee meetings or hearings whenever possible.

Rule 10. Reference of Legislation and Other Matters.

All legislation and other matters referred to the Committee shall
be referred to the subcommittee of appropriate jurisdiction within
two weeks of the date of receipt by the Committee unless action is
taken by the full committee within those two weeks, or by majority
vote of the members of the Committee, consideration is to be by the
full Committee. In the case of legislation or other matter within the
jurisdiction of more than one subcommittee, the chairman of the
Committee may, in his discretion, refer the matter simultaneously
to two or more subcommittees for concurrent consideration, or may
designate a subcommittee of primary jurisdiction and also refer the
matter to one or more additional subcommittees for consideration
in sequence (subject to appropriate time limitations), either on its
initial referral or after the matter has been reported by the sub-
committee of primary jurisdiction. Such authority shall include the
authority to refer such legislation or matter to an ad hoc sub-
committee appointed by the chairman, with the approval of the
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Committee, from the members of the subcommittee having legisla-
tive or oversight jurisdiction.

Rule 11. Ratio of Subcommittees.

The majority caucus of the Committee shall determine an appro-
priate ratio of majority to minority party members for each sub-
committee and the chairman shall negotiate that ratio with the mi-
nority party, provided that the ratio of party members on each sub-
committee shall be no less favorable to the majority than that of
the full Committee, nor shall such ratio provide for a majority of
less than two majority members.

Rule 12. Subcommittee Membership.

(a) Selection of Subcommittee Members. Prior to any organiza-
tional meeting held by the Committee, the majority and minority
caucuses shall select their respective members of the standing sub-
committees.

(b) Ex Officio Members. The chairman and ranking minority
member of the Committee shall be ex officio members with voting
privileges of each subcommittee of which they are not assigned as
members and may be counted for purposes of establishing a
quorum in such subcommittees.

Rule 13. Managing Legislation on the House Floor.

The chairman, in his discretion, shall designate which member
shall manage legislation reported by the Committee to the House.

Rule 14. Committee Professional and Clerical Staff Appointments.

(a) Delegation of Staff. Whenever the chairman of the Committee
determines that any professional staff member appointed pursuant
to the provisions of clause 9 of Rule X of the House of Representa-
tives, who is assigned to such chairman and not to the ranking mi-
nority member, by reason of such professional staff member’s ex-
pertise or qualifications will be of assistance to one or more sub-
committees in carrying out their assigned responsibilities, he may
delegate such member to such subcommittees for such purpose. A
delegation of a member of the professional staff pursuant to this
subsection shall be made after consultation with subcommittee
chairmen and with the approval of the subcommittee chairman or
chairmen involved.

(b) Minority Professional Staff. Professional staff members ap-
pointed pursuant to clause 9 of Rule X of the House of Representa-
tives, who are assigned to the ranking minority member of the
Committee and not to the chairman of the Committee, shall be as-
signed to such Committee business as the minority party members
of the Committee consider advisable.

(c) Additional Staff Appointments. In addition to the professional
staff appointed pursuant to clause 9 of Rule X of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the chairman of the Committee shall be entitled to
make such appointments to the professional and clerical staff of the
Committee as may be provided within the budget approved for
such purposes by the Committee. Such appointee shall be assigned
to such business of the full Committee as the chairman of the Com-
mittee considers advisable.
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(d) Sufficient Staff. The chairman shall ensure that sufficient
staff is made available to each subcommittee to carry out its re-
sponsibilities under the rules of the Committee.

(e) Fair Treatment of Minority Members in Appointment of Com-
mittee Staff. The chairman shall ensure that the minority members
of the Committee are treated fairly in appointment of Committee
staff.

(f) Contracts for Temporary or Intermittent Services. Any con-
tract for the temporary services or intermittent service of indi-
vidual consultants or organizations to make studies or advise the
Committee or its subcommittees with respect to any matter within
their jurisdiction shall be deemed to have been approved by a ma-
jority of the members of the Committee if approved by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the Committee. Such ap-
proval shall not be deemed to have been given if at least one-third
of the members of the Committee request in writing that the Com-
mittee formally act on such a contract, if the request is made with-
in 10 days after the latest date on which such chairman or chair-
men, and such ranking minority member or members, approve
such contract.

Rule 15. Supervision, Duties of Staff.

(a) Supervision of Majority Staff. The professional and clerical
staff of the Committee not assigned to the minority shall be under
the supervision and direction of the chairman who, in consultation
with the chairmen of the subcommittees, shall establish and assign
the duties and responsibilities of such staff members and delegate
such authority as he determines appropriate.

(b) Supervision of Minority Staff. The professional and clerical
staff assigned to the minority shall be under the supervision and
direction of the minority members of the Committee, who may dele-
gate such authority as they determine appropriate.

Rule 16. Committee Budget.

(a) Preparation of Committee Budget. The chairman of the Com-
mittee, after consultation with the ranking minority member of the
Committee and the chairmen of the subcommittees, shall for the
106th Congress prepare a preliminary budget for the Committee,
with such budget including necessary amounts for professional and
clerical staff, travel, investigations, equipment and miscellaneous
expenses of the Committee and the subcommittees, and which shall
be adequate to fully discharge the Committee’s responsibilities for
legislation and oversight. Such budget shall be presented by the
chairman to the majority party caucus of the Committee and there-
after to the full Committee for its approval.

(b) Approval of the Committee Budget. The chairman shall take
whatever action is necessary to have the budget as finally approved
by the Committee duly authorized by the House. No proposed Com-
mittee budget may be submitted to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration unless it has been presented to and approved by the
majority party caucus and thereafter by the full Committee. The
chairman of the Committee may authorize all necessary expenses
in accordance with these rules and within the limits of the Com-
mittee’s budget as approved by the House.
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(¢) Monthly Expenditures Report. Committee members shall be
furnished a copy of each monthly report, prepared by the chairman
for the Committee on House Administration, which shows expendi-
tures made during the reporting period and cumulative for the year
by the Committee and subcommittees, anticipated expenditures for
the Iirojected Committee program, and detailed information on
travel.

Rule 17. Broadcasting of Committee Hearings.

Any meeting or hearing that is open to the public may be covered
in whole or in part by radio or television or still photography, sub-
ject to the requirements of clause 4 of Rule XI of the Rules of the
House. The coverage of any hearing or other proceeding of the
Committee or any subcommittee thereof by television, radio, or still
photography shall be under the direct supervision of the chairman
of the Committee, the subcommittee chairman, or other member of
the Committee presiding at such hearing or other proceeding and
may be terminated by such member in accordance with the Rules
of the House.

Rule 18. Comptroller General Audits.

The chairman of the Committee is authorized to request
verification examinations by the Comptroller General of the United
States pursuant to Title V, Part A of the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act (Public Law 94-163), after consultation with the
members of the Committee.

Rule 19. Subpoenas.

The Committee, or any subcommittee, may authorize and issue
a subpoena under clause 2(m)(2)(A) of Rule XI of the House, if au-
thorized by a majority of the members of the Committee or sub-
committee (as the case may be) voting, a quorum being present.
Authorized subpoenas may be issued over the signature of the
chairman of the Committee or any member designated by the Com-
mittee, and may be served by any person designated by such chair-
man or member. The chairman of the Committee may authorize
and issue subpoenas under such clause during any period for which
the House has adjourned for a period in excess of 3 days when, in
the opinion of the chairman, authorization and issuance of the sub-
poena is necessary to obtain the material set forth in the subpoena.
The chairman shall report to the members of the Committee on the
authorization and issuance of a subpoena during the recess period
as soon as practicable but in no event later than one week after
service of such subpoena.

Rule 20. Travel of Members and Staff.

(a) Approval of Travel. Consistent with the primary expense reso-
lution and such additional expense resolutions as may have been
approved, travel to be reimbursed from funds set aside for the
Committee for any member or any staff member shall be paid only
upon the prior authorization of the chairman. Travel may be au-
thorized by the chairman for any member and any staff member
in connection with the attendance of hearings conducted by the
Committee or any subcommittee thereof and meetings, conferences,
and investigations which involve activities or subject matter under
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the general jurisdiction of the Committee. Before such authoriza-
tion is given there shall be submitted to the chairman in writing
the following: (1) the purpose of the travel; (2) the dates during
which the travel is to be made and the date or dates of the event
for which the travel is being made; (3) the location of the event for
which the travel is to be made; and (4) the names of members and
staff seeking authorization.

(b)Approval of Travel by Minority Members and Staff. In the case
of travel by minority party members and minority party profes-
sional staff for the purpose set out in (a), the prior approval, not
only of the chairman but also of the ranking minority member,
shall be required. Such prior authorization shall be given by the
chairman only upon the representation by the ranking minority
member in writing setting forth those items enumerated in (1), (2),
(3), and (4) of paragraph (a).

CLAUSES 2 AND 4 OF RULE XI AND CLAUSES 2 AND 3 OF RULE XIII
OF THE RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES FOR THE
106TH CONGRESS

January 6, 1999

RULE XI: PROCEDURES OF COMMITTEES AND UNFINISHED
BUSINESS.

CLAUSE 2: COMMITTEE RULES

Adoption of written rules

2. (a)(1) Each standing committee shall adopt written rules gov-
erning its procedure. Such rules—

(A) shall be adopted in a meeting that is open to the public
unless the committee, in open session and with a quorum
present, determines by record vote that all or part of the meet-
ing on that day shall be closed to the public;

(B) may not be inconsistent with the Rules of the House or
with those provisions of law having the force and effect of
Rules of the House; and

(C) shall in any event incorporate all of the succeeding provi-
sions of this clause to the extent applicable.

(2) Each committee shall submit its rules for publication in the
Congressional Record not later than 30 days after the committee
is elected in each odd-numbered year.

Regular meeting days

(b) Each standing committee shall establish regular meeting days
for the conduct of its business, which shall be not less frequent
than monthly. Each such committee shall meet for the consider-
ation of a bill or resolution pending before the committee or the
transaction of other committee business on all regular meeting
days fixed by the committee unless otherwise provided by written
rule adopted by the committee.

Additional and special meetings

(c)(1) The chairman of each standing committee may call and
convene, as he considers necessary, additional and special meetings
of the committee for the consideration of a bill or resolution pend-
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ing before the committee or for the conduct of other committee
business, subject to such rules as the committee may adopt. The
committee shall meet for such purpose under that call of the chair-
man.

(2) Three or more members of a standing committee may file in
the offices of the committee a written request that the chairman
call a special meeting of the committee. Such request shall specify
the measure or matter to be considered. Immediately upon the fil-
ing of the request, the clerk of the committee shall notify the chair-
man of the filing of the request. If the chairman does not call the
requested special meeting within three calendar days after the fil-
ing of the request (to be held within seven calendar days after the
filing of the request) a majority of the members of the committee
may file in the offices of the committee their written notice that a
special meeting of the committee will be held. The written notice
shall specify the date and hour of the special meeting and the
measure or matter to be considered. The committee shall meet on
that date and hour. Immediately upon the filing of the notice, the
clerk of the committee shall notify all members of the committee
that such special meeting will be held and inform them of its date
and hour and the measure or matter to be considered. Only the
measure or matter specified in that notice may be considered at
that special meeting.

Temporary absence of chairman

(d) A member of the majority party on each standing committee
or subcommittee thereof shall be designated by the chairman of the
full committee as the vice chairman of the committee or sub-
committee, as the case may be, and shall preside during the ab-
sence of the chairman from any meeting. If the chairman and vice
chairman of a committee or subcommittee are not present at any
meeting of the committee or subcommittee, the ranking majority
member who is present shall preside at that meeting.

Committee records

(e)(1)(A) Each committee shall keep a complete record of all com-
mittee action which shall include—

(i) in the case of a meeting or hearing transcript, a substan-
tially verbatim account of remarks actually made during the
proceedings, subject only to technical, grammatical, and typo-
graphical corrections authorized by the person making the re-
marks involved; and

(i1) a record of the votes on any question on which a record
vote is demanded.

(B)(i) Except as provided in subdivision (B)(ii) and subject to
paragraph (k)(7), the result of each such record vote shall be made
available by the committee for inspection by the public at reason-
able times in its offices. Information so available for public inspec-
tion shall include a description of the amendment, motion, order,
or other proposition, the name of each member voting for and each
member voting against such amendment, motion, order, or propo-
sition, and the names of those members of the committee present
but not voting.

(i1) The result of any record vote taken in executive session in the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct may not be made
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available for inspection by the public without an affirmative vote
of a majority of the members of the committee.

(2)(A) Except as provided in subdivision (B), all committee hear-
ings, records, data, charts, and files shall be kept separate and dis-
tinct from the congressional office records of the member serving
as its chairman. Such records shall be the property of the House,
and each Member, Delegate, and the Resident Commissioner shall
have access thereto.

(B) A Member, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner, other than
members of the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, may
not have access to the records of that committee respecting the con-
duct of a Member, Delegate, Resident Commissioner, officer, or em-
ployee of the House without the specific prior permission of that
committee.

(3) Each committee shall include in its rules standards for avail-
ability of records of the committee delivered to the Archivist of the
United States under rule VII. Such standards shall specify proce-
dures for orders of the committee under clause 3(b)(3) and clause
4(b) of rule VII, including a requirement that nonavailability of a
record for a period longer than the period otherwise applicable
under that rule shall be approved by vote of the committee.

(4) Each committee shall make its publications available in elec-
tronic form to the maximum extent feasible.

Prohibition against proxy voting

(f) A vote by a member of a committee or subcommittee with re-
spect to any measure or matter may not be cast by proxy.

Open meetings and hearings

(g2)(1) Each meeting for the transaction of business, including the
markup of legislation, by a standing committee or subcommittee
thereof (other than the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
or its subcommittee) shall be open to the public, including to radio,
television, and still photography coverage, except when the com-
mittee or subcommittee, in open session and with a majority
present, determines by record vote that all or part of the remainder
of the meeting on that day shall be in executive session because
disclosure of matters to be considered would endanger national se-
curity, would compromise sensitive law enforcement information,
would tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate any person, or other-
wise would violate a law or rule of the House. Persons, other than
members of the committee and such noncommittee Members, Dele-
gates, Resident Commissioner, congressional staff, or departmental
representatives as the committee may authorize, may not be
present at a business or markup session that is held in executive
session. This subparagraph does not apply to open committee hear-
ings, which are governed by clause 4(a)(1) of rule X or by subpara-
graph (2).

(2)(A) Each hearing conducted by a committee or subcommittee
(other than the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct or its
subcommittees) shall be open to the public, including to radio, tele-
vision, and still photography coverage, except when the committee
or subcommittee, in open session and with a majority present, de-
termines by record vote that all or part of the remainder of that
hearing on that day shall be closed to the public because disclosure
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of testimony, evidence, or other matters to be considered would en-
danger national security, would compromise sensitive law enforce-
ment information, or would violate a law or rule of the House.

(B) Notwithstanding the requirements of subdivision (A), in the
presence of the number of members required under the rules of the
committee for the purpose of taking testimony, a majority of those
present may—

(i) agree to close the hearing for the sole purpose of dis-
cussing whether testimony or evidence to be received would en-
danger national security, would compromise sensitive law en-
forcement information, or would violate clause 2(k)(5); or

(ii) agree to close the hearing as provided in clause 2(k)(5).

(C) A Member, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner may not be
excluded from nonparticipatory attendance at a hearing of a com-
mittee or subcommittee (other than the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct or its subcommittees) unless the House by major-
ity vote authorizes a particular committee or subcommittee, for
purposes of a particular series of hearings on a particular article
of legislation or on a particular subject of investigation, to close its
hearings to Members, Delegates, and the Resident Commissioner
by the same procedures specified in this subparagraph for closing
hearings to the public.

(D) The committee or subcommittee may vote by the same proce-
dure described in this subparagraph to close one subsequent day of
hearing, except that the Committee on Appropriations, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and the Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, and the subcommittees thereof, may vote by the same
procedure to close up to five additional, consecutive days of hear-
ings.

(3) The chairman of each committee (other than the Committee
on Rules) shall make public announcement of the date, place, and
subject matter of a committee hearing at least one week before the
commencement of the hearing. If the chairman of the committee,
with the concurrence of the ranking minority member, determines
that there is good cause to begin a hearing sooner, or if the com-
mittee so determines by majority vote in the presence of the num-
ber of members required under the rules of the committee for the
transaction of business, the chairman shall make the announce-
ment at the earliest possible date. An announcement made under
this subparagraph shall be published promptly in the Daily Digest
and made available in electronic form.

(4) Each committee shall, to the greatest extent practicable, re-
quire witnesses who appear before it to submit in advance written
statements of proposed testimony and to limit their initial presen-
tations to the committee to brief summaries thereof. In the case of
a witness appearing in a nongovernmental capacity, a written
statement of proposed testimony shall include a curriculum vitae
and a disclosure of the amount and source (by agency and program)
of each Federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or contract (or sub-
contract thereof) received during the current fiscal year or either
of the two previous fiscal years by the witness or by an entity rep-
resented by the witness.

(5)(A) Except as provided in subdivision (B), a point of order does
not lie with respect to a measure reported by a committee on the
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ground that hearings on such measure were not conducted in ac-
cordance with this clause.

(B) A point of order on the ground described in subdivision (A)
may be made by a member of the committee that reported the
measure if such point of order was timely made and improperly
disposed of in the committee.

(6) This paragraph does not apply to hearings of the Committee
on Appropriations under clause 4(a)(1) of rule X.

Quorum requirements

(h)(1) A measure or recommendation may not be reported by a
committee unless a majority of the committee is actually present.

(2) Each committee may fix the number of its members to con-
stitute a quorum for taking testimony and receiving evidence,
which may not be less than two.

(3) Each committee (other than the Committee on Appropria-
tions, the Committee on the Budget, and the Committee on Ways
and Means) may fix the number of its members to constitute a
quorum for taking any action other than the reporting of a meas-
ure or recommendation, which may not be less than one-third of
the members.

Limitation on committee sittings

(i) A committee may not sit during a joint session of the House
and Senate or during a recess when a joint meeting of the House
and Senate is in progress.

Calling and questioning of witnesses

(G)(1) Whenever a hearing is conducted by a committee on a
measure or matter, the minority members of the committee shall
be entitled, upon request to the chairman by a majority of them be-
fore the completion of the hearing, to call witnesses selected by the
minority to testify with respect to that measure or matter during
at least one day of hearing thereon.

(2)(A) Subject to subdivisions (B) and (C), each committee shall
apply the five-minute rule during the questioning of witnesses in
a hearing until such time as each member of the committee who
so desires has had an opportunity to question each witness.

(B) A committee may adopt a rule or motion permitting a speci-
fied number of its members to question a witness for longer than
five minutes. The time for extended questioning of a witness under
this subdivision shall be equal for the majority party and the mi-
nority party and may not exceed one hour in the aggregate.

(C) A committee may adopt a rule or motion permitting com-
mittee staff for its majority and minority party members to ques-
tion a witness for equal specified periods. The time for extended
questioning of a witness under this subdivision shall be equal for
the majority party and the minority party and may not exceed one
hour in the aggregate.

Investigative hearing procedures

(k)(1) The chairman at an investigative hearing shall announce
in an opening statement the subject of the investigation.

(2) A copy of the committee rules and of this clause shall be
made available to each witness.
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(3) Witnesses at investigative hearings may be accompanied by
their own counsel for the purpose of advising them concerning their
constitutional rights.

(4) The chairman may punish breaches of order and decorum,
and of professional ethics on the part of counsel, by censure and
exclusion from the hearings; and the committee may cite the of-
fender to the House for contempt.

(5) Whenever it is asserted that the evidence or testimony at an
investigative hearing may tend to defame, degrade, or incriminate
any person—

(A) notwithstanding paragraph (g)(2), such testimony or evi-
dence shall be presented in executive session if, in the presence
of the number of members required under the rules of the com-
mittee for the purpose of taking testimony, the committee de-
termines by vote of a majority of those present that such evi-
dence or testimony may tend to defame, degrade, or incrimi-
nate any person; and

(B) the committee shall proceed to receive such testimony in
open session only if the committee, a majority being present,
determines that such evidence or testimony will not tend to de-
fame, degrade, or incriminate any person.

In either case the committee shall afford such person an oppor-
tunity voluntarily to appear as a witness, and receive and dispose
of requests from such person to subpoena additional witnesses.

(6) Except as provided in subparagraph (5), the chairman shall
receive and the committee shall dispose of requests to subpoena ad-
ditional witnesses.

(7) Evidence or testimony taken in executive session, and pro-
ceedings conducted in executive session, may be released or used
in public sessions only when authorized by the committee, a major-
ity being present.

(8) In the discretion of the committee, witnesses may submit
brief and pertinent sworn statements in writing for inclusion in the
record. The committee is the sole judge of the pertinence of testi-
mony and evidence adduced at its hearing.

(9) A witness may obtain a transcript copy of his testimony given
at a public session or, if given at an executive session, when au-
thorized by the committee.

Supplemental, minority, or additional views

(1) If at the time of approval of a measure or matter by a com-
mittee (other than the Committee on Rules) a member of the com-
mittee gives notice of intention to file supplemental, minority, or
additional views for inclusion in the report to the House thereon,
that member shall be entitled to not less than two additional cal-
endar days after the day of such notice (excluding Saturdays, Sun-
days, and legal holidays except when the House is in session on
such a day) to file such views, in writing and signed by that mem-
ber, with the clerk of the committee.

Power to sit and act; subpoena power

(m)(1) For the purpose of carrying out any of its functions and
duties under this rule and rule X (including any matters referred
to it under clause 2 of rule XII), a committee or subcommittee is
authorized (subject to subparagraph (2)(A))—
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(A) to sit and act at such times and places within the United
States, whether the House is in session, has recessed, or has
adjourned, and to hold such hearings as it considers necessary;
and

(B) to require, by subpoena or otherwise, the attendance and
testimony of such witnesses and the production of such books,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers, and documents
as it considers necessary.

(2) The chairman of the committee, or a member designated by
the chairman, may administer oaths to witnesses.

(3)(A)i) Except as provided in subdivision (A)(ii), a subpoena
may be authorized and issued by a committee or subcommittee
under subparagraph (1)(B) in the conduct of an investigation or se-
ries of investigations or activities only when authorized by the com-
mittee or subcommittee, a majority being present. The power to au-
thorize and issue subpoenas under subparagraph (1)(B) may be del-
egated to the chairman of the committee under such rules and
under such limitations as the committee may prescribe. Authorized
subpoenas shall be signed by the chairman of the committee or by
a member designated by the committee.

(i1) In the case of a subcommittee of the Committee on Standards
of Official Conduct, a subpoena may be authorized and issued only
by an affirmative vote of a majority of its members.

(B) A subpoena duces tecum may specify terms of return other
than at a meeting or hearing of the committee or subcommittee au-
thorizing the subpoena.

(C) Compliance with a subpoena issued by a committee or sub-
committee under subparagraph (1)(B) may be enforced only as au-
thorized or directed by the House.

* k & * &

CLAUSE 4: AUDIO AND VISUAL COVERAGE OF COMMITTEE
PROCEEDINGS

4. (a) The purpose of this clause is to provide a means, in con-
formity with acceptable standards of dignity, propriety, and deco-
rum, by which committee hearings or committee meetings that are
open to the public may be covered by audio and visual means—

(1) for the education, enlightenment, and information of the
general public, on the basis of accurate and impartial news
coverage, regarding the operations, procedures, and practices of
the House as a legislative and representative body, and regard-
ing the measures, public issues, and other matters before the
House and its committees, the consideration thereof, and the
action taken thereon; and

(2) for the development of the perspective and understanding
of the general public with respect to the role and function of
the House under the Constitution as an institution of the Fed-
eral Government.

(b) In addition, it is the intent of this clause that radio and tele-
vision tapes and television film of any coverage under this clause
may not be used, or made available for use, as partisan political
campaign material to promote or oppose the candidacy of any per-
son for elective public office.
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(c¢) It is, further, the intent of this clause that the general con-
duct of each meeting (whether of a hearing or otherwise) covered
under authority of this clause by audio or visual means, and the
personal behavior of the committee members and staff, other Gov-
ernment officials and personnel, witnesses, television, radio, and
press media personnel, and the general public at the hearing or
other meeting, shall be in strict conformity with and observance of
the acceptable standards of dignity, propriety, courtesy, and deco-
rum traditionally observed by the House in its operations, and may
not be such as to—

(1) distort the objects and purposes of the hearing or other
meeting or the activities of committee members in connection
with that hearing or meeting or in connection with the general
work of the committee or of the House; or

(2) cast discredit or dishonor on the House, the committee,
or a Member, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner or bring the
House, the committee, or a Member, Delegate, or Resident
Commissioner into disrepute.

(d) The coverage of committee hearings and meetings by audio
and visual means shall be permitted and conducted only in strict
conformity with the purposes, provisions, and requirements of this
clause.

(e) Whenever a hearing or meeting conducted by a committee or
subcommittee is open to the public, those proceedings shall be open
to coverage by audio and visual means. A committee or sub-
committee chairman may not limit the number of television or still
cameras to fewer than two representatives from each medium (ex-
cept for legitimate space or safety considerations, in which case
pool coverage shall be authorized).

(f) Each committee shall adopt written rules to govern its imple-
mentation of this clause. Such rules shall contain provisions to the
following effect:

(1) If audio or visual coverage of the hearing or meeting is to be
presented to the public as live coverage, that coverage shall be con-
ducted and presented without commercial sponsorship.

(2) The allocation among the television media of the positions or
the number of television cameras permitted by a committee or sub-
committee chairman in a hearing or meeting room shall be in ac-
cordance with fair and equitable procedures devised by the Execu-
tive Committee of the Radio and Television Correspondents’ Gal-
leries.

(3) Television cameras shall be placed so as not to obstruct in
any way the space between a witness giving evidence or testimony
and any member of the committee or the visibility of that witness
and that member to each other.

(4) Television cameras shall operate from fixed positions but may
not be placed in positions that obstruct unnecessarily the coverage
of the hearing or meeting by the other media.

(5) Equipment necessary for coverage by the television and radio
media may not be installed in, or removed from, the hearing or
meeting room while the committee is in session.

(6)(A) Except as provided in subdivision (B), floodlights, spot-
lights, strobelights, and flashguns may not be used in providing
any method of coverage of the hearing or meeting.
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(B) The television media may install additional lighting in a
hearing or meeting room, without cost to the Government, in order
to raise the ambient lighting level in a hearing or meeting room to
the lowest level necessary to provide adequate television coverage
of a hearing or meeting at the current state of the art of television
coverage.

(7) In the allocation of the number of still photographers per-
mitted by a committee or subcommittee chairman in a hearing or
meeting room, preference shall be given to photographers from As-
sociated Press Photos and United Press International
Newspictures. If requests are made by more of the media than will
be permitted by a committee or subcommittee chairman for cov-
erage of a hearing or meeting by still photography, that coverage
shall be permitted on the basis of a fair and equitable pool arrange-
ment devised by the Standing Committee of Press Photographers.

(8) Photographers may not position themselves between the wit-
ness table and the members of the committee at any time during
the course of a hearing or meeting.

(9) Photographers may not place themselves in positions that ob-
struct unnecessarily the coverage of the hearing by the other
media.

(10) Personnel providing coverage by the television and radio
media shall be currently accredited to the Radio and Television
Correspondents’ Galleries.

(11) Personnel providing coverage by still photography shall be
currently accredited to the Press Photographers’ Gallery.

(12) Personnel providing coverage by the television and radio
media and by still photography shall conduct themselves and their
coverage activities in an orderly and unobtrusive manner.

* *k * * &

RULE XIII: CALENDARS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

CLAUSE 2: FILING AND PRINTING OF REPORTS

2. (a)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph (2), all reports of
committees (other than those filed from the floor as privileged)
shall be delivered to the Clerk for printing and reference to the
proper calendar under the direction of the Speaker in accordance
with clause 1. The title or subject of each report shall be entered
on the Journal and printed in the Congressional Record.

(2) A Dbill or resolution reported adversely shall be laid on the
table unless a committee to which the bill or resolution was re-
ferred requests at the time of the report its referral to an appro-
priate calendar under clause 1 or unless, within three days there-
after, a Member, Delegate, or Resident Commissioner makes such
a request.

(b)(1) It shall be the duty of the chairman of each committee to
report or cause to be reported promptly to the House a measure or
matter approved by the committee and to take or cause to be taken
steps necessary to bring the measure or matter to a vote.

(2) In any event, the report of a committee on a measure that
has been approved by the committee shall be filed within seven cal-
endar days (exclusive of days on which the House is not in session)
after the day on which a written request for the filing of the report,
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signed by a majority of the members of the committee, has been
filed with the clerk of the committee. The clerk of the committee
shall immediately notify the chairman of the filing of such a re-
quest. This subparagraph does not apply to a report of the Com-
mittee on Rules with respect to a rule, joint rule, or order of busi-
ness of the House, or to the reporting of a resolution of inquiry ad-
dressed to the head of an executive department.

(c) All supplemental, minority, or additional views filed under
clause 2(1) of rule XI by one or more members of a committee shall
be included in, and shall be a part of, the report filed by the com-
mittee with respect to a measure or matter. When time guaranteed
by clause 2(1) of rule XI has expired (or, if sooner, when all sepa-
rate views have been received), the committee may arrange to file
its report with the Clerk not later than one hour after the expira-
tion of such time. This clause and provisions of clause 2(1) of rule
XTI do not preclude the immediate filing or printing of a committee
report in the absence of a timely request for the opportunity to file
supplemental, minority, or additional views as provided in clause
2(1) of rule XI.

Clause 3: Content of reports

3. (a)(1) Except as provided in subparagraph (2), the report of a
committee on a measure or matter shall be printed in a single vol-
ume that—

(A) shall include all supplemental, minority, or additional
views that have been submitted by the time of the filing of the
report; and

(B) shall bear on its cover a recital that any such supple-
mental, minority, or additional views (and any material sub-
mitted under paragraph (c)(3) or (4)) are included as part of
the report.

(2) A committee may file a supplemental report for the correction
of a technical error in its previous report on a measure or matter.

(b) With respect to each record vote on a motion to report a
measure or matter of a public nature, and on any amendment of-
fered to the measure or matter, the total number of votes cast for
and against, and the names of members voting for and against,
shall be included in the committee report. The preceding sentence
does not apply to votes taken in executive session by the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct.

(¢c) The report of a committee on a measure that has been ap-
proved by the committee shall include, separately set out and clear-
ly identified, the following:

(1) Oversight findings and recommendations under clause
2(b)(1) of rule X.

(2) The statement required by section 308(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, except that an estimate of new
budget authority shall include, when practicable, a comparison
of the total estimated funding level for the relevant programs
to the appropriate levels under current law.

(3) An estimate and comparison prepared by the Director of
the Congressional Budget Office under section 402 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 if timely submitted to the com-
mittee before the filing of the report.
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(4) A summary of oversight findings and recommendations
by the Committee on Government Reform under clause 4(c)(2)
of rule X if such findings and recommendations have been sub-
mitted to the reporting committee in time to allow it to con-
sider such findings and recommendations during its delibera-
tions on the measure.

(d) Each report of a committee on a public bill or public joint res-
olution shall contain the following:

(1) A statement citing the specific powers granted to Con-
gress in the Constitution to enact the law proposed by the bill
or joint resolution.

(2)(A) An estimate by the committee of the costs that would
be incurred in carrying out the bill or joint resolution in the
fiscal year in which it is reported and in each of the five fiscal
years following that fiscal year (or for the authorized duration
of any program authorized by the bill or joint resolution if less
than five years);

(B) A comparison of the estimate of costs described in sub-
division (A) made by the committee with any estimate of such
costs made by a Government agency and submitted to such
committee; and

(C) When practicable, a comparison of the total estimated
funding level for the relevant programs with the appropriate
levels under current law.

(3)(A) In subparagraph (2) the term ‘Government agency’ in-
cludes any department, agency, establishment, wholly owned
Government corporation, or instrumentality of the Federal
Government or the government of the District of Columbia.

(B) Subparagraph (2) does not apply to the Committee on
Appropriations, the Committee on House Administration, the
Committee on Rules, or the Committee on Standards of Official
Conduct, and does not apply when a cost estimate and com-
parison prepared by the Director of the Congressional Budget
Office under section 402 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974 has been included in the report under paragraph (c)(3).

(e)(1) Whenever a committee reports a bill or joint resolution pro-
posing to repeal or amend a statute or part thereof, it shall include
in its report or in an accompanying document—

(A) the text of a statute or part thereof that is proposed to
be repealed; and

(B) a comparative print of any part of the bill or joint resolu-
tion proposing to amend the statute and of the statute or part
thereof proposed to be amended, showing by appropriate typo-
graphical devices the omissions and insertions proposed.

(2) If a committee reports a bill or joint resolution proposing to
repeal or amend a statute or part thereof with a recommendation
that the bill or joint resolution be amended, the comparative print
required by subparagraph (1) shall reflect the changes in existing
law proposed to be made by the bill or joint resolution as proposed
to be amended.
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MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON
COMMERCE

ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS
(Ratio: 29-24)

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
TOM BLILEY, Virginia, Chairman

W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN, Louisiana
MICHAEL G. OXLEY, Ohio
MICHAEL BILIRAKIS, Florida
JOE BARTON, Texas
FRED UPTON, Michigan
CLIFF STEARNS, Florida
PAUL E. GILLMOR, Ohio
Vice Chairman
JAMES C. GREENWOOD, Pennsylvania
CHRISTOPHER COX, California
NATHAN DEAL, Georgia
STEVE LARGENT, Oklahoma
RICHARD BURR, North Carolina
BRIAN P. BILBRAY, California
ED WHITFIELD, Kentucky
GREG GANSKE, Iowa
CHARLIE NORWOOD, Georgia
TOM A. COBURN, Oklahoma
RICK LAZIO, New York
BARBARA CUBIN, Wyoming
JAMES E. ROGAN, California
JOHN SHIMKUS, Illinois
HEATHER WILSON, New Mexico
JOHN B. SHADEGG, Arizona
CHARLES W. “CHIP” PICKERING,
Mississippi
VITO FOSSELLA, New York
ROY BLUNT, Missouri
ED BRYANT, Tennessee
ROBERT L. EHRLICH, Jr., Maryland

JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan
HENRY A. WAXMAN, California
EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts
RALPH M. HALL, Texas

RICK BOUCHER, Virginia
EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York
FRANK PALLONE, Jr., New Jersey
SHERROD BROWN, Ohio

BART GORDON, Tennessee
PETER DEUTSCH, Florida
BOBBY L. RUSH, Illinois

ANNA G. ESHOO, California

RON KLINK, Pennsylvania

BART STUPAK, Michigan

ELIOT L. ENGEL, New York
TOM SAWYER, Ohio

ALBERT R. WYNN, Maryland
GENE GREEN, Texas
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BILL LUTHER, Minnesota

LOIS CAPPS, California
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SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERSHIPS AND JURISDICTION

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TELECOMMUNICATIONS, TRADE, AND CONSUMER PROTECTION

(Ratio: 16-13)
W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN, Louisiana, Chairman

MICHAEL G. OXLEY, Ohio, EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts

Vice Chairman RICK BOUCHER, Virginia
CLIFF STEARNS, Florida BART GORDON, Tennessee
PAUL E. GILLMOR, Ohio BOBBY L. RUSH, Illinois
CHRISTOPHER COX, California ANNA G. ESHOO, California
NATHAN DEAL, Georgia ELIOT L. ENGEL, New York
STEVE LARGENT, Oklahoma ALBERT R. WYNN, Maryland
BARBARA CUBIN, Wyoming BILL LUTHER, Minnesota
JAMES E. ROGAN, California RON KLINK, Pennsylvania
JOHN SHIMKUS, Illinois TOM SAWYER, Ohio
HEATHER WILSON, New Mexico GENE GREEN, Texas
CHARLES W. “CHIP” PICKERING, KAREN McCARTHY, Missouri

Mississippi JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan,
VITO FOSSELLA, New York (Ex Officio)

ROY BLUNT, Missouri
ROBERT L. EHRLICH, Jr., Maryland
TOM BLILEY, Virginia,

(Ex Officio)

Jurisdiction: Interstate and foreign telecommunications including, but not limited to, all
telecommunication and information transmission by broadcast, radio, wire, microwave, satellite,
or other mode; interstate and foreign commerce, including trade matters within the jurisdiction
of the full committee, regulation of commercial practices (the FTC); consumer affairs and
consumer protection in general; consumer product safety (the CPSC); product liability; and
motor vehicle safety.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCE AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
(Ratio: 16-13)
MICHAEL G. OXLEY, Ohio, Chairman

W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN, Louisiana EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York
Vice Chairman PETER DEUTSCH, Florida

PAUL E. GILLMOR, Ohio BART STUPAK, Michigan

JAMES C. GREENWOOD, Pennsylvania ELIOT L. ENGEL, New York

CHRISTOPHER COX, California DIANA DEGETTE, Colorado

STEVE LARGENT, Oklahoma THOMAS M. BARRETT, Wisconsin

BRIAN P. BILBRAY, California BILL LUTHER, Minnesota

GREG GANSKE, Iowa LOIS CAPPS, California

RICK LAZIO, New York EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts

JOHN SHIMKUS, Illinois RALPH M. HALL, Texas

HEATHER WILSON, New Mexico FRANK PALLONE, Jr., New Jersey

JOHN B. SHADEGG, Arizona BOBBY L. RUSH, Illinois

VITO FOSSELLA, New York JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan,

ROY BLUNT, Missouri (Ex Officio)

ROBERT L. EHRLICH, Jr., Maryland
TOM BLILEY, Virginia,
(Ex Officio)

Jurisdiction: Securities, exchanges, and finance; solid waste, hazardous waste and toxic
substances, including Superfund and RCRA (excluding mining, oil, gas, and coal combustion
wastes); noise pollution control; insurance, except health insurance; and regulation of travel,
tourism, and time.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

(Ratio: 17-14)
MICHAEL BILIRAKIS, Florida, Chairman

FRED UPTON, Michigan SHERROD BROWN, Ohio
CLIFF STEARNS, Florida HENRY A. WAXMAN, California
JAMES C. GREENWOOD, Pennsylvania FRANK PALLONE, Jr., New Jersey
NATHAN DEAL, Georgia PETER DEUTSCH, Florida
RICHARD BURR, North Carolina BART STUPAK, Michigan
BRIAN P. BILBRAY, California GENE GREEN, Texas
ED WHITFIELD, Kentucky TED STRICKLAND, Ohio
GREG GANSKE, Iowa DIANA DEGETTE, Colorado
CHARLIE NORWOOD, Georgia THOMAS M. BARRETT, Wisconsin
TOM A. COBURN, Oklahoma LOIS CAPPS, California

Vice Chairman RALPH M. HALL, Texas
RICK LAZIO, New York EDOLPHUS TOWNS, New York
BARBARA CUBIN, Wyoming ANNA G. ESHOO, California
JOHN B. SHADEGG, Arizona JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan,
CHARLES W. “CHIP” PICKERING, (Ex Officio)

Mississippi

ED BRYANT, Tennessee
TOM BLILEY, Virginia,
(Ex Officio)

Jurisdiction: Public health and quarantine; hospital construction; mental health and research;
biomedical programs and health protection in general, including Medicaid and national health
insurance; food and drugs; drug abuse; and Clean Air Act and environmental protection in
general, including the Safe Drinking Water Act.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND POWER

(Ratio: 17-14)
JOE BARTON, Texas, Chairman

MICHAEL BILIRAKIS, Florida RICK BOUCHER, Virginia
CLIFF STEARNS, Florida RALPH M. HALL, Texas!
Vice Chairman KAREN McCARTHY, Missouri
STEVE LARGENT, Oklahoma TOM SAWYER, Ohio
RICHARD BURR, North Carolina EDWARD J. MARKEY, Massachusetts
ED WHITFIELD, Kentucky FRANK PALLONE, Jr., New Jersey
CHARLIE NORWOOD, Georgia SHERROD BROWN, Ohio
TOM A. COBURN, Oklahoma BART GORDON, Tennessee
JAMES E. ROGAN, California BOBBY L. RUSH, Illinois
JOHN SHIMKUS, Illinois ALBERT R. WYNN, Maryland
HEATHER WILSON, New Mexico TED STRICKLAND, Ohio
JOHN B. SHADEGG, Arizona PETER DEUTSCH, Florida
CHARLES W. “CHIP” PICKERING, RON KLINK, Pennsylvania
Mississippi JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan,
VITO FOSSELLA, New York (Ex Officio)

ED BRYANT, Tennessee
ROBERT L. EHRLICH, Jr., Maryland
TOM BLILEY, Virginia,

(Ex Officio)

Jurisdiction: National energy policy generally; fossil energy, renewable energy resources,
and synthetic fuels; energy conservation; energy information; energy regulation and utilization;
utility issues and regulation of nuclear facilities; interstate energy compacts; nuclear energy
and waste; mining, oil, gas, and coal combustion wastes; and all laws, programs, and govern-
ment activities affecting such matters.

1Mr. Hall served as the Ranking Minority Member of the Subcommittee on Energy and
Power during the first session of the 106th Congress.
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS

(Ratio: 10-8)
FRED UPTON, Michigan, Chairman

JOE BARTON, Texas RON KLINK, Pennsylvania
CHRISTOPHER COX, California HENRY A. WAXMAN, California
RICHARD BURR, North Carolina BART STUPAK, Michigan

Vice Chairman GENE GREEN, Texas
BRIAN P. BILBRAY, California KAREN McCARTHY, Missouri
ED WHITFIELD, Kentucky TED STRICKLAND, Ohio
GREG GANSKE, Iowa DIANA DEGETTE, Colorado
ROY BLUNT, Missouri JOHN D. DINGELL, Michigan,
ED BRYANT, Tennessee (Ex Officio)

TOM BLILEY, Virginia,
(Ex Officio)

Jurisdiction: Responsibility for oversight of agencies, departments, and programs within
the jurisdiction of the full committee, and for conducting investigations within such jurisdiction.
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LEGISLATIVE AND OVERSIGHT ACTIVITY OF THE COMMITTEE

During the 106th Congress, 1,198 bills and resolutions were re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. The Full Committee re-
ported 58 measures to the House (not including conference reports).
Fifty measures regarding issues within the Committee’s jurisdic-
tion were enacted into law. 2

In areas as diverse as health, telecommunications, securities, and
the environment, the Committee made great strides toward the
goal of creating a more effective, less expensive, and more account-
able government that better serves all Americans.

The following is a summary of the legislative and oversight ac-
tivities of the Committee on Commerce during the 106th Congress,
including a summary of the activities taken by the Committee to
implement its Oversight Plan for the 106th Congress.

2 A number of these measures were enacted by reference as part of other legislation.
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES

THE MEDICARE, MEDICAID AND SCHIP BENEFITS IMPROVEMENT AND
PROTECTION ACT OF 2000

Public Law 106-554 (H.R. 4577, H.R. 2614, H.R. 5543, H.R. 5291)

To amend the Social Security Act to provide benefits improve-
ments and beneficiary protections in the Medicare and Medicaid
programs and the State Children’s Health Insurance Program.

Summary

H.R. 5543 improves and protects patient access to Federal health
care programs. The legislation restores more than $30 billion over
five years to Medicare, Medicaid and SCHIP. The savings achieved
through changes to the Medicare and Medicaid programs enacted
as part of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 were integral to bal-
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ancing the budget. However, since passage of that legislation, the
Congressional Budget Office has estimated that the savings from
the Medicare and Medicaid programs has exceeded the original tar-
gets, and there is concern that beneficiaries in these programs may
experience difficulty in accessing health services. This legislation
seeks to address many of these access concerns.

Most notably, the legislation improves and expands the preven-
tive benefits Medicare will pay for, including coverage of
colonoscopies for average risk individuals and medical nutrition
therapy services for beneficiaries with diabetes or a renal disease.
In addition, this legislation preserves coverage of drugs and
biologicals under Medicare Part B and removes the 36 month time
limitation on coverage of immunosuppressive drugs and waives the
24-month waiting period (otherwise required for an individual to
establish Medicare eligibility on the basis of a disability) for per-
sons medically determined to have amyotrophic lateral sclerosis

(ALS).

Legislative History

On September 26, 2000, the Full Committee met in open markup
session to consider a committee print entitled the “Beneficiary Im-
provement and Protection Act of 2000,” which was introduced later
that day by Mr. Bliley and 45 bipartisan cosponsors as H.R. 5291.
The bill was ordered reported, with an amendment, by a voice vote.
The Committee reported H.R. 5291 to the House, with an amend-
ment, on October 30, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-1019, Part 1). The Com-
mittee on Ways and Means was granted an extension of its referral
of the bill through December 15, 2000.

H.R. 5543, the Medicare, Medicaid, and SCHIP Benefits Im-
provement and Protection Act of 2000, was introduced by Mr.
Thomas and 2 cosponsors on October 25, 2000. The text of this bill
consisted of the text of H.R. 5291, and text developed by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Senate Committee on Finance.

The text of H.R. 5543 was incorporated into the conference report
to accompany H.R. 2614, the Certified Development Company Pro-
gram Improvements Act of 2000 (H. Rept. 106-1004). On October
26, 2000, the Committee on Rules reported a rule providing for the
consideration of the conference report to accompany H.R. 2641
(H.Res. 652). H.Res. 652 was passed by the House by a record vote
of 207 yeas and 200 nays. The House agreed to the conference re-
port by a record vote of 237 yeas and 174 nays, 1 voting present.

On October 26, 2000, the Senate agreed to a motion to proceed
to the consideration of the conference report by a roll call vote of
55 yeas and 25 nays. The Senate considered the conference report
on October 26 and 31, 2000.

The provisions of H.R. 5543 were introduced as a new bill, H.R.
5661 on December 15, 2000, and incorporated by reference into the
conference report to accompany H.R. 4577 (H. Rept. 106-1033),
which was filed in the House on December 15, 2000. On December
15, 2000, the conference report was considered pursuant to a pre-
vious order of the House and agreed to by a record vote of 292 yeas
and 60 nays. On December 15, 2000, the Senate agreed to the con-
ference report by unanimous consent.
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H.R. 4577 was presented to the President on December 15, 2000,
and was signed into law on December 21, 2000 (Public law 106—
554).

PATIENT PROTECTION ACT

(H.R. 5122)

To amend the Health Quality Improvement Act of 1986 to pro-
vide for the availability to the public of information reported to the
National Practitioner Data Bank under such Act, to establish addi-
tional reporting requirements, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 5122, the Patient Protection Act of 2000, would allow the
public free Internet access to information in the NPDB concerning
physicians (doctors and dentists). The NPDB disciplinary informa-
tion, which consists of adverse actions taken against physician li-
censes and hospital privileges, would be disclosed in its current
form with minor changes. Medical malpractice payment informa-
tion, which consists of verdicts and settlements, would be disclosed
with additional contextual information to compare physicians with-
in a particular specialty and within a given State. H.R. 5122 would
also expand the NPDB to include all felony and certain mis-
demeanor convictions of physicians. Additionally, each disclosure
would be required to include a physician statement, if so sub-
mitted, in which the subject physician would be given an oppor-
tunity to explain the report and the facts underlying the report.

Legislative History

On September 7, 2000, Mr. Bliley introduced H.R. 5122 and the
bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce. On September
20, 2000, the Full Committee held a legislative hearing on H.R.
5122 to examine the Patient Protection Act of 2000. The Committee
heard from a diverse group of witnesses who expressed their views
on the legislation.

No further action was taken on H.R. 5122 in the 106th Congress.

OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES

GLOBAL NEED FOR SAFE DRINKING WATER

On October 12, 2000, the Commerce Committee held a hearing
entitled “The Global Need for Access to Safe Drinking Water.” At
this hearing, the Full Committee received testimony from a variety
of private and public sector witnesses.

The hearing provided the Committee with information and ex-
pert testimony concerning a substantial public health threat. Spe-
cifically, the hearing examined current problems and future pros-
pects for access to safe drinking water and sanitation around the
world, the specific problems of lack of access to safe drinking water
and sanitation associated with disasters and other emergency situ-
ations, the relationship of access to safe drinking water and sanita-
tion to disease, and the possibility of conflict stemming from access
to drinking water and other water resources.



32

SUMMER ENERGY CONCERNS FOR THE AMERICAN CONSUMER

On June 28, 2000, the Commerce Committee held a hearing on
Summer Energy Concerns for the American Consumer. During the
summer of 2000 serious questions regarding the availability and
price of oil, gasoline, natural gas, and electricity were raised. En-
ergy prices, especially gasoline prices in the Midwest, began to rise
significantly. Witnesses attributed this price rise to a number of
factors, including inconsistent environmental regulations requiring
seasonal fuels, pipeline and refinery outages, high crude oil prices,
and the fact that a late cold snap meant refineries did not switch
to refining gasoline until later than usual. This hearing took a clos-
er look at some of these causes of the price spikes and measures
the government and consumers could take to address these high
prices. Witnesses included Administration representatives, refiners,
electricity suppliers, and energy consumers.

THE RUDMAN REPORT: SCIENCE AT ITS BEST, SECURITY AT ITS WORST

On June 15, 1999, the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory
Board issued a report—prepared at the President’s request after a
series of high-profile security lapses at the Department of Energy’s
(DOE) nuclear weapons laboratories—that was highly critical of
DOE’s management of the labs on security matters. The report,
called the Rudman Report after the Board’s chairman, former U.S.
Senator Warren Rudman, condemned DOE as responsible for “the
worst security record on secrecy that members of this panel have
ever encountered.” The panel found that security at DOE sites has
been lacking in many critical areas for the last 20 years, and that
many of these deficiencies “still exist today.” These deficiencies—
particularly in personnel assurance, information security, and
counterintelligence—“invite attack by foreign intelligence services.”
The panel also found that these problems had been “blatantly and
repeatedly ignored,” and placed the blame on “organizational dis-
array, managerial neglect, and a culture of arrogance—both at
DOE headquarters and the labs themselves.” The panel criticized
DOE for taking over a year to order the implementation of counter-
intelligence measures mandated by a Presidential Decision Direc-
tive from February 1998 (PDD-61), and found that DOE had yet to
fully implement those or other corrective actions ordered by the
President and Secretary. Accordingly, the panel’s report concluded
that Secretary Richardson “has overstated the case when he as-
serts, as he did several weeks ago, that ‘Americans can be reas-
sured: our nation’s secrets are, today, safe and secure.” The panel
also expressed its view that Secretary Richardson’s announced re-
forms “simply do not go far enough,” and that DOE was “incapable
of reforming itself.” The report’s key recommendation was that
DOFE’s weapons research and stockpile management functions
should be placed within a new semi-autonomous agency within
DOE, with a clear mission, streamlined bureaucracy, and sim-
plified lines of authority.

On June 22, 1999, the Full Committee held a hearing on the
Rudman Report, at which Senator Rudman testified about the re-
port’s findings and his recommendations for reform. Secretary
Richardson testified on the same panel, and was questioned about
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his prior public statements, criticizing the Rudman Report and at-
testing to adequate security at the weapons labs. At the hearing,
however, the Secretary accepted the key findings of the Rudman
Report and acknowledged DOE’s need to further improve security.
But Secretary Richardson rejected calls for a new independent or
semi-autonomous agency within DOE to manage these labs. Not-
withstanding such opposition, Congress eventually ordered the cre-
ation of a semi-autonomous agency for this purpose, known as the
National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA), in the Defense
Authorization Act of 2000.

HEARINGS HELD

The Rudman Report: Science at its Best, Security at its Worst.—
Oversight hearing on the Rudman Report: Science at its Best, Se-
curity at its Worst. Hearing held on June 22, 1999. PRINTED, Se-
rial Number 106-57.

Summer Energy Concerns for the American Consumer.—Over-
sight Hearing on Summer Energy Concerns for the American Con-
sumer. Hearing held on June 28, 2000. PRINTED, Serial Number
106-136.

Patient Protection Act of 2000.—Hearing on H.R. 5122, the Pa-
tient Protection Act of 2000. Hearing held on September 20, 2000.

Global Need for Access to Safe Drinking Water.—QOversight hear-
ing on the Global Need for Access to Safe Drinking Water. Hearing
held on October 12, 2000.
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Jurisdiction: Interstate and foreign telecommunications including, but not limited to, all
telecommunication and information transmission by broadcast, radio, wire, microwave, satellite,
or other mode; interstate and foreign commerce, including trade matters within the jurisdiction
of the full committee, regulation of commercial practices (the FTC); consumer affairs and
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motor vehicle safety.

LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES
WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC SAFETY ACT

Public Law 106-81 (H.R. 438, S. 800)

To promote and enhance public safety through use of 9-1-1 as the
universal emergency assistance number, further deployment of
wireless 9-1-1 service, support of States in upgrading 9-1-1 capa-
bilities and related functions, encouragement of construction and
operation of seamless, ubiquitous, and reliable networks for per-
sonal wireless services, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 438 requires that the FCC designate “911” as the universal
emergency telephone number for both wireline and wireless tele-
phone calls. H.R. 438 also requires the FCC to provide support to
the States in the development of State-wide coordinated plans for
the deployment of end-to-end communications infrastructure for
emergency services, and provides incentives for greater deployment
and use of wireless telecommunications services. To encourage the
rapid deployment of wireless telecommunications facilities, the bill
provides the same degree of protection from liability for emergency
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telephone and other services to wireless carriers in each State as
provided in that State to a wireline carrier. The bill also encour-
ages the provision and use of wireless services by providing protec-
tion to users’ location information by specifying the conditions
under which such information may be disclosed to third parties.

Legislative History

On February 2, 1999, Mr. Shimkus and six cosponsors introduced
H.R. 438. The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce. On
February 3, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on the
bill. Testimony was received from the Federal regulators, and rep-
resentatives from industry trade groups, telecommunications com-
panies and privacy advocates.

On February 10, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
sion and approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consid-
eration by a voice vote. On February 11, 1999, the Full Committee
met in open markup session and ordered H.R. 438 reported to the
House, with an amendment, by a voice vote. The Committee on
Commerce reported H.R. 438 to the House on February 23, 1999
(H. Rept. 106-25).

The Committee on Rules met on February 23, 1999 and granted
a rule for the consideration of H.R. 438 (H.Res. 76). On February
24, 1999, the House passed H.Res. 76 by a voice vote. The House
considered H.R. 438 on February 24, 1999 pursuant to the rule,
and passed the bill, as amended, by a record vote of 415 yeas and
2 nays.

On February 25, 1999, the bill was received in the Senate, read
twice, and referred to the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation. No further action was taken by the
Senate on H.R. 438 in the 106th Congress.

S. 800, the Senate companion bill, was introduced in the Senate
by Mr. Burns and three cosponsors on April 14, 1999, read twice,
and referred to the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation. On June 23, 1999, the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation ordered S. 800 reported to the
Senate, as amended. The Senate Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation reported S. 800 to the Senate on August 4,
1999 (S. Rpt. 106-138).

On August 5, 1999, by unanimous consent, the Senate proceeded
to the immediate consideration of S. 800 and passed the bill, as
amended, by voice vote. S. 800 was received in the House and held
at the desk on September 8, 1999.

The House considered S. 800 under suspension of the rules on
October 12, 1999. On October 12, 1999, the House passed S. 800
by a record vote of 424 to 2.

On October 14, 1999, S. 800 was presented to the President. The
President signed S. 800 into law on October 26, 1999 (Public Law
106-81).
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OPEN-MARKET REORGANIZATION FOR THE BETTERMENT OF
INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS (ORBIT) ACT

Public Law 106-180 (S. 376, H.R. 3261)

To amend the Communications Satellite Act of 1962 to promote
competition and privatization in satellite communications, and for
other purposes.

Summary

The fundamental purposes of the bill are to encourage privatiza-
tion of the intergovernmental satellite organizations (IGOs) that
dominate international satellite communications and to promote a
robustly competitive satellite communications marketplace. The bill
eliminates the provision of commercial satellite communications by
intergovernmental organizations. The bill also ensures that the
privatized entities be independent of the IGO “signatories.” By
privatizing INTELSAT and Inmarsat as outlined in S. 376, the ad-
vantages now enjoyed by these organizations are eliminated, in
favor of a level playing field for all competitors.

The bill promotes the privatization of INTELSAT and Inmarsat
by using the incentive of access to the U.S. marketplace if the IGOs
privatize in an expeditious and pro-competitive manner. The bill is
also designed to eliminate any unfair advantages of IGOs or their
spin-offs or successors over their competitors gained through their
intergovernmental status. Pro-competitive privatization is sought
by requiring the FCC to determine that the IGOs and their
privatized “successor” or “separated” follow-ons have been
privatized in a manner that will not harm competition in the U.S.
prior to authorizing the provision of advanced services in the U.S.
market.

The primary incentive in the bill for INTELSAT and Inmarsat to
privatize is to limit their access to the U.S. market if they do not
privatize in a pro-competitive manner by a date certain. In order
to provide these organizations with a reasonable transition period
in which to accomplish a full privatization, the bill provides
INTELSAT until April 1, 2001, and Inmarsat until April 1, 2000.
If privatization does not occur by the dates provided, the bill re-
quires the FCC to limit, deny, or revoke authority for the provision
of “non-core services” to the U.S. market. Furthermore, the bill pro-
hibits separated entities from being authorized to provide services
in the United States if they are not structured in a pro-competitive
manner.

Another key part of the bill is the possibility of restrictions on
additional services during the pendency of privatization.
INTELSAT and Inmarsat cannot provide additional services under
new contracts unless the FCC annually determines that: (1) sub-
stantial and material progress is being made towards privatization;
and (2) INTELSAT and Inmarsat are not hindering competitors’ ac-
cess to foreign markets.

The bill explicitly eliminates COMSAT’s monopoly for the provi-
sion of IGO services in the United States by permitting other serv-
ice providers direct access to the IGOs’ satellites.

Lastly, the bill includes a number of additional deregulatory
measures designed to ensure that all U.S. satellite service pro-
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viders can compete as efficiently as possible within the U.S. sat-
ellite marketplace. The bill also prohibits the FCC from auctioning
orbital slots or spectrum assignments for global satellite systems
and requires the Administration to oppose such spectrum auctions
in international fora.

Legislative History

On February 2, 1999, S. 376 was introduced in the Senate by Mr.
Burns and five cosponsors. The bill was read twice and referred to
the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

The Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation met to consider S. 376 on May 5, 1999, and ordered the bill
reported to the Senate, as amended. On June 30, 1999, the Senate
Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation reported S.
376 to the Senate (S. Rpt. 106-100).

On July 1, 1999, by unanimous consent, the Senate proceeded to
the immediate consideration of S. 376 and passed the bill, as
amended. S. 376 was received in the House and referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

The House companion bill, H.R. 3261, was introduced on Novem-
ber 9, 1999, by Mr. Bliley and 16 cosponsors. H.R. 3261 was re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. The House considered H.R.
3261 on November 10, 1999 under suspension of the rules and
passed the bill by a voice vote.

On November 10, 1999, the Commerce Committee was dis-
charged from the further consideration of S. 376. On the same day,
the House, by unanimous consent, considered and passed S. 376,
as amended, with the text of H..R. 3261 as passed by the House.
The House then insisted on its amendment to S. 376, requested a
conference with the Senate, and appointed conferees. H.R. 3261
was laid upon the table.

On November 19, 1999, the Senate disagreed to the House
amendment to S. 376, requested a conference, and appointed con-
ferees. On January 24, 2000, the Senate withdrew its request for
a conference and agreed to the request of the House. On February
29, 2000, the Committee of Conference met, the Senate chairing.
The conference report on S. 376 was filed in the House on March
2, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-509).

On March 2, 2000, the Senate, by unanimous consent, proceeded
to the immediate consideration of the conference report to accom-
pany S. 376, and agreed to the conference report.

On March 8, 2000, the House Committee on the Rules met and
granted a rule for the consideration of the conference report to ac-
company S. 376 (H.Res. 432). The House considered the conference
report on March 9, 2000, and agreed to the conference report by a
voice vote.

S. 376 was presented to the President on March 10, 2000. The
President signed S. 376 into law on March 17, 2000 (Public Law
106-180).
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000
Public Law 106-65 (S. 1059, H.R. 1401)

(Telecommunications Provisions)

To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2000 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

Summary

Section 1062 of S. 1059 prevents the surrender of frequencies
where the Department of Defense (DoD) currently has the primary
assignment, unless the Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Secretary of Commerce jointly certify
to Congress that the surrender of such portions of the spectrum
will not degrade essential military capability. Alternative fre-
quencies, with the necessary comparable technical characteristics,
would have to be identified and made available to the DoD, if nec-
essary, to restore the essential military capability that will be lost
as a result of the surrender of the original spectrum.

In addition, the provision would require that 8 MHz that were
identified for auction in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 be reas-
signed to the Federal Government for primary use by the DoD.

S. 1062 provides for an interagency review, and assessment and
report to Congress and the President on the progress made in im-
plementation of national spectrum planning, the reallocation of
Federal Government spectrum to non-Federal use, and the implica-
tions of such reallocations to the affected Federal agencies, which
would include the effects of the reallocation on critical military and
intelligence capabilities, civil space programs, and other Federal
Government systems used to protect public safety.

Legislative History

H.R. 1401 was introduced by request by Mr. Spence and Mr.
Skelton on April 14, 1999. The Committee on Armed Services met
in open markup session and ordered the bill reported, with an
amendment, on May 19, 1999 by a record vote of 55 yeas and 1
nay. On May 24, 1999, the bill was reported by the Committee on
Armed Services to the House, with an amendment (H. Rept. 106—
162).

On June 9 and 10, 1999, the House considered H.R. 1401 pursu-
ant to the provisions of H.Res. 200. The House passed the bill by
a record vote of 365 yeas and 58 nays.

S. 1059, the Senate companion legislation, was passed by the
Senate on May 27, 1999 by a roll call vote of 92 yeas and 3 nays
and received in the House on June 7, 1999 and held at the desk.
On June 14, 1999, the House considered S. 1059, struck all after
the enacting clause and amended the bill with the text of H.R.
1401 as it passed the House, and passed the bill by unanimous con-
sent. On June 16, 1999, the Senate disagreed to the House amend-
ment, requested a conference, and appointed conferees.
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On July 1, 1999, House insisted upon its amendment and agreed
to the conference requested by the Senate. The Speaker appointed
conferees from the Committee on Commerce for consideration of
matters contained in the Senate bill and the House amendment
falling within the Committee’s jurisdiction. The Committee of Con-
ference met on July 13 and 15, 1999.

The conference report on S. 1059 was filed on August 6, 1999.
The House considered and agreed to the conference report, pursu-
ant to H.Res. 288, on September 15, 2000. Mr. Dingell offered a
motion to recommit with instructions, addressing the role of the
NNSA with respect to certain authorities previously delegated to
the Secretary of Energy. The motion to recommit failed by a record
vote of 139 yeas and 281 nays. The House agreed to the conference
report by a record vote of 375 yeas and 45 nays.

The Senate considered the conference report on September 21
and 22, 1999. The Senate agreed to the conference report on Sep-
tember 22, 1999 by a roll call vote of 93 yeas and 5 nays. The bill
was presented to the President on September 23, 1999, and signed
into law on October 5, 1999 (Public Law 106-65).

THE FLOYD D. SPENCE NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2001

(H.R. 4205, H.R. 5408, S. 2549)

(Telecommunications Provisions)

To authorize appropriations for fiscal year 2001 for military ac-
tivities of the Department of Defense, for military construction, and
for defense activities of the Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

Summary

Section 1705 of the Conference report to H.R. 4205, which incor-
porates by reference the content of H.R. 5408, requires the Sec-
retary of Defense, in consultation with the Attorney General and
the Secretary of Commerce, to conduct of an engineering study to
identify: (1) any portion of the 138 to 144 megahertz band that the
Department of Defense can share in various geographic regions
with public safety radio services; (2) any measures required to pre-
vent harmful interference between Department of Defense systems
and the public safety systems proposed for operation on those fre-
quencies; and (3) a reasonable schedule for implementation of such
sharing of frequencies. An interim report prepared by the Secretary
of Defense on the progress of the study is required to be submitted
to the Committee on Armed Services of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House of Representatives within
one year from date of enactment. The completed final report of the
Secretary of Defense and the FCC is required to be submitted not
later than January 1, 2002.

Legislative History

H.R. 4205 was introduced in the House by Mr. Spence and Mr.
Skelton by request on April 6, 2000. The bill was referred to the
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Committee on Armed Services. The Committee on Armed Services
reported the bill to the House, with an amendment, on May 12,
2000 (H. Rept. 106-616).

A rule providing for the consideration of H.R. 4205, H.Res. 503,
passed the House by a record vote of 220 yeas and 201 nays. The
House considered H.R. 4205 on May 17 and 18, 2000. On May 18,
1999, the House passed the bill, as amended, by a record vote of
353 yeas and 63 nays. H.R. 4205 was received in the Senate on
May 22, 2000.

S. 2549, the Senate companion legislation, was considered by the
Senate on June 6 through 8, June 14, June 19 through 20, June
29 through 30, and July 11 through 13, 2000. The Senate amended
the text of H.R. 4205 with S. 2549, as amended by the Senate, and
passed H.R. 4205 by a roll call vote of 97 yeas and 3 nays on July
13, 2000 by a roll call vote of 92 yeas and 3 nays. The Senate also
insisted on its amendment, requested a conference with the House,
and appointed conferees. On July 26, 2000, the House disagreed to
the amendment of the Senate, and agreed to the conference re-
quested by the Senate by unanimous consent.

On July 27, 2000, the Speaker appointed conferees. The Speaker
appointed conferees from the Committee on Commerce for consider-
ation of matters contained in the House bill and the Senate amend-
ment falling within the Committee’s jurisdiction. As a result, cer-
tain provisions were accepted without significant change, certain
provisions were modified substantially, and certain provisions were
deleted outright .

The conference report on H.R. 4205 was filed in the House on Oc-
tober 6, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-945). The House adopted a rule pro-
viding for the consideration of the conference report, H.Res. 616, by
a voice vote. The House agreed to the conference report by a record
vote of 382 yeas and 31 nays on October 11, 2000. The Senate
agreed to the conference report by a roll call vote of 90 yeas and
3 nays on October 12, 2000. The bill was presented to the President
on October 19, 2000, and signed into law on October 30, 2000 (Pub-
lic Law 106-398).

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURES IN GLOBAL AND NATIONAL COMMERCE ACT
Public Law 106-229 (H.R. 1714, S. 761)

To facilitate the use of electronic records and signatures in inter-
state or foreign commerce.

Summary

H.R. 1714 is intended to facilitate the use and acceptance of elec-
tronic signatures and records in interstate and foreign commerce.
The legislation is narrowly drawn so as to remove barriers to the
use and acceptance of electronic signatures and records without es-
tablishing a regulatory framework that would hinder the growth of
electronic commerce. The bill adds greater legal certainty and pre-
dictability to electronic commerce by according the same legal ef-
fect, validity, and enforceability to electronic signatures and records
as are accorded written signatures and records. Such certainty, in
turn, will further contribute to the growth of electronic commerce.
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H.R. 1714 provides that with respect to any transaction in or af-
fecting interstate commerce, the legal effect, validity, and enforce-
ability of a signature, contract or other record may not be denied
on the ground that it is in electronic form or that an electronic sig-
nature or electronic record was used in its formation. H.R. 1714
provides authority to the States to modify, limit, or supersede this
law provided that any modification complies with certain minimum
standards and principles appropriate for interstate commerce. H.R.
1714 also provides for the creation, control and transfer of certain
notes secured by real property.

In addition, the bill directs the Secretary of Commerce to pro-
mote the acceptance internationally of electronic signatures and
electronic signature products.

H.R. 1714 also contains important consumer protection provi-
sions. Electronic transactions using electronic signatures must be
voluntarily undertaken and consumers will enjoy the same protec-
tions and rights as they would in any paper-based transaction.
Businesses engaging in electronic commerce transactions must take
steps to ensure that consumers have the technological ability to re-
ceive, print, and save any electronic records as part of the trans-
actions. Finally, H.R. 1714 leaves important Federal and State con-
sumer protection laws intact.

Legislative History

H.R. 1714 was introduced by Mr. Bliley and five cosponsors on
May 16, 1999. The bill was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade and Consumer
Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R. 1714 on June 9, 1999.
The Subcommittee on Finance and Hazardous Materials held a leg-
islative hearing on H.R. 1714 on June 24, 1999. Witnesses for both
hearings included a representative of the Department of Com-
merce, representatives of the States, and industry representatives.

On July 21, 1999, the Subcommittee on Finance and Hazardous
Materials met in open markup session and approved H.R. 1714 for
Full Committee consideration, as amended, by a voice vote. On
July 29, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade,
and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and ap-
proved H.R. 1714 for Full Committee consideration, as amended, by
a voice vote. On August 5, 1999, the Full Committee met in open
markup session and ordered H.R. 1714 reported to the House, with
an amendment, by a voice vote, a quorum being present. The Com-
merce Committee filed the report to H.R. 1714 on September 27,
1999 (H. Rept. 106-341, Part 1).

On September 27, 1999, H.R. 1714 was sequentially referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary. The Subcommittee on Courts and
Intellectual Property held a legislative hearing on H.R. 1714 on
September 30, 1999. On October 7, 1999 the Subcommittee met to
consider H.R. 1714 and to forward the bill, as amended, to the Full
committee. The Committee on the Judiciary met on October 13,
1999 to consider H.R. 1714 and ordered the bill reported by a voice
vote. The Committee on the Judiciary filed the report to H.R. 1714
on October 15, 1999 (H. Rpt 106-341, Part 2).
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The House considered H.R. 1714 under suspension of the rules
on November 1, 1999, and failed to pass the bill by a record vote
of 234 yeas and 122 nays.

On November 18, 1999, the House Committee on the Rules met
and approved a resolution providing for the consideration of H.R.
1714 (H.Res. 366). On November 19, 1999, the House approved
H.Res. 366 by a voice vote. Pursuant to H.Res. 366, the House re-
considered H.R. 1714 on November 9, 1999, and passed the bill by
a record vote of 356 yeas and 66 nays. On November 10, 1999, H.R.
1714 was received in the Senate and read twice. On November 19,
1999 the Senate passed a companion bill, S. 761 by unanimous con-
sent.

On February 16, 2000, the House, by unanimous consent, passed
S. 761 with an amendment consisting of the text of H.R. 1714, as
passed by the House. By unanimous consent the House insisted
?pon its amendments, requested a conference and appointed con-
erees.

On March 29, 2000, the Senate disagreed to the House amend-
ment to S. 761 and agreed to a conference. On May 18, 2000, the
Conferees met, the House chairing. The conference report on S. 761
was filed in the House on June 8, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-661). On
June 14, 2000 the House considered the conference report pursuant
to a rule (H.Res. 523) and agreed to the conference report by a
record vote of 426 yeas and 4 nays. On June 15, 2000 the Senate
began consideration of the conference report and on June 16, 2000,
agreed to the conference report by a record vote of 87 yeas and no
nays.

S. 761 was presented to the President on June 20, 2000. The
President signed S. 761 into law on June 30, 2000 (Public Law
106-229).

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENFORCEMENT OF CERTAIN
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REGULATIONS
REGARDING USE OF CITIZENS BAND RADIO EQUIPMENT

Public Law 106-521 (H.R. 2346)

To authorize the enforcement by State and local governments of
certain Federal Communications Commission regulations regarding
use of citizens band radio equipment.

Summary

H.R. 2346 amends section 302 of the Communications Act to
allow State or local governments to enact, and enforce, an ordi-
nance or statute that prohibits a person from violating Commission
rules prohibiting: (1) the use of unauthorized CB radio equipment,
or (2) unauthorized operation of CB equipment on a frequency be-
tween 24 megahertz and 35 megahertz. In exercising this authority
the State or locality must identify that they are taking such action
pursuant to this new section of the Communications Act. H.R. 2346
also requires the Commission to provide such technical assistance
to the State and local governments on this matter to the extent
practicable. A person affected by a decision of a State or local gov-
ernment ordinance or statute may file an appeal, within 30 days,
of the decision to the FCC. The Commission is given 180 days to
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rule on the appeal and can preempt the decision of a State or local
government agency if it determines that a State or local govern-
ment acted outside its authority granted by H.R. 2346.

H.R. 2346 clarifies that: (1) the bill does not preclude the FCC
from taking enforcement action notwithstanding action taken by a
State or local government, and (2) the FCC’s authority over mat-
ters involving the interference of radio devises is not altered. Last-
ly, the bill requires that a State or local government must have
probable cause to find that a commercial mobile vehicle with CB
radio equipment on board is in violation of Commission rules before
taking enforcement action.

Legislative History

On June 24, 1999, H.R. 2346 was introduced in the House by Mr.
Ehlers and seven cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

On September 14, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection was discharged from fur-
ther consideration of the bill.

On September 14, 2000, the Committee on Commerce met in
open markup session and ordered H.R. 2346 reported by a voice
vote, a quorum being present. The Committee on Commerce re-
ported the bill to the House on September 22, 2000 (H. Rept. 106—
883).

On September 27, 2000, considered H.R. 2346 under suspension
of the rules, and passed the bill by a voice vote.

On September 28, 2000, the bill was received in the Senate and
read twice. On October 31, 2000, the Senate considered and passed
the bill, with an amendment, by unanimous consent.

On November 13, 2000, the House considered the Senate amend-
ment under suspension of the rules. The House concurred in the
Senate amendment by a voice vote, clearing the bill for the White
House.

The bill was presented to the President on November 14, 2000.
The President signed the bill on November 22, 2000 (Public Law
106-521).

TRADEMARK CYBERPIRACY PREVENTION ACT
Public Law 106-113 (H.R. 3028, S. 1255, S. 1948, H.R. 3194)

To amend certain trademark laws to prevent the misappropria-
tion of marks.

Summary

S. 1255 prohibits the registration of an Internet domain name
with the bad-faith intent to profit from the goodwill of the trade-
mark of another party if the registered domain name is identical
or confusingly similar to a distinctive mark or dilutive of a famous
mark.

The bill further authorizes a court to order the forfeiture or can-
cellation of the domain name or its transfer to the mark owner and
provides for statutory damages.
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Legislative History

S. 1255 was introduced in the Senate by Mr. Abraham and three
cosponsors on June 21, 1999. The bill was read twice and referred
to the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. H.R. 3028, a companion
bill, was introduced by Mr. Rogan and three cosponsors on October
6, 1999 and referred to the House Committee on the Judiciary.

The Senate Committee on the Judiciary met to consider S. 1255
on July 29, 1999, and ordered the bill reported to the Senate, as
amended. On August 5, 1999, by unanimous consent, the Senate
passed the bill, amended. S. 1255 was received in the House on
September 8, 1999 and held at the desk.

The House Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual Property
met in open markup session to consider H.R. 3028 on October 7,
1999 and forwarded the bill to the Full Committee on the Judiciary
by voice vote. The House Committee on the Judiciary met in open
markup session to consider H.R. 3028 on October 13, 1999 and or-
dered the bill reported to the House, with an amendment. On Octo-
ber 25, 1999 the House Committee on the Judiciary reported H.R.
3028 to the House (H. Rept. 106—412). On October 26, 1999 the
House approved H.R. 3028 under suspension of the rules, by voice
vote. On the same day the House took up S. 1255, struck all after
the enacting clause and inserted in lieu thereof the provisions of
H.R. 3028.

On October 28, 1999, Mr. Bliley sent a letter to the Speaker of
the House indicating that H.R. 3028, as passed by the House, in-
cluded provisions within the jurisdiction of the House Committee
on Commerce, particularly a provision directing the Secretary of
Commerce to establish a “.us” Internet domain.

The text of H.R. 3028 was included in S. 1948, introduced by
Senator Lott and incorporated by reference in section 1000(a)(5) of
the conference report to accompany H.R. 3194, the Consolidated
Appropriations Act (H. Rept. 106-479). On November 18, 1999, the
Committee on Rules reported a rule providing for the consideration
of the conference report to accompany H.R. 3194 (H.Res. 386)
which passed the House by a voice vote, with an amendment. The
House considered the conference report on November 18, 1999 and
approved the conference report by a record vote of 296 yeas and
135 nays.

On November 18, 1999, the Senate agreed to consider the con-
ference report by a roll call vote of 80 yeas and 8 nays and a clo-
ture motion was filed. On November 19, 1999, the Senate invoked
cloture by a roll call vote of 87 yeas and 9 nays and agreed to the
conference report by a roll call vote of 74 yeas and 24 nays, and
the bill was cleared for the White House.

H.R. 3194 was presented to the President on November 22, 1999
signed into law on November 29, 1999 (Public Law 106-113).
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SATELLITE COMPETITION AND CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT

Public Law 106-113 (H.R. 851, H.R. 1554, S.247, S. 1948, H.R.
3194)

To amend the provisions of title 17, United States Code, and the
Communications Act of 1934, relating to copyright licensing and
carriage of broadcast signals by satellite.

Summary

H.R. 851, as enacted, permits satellite companies to immediately
offer local-into-local television service and directs the FCC to estab-
lish rules applying must-carry, retransmission consent, syndicated
exclusivity, sports blackout, and network nonduplication rules to
satellite carriers. The must-carry requirements become effective
January 1, 2002, allowing a 3-year phase-in period, allows satellite
carriers 6 months to obtain retransmission consent agreements
from broadcasters for local-into-local service; prohibits broadcasters
from engaging in discriminatory practices regarding retransmission
consent through January 1, 2006 and allows subscribers who do
not receive a Grade A intensity signal and whose distant network
signals were earlier terminated, or who were receiving them on Oc-
tober 31, 1999, to receive distant network signals until December
31, 2004.

H.R. 851 retains the Grade B signal intensity standard as the de-
termining factor for who may receive distant network signals, but
requires a one-year FCC study of signal intensity standards. Sub-
scribers who do not receive a Grade B intensity signal, as well as
recreational vehicles and commercial trucks that are not fixed
dwellings, to receive no more than two distant network signals of
each television network on a single day. A formal process for con-
sumers was created to seek waivers if signal strength is in doubt.
H.R. 85 allows existing C-band satellite customers to continue re-
ceiving the distant network TV signals they have been receiving
and extends the existing satellite copyright compulsory license for
distant network signals until December 31, 2004. The bill creates
a new compulsory license for local network signals with no sunset
date and reduces the rate increase for copyright royalty payments
satellite companies must pay by 45% for distant network signals
and 30% for distant superstation signals and eliminates the 90-day
waiting period for cable subscribers, with special rules for the Pub-
lic Broadcasting Service.

The 6-month phase-in period for retransmission consent and 3-
year phase-in period for must-carry may mean that consumers once
again could face losing television signals received via satellite. If
satellite companies and broadcasters cannot reach agreement on
retransmission consent for local-into-local within 6 months, signals
will be discontinued. When must-carry provisions go into effect on
January 1, 2002, satellite carriers may have to reassign satellite
channels to meet those requirements.

The bill also made a number of perfecting changes to section
1405 of the Child Online Protection Act (47 U.S.C. 231 note) in
order to allow the Commission to operate more efficiently.
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Legislative History

H.R. 851 was introduced in the House on February 25, 1999 by
Mr. Tauzin and 18 cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Com-
anittee on Commerce, and additionally, to the Committee on the Ju-

iciary.

On March 3, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and
approved H.R. 851, as amended, by voice vote. On March 25, 1999,
the Full Committee met in open markup session and ordered H.R.
851 reported to the House, with an amendment, by a voice vote.
The Committee on Commerce filed the report to H.R. 851 (H. Rept.
106-79, Part 1) on April 4, 1999.

On March 10, 1999, H.R. 851 was referred to the Subcommittee
on Courts and Intellectual Property of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. On April 7, 1999, the Committee on the Judiciary was grant-
ed an extension for further consideration until April 16, 1999. On
April 16, 1999, the Committee on the Judiciary was discharged
from the further consideration H.R. 851.

The text of H.R. 851 was incorporated into H.R. 1554, which was
introduced in the House by Mr. Coble on April 26, 1999. H.R. 1554
was considered by the House, under suspension of the rules, on
April 27, 1999 and passed by a record vote of 422 yeas and 1 nay.

On April 28, 1999, H.R. 1554 was received in the Senate and
read twice. On May 20, 1999, H.R. 1554 was laid before the Senate
by unanimous consent, where the Senate struck all after the enact-
ing clause and substituted the language of S. 247, as amended.
H.R. 1554 was passed in the Senate on May 20, 1999 by unani-
mous consent.

On June 8, 1999, the Senate insisted on its amendment, asked
for a conference, and appointed conferees. On June 23, 1999, the
House disagreed to the Senate amendment to H.R. 1554 and
agreed to a conference with the Senate, and appointed conferees.
The Committee of Conference met on September 28, 1999, the Sen-
ate chairing.The conference report to accompany H.R. 1554 was
filed in the House on November 9, 1999 (H. Rept. 106—464).

On November 9, 1999, under suspension of the rules, the House
passed the conference report by a record vote of 411 yeas and 8
nays.

A revised version of H.R. 1554 was introduced in the Senate as
S. 1948 on November 17, 1999 and incorporated by cross-reference
in the conference report to accompany H.R. 3194, the Consolidated
Appropriations Act (H. Rept. 106—479). On November 18, 1999, the
Committee on Rules reported a rule providing for the consideration
of the conference report to accompany H.R. 3194 (H.Res. 386)
which passed the House by a voice vote, with an amendment. The
House considered the conference report on November 18, 1999 and
approved the conference report by a record vote of 296 yeas and
135 nays.

On November 18, 1999, the Senate agreed to consider the con-
ference report by a roll call vote of 80 yeas and 8 nays and a clo-
ture motion was filed. On November 19, 1999, the Senate invoked
cloture by a roll call vote of 87 yeas and 9 nays and agreed to the
conference report by a roll call vote of 74 yeas and 24 nays, and
the bill was cleared for the White House.
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H.R. 3028 was presented to the President on November 22, 1999.
The President signed H.R. 3194 into law on November 29, 1999
(Public Law 106-113).

CORRECTING ERRORS IN THE AUTHORIZATION OF THE NATIONAL
HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY ADMINISTRATION

Public Law 106-39 (H.R. 2035, S. 1248)

To correct errors in the authorizations of certain programs ad-
ministered by the National Highway Traffic Administration.

Summary

H.R. 2035, a bill to correct errors in the authorizations of certain
programs administered by the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, is intended to correct mistakes made in the author-
izations for the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration’s
(NHTSA’s) motor vehicle safety and information programs during
consideration of H.R. 2691, the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration Act of 1998, in the 105th Congress, when the Ad-
ministration failed to inform the Committee of changes in their
budget request for those programs. For fiscal years 1999-2001, the
bill provides annual authorizations for motor vehicle safety pro-
grams in the amount of $98,313,500 and for motor vehicle informa-
tion programs in the amount of $9,562,500.

Legislative History

H.R. 2035 was introduced in the House on June 8, 1999 by Mr.
Tauzin. On June 10, 1999, the Full Committee met in open markup
session and ordered H.R. 2035 reported to the House, without
amendment, by a voice vote, a quorum being present. The Com-
mittee reported the bill on June 25, 1999 (H. Rept. 106—200).

On July 12, 1999, the House considered H.R. 2035 under suspen-
sion of the rules. The House approved the bill by a voice vote.

On June 21, 1999, Senator McCain introduced companion legisla-
tion, S. 1248, in the Senate for himself and Senator Hollings. On
July 14, the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Trans-
portation reported the bill, without amendment, by a voice vote (S.
Rpt. 106-107).

On July 15, 1999, the Senate passed H.R. 2035 by unanimous
consent and laid S. 1248 on the table, clearing the bill for the
White House. The bill was presented to the President on July 20,
1999, and approved on July 28, 1999 (Public Law 106-39).

TRANSPORTATION RECALL ENHANCEMENT, ACCOUNTABILITY, AND
DOCUMENTATION (TREAD) ACT

Public Law 106-414 (H.R. 5164, S. 3059, H. Con. Res. 428)

To amend title 49, United States Code, to require reports con-
cerning defects in motor vehicles or tires or other motor vehicle
equipment in foreign countries, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 5164, the Transportation Recall Enhancement, Account-
ability, and Documentation (TREAD) Act, is a bill to require re-
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ports concerning defects in motor vehicles or tires or other motor
vehicle equipment, both domestically and in foreign countries.

The bill requires that manufacturers report to the Secretary of
Transportation regarding defects occurring in foreign countries,
and certain other data. The legislation also lengthens the period in
which a motor vehicle equipment or tire manufacturer must pro-
vide a defect remedy at no charge, strengthens the statute’s civil
penalty structure, imposes a criminal penalty for falsifying or with-
holding information, and requires the Secretary to update the
motor vehicle safety standards applicable to tires and improve tire
labeling standards. Further, the legislation addresses the avail-
ability of parts during a recall, reimbursement for parts replaced
immediately prior to a recall, and the resale of replaced equipment.
Finally, the legislation authorizes appropriations for the activities
authorized by the bill and addresses a number of other public infor-
mation and standard setting rulemakings.

Legislative History

H.R. 5164 was introduced in the House on September 13, 2000
by Mr. Upton, for himself and 15 other Members. The Sub-
committee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer Protec-
tion began to markup the legislation on September 21, 2000 and
completed consideration on September 27, 2000, approving the bill
for Full Committee consideration, amended, by a record vote of 23
yeas and no nays. The Full Committee marked up the legislation
on October 5, 2000, and ordered the bill reported, with an amend-
ment, by a record vote of 42 yeas and no nays. The bill was re-
ported to the House on October 10, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-954).

On October 10, the Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary
wrote to the Chairman of the Committee on Commerce indicating
that, although provisions of the bill fell within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the Committee on the Judiciary
would not seek a sequential referral of the bill. On October 12,
2000, the Chairman of the Committee on Commerce responded that
the Judiciary Committee’s decision would not prejudice the Judici-
%rﬁl Committee with respect to its jurisdictional prerogatives on the

ill.

On October 10, 2000, the bill was considered under suspension
of the rules. On October 11, 2000 (legislative day of October 10),
the House passed H.R. 5164, with an amendment, by a voice vote.

On September 15, 2000 Senator McCain introduced S. 3059, the
Motor Vehicle and Motor Vehicle Equipment Defect Notification
Improvement Act. The Senate Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation ordered the bill reported on September 20,
2000, and reported the bill to the Senate, with an amendment, on
September 27, 2000 (S. Rpt. 106-423). The Senate passed H.R.
5164 by unanimous consent on October 11, 2000.

Due to a drafting error, a provision approved by the Committee
was not included in H.R. 5164 as it was reported and passed by
the House. Accordingly, on October 12, 2000, Mr. Upton introduced
H. Con. Res. 428, to correct the enrollment of H.R. 5164, and the
House passed the measure by unanimous consent that same day.
The concurrent resolution was received by the Senate on October
13, 2000, and passed by unanimous consent on October 17.
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On October 20, 2000, the bill was presented to the President and
was signed by the President on November 1, 2000 (Public Law
106-414).

CHILD PASSENGER PROTECTION ACT OF 2000
Public Law 106-414 (H.R. 5164, H.R. 4145, S. 2070)

To improve safety standards for child restraints in motor vehi-
cles.

Summary

The bill directs the Secretary of Transportation to update and
improve crash test standards and conditions for child restraints in
motor vehicles. It also sets forth certain child restraint testing re-
quirements and authorizes appropriations.

The bill also directs the Secretary to develop and implement a
safety rating program for child restraints to provide practicable,
understandable, and timely information to parents and caretakers
for use in making informed purchases of child restraints.

Legislative History

H.R. 4145 was introduced by Mr. Shimkus and 16 cosponsors on
March 30, 2000. The bill was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce.

On May 16, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a hearing entitled “Consumer
Safety Initiatives: Protecting the Vulnerable” which focused, in
part, on H.R. 4145. The Subcommittee heard testimony from the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, industry rep-
resentatives, and consumer advocates.

S. 2070, the Senate companion bill, was introduced by Senator
Fitzgerald on February 10, 2000. On September 20, 2000, the Sen-
ate Committee on Commerce ordered S. 2070 reported, with an
amendment.

An amendment to H.R. 5164, the TREAD Act, consisting of the
text of S. 2070 as ordered reported by the Senate Committee on
Commerce, was approved at the Full Committee markup of that
legislation. The Full Committee marked up the legislation on Octo-
ber 5, 2000, and ordered the bill reported, with an amendment, by
a record vote of 42 yeas and no nays. The bill was reported to the
House on October 10, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-954).

On October 10, the Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary
wrote to the Chairman of the Committee on Commerce indicating
that, although provisions of the bill fell within the jurisdiction of
the Committee on the Judiciary, the Committee on the Judiciary
would not seek a sequential referral of the bill. On October 12,
2000, the Chairman of the Committee on Commerce responded that
the Judiciary Committee’s decision would not prejudice the Judici-
ary Committee with respect to its jurisdictional prerogatives on the
bill.

On October 10, 2000, the bill was considered under suspension
of the rules. On October 11, 2000 (legislative day of October 10),
the House passed H.R. 56164, with an amendment, by a voice vote.
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On September 15, 2000 Senator McCain introduced S. 3059, the
Motor Vehicle and Motor Vehicle Equipment Defect Notification
Improvement Act. The Senate Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation ordered the bill reported on September 20,
2000, and reported the bill to the Senate, with an amendment, on
September 27, 2000 (S. Rpt. 106-423). The Senate passed H.R.
5164 by unanimous consent on October 11, 2000.

Due to a drafting error, a provision approved by the Committee
was not included in H.R. 5164 as it was reported and passed by
the House. Accordingly, on October 12, 2000, Mr. Upton introduced
H. Con. Res. 428, to correct the enrollment of H.R. 5164, and the
House passed the measure by unanimous consent that same day.
The concurrent resolution was received by the Senate on October
13, 2000, and passed by unanimous consent on October 17.

On October 20, 2000, the bill was presented to the President and
was signed by the President on November 1, 2000 (Public Law
106—414).

MUHAMMAD ALI BOXING REFORM ACT
Public Law 106-210 (S. 305, H.R. 1832)

Summary

H.R. 1832, the Muhammad Ali Boxing Reform Act, protects the
rights and welfare of professional boxers on an interstate basis by
preventing certain exploitive, oppressive, and unethical business
practices. It assists State boxing commissions in their efforts to
provide more effective public oversight of the sport, promotes hon-
orable competition in professional boxing, and enhances the overall
integrity of the industry.

The Muhammad Ali Boxing Reform Act amends the Professional
Boxing Safety Act of 1996 (15 U.S.C. 6301 et seq.) to establish cer-
tain minimum requirements for contracts between boxers and their
promoters and managers. In particular, it limits exclusive pro-
motional rights to a maximum of 12 months and prohibits a pro-
moter or a sanctioning organization from requiring a boxer to grant
further promotional rights in order to fight a match that is a man-
datory bout. The bill also prohibits promoters from having a finan-
cial interest in the management of a boxer, and vice versa, al-
though only for boxers who fight over 10 rounds. It requires the es-
tablishment of objective and consistent written criteria for the rat-
ings of professional boxers and requires a publishing of any change
in a top ten boxer’s rankings.

Sanctioning organizations are required to submit to the Federal
Trade Commission (FTC), or post on the Internet, a complete de-
scription of their ratings criteria, policies, general sanctioning fee
schedule, bylaws, and appeals procedure. Officers and employees of
sanctioning organizations are prohibited from receiving any non-
deminimis compensation or gifts from a promoter, boxer, or man-
ager, other than their published fees for sanctioning a match and
any reasonable expenses. Sanctioning organizations are required to
provide to a State’s boxing commission before a fight a statement
of all charges, fees, and costs the organization will assess any boxer
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participating in that match, and all payments the organization will
receive for its affiliation with the event from all sources.

Promoters are required to provide to the appropriate State box-
ing commission copies of any agreements they have with a boxer,
a statement of all expenses that will be assessed the boxer, any
benefits the promoter is providing to sanctioning organizations af-
filiated with the event, and any reduction in a boxer’s purse con-
trary to previous agreements, as well as disclosing other sources of
revenue. These disclosures are protected by a confidentiality provi-
sion.

Judges and referees are required to be certified and approved by
State boxing commissions, and are also required to disclose their
sources of compensation for participating in a fight. Unsportsman-
like conduct is added to the list of suspendible offenses under the
Act. The Association of Boxing Commissions (ABC) is directed to
develop and approve guidelines on boxing contract requirements,
uniform rules, and rating criteria. The record keeping burden on
the States is reduced by extending boxing licenses from two years
to four years.

Legislative History

H.R. 1832 was introduced in the House by Mr. Oxley and three
cosponsors on May 17, 1999. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and additionally to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R. 1832 on June 29,
1999. The Subcommittee received testimony from the a boxing
trade association, representatives of boxing sanctioning bodies, box-
ing promoters, boxing managers, and from a professional boxer.

On September 24, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
sion to consider H.R. 1832 and approved the bill for Full Com-
mittee consideration, amended, by a record vote of 15 yeas and 1
nay. On September 29, 1999, the Full Committee met in open
markup session and ordered H.R. 1832 reported to the House, with
an amendment, by a voice vote, a quorum being present.

On November 4, 1999, the House Committee on Education and
the Workforce was granted an extension for further consideration
ending not later than November 4, 1999 and discharged from the
further consideration of the bill.

On November 8, 1999, H.R. 1832 was considered under suspen-
sion of the rules. The motion to suspend the rules and pass the bill,
as amended Agreed to by voice vote. A motion to reconsider was
laid on the table and agreed to without objection.

On November 9, 1999, H.R. 1832 was received in the Senate. On
November 19, 1999, the bill was read twice and placed on Senate
Legislative Calendar. On April 7, 2000, the measure was laid be-
fore Senate and passed with an amendment by unanimous consent.

On May 22, 2000, the House considered the Senate amendment
under suspension of the rules and agreed to the Senate amendment
by a voice vote, clearing the bill for the White House. On May 23,
2000, the bill was presented to the President. The President signed
H.R. 1832 into law on May 26, 2000 (Public Law No: 106-210).



53

YEAR 2000 READINESS AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT
Public Law 106-37 (H.R.775; H.Res.166, H.Res.234, S.96, S.461)

To establish certain procedures for civil actions brought for dam-
ages relating to the failure of any device or system to process or
otherwise deal with the transition from the year 1999 to the year
2000, and for other purposes.

Summary

The Year 2000 Readiness and Responsibility Act (Y2K Act) pro-
tects businesses from liability relating to certain failures because
of the so-called Y2K problem, which jeopardized computer software
and systems with year 2000 date-related data. It establishes an af-
firmative defense of “Y2K upset,” i.e., an exceptional incident in-
volving temporary noncompliance with applicable Federally en-
forceable measurement or reporting requirements because of fac-
tors related to a Y2K failure that are beyond the reasonable control
of the defendant charged with compliance. The Act also sets forth
provisions regarding consumer protection from Y2K failures. The
legislation further contains extensive alternative dispute resolution
mechanisms for Y2K actions and special protections for small busi-
ness Y2K failures.

Legislative History

H.R. 775 was introduced on February 23, 1999 by Mr. Davis of
Virginia and 5 cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary, and additionally to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

On April 29 and May 4, 1999, the Committee on the Judiciary
met in open markup session and on May 4, 1999, ordered H.R. 775
reported with an amendment by a record vote of 15 yeas and 14
nays. On May 7, 2000, the Committee on the Judiciary reported
the bill to the House (H. Rept. 106-131, Part 1) and the Committee
on the Small Business was discharged from the further consider-
ation of the bill.

On May 7, 1999, the Committee on Commerce was granted a se-
quential referral of the introduced bill through May 11, 1999. On
May 10, 1999, the Chairman of the Committee on Commerce wrote
to the Chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary indicating that
the Committee on Commerce would not exercise its right to con-
sider the legislation, and requesting his support for the appoint-
ment of conferees from the Committee on Commerce if the bill was
the subject of a House-Senate conference. On May 11, 1999, the
Committee on Commerce was discharged from the further consider-
ation of the bill.

On May 11, 1999, the Committee on Rules reported a rule pro-
viding for the consideration of H.R. 775 (H.Res. 166). On May 12,
1999, the House passed H.Res. 166 by a record vote of 236 yeas
and 188 nays and considered H.R. 775. The House passed H.R. 775,
as amended, by a record vote of 236 yeas and 190 nays on May 12,
1999.

The Senate received the bill on May 13, 1999. On June 15, 1999,
the Senate considered and passed H.R. 775 with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute consisting of the text of S. 96, as amend-
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ed by the Senate. On June 16, 1999, the Senate insisted on its
amendment, asked for a conference, and appointed conferees.

On June 24, 1999, the House disagreed to the Senate amend-
ment and agreed to the conference by unanimous consent. Con-
ferees were appointed from the Committees on the Judiciary and
Commerce.

On June 24, 1999, the Conference met. On June 29, 1999, the
conference report to accompany H.R. 775 was filed in the House (H.
Rept. 106-212). On June 30, 1999, the Committee on Rules re-
ported a rule providing for the consideration of the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 775 (H.Res. 234). On July 1, 1999, the
House passed H.Res. 234 by a record vote of 423 yeas and 1 nay
and considered the conference report pursuant to the rule. The
House passed the conference report on July 1, 1999, by a record
vote of 404 yeas and 24 nays.On dJuly 1, 1999, the Senate consid-
ered and passed the conference report by a roll call vote of 81 yeas
and 18 nays, clearing the measure for the White House. The bill
was presented to the President on July 16, 1999 and signed on July
20, 1999 (Public Law 106-37).

WIRELESS PRIVACY ENHANCEMENT ACT
(H.R. 514)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to strengthen and
clarify prohibitions on electronic eavesdropping, and for other pur-
poses.

Summary

H.R. 514 has four main components. First, the bill extends cur-
rent scanning receiver manufacturing restrictions to prevent the
manufacture of scanners that are capable of intercepting commu-
nications in frequencies allocated to new wireless communications,
namely personal communications services, and protected paging
and specialized mobile radio services. Second, the bill prohibits the
modification of scanners and requires the Federal Communications
Commission (the Commission or FCC) to strengthen its rules to
prevent the modification of scanning receivers, including through
the adoption of additional requirements to prevent the tampering
of scanning receivers. Third, the bill makes it illegal to inten-
tionally intercept or divulge the content of radio communications.
Lastly, the bill improves the enforcement of privacy law by increas-
ing the penalties available for violators and requires the Commis-
sion to move expeditiously on investigations of potential violations.

Legislative History

On February 3, 1999, Mrs. Wilson and 12 cosponsors introduced
H.R. 514. The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce. On
the same day, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade,
and Consumer Protection held a hearing on the bill. Testimony was
received from the Federal regulators, and representatives from in-
dustry trade groups, telecommunications companies and privacy
advocates.

On February 10, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
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sion and approved the bill for Full Committee consideration by a
voice vote. On February 11, 1999, the Full Committee met in open
session and ordered H.R. 514 reported to the House by a voice vote.
The Committee on Commerce reported H.R. 514 to the House on
February 23, 1999 (H. Rept. 106-24).

The Committee on Rules met on February 23, 1999, and granted
a rule for the consideration of H.R. 514 (H.Res. 77). On February
25, 1999, the House passed H.Res. 77 by a voice vote. The House
considered H.R. 514 on February 25, 1999 pursuant to the rule,
and passed the bill, as amended, by a record vote of 403 yeas and
3 nays.

On March 3, 1999, the bill was received in the Senate, read
twice, and referred to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

No further action was taken by the Senate on H.R. 514 in the
106th Congress.

SECURITY AND FREEDOM THROUGH ENCRYPTION (SAFE) ACT

(H.R. 850)

To amend title 18, United States Code, to affirm the rights of
United States persons to use and sell encryption and to relax ex-
port controls on encryption.

Summary

H.R. 850, as amended by the Committee on Commerce, clarifies
U.S. policy regarding the domestic use of encryption products, in-
cluding prohibiting the Federal government or State governments
from requiring key recovery or a similar technique in most cir-
cumstances and adding criminal penalties for the use of encryption
products in the cover-up of felonious activity. H.R. 850 also relaxes
U.S. export policies by permitting mass-market encryption products
to be exported under a general license exception. It also permits
other custom-made computer hardware and software encryption
products to be exported on an expedited basis. The bill includes a
specified role for the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration (NTIA) in the consideration of the export of certain
encryption products. H.R. 850 establishes a National Electronic
Technologies Center (NET Center) to help Federal, State, and local
law enforcement agencies obtain access to encrypted communica-
tions. The NET Center will aid law enforcement in accessing
encrypted communications and information by promoting a positive
relationship with the related industry. H.R. 850 also requires: an
annual in-depth analysis of the relationship between network reli-
ability, network security, and data security and the conduct of
transactions in interstate commerce; an examination of foreign bar-
riers to the importation of U.S. encryption products and positive
steps to be taken to remove these barriers; and that the Attorney
General compile information regarding instances when law enforce-
ment’s efforts have been stymied because of the use of strong
encryption products.
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Legislative History

H.R. 800 was introduced in the House by Mr. Goodlatte and 204
cosponsors on February 25, 1999. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on the dJudiciary, and in addition, to the Committee on
International Relations.

The Committee on the Judiciary met on March 24, 1999, to con-
sider H.R. 850 and ordered the bill reported to the House by a
voice vote. On April 27, 1999, the Committee on the Judiciary re-
ported H.R. 695 to the House (H. Rept. 106-117, Part 1). On April
27, 1999, the referral of H.R. 850 to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations was extended for a period ending not later than
July 2, 1999 and the bill was sequentially referred to the Commit-
tees on Commerce and Armed Services, and the House Permanent
Select Committee on Intelligence for a period ending not later than
July 2, 1999.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R. 850 on May 25, 1999.
The Subcommittee received testimony from government experts
and representatives of private industry.

On June 16, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and
approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consideration by
a voice vote. On June 23, 1999, the Full Committee on Commerce
met in open markup session and ordered H.R. 850 reported to the
House, with an amendment, by a voice vote. On July 2, 1999, the
Committee reported H.R. 850 to the House (H. Rept. 106-117, Part
2).

On July 2, 1999, the referral of H.R. 850 to the Committee on
International Relations was extended for a period ending not later
than July 16, 1999 and the referral to the Committee on Armed
Services was extended for a period ending not later than July 23,
1999. The Committee on International Relations met on July 13,
1999 to consider H.R. 850, and ordered the bill reported to the
House, as amended, by a record vote of 33 yeas and 5 nays. On
July 16, 1999, the referral of H.R. 850 to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations was extended for a period not later than July
19, 1999. On July 19, 1999, the Committee on International Rela-
tions reported H.R. 850 to the House (H. Rept. 106-117, Part 3).

The Committee on Armed Services met on July 21, 1999, and or-
dered H.R. 850 reported to the House, as amended, by a record
vote of 47 yeas and 6 nays. On July 23, 1999, the Committee on
Armed Services reported H.R. 850 to the House (H. Rept. 106-117,
Part 4).

The Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence met in an open
session on July 15, 1999, and ordered H.R. 850 reported to the
House, as amended, by voice vote. On July 23, 1999, the Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence reported H.R. 850 to the
House (H. Rept. 106117, Part 5).

No further action was taken on H.R. 850 in the 106th Congress.
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WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS SOURCING AND PRIVACY ACT
(H.R. 3489)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to regulate interstate
commerce in the use of mobile telephones and to strengthen and
clarify prohibitions on electronic eavesdropping, and for other pur-
poses.

Summary

The purpose of the bill is to address three interrelated issues rel-
evant to the provision of wireless services to the American people:
taxation of wireless telephone calls by States and localities; regu-
latory fees paid by wireless telecommunications companies to the
FCC; and the privacy protections afforded users of wireless tele-
communications services. Together, these provisions affect the over-
all service that wireless telecommunications providers are able to
offer consumers. The bill provides a uniform national rule for deter-
mining the location from which mobile telecommunications services
are provided in order to properly apply State and local taxes,
charges, and fees. Additionally the bill establishes a GAO report to
determine whether the FCC has correctly imposed fees on wireless
providers. Section 5 and 6 of the bill enhance the privacy of users
of cellular and other mobile communications services. Further, the
bill prohibits modification of currently available scanners and to
prevent the development of a market for new digital scanners capa-
ble of intercepting digital communications.

Legislative History

On November 18, 1999, H.R. 3489 was introduced by Mr. Pick-
ering and four cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Committee
on Commerce and additionally referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

On April 6, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on the
bill. Testimony was received from representatives of industry trade
groups and representatives of associations for State and local gov-
ernments.

On May 12, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and
approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consideration by
a voice vote. On May 17, 2000, the Full Committee on Commerce
met in open markup session and ordered H.R. 3489 reported to the
House, with an amendment, by a voice vote.

On May 24, 2000, the Committee on the Judiciary met and or-
dered H.R. 3489 reported to the House, as amended, by a voice
vote.

On July 11, 2000, the Committee on Commerce reported H.R.
3489 to the House (H. Rept. 106-725, Part 1). On July 11, 2000,
the Committee on Judiciary reported H.R. 3489 to the House (H.
Rept. 106-725, Part 2) by a voice vote.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3489 in the 106th Congress.
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FAMILY FRIENDLY PROGRAMMING FORUM
(H. Con. Res. 184)

Expressing the sense of Congress regarding the importance of
“family friendly” programming on television.

Summary

H. Con. Res. 184 recognizes and honors the efforts of the Family
Friendly Programming Forum and other entities supporting family
friendly programming, expresses support for efforts of the tele-
vision network and production community to produce more quality
family friendly programming, as well as the Family Friendly Pro-
gramming Awards, development fund, and scholarships, encour-
ages the media and American advertisers to further a family
friendly television environment with appropriate advertisements
accompanying the programming.

Legislative History

On September 9, 1999, Mr. Portman and ten cosponsors intro-
duced H. Con. Res. 184. The House considered H. Con. Res. 184 on
September 13, 1999 under suspension of the rules. On September
13, 1999, the House passed H. Con. Res. 184 by a record vote of
396 yeas and no nays.

On September 14, 1999, the resolution was received in the Sen-
ate, read twice, and referred to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

No further action was taken by the Senate on H. Con. Res. 184
in the 106th Congress.

NTIA REAUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1999
(H.R. 2630)

To reauthorize the National Telecommunications and Informa-
tion Administration (NTIA), and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 2630 authorizes the NTIA salaries and expenses at $10.940
million for FY 2000 and FY 2001 (the same as the appropriation
level for FY 1999); requires the NTIA to receive reimbursement for
all spectrum management functions conducted for other Federal
agencies. The bill requires the GAO to conduct and conclude, with-
in 180 days, a study of the fair market value of the Institute for
Telecommunication Sciences (ITS), the laboratories owned and op-
erated by the NTIA that are located in Boulder, Colorado. H.R.
2630 amends current law to provide the GAO and the Department
of Commerce’s Inspector General to conduct an extensive review of
the NTIA, and submit appropriate recommendations to Congress
and the NTIA on areas and recommendations for improvement,
and requires the Secretary of Commerce to complete an analysis on
the effect of previous spectrum reallocations, done pursuant to Con-
gressional action, that have taken spectrum from Federal agencies
to make it available for commercial purposes. NTIA is given the
authority to combine the submissions of various reports required by
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the statute into a single submission in order to save time and
money if doing so would not delay the submission of any report.
The Secretary of Commerce within 180 days must revise its spec-
trum management process to remove the U.S. Postal Service from
the coordination process of managing and assigning spectrum for
Federal government spectrum users (known as the Interdepart-
mental Radio Advisory Committee or IRAC). NTIA is given new
statutory authority for the Telecommunications and Information
Infrastructure Assistance Program, which has received appropria-
tions since FY1994 but has never been formally authorized by the
Committee on Commerce.

Legislative History

On May 11, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on an
unintroduced bill entitled, “H.R. , NTIA Reauthorization Act
of 1999.” Testimony was received by NTIA, other Federal regu-
lators, and representatives of the telecommunications industry.

On July 29, 1999, Representative Tauzin introduced H.R. 2630.
The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce.

On September 29, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
sion and approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consid-
eration by a voice vote.

No further action was taken on H.R. 2630 in the 106th Congress.

SPECTRUM RESOURCE ASSURANCE ACT
(H.R. 4758)

To permit wireless carriers to obtain sufficient spectrum to meet
the growing demand for existing services and ensure that such car-
riers have the spectrum they need to deploy fixed and advanced
services, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 4758 prevents the FCC from imposing any spectrum aggre-
gation limit when approving the license, authorization, transfer, or
assignment for a commercial mobile radio service granted by com-
petitive bidding after January 1, 2000.

Legislative History

On June 26, 2000, Mr. Stearns and five cosponsors introduced
H.R. 4758. The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce.
On July 19, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
4578. Testimony was received from industry representatives and
government officials.

No further action was taken on H.R. 4758 in the 106th Congress.
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JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM ACT
Public Law 106-554 (H.R. 4577, H.R. 5656, H.R. 1501, S. 254)

(Telecommunications Provisions)

To amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of
1968 to provide grants to ensure increased accountability for juve-
nile offenders; to amend the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 to provide quality prevention programs and ac-
countability programs relating to juvenile delinquency; and for
other purposes.

Summary

Title XIV of the House bill is also known as the Children’s Inter-
net Protection Act. Title XIV prevents a school or library from
using any funding from Universal Service programs pursuant to
section 254 of the Communications Act of 1934. This program is
also known as “E-Rate.” The bill prevents access to the Internet
unless the school or library receives a certification by the FCC that
it filters or blocks access to child pornographic material, obscene
material, or material harmful to minors. The bill establishes a
mechanism to determine certification but makes clear that what
material must be filtered or blocked is determined by the local com-
munity. A school or library that has failed to obtain a certification
is required to repay any E-rate funding used for accessing the
Internet after failing to comply with the provisions of this title. The
provisions of title XIV become effective four months after the date
of enactment.

Section 1515 of the Senate amendment amends the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to include caller identification services within the
list of services that schools and libraries receive discounts under
the E-Rate program. This section also requires the FCC to notify
schools and libraries of the availability of caller identification serv-
ices and how to apply to receive funding under the E-Rate.

Section 1504 of the Senate amendment requires the Office of Ju-
venile Justice and the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) to conduct
annual surveys for three years to determine which Internet service
providers (ISPs) are offering filtering technologies to prevent access
by minors to harmful material. If the annual surveys shows that
ISPs are not meeting annual thresholds for voluntarily offering
such technologies to residential consumers, then section 1504 man-
dates that all ISPs offer, at the time of starting the subscription,
each residential customer filtering technology to prevent access to
harmful material by minors. The section establishes that an ISPs
may not charge a residential consumer for such filtering technology
more than its cost for obtaining and offering such technology.

Legislative History

H.R. 1501 was introduced in the House by Mr. McCollum and 18
cosponsors on April 21, 1999. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

On April 22, 1999, the Subcommittee on Crime met in open
markup session and approved H.R. 1501 for consideration of the
Full Committee by a voice vote.
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On June 16, 1999, the House Committee on Rules met and ap-
proved a resolution for the consideration of H.R. 1501 (H.Res. 209).
On June 16, 1999, the House approved H.Res. 209 by a record vote
of 240 yeas and 189 nays. Pursuant to H.Res. 209, the House con-
sidered H.R. 1501 on June 17, 1999. The House passed H.R. 1501,
as amended, by a record vote of 287 yeas and 139 nays. A motion
to recommit was defeated by a record vote of 191 yeas and 233
nays.

On June 18, 1999, the bill was received in the Senate, read twice,
and placed on Senate Legislative Calendar.

On July 22, 1999, the Senate proceeded to consider H.R. 1501
under a cloture motion. This motion was withdrawn. On July 26,
the bill was laid before the Senate by unanimous consent. On July
28, 1999, the Senate invoked cloture by a roll call vote of 77 yeas
and 22 nays. On July 28, 1999, the Senate passed an amendment
in the nature of substitute.

On July 28, 1999, the Senate passed the bill by unanimous con-
sent, insisted on its amendment, requested a conference, and ap-
pointed conferences.

On July 30, 1999, the House disagreed to the Senate amend-
ment, agreed to a conference, and appointed conferees. Members of
the Committee on Commerce were appointed as conferees on H.R.
1501 for consideration of matters committed to conference within
the jurisdiction of the Committee.

On July 30, 1999, a motion to instruct conferees by Mr. Conyers
was agreed to by a vote of 305 yeas and 84 nays. On September
22, 1999, a motion to instruct conferees by Ms. Lofgren was agreed
to by a record vote of 305 yeas and 117 nays. On September 23,
1999, the House debated a motion to instruct conferees by Ms.
McCarthy. On September 24, 199, the House defeated the motion
by Ms. McCarthy to instruct conferees by a record vote of 190 yeas
and 218 nays. On September 24, 1999, a motion to instruct con-
ferees by Mr. Doolittle was agreed to by a record vote of 337 yeas
and 73 nays. On September 24, 1999, a motion to instruct conferees
by Ms. Lofgren was agreed to by a record vote of 241 yeas and 67
nays. On October 14, 1999, a motion to instruct conferees by Ms.
Jackson-Lee was defeated by a record vote of 174 yeas and 249
nays. On March 15, 200, a motion to instruct conferees by Ms.
Lofgren was agreed to by a record vote of 218 yeas and 205 nays.
On April 11, 2000, a motion to instruct conferees by Mr. Conyers
was agreed to by a record vote of 406 yeas and 22 nays.

These provisions were later included in H.R. 5656, a new bill
containing the Departments of Labor and Health and Human Serv-
ices, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2001, which was incorporated by reference into the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 4577 (H. Rept. 106-1033), which was filed
in the House on December 15, 2000. On December 15, 2000, the
conference report was considered pursuant to a previous order of
the House and agreed to by a record vote of 292 yeas and 60 nays.
On December 15, 2000, the Senate agreed to the conference report
by unanimous consent.

H.R. 4577 was presented to the President on December 15, 2000,
and was signed into law on December 21, 2000 (Public law 106—
554).
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INTERNET ACCESS CHARGES
(H.R. 1291, H.R. 4202)

To prohibit the imposition of access charges on Internet service
providers, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 1291, the Internet Access Charge Prohibition Act, amends
the Communications Act of 1934 to preclude the FCC from impos-
ing on any information service provider (including Internet Service
Providers) any access charge that is intended for the support of
unilversal service based on the amount of time a consumer spends
on-line.

Legislative History

H.R. 1291 was introduced in the House on March 25, 1999 by
Mr. Upton along with 141 cosponsors and was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

A similar bill, H.R. 4202, the Internet Services Promotion Act of
2000, was introduced in the House by Mr. Ehrlich and nine cospon-
sors on April 6, 2000. The bill was referred to the Committee on
Commerce, and additionally to the Committee on the Judiciary.

On May 3, 2000 the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
1291 and H.R. 4202. Testifying before the Subcommittee was a
Member of Congress and industry representatives.

On May 10, 2000 the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and
approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consideration by
a voice vote. On May 12, 2000, the Full Committee met in open
markup session and ordered H.R. 1291 reported to the House, as
amended, by a voice vote. The Committee on Commerce reported
H.R. 1291 to the House (H. Rept. 106-615) on May 12, 2000.

The House considered H.R. 1291 under suspension of the rules,
on May 16, 2000 and passed H.R. 1291 by a voice vote.

On May 17, 2000, H.R. 1291 was received in the Senate. On May
24, 2000 H.R. 1291 was read the first time and placed on Senate
Legislative Calendar. On May 25, 2000 H.R. 1291 was read the sec-
ond time and placed on the Senate Legislative Calendar.

No further action was taken on H.R. 1291 or H.R. 4202 during
the 106th Congress.

UNSOLICITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL
(H.R. 3113)

To protect individuals, families, and Internet service providers
from unsolicited and unwanted electronic mail.

Summary

The intent of H.R. 3113 is to protect individuals, families, and
Internet service providers from unsolicited and unwanted electronic
mail. The bill prohibits any person from sending an unsolicited
commercial electronic mail (e-mail) message unless the message
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contains a valid e-mail address, conspicuously displayed, to which
a recipient may send notice of a desire not to receive further mes-
sages. This notice further prohibits a person from sending other
unsolicited commercial e-mail messages after a reasonable period of
time, and considers such notice as termination of any pre-existing
business relationship between the parties.

H.R. 3113 prohibits any person who sends such messages from
taking an action that causes any Internet routing information con-
tained in or accompanying such message to: (1) be inaccurate or in-
valid; or (2) fail to accurately reflect the routing of such informa-
tion. The bill also requires any such message to include information
that: (1) identifies the message as unsolicited commercial e-mail,;
and (2) contains notice of the opportunity for the recipient to re-
quest to not receive further messages.

H.R. 3113 also allows a provider of Internet access service (pro-
vider) to enforce a policy regarding unsolicited commercial e-mail
messages that complies with specified requirements, including re-
quirements for notice and public availability of such policy and for
an opportunity for subscribers to opt not to receive such messages.
The bill also protects a provider against liability for: (1) blocking
the transmission or receipt of such messages; or (2) retransmitting
unsolicited bulk commercial mail messages unless such provider
has knowledge that a transmission is prohibited.

H.R. 3113 directs the FTC to notify violators, to prohibit further
initiation of such messages, and to require the initiator to delete
the names and e-mail addresses of the recipients and providers
from all mailing lists. The bill requires the names and e-mail ad-
dresses of any children of the recipient to be included in such noti-
fication. H.R. 3113 authorizes the FTC: (1) to serve a complaint
upon an initiator who fails to comply; and (2) after an opportunity
for a hearing, to order such initiator to comply, and grants U.S.
district courts jurisdiction to order compliance. The bill also pro-
vides a right of action by a recipient or provider against e-mail
initiators who violate the above requirements and requires the FTC
to report to Congress on the effectiveness and enforcement of this
legislation.

Legislative History

H.R. 3113 was introduced by Mrs. Wilson and 13 cosponsors on
October20, 1999, and referred to the Committee on Commerce.

On November 11, 1999 the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on Unsolicited Commercial Electronic Mail entitled, “Spam: the E-
Mail You Want to Can.” At the hearing the Subcommittee heard
from Members of Congress with legislation pending on the issue as
well as government and industry representatives.

On March 13, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and
approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consideration by
a voice vote. On June 14, 2000, the Full Committee met in open
session and ordered H.R. 3113 reported to the House, with an
amendment, by a voice vote. The Committee on Commerce reported
H.R. 3113 to the House on June 26, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-700).
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The House considered H.R. 3113 under suspension of the rules
on July 18, 2000. On July 18, 2000 the House passed H.R. 3113
by a record vote of 427 yeas and 1 nay.

On July 19, 2000 H.R. 3113 was received in the Senate, and read
twice and referred to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3113 during the 106th Con-
gress.

REGULATION OF CONSUMER AND INVESTOR DATABASES
(H.R. 1858, H.R. 354)

To promote electronic commerce through improved access for con-
sumers to electronic databases, including securities market infor-
mation databases.

Summary

Title I of H.R. 1858, the Consumer and Investor Access to Infor-
mation Act, prohibits a person from selling or distributing a dupli-
cate of a database collected and organized by another person that
competes in commerce with the original database. The legislation
defines a duplicate of a database as a database which is substan-
tially the same as the first database. Further, a discrete section of
a database may also be treated as a database. Thus, H.R. 1858 pre-
vents the distribution of pirated databases which could threaten in-
vestment in database creation. At the same time, it does not pre-
vent reuse of information for purposes of creating a new database.

Title I sets forth a variety of permitted acts, such as those re-
lated to news reporting, law enforcement, and academic research.
Title I also excludes certain databases from any protection alto-
gether, such as government databases, databases related to Inter-
net communications, and computer programs. In addition, title I of
H.R. 1858 limits the liability of a provider of telecommunications
or information services, so long as the such provider did not ini-
tially place a pirated database on its network. Title I authorizes
the FTC to take appropriate actions under the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act to prevent violations of title I.

Title II addresses issues within the jurisdiction of the Sub-
committee on Finance and Hazardous Materials.

Legislative History

H.R. 354 was introduced in the House by Mr. Coble on January
19, 1999. H.R. 354 was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
The Subcommittee on Courts and Intellectual Property held a hear-
ing on March 18, 1999. Witnesses included government, industry
and academic representatives. The Subcommittee reported the bill
to the full Judiciary Committee, as amended, by a voice vote, on
May 20, 2000.

On May 19, 1999 H.R. 1858 was introduced by Mr. Bliley and
five cosponsors. H.R. 1858 was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce. The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Con-
sumer Protection held a legislative hearing on title I of H.R. 1858
on June 15, 1999. Testimony was received from government and in-
dustry representatives.



65

The Committee on the Judiciary met in open markup session on
May 26, 1999, and ordered H.R. 354 to be reported, with an
amendment, by a voice vote.

On July 21, 1999, the Subcommittee on Finance and Hazardous
Materials met in open markup session and approved H.R. 1858 for
Full Committee Consideration, as amended, by a voice vote. On
July 29, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade,
and Consumer Protection met in open markup session and ap-
proved H.R. 1858 for Full Committee consideration, as amended, by
a voice vote.

The Committee on Commerce met in open markup session and
ordered H.R. 1858 reported to the House, with an amendment, on
August 5, 1999.

On September 30, 1999, the Committee on the Judiciary reported
H.R. 354 to the House (H. Rept. 106-349, Part 1) and the bill was
referred sequentially to the House Committee on Commerce for a
period ending not later than October 8, 1999. Also on September
30, 1999, the Committee on Commerce reported H.R. 1858 to the
House (H. Rept. 106-350, Part 1) and the bill was referred sequen-
tially to the House Committee on the Judiciary for a period ending
not later than October 8, 1999.

The Committee on Commerce and the Committee on the Judici-
ary were discharged from the further consideration of H.R. 354 and
H.R. 1858, respectively, on October 8, 1999.

No further action was taken on H.R. 354 or H.R. 1858 during the
106th Congress.

INTERNET GAMBLING PROHIBITION ACT
(H.R. 3125)

To prohibit Internet gambling, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 3125 prohibits any person engaged in a gambling business
from using the Internet to place, receive, or otherwise make a bet
or wager, or to send, receive, or invite information assisting in the
placing of a bet or wager, and establishes mechanisms tailored to
the Internet to enforce that prohibition. The bill provides criminal
penalties for violations, authorize civil enforcement proceedings by
Federal and State authorities, establishes mechanisms for requir-
ing Internet service providers to terminate or block access to mate-
rizlll gr activity that violates the prohibition, and authorizes other
relief.

Legislative History

On October 21, 1999, H.R. 3125 was introduced in the House by
Mr. Goodlatte and 34 cosponsors. It was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary. On November 3, 1999, the Subcommittee on
Crime met in open markup session and approved H.R. 3125 for
consideration by the Committee on the Judiciary, as amended, by
a record vote of 5 yeas and 3 nays. On March 10, 2000 the Sub-
committee on Crime held a hearing on H.R. 3125.

On April 5 and 6, 2000 the Committee on the Judiciary met in
open markup session to consider H.R. 3125. On April 6, 2000, the
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Committee ordered H.R. 3113 reported to the House, with an
amendment, by a record vote of 21 yeas and 8 nays. The Com-
mittee on the Judiciary reported H.R. 3125 to the House (H. Rept.
106-655, Part 1) on June 7, 2000.

On June 7, 2000, H.R. 3125 was sequentially referred to the
Committee on Commerce for a period ending not later than June
23, 2000.

On June 15, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
3125. Testifying before the Subcommittee was a Member of Con-
gress and government and industry representatives.

On June 23, 2000, the Committee on Commerce was discharged
from the further consideration of H.R. 3125. The House considered
H.R. 3125 under suspension of the rules on July 17, 2000. Passage
of H.R. 3125 failed by a record vote of 245 yeas and 159 nays.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3125 in the 106th Congress.

COMMUNITY BROADCASTERS PROTECTION ACT
Public Law 106-113 (H.R. 3194, S. 1948, H.R. 486)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to require the Fed-
eral Communications Commission to preserve low-power television
stations that provide community broadcasting, and for other pur-
poses.

Summary

H.R. 486 requires the FCC to provide “qualified” low power sta-
tions with a “Class A” television license that would put low power
licensees on par with full power broadcast stations. To qualify for
a Class A license under the bill, low power stations have to meet
certain criteria, including broadcasting at least 18 hours a day,
broadcasting at least 3 hours of local programming, and operating
outside certain frequencies designated to be used for the digital
conversion of full power stations and other purposes. In addition,
prospective low power stations cannot qualify if the station will
cause interference to other licensees. H.R. 486 also provides an ex-
emption for Class A low power licenses from the general require-
ment that the FCC use competitive bidding process to award li-
censes. The bill requires the FCC to design a new mechanism to
award Class A low power licenses if more than one applicant ap-
plies for an available license.

Legislative History

H.R. 486 was introduced in the House by Mr. Norwood and eight
cosponsors on February 2, 1999. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held an oversight hearing on April 13, 1999 addressing
the regulatory classification of low power television licensees. The
Subcommittee received testimony from representatives of the FCC,
television broadcasters, and organizations representing broad-
casters.

On July 29, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session to
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consider H.R. 486 which was approved for Full Committee consid-
eration, as amended, by a record vote of 18 yeas and 3 nays.

The Full Committee met in open markup session to consider the
bill on August 5, 1999. The Committee approved the bill, as amend-
ed, by a voice vote, a quorum being present.

The text of H.R. 486 was included in S. 1948, introduced by Sen-
ator Lott and incorporated by reference in section 1000(a)(5) of the
conference report to accompany H.R. 3194, the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act (H. Rept. 106—479). On November 18, 1999, the Com-
mittee on Rules reported a rule providing for the consideration of
the conference report to accompany H.R. 3194 (H.Res. 386) which
passed the House by a voice vote, with an amendment. The House
considered the conference report on November 18, 1999 and ap-
proved the conference report by a record vote of 296 yeas and 135
nays.

On November 18, 1999, the Senate agreed to consider the con-
ference report by a roll call vote of 80 yeas and 8 nays and a clo-
ture motion was filed. On November 19, 1999, the Senate invoked
cloture by a roll call vote of 87 yeas and 9 nays and agreed to the
conference report by a roll call vote of 74 yeas and 24 nays, and
the bill was cleared for the White House.

H.R. 3194 was presented to the President on November 22, 1999
signed into law on November 29, 1999 (Public Law 106-113)..

RURAL LOCAL BROADCAST SIGNAL ACT
Public Law 106-553 (H.R. 4942, H.R. 3615, S. 2097)

To amend the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to ensure im-
proved access to the signals of local television stations by multi-
channel video providers to all households which desire such service
in unserved and underserved rural areas by December 31, 2006.

Summary

H.R. 3615 amends the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to au-
thorize the Rural Utility Service (RUS), upon certification from the
National Telecommunications and Information Administration
(NTTA), to guarantee $1.25 billion in loans for the construction of
subscription-based multi-video programming distribution (MVPD)
systems (e.g., cable, satellite, wireless cable) that can deliver local
broadcast signals to rural areas. Borrowers would be permitted to
use guaranteed loans to enter the MVPD market by any means.
Specifically, under new section 602(c)(3), a borrower can use a
guaranteed loan “to finance the acquisition, improvement, enhance-
ment, construction, deployment, launch, or rehabilitation of the
means, including spectrum rights, by which local television broad-
cast signals will be delivered” to consumers who currently do not
have satellite-based access to local broadcast signals. Moreover,
upon entry into the MVPD market, and to the extent system capac-
ity is available, a borrower is not be precluded from offering its
subscribers non-broadcast services, such as high-speed data serv-
ices.

The RUS is authorized to guarantee a single loan up to $625 mil-
lion; all other guaranteed loans have to be $100 million or less.
RUS borrowers have to pay their loans in full within the lesser of
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25 years or the useful life of the assets purchased. The bill imposes
a variety of underwriting requirements on borrowers (e.g., insur-
ance, collateral, perfected security interests), and also allows the
Federal government’s guarantee to be subordinate to any private-
sector financing. The bill also gives the RUS broad authority to
modify the terms and conditions of loans. The RUS’ authority to
guarantee loans would be contingent upon future appropriations
and sunsets on December 31, 2006.

The bill also makes clear that the RUS, in deciding which loans
to guarantee, should give priority to borrowers that plan to serve
the unserved and underserved rural markets, taking into account
such factors as feasibility, population, terrain, prevailing market
conditions, and projected costs to consumers. Priority borrowers are
required to agree to performance schedules, subject to penalties.
The RUS is also authorized to require a borrower to indemnify the
Federal government for any losses it incurs as a result of a judg-
ment against the borrower, or any breach of the borrower’s obliga-
tions. Finally, the bill makes clear that RUS borrowers have the
same intellectual property rights and carriage obligations that cur-
rently apply to other MVPDs (e.g., compulsory licensing, must
carry, retransmission consent).

Legislative History

On February 10, 2000, Mr. Goodlatte and 104 cosponsors intro-
duced H.R. 3615 in the House. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and additionally, the Committees on Com-
merce and the Judiciary.

On February 16, 2000, the Agriculture Committee met in open
markup session to consider H.R. 3615, and ordered the bill to be
reported, as amended, by a record vote of 41 yeas and no nays. (H.
Rept. 106-508, Part 1). The Committees on Commerce and the Ju-
diciary were granted an extension for the further consideration of
the bill for a period ending not later than March 31, 2000.

On March 16, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
3615. The Subcommittee heard testimony from Members of Con-
gress, Federal agencies, and industry representatives.

On March 23, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session to
consider H.R. 3615. The Subcommittee reported the bill, as amend-
ed, to the Full Committee by a voice vote. On March 29, 2000, the
Full Committee ordered H.R. 3615 reported to the House, with an
amendment, by a voice vote. On March 31, 2000, the Committee on
the Judiciary was discharged from the further consideration of the
bill. The referral of the Committee on Commerce was extended for
a period ending not later than April 6, 2000.The Committee re-
ported the bill to the House, with an amendment on April 6, 2000
(H. Rept. 106-508, Part 2).0On April 12, the Committee on Rules re-
ported a rule providing for the consideration of H.R. 3615 (H.Res.
475). On April 13, 2000, the House agreed to procedures for the
consideration of H.R. 3615 (substantially similar to those of H.Res.
475) by unanimous consent, and laid H.Res. 475 on the table. The
House proceeded to consider H.R. 3615 pursuant to the order of the
House and passed the bill, as amended, a record vote of 375 yeas
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and 37 nays. On May 2, 2000, H.R. 3615 was received in the Sen-
ate, read twice, and placed on Senate Legislative Calendar.

A modified version of H.R. 3615 is contained in the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 4942, a bill making appropriations for the
District of Columbia and the Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State for FY 2001 (H. Rept. 106-1005), which was filed on Oc-
tober 26, 2000.

The Committee on Rules reported a resolution providing for con-
sideration of the conference report on October 26, 2000 (H.Res.
653). The House passed the rule by a record vote of 212 yeas and
192 nays. On October 26, 2000, the House considered the con-
ference report pursuant to the rule, and agreed to the conference
report by a record vote of 206 yeas and 198 nays. The Senate
agreed to the conference report on October 27, 2000, by a roll call
vote of 48 yeas and 43 nays, clearing the bill for the White House.

The bill was presented to the President on December 15, 2000
and signed into law on December 21, 2000 (Public Law 106-553).

RADIO BROADCASTING PRESERVATION ACT
Public Law 106-553 (H.R. 4942, H.R. 3439, S. 2068)

To require the Federal Communications Commission to revise its
regulations authorizing the operation of new, low-power FM radio
stations.

Summary

H.R. 3439 prohibits the FCC from prescribing any rules author-
izing the operation of new low power FM radio stations, or estab-
lishing a low power radio service, as proposed in FCC MM Docket
No. 99-25 (final rule issued January 20, 2000), and terminates any
rules prescribed by the FCC before the date of enactment that
would violate such a prohibition and voids any low power radio li-
censes previously issued.

Legislative History

H.R. 3439 was introduced in the House by Mr. Oxley and four
cosponsors on November 17, 1999. The bill was referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

On February 17, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing
on H.R. 3439. The Subcommittee received testimony from the FCC,
industry and academic representatives.

On March 23, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session to
consider H.R. 3439. H.R. 3439 was approved for Full Committee
consideration by a voice vote.

On March 29, 2000, the Full Committee met in open markup ses-
sion to consider H.R. 3439 and ordered the bill reported, as amend-
ed, to the House by a voice vote. On April 10, 2000, the Committee
on Commerce reported H.R. 3439 to the House on April 10, 2000
(H. Rept. 106-567).

The Committee on Rules met on April 12, 2000 and granted a
rule providing for the consideration of H.R. 3436 (H.Res. 472).
After H.Res. 472 was reported, the House agreed by unanimous
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consent to provide for consideration of H.R. 3439 in a manner sub-
stantially similar to H.Res. 472.

The House considered H.R. 3439 on April 13, 2000, and passed
the bill by a record vote of 274 yeas and 110 nays. On May 2, 2000,
H.R. 3436 was received in the Senate and on May 16, 2000, the bill
was read twice and referred to the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

A modified version of H.R. 3439 is contained in the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 4942, a bill making appropriations for the
District of Columbia and the Departments of Commerce, Justice,
and State for FY 2001 (H. Rept. 106-1005), which was filed on Oc-
tober 26, 2000.

The Committee on Rules reported a resolution providing for con-
sideration of the conference report on October 26, 2000 (H.Res.
653). The House passed the rule by a record vote of 212 yeas and
192 nays. On October 26, 2000, the House considered the con-
ference report pursuant to the rule, and agreed to the conference
report by a record vote of 206 yeas and 198 nays. The Senate
agreed to the conference report on October 27, 2000, by a roll call
vote of 48 yeas and 43 nays, clearing the bill for the White House.

The bill was presented to the President on December 15, 2000
and signed into law on December 21, 2000 (Public Law 106-553).

RELIGIOUS BROADCASTING
(H.R. 4201, H.R. 3525)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to clarify the service
obligations of noncommercial educational broadcast stations.

Summary

H.R. 4201 amends the Communications Act of 1934 to allow a
nonprofit organization to hold a noncommercial educational (NCE)
radio or television license if the station is used primarily to broad-
cast material that such organization or entity determines serves an
educational, instructional, cultural, or religious purpose in that
community, unless such determination is arbitrary or unreason-
able.

The bill also prohibits the FCC from imposing any quantitative
requirements for such educational programming. The FCC may not
prevent an organization from determining that religious program-
ming, including religious services, qualifies as educational, instruc-
tional or cultural. The bill also prohibits the FCC from imposing
any additional content requirements on a noncommercial licensee
that are not imposed on a commercial licensee. The FCC must
make the aforementioned revisions to its regulations within 270
days after enactment. The bill requires a rulemaking to modify any
requirements relating to the service obligations of NCE stations.

Legislative History

H.R. 3525 was introduced in the House by Mr. Oxley and 125 co-
sponsors on January 24, 2000. On April 6, 2000, H.R. 4201 was in-
troduced in the House by Mr. Pickering and four cosponsors. Both
bills were referred to the Committee on Commerce.
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On April 13, 2000 the Subcommittee held a legislative hearing
and on H.R. 4201 and H.R. 3525. The Subcommittee heard testi-
mony from FCC Commissioners, industry and family organization
representatives.

On May 10, 2000, the Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection Subcommittee met in open markup session on H.R.
4201. The Subcommittee approved the bill for Full Committee con-
sideration, as amended, by a record vote of 11 to 5. The Full Com-
mittee on Commerce ordered the bill reported, as amended, by
voice vote on May 17, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-662). On June 9, the bill
was placed on the Union Calendar.

The Committee on Rules met on June 19, 2000 and granted a
rule providing for consideration of H.R. 4201 on June 20, 2000. The
rule was filed in the House as H.Res. 527.

The House considered H.R. 4201 on June 20, 2000 under the pro-
visions of H.Res. 527. The House passed the bill, as amended, by
record vote of 264 to 159. On June 21, 2000, the bill was received
in the Senate. On July 27, 2000, the bill was read for the first time.
On September 5, 2000, the bill was read the second time.

No further action was taken on H.R. 4201 or H.R. 3525 in the
106th Congress.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS MERGER REVIEW ACT
(H.R. 4019)

To place certain constraints and limitations on the authority of
the Federal Communications Commission to review mergers and to
impose conditions on licenses and other authorizations assigned or
transferred in the course of mergers or other transactions.

Summary

H.R. 4019 creates a new section 417 of the Communications Act
of 1934. The bill precludes the FCC from denying a transfer-of-con-
trol application, unless the transfer of control would result in a vio-
lation of FCC rules or regulations in effect at the time the applica-
tion is filed, and such violation cannot be cured through a condi-
tional approval of the application. The bill also precludes the FCC
from conditionally approving a transfer-of-control application, ex-
cept to the extent necessary to ensure that a transferee is in com-
pliance with FCC rules and regulations in effect at the time the ap-
plication is approved, or to permit the orderly disposition of assets
to comply with FCC rules and regulations.

H.R. 4019 gives the FCC 90 days to complete all action on trans-
fer-of-control applications, unless the applicant requests an exten-
sion and gives the FCC 60 days to complete all action on transfer-
of-control applications involving local exchange carriers that, upon
consummation of the proposed merger, would control no more than
two percent of local telephone lines in the United States, unless,
the applicant requests an extension. H.R. 4019 applies to any
transfer-of-control application that is pending on, or submitted to
the FCC, on or after, the date of enactment. With regard to any
applications pending before the FCC for more than 30 days as of
the date of enactment, the FCC would have 60 days to complete all
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action on transfer-of-control applications without a request of ex-
tension.

Legislative History

H.R. 4019 was introduced in the House by Rep. Pickering and 11
cosponsors on March 16, 2000. H.R. 4019 was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

On March 17, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
4019. The Subcommittee received testimony from the FCC and in-
dustry representatives.

On June 27, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup session, and
approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consideration by
a voice vote.

No further action was taken on H.R. 4019 during the 106th Con-
gress.

SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES INTERNET ACCESS ACT
(H.R. 1746)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to reduce telephone
rates, provide advanced telecommunications services to schools, li-
braries, and certain health care facilities, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 1746 replaces the FCC’s existing schools and libraries pro-
gram with a clearly defined system administered by the States to
ensure that discounted telecommunications services are provided to
organizations that most need assistance. The bill first reduces the
existing telephone excise tax from three percent to one percent, ef-
fective January 1, 2000. The one percent excise tax would remain
in effect until October 1, 2003, and would be repealed altogether
on October 1, 2004.

The bill directs that all telephone excise tax proceeds be depos-
ited into the “Technology Trust Fund,” which would be adminis-
tered by the National Telecommunications and Information Admin-
istration (NTIA) for the provision of telecommunications services to
qualified schools, libraries and rural health care providers. Specifi-
cally, NTIA allocates funds among the 50 States, the District of Co-
lumbia and Puerto Rico based on each State’s school-age population
(ages 5-17), as well as its participation in the Federal school lunch
program. No State can receive less than one-half of one percent of
the total fund. To be eligible for funding, each State is required to
submit a plan for disbursing funds to schools, libraries and rural
health care providers. NTIA is authorized to direct the States to
take into account the relative economic condition of the entities
that apply for funding. The bill prohibits the subsidization of
schools with endowments larger than $50 million. Likewise, to pre-
vent misallocation of funds, the bill requires States to keep their
administrative expenses to a minimum, permitting them to use no
more than two percent of their grant towards administrative costs.
The fund sunsets on October 1, 2004, when the remaining one per-
cent excise tax is repealed.
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The bill also sets parameters to ensure that spending does not
exceed the amount of available funds. For the first year, spending
is capped at $1.7 billion. In subsequent years, administrators are
not permitted to spend more than was received the previous year
from the excise tax. Any balance in excess of the needs of the pro-
gram is paid to the general Treasury. If needs continue to exist
after the excise tax is repealed in 2004, the bill authorizes Treas-
ury allocations (not to exceed $500 million) to continue furnishing
assistance to entities in need.

Legislative History

On May 11, 2000, Mr. Tauzin and 10 cosponsors introduced H.R.
1746. The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce, and
additionally to the Committee on Ways and Means.

On September 30, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing
on H.R. 1746. Testimony was received from Members of Congress,
Federal agencies, and industry representatives.

No further action was taken on H.R. 1746 in the 106th Congress.

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

(H.R. 2384)
To reauthorize the Corporation for Public Broadcasting (CPB).

Summary

H.R. 2384 authorizes the CPB for the FY 2000 through FY 2006.
The bill allots an amount equal to 40 percent of the total amount
of non-Federal financial support received by public broadcasting en-
tities during the fiscal year, except that the amount so appro-
priated shall not exceed $475 million for the fiscal year 2002. In
addition, the bill also authorizes, for the transition to digital broad-
casting, $15 million for fiscal year 1999 and $100 million dollars
for each of the fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002 and 2003 for the costs
associated with the transition of public broadcasting to provide dig-
ital broadcasting services, including for the support of digital pro-
gram production, development and distribution. Finally, H.R. 2384
authorizes funds for the Public Telecommunications Facilities Pro-
gram of the National Telecommunications and Information Admin-
istration in the amount of $35 million for fiscal year 2000, $110
million for fiscal year 2001, $100 million for fiscal year 2002, $89
million for fiscal year 2003 and such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 2004, to be used by the Secretary of Commerce to assist
in the planning and construction of public telecommunications fa-
cilities, including analog and digital broadcast facilities.

Legislative History

H.R. 2384 was introduced in the House by Mr. Tauzin and two
cosponsors on June 29, 1999. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

On June 30, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
2384. The Subcommittee received testimony from representatives of
the public broadcasting industry.



74

On July 20, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a second legislative hearing
on H.R. 2384. The Subcommittee received testimony from rep-
resentatives of the public broadcasting industry and industry trade
associations.

No further action was taken on H.R. 2384 in the 106th Congress.

THE INTERNET FREEDOM AND BROADBAND DEPLOYMENT ACT

(H.R. 2420)

To deregulate the Internet and high speed data services, and for
other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 2420 preempts the FCC and the States from regulating the
rates, charges, terms or conditions for, or entry into the provision
of, any high-speed data service or Internet access service, and the
facilities used to provide either service. H.R. 2420 also preserves
the authority of the States to regulate voice telephone exchange
services, and also preserves the rights of local cable franchising au-
thorities to establish requirements that are otherwise consistent
with the Communications Act. H.R. 2420 permits the FCC to retain
or modify both its interstate access charge exemption for so-called
“enhanced service providers,” and its existing universal service
rules.

H.R. 2420 exempts the incumbent local exchange -carriers
(ILECs) from their obligation to provide competitive local exchange
carriers (CLECs) with unbundled access to any network element
that is used in the provision of broadband services (unless the FCC
required such element to be unbundled as of January 1, 1999).
H.R. 2420 further exempts the incumbent local exchange carriers
(ILECs) from their obligation to make their broadband services
available for resale by CLECs at wholesale rates. H.R. 2420 au-
thorizes the FCC to reduce (but not increase) the number of net-
work elements that would be subject to an unbundling require-
ment, and expand the FCC’s authority to forbear from enforcing its
unbundling rules.

H.R. 2420 requires the ILECs to permit: (1) Internet users to
have access to any Internet Service Provider (ISP) that intercon-
nects with the ILEC’s broadband service; (2) ISPs to acquire facili-
ties and services necessary to interconnect with the ILEC’s
broadband service for the provision of Internet access service; and
(8) ISPs to co-locate their equipment at the ILEC’s offices.

H.R. 2420 provides interLATA relief for the ILECs by classifying
their broadband services as an “incidental” service, thereby ena-
bling the Bell Operating Companies (BOCs) to bypass compliance
with the 1996 Telecommunications Act’s competitive checklist as a
pre-condition to offering in-region broadband services on an
interLATA basis. In addition, H.R. 2420 bars the ILECs from “mar-
keting” or “billing” in-region Internet telephony services until they
satisfy the checklist. H.R. 2420 also repeals the requirement that
an ILEC offer its interLATA information services through a struc-
turally separate subsidiary.



75

Legislative History

On July 1, 1999, Mr. Tauzin, and 31 cosponsors introduced H.R.
2420 in the House. The bill was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce.

On July 27, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
2420. Testimony was received from telecommunications industry
representatives.

No further action was taken on H.R. 2420 in the 106th Congress.

TRUTH IN TELEPHONE BILLING
(H.R. 3011, H.R. 3022)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to improve the disclo-
sure of information concerning telephone charges, and for other
purposes.

Summary

H.R. 3011, the Truth in Telephone Billing Act, adds a new sec-
tion 258(c) to the Communications Act of 1934 that requires each
telecommunications carrier to identify (in plain language and not
longer than one line on the bill) on each subscriber’s monthly state-
ment: (1) the government program for which the carrier is being
taxed, and the government entity imposing the tax; (2) the form in
which the tax is assessed (e.g., per subscriber, per line, percentage
of revenues); and (3) a separate line-item that identifies the dollar
amount of the subscriber’s bill that is being used by the carrier to
pay for the government program. H.R. 3011 also requires the GAO
to conduct an examination, and report its finding to Congress, of
the current implicit and explicit subsidy mechanisms in the tele-
communications industry.

Legislative History

On October 10, 1999, Mr. Bliley introduced H.R. 3011 with one
cosponsor. H.R. 3022, the Rest of the Telephone Truth in Billing
Act, was introduced in the House by Mr. Markey on October 5,
1999. Both bills were referred to the Committee on Commerce.

On March 9, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
3011 and H.R. 3022, the Rest of the Telephone Truth in Billing
Act. Testimony was received from industry representatives and
academic associations.

On September 13, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
sion and approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consid-
eration by a voice vote.

On October 5, 2000, the Full Committee met in open markup ses-
sion and ordered H.R. 3011 reported to the House, as amended, by
a voice vote. The Committee on Commerce filed the report to H.R.
3011 in the House on October 13, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-978).

No further action was taken on H.R. 3011 in the 106th Congress.
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RECIPROCAL COMPENSATION ADJUSTMENT ACT
(H.R. 4445)

To exempt from reciprocal compensation requirement tele-
communications traffic to the Internet.

Summary

H.R. 4445 bars the inter-carrier compensation mechanism known
as “reciprocal compensation” for local telephone, wireless, and
Internet-bound traffic. Under reciprocal compensation, a tele-
communications carrier charges other carriers for terminating traf-
fic on its telecommunications network. The bill replaces reciprocal
compensation with a “bill and keep” system of compensation.
Under bill and keep, carriers do not exchange payments for termi-
nating each others traffic but merely bill and keep revenue for all
calls made by their subscribers.

H.R. 4445 establishes that Internet-bound traffic is interstate in
nature, subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of the FCC, and makes
clear that the FCC shall not impose access charges on Internet
telecommunications. H.R. 4445 grandfathers existing reciprocal
compensation arrangements in interconnection agreements, but it
eliminates the requirement that carriers to be allowed to “pick and
choose” select portions of grandfathered reciprocal compensation
agreements. In addition, H.R. 4445 extends for six months any re-
ciprocal compensation arrangement that is scheduled to expire
within six months after enactment. H.R. 4445 requires each tele-
communications carrier to negotiate in good faith to establish
points of interconnection for the transport of Internet telecommuni-
cations in order to ensure network integrity and service quality.
Lastly, H.R. 4445 requires the GAO, within 90 days after enact-
ment, to report on the impact of bill and keep on consumers’ Inter-
net access bills. If the GAO finds that bill and keep will cause an
unreasonable increase in the aggregate or average costs to con-
sumers nationwide for access to the Internet, then the FCC has 90
days to prescribe an alternative cost-based mechanism that gives
each local carrier and equivalent opportunity to recover the costs
of delivering Internet telecommunications.

Legislative History

H.R. 4445 was introduced in the House by Mr. Tauzin and three
cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Committee on Commerce.
On dJune 22, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
4445. Testimony was received from industry representatives, State
public service commissioners, and a stock market analyst.

On September 14, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection met in open markup ses-
sion and approved the bill, as amended, for Full Committee consid-
eration by a voice vote.

No further action was taken on H.R. 4445 in the 106th Congress.
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TELEMARKETING REFORM

(H.R. 3100, H.R. 3180)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to prohibit tele-
marketers from interfering with the caller identification service of
any person to whom a telephone solicitation is made, and for other
purposes.

Summary

H.R. 3100 amends the Communications Act of 1934 by making
it unlawful for any person making a telephone solicitation to inter-
fere with or circumvent a caller identification service from access-
ing or providing the call recipient with the name and valid working
telephone number of the caller. The bill also prevents tele-
marketers from using “do not call” lists for any marketing purpose.
The bill directs the FCC to prescribe regulations implementing
such a prohibition. Lastly, the bill provides a cause of action to a
person or entity, or a State attorney general on behalf of its resi-
dents, for violations of such prohibitions or regulations.

H.R. 3180 amends the Telemarketing and Consumer Fraud and
Abuse Prevention Act (15 U.S.C. 6102) by mandating the FTC to
include in its rules requirements that telemarketers: (1) notify con-
sumers that they have the right to be placed on either the Direct
Marketing Association’s or the appropriate State’s “do not call” list;
(2) notify the Association or State if a consumer elects to be placed
on such a list; (3) obtain and reconcile such lists on a regular basis;
(4) not make any telemarketing calls during the hours of 5:00 p.m.
to 7:00 p.m.; and (5) not block the identity of the telephone from
which they are making a telemarketing call. The bill also directs
the FTC to study and report to Congress on the violations of the
Telemarketing and Consumer Fraud and Abuse Prevention Act.

Legislative History

H.R. 3100 was introduced in the House by Mr. Frelinghuysen on
October 19, 1999. H.R. 3180 was introduced in the House by Mr.
Salmon and five cosponsors on October 28, 1999. Both bills were
referred to the Committee on Commerce.

On June 13, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
3100 and H.R. 3180. The Subcommittee received testimony from
two Members of Congress, and representatives from the FTC, the
Arizona House of Representatives, and organizations representing
retired persons and the telemarketing industry.

On September 14, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection was discharged from the
further consideration of H.R. 3100. The Full Committee met in
open markup session to consider H.R. 3100 on September 14, 2000.
The Committee ordered H.R. 3100 reported to the House, with an
amendment, by a voice vote, a quorum being present. The Com-
mittee on Commerce filed the report to accompany H.R. 3100 on
September 20, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-872).

The House considered H.R. 3100 on September 27, 2000 under
suspension of the rules and passed the bill by a record vote of 420
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yeas and no nays. On September 28, 2000, H.R. 3100 was received
in the Senate.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3100 or H.R. 3180 in the
106th Congress.

INDEPENDENT TELECOMMUNICATIONS CONSUMER ENHANCEMENT ACT

(H.R. 3850)

To amend the Communications Act of 1934 to promote deploy-
ment of advanced services and foster the development of competi-
tion for the benefit of consumers in all regions of the Nation by re-
lieving unnecessary burdens on the Nation’s two percent local ex-
change telecommunications carriers, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 3850 amends the Communications Act of 1934 for two per-
cent carriers, defined as local exchange carriers with fewer than
two percent of the Nation’s subscriber lines installed in the aggre-
gate nationwide. The bill requires the FCC to adopt less burden-
some regulatory, compliance or reporting requirements for two per-
cent carriers than apply to regional bell operating companies. If the
FCC adopts a burdensome rule applicable to incumbent local ex-
change carriers which does not separate two percent carriers, the
two percent carrier may seek a waiver or reconsideration of the
rule. The bill exempts two percent carriers from filing or maintain-
ing audited cost allocation manuals and annual Automated Report-
ing and Management Information Systems reports. The bill pre-
vents the FCC from adopting or enforcing any regulation which im-
pairs the ability of a two percent carrier to integrate its operations
in one or more entities.

The bill allows two percent carriers to participate in one or more
study areas for NECA’s common line tariff, and elect to be regu-
lated under the price cap scheme for one or more study areas. It
also allows two percent carriers to introduce new interstate serv-
ices by filing a tariff with one day’s notice and prevents the FCC
from approving or disapproving the rate structure.

In the event of facilities-based or resale-based competition with
a two percent carrier, the bill allows pricing flexibility for the two
percent carrier, allowing it to deaverage its interstate switched or
special access rates, file a tariff with one days notice, or file con-
tract-based tariffs for interstate switched or special access services.
The bill provides full pricing deregulation for a two percent carrier
when a facilities-based carrier enters its service area. The right to
participate in the NECA common line tariff is preserved in both in-
stances. The bill eliminates the applicability of FCC’s section 214
merger review (transfer of authority to operate a telephone line) for
two percent carriers, making such carriers subject only to the sec-
tion 310 (transfer of control of a wireless license) public interest
analysis. Moreover, the bill requires the FCC to complete review of
two percent carrier mergers within 45 days. Failure to act within
45 days will constitute merger approval.

The bill amends section 405 of the Communications Act by re-
quiring the FCC to act on waiver and reconsideration petitions by
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two percent carriers within 90 days of filing. If no action is taken
within 90 days, the petition is deemed granted and final.

Legislative History

H.R. 3850 was introduced in the House by Mrs. Cubin and three
cosponsors on March 8, 2000. The bill was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

On July 20, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R.
3850. The Subcommittee received testimony from representatives of
the FCC, a telecommunications economist, and organizations rep-
resenting two percent telecommunications carriers and competitive
local exchange carriers.

On September 14, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection was discharged from the
further consideration of H.R. 3850. The Full Committee met in
open markup session to consider H.R. 3850 on September 14, 2000.
The Committee ordered H.R. 3850 reported to the House, with an
amendment, by a voice vote. The Committee on Commerce reported
the bill to the House on October 3, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-926).

The House considered H.R. 3850 on October 3, 2000 under sus-
pension of the rules and passed the bill by a voice vote. On October
4, 2000, H.R. 3850 was received in the Senate.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3850 during the 106th Con-
gress.

PERMITTING INTERSTATE COMMERCE IN LIMOUSINE SERVICE
(H.R. 1689)

To prohibit States from imposing restrictions on the operation of
motor vehicles providing limousine service between a place in a
State and a place in another State, and for other purposes.

Summary

H.R. 1689 is a bill to prohibit States from imposing restrictions
on the operation of motor vehicles providing limousine service be-
tween a place in a State and a place in another State. The legisla-
tion prohibits a State, local jurisdiction, public authority or other
similar entity from enforcing any law, ordinance, rule or regulation
that has the effect of restricting the operation of a motor vehicle
providing pre-arranged ground transportation service if the motor
carrier providing that service is registered with the Secretary of
Transportation, meets all applicable State requirements in the
State in which they are domiciled, and was hired pursuant to a
contract for interstate travel.

Legislative History

H.R. 1689 was introduced by Mr. Andrews and two cosponsors on
May 19, 1999. The bill was referred to the Committee on Com-
merce.

On September 14, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer protection was discharged from the
further consideration of H.R. 1689. The Full Committee met on
September 14, 2000 in open markup session and ordered H.R. 1689
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reported, with an amendment, by a voice vote. The Committee on
Commerce reported the bill to the House, with an amendment, on
October 25, 2000 (H. Rept. 106-1003, Part 1).

The Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure was grant-
ed a sequential referral of the bill through December 15, 2000.

No further action was taken on H.R. 1689 in the 106th Congress.

LOW-SPEED ELECTRIC BICYCLES

(H.R. 2592)

To amend the Consumer Products Safety Act to provide that low-
speed electric bicycles are consumer products subject to such Act.

Summary

H.R. 2592 amends the Consumer Product Safety Act to provide
that low-speed electric bicycles are consumer products subject to
such Act. The bill removes low-speed electric bicycles from the defi-
nition of “motor vehicle” within the jurisdiction of the Department
of Transportation, where such bicycles are required to be regulated
in the same manner as motorcycles. The bill then amends the Con-
sumer Product Safety Act to transfer jurisdiction over electric bicy-
cles to the Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC), where
silch bicycles would be regulated similarly to human powered bicy-
cles.

Legislative History

H.R. 2592 was introduced in the House by Mr. Rogan and 17 co-
sponsors on July 22, 1999. The bill was referred to the Committee
on Commerce.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R. 2592 on May 16, 2000.
The Subcommittee received testimony from the Commissioners and
Chairman of the Consumer Product Safety Commission, and rep-
resentatives of the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
and manufacturers of electric bicycles.

The Full Committee met in open markup session on September
14, 2000, and ordered H.R. 2592 reported to the House, with
amendment, by a voice vote, a quorum being present. The Sub-
committee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer Protec-
tion was discharged from the further consideration of the legisla-
tion. On October 18, 2000, H.R. 2592 was considered by the House
under suspension of the rules and was agreed to as amended by a
voice vote.

No further action was taken on H.R. 2592 in the 106th Congress.

NATIONAL AMUSEMENT PARK RIDE SAFETY ACT OF 1999
(H.R. 3032)

Summary

H.R. 3032 amends the Consumer Product Safety Act to expand
the definition of “consumer product” to include amusement park
roller coasters that are permanently fixed to a site. The bill also
authorizes additional annual appropriations of $500,000 to the
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Consumer Product Safety Commission to regulate such fixed site
amusement park roller coasters.

Legislative History

H.R. 3032 was introduced in the House by Mr. Markey and 10
cosponsors on October 6, 1999. The bill was referred solely to the
Committee on Commerce.

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held a legislative hearing on H.R. 3032 on May 16, 2000.
The Subcommittee received testimony from the Commissioners and
Chairman of the Consumer Product Safety Commission, con-
sumers, and representatives of the amusement park industry.

No further action was taken on H.R. 3032 in the 106th Congress.

SMALL BUSINESS LIABILITY REFORM ACT
(S. 1185, H.R. 2366)

Summary

H.R. 2366 provides small businesses certain protections from liti-
gation excesses and limits the product liability of product sellers.

Title I: Small Business Lawsuit Abuse Protection. Title 1 allows
punitive damages to be awarded against a small business only if
the claimant establishes by clear and convincing evidence that con-
duct carried out by the defendant with a conscious, flagrant indif-
ference to the rights or safety of others was the proximate cause
of the harm that is the subject of the action. Such punitive dam-
ages are limited to the lesser of three times the amount awarded
for economic and noneconomic losses, or $250,000. The limitations
are inapplicable if the court finds that the defendant acted with
specific intent to cause the type of harm for which the action is
brought.

Title I further states that in any civil action against a small busi-
ness: (1) each defendant shall be liable only for the amount of non-
economic loss allocated to that defendant in direct proportion to the
percentage of responsibility of that defendant for the harm caused
to the plaintiff; and (2) the court shall render a separate judgment
against each defendant describing such percentage of responsi-
bility. Excepted from such liability limitations are any misconduct
of a defendant: (1) that constitutes a crime of violence, inter-
national terrorism, or a hate crime; (2) that results in liability for
damages under specified provisions of the Oil Pollution Control Act
of 1990 or the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980; (3) that involves a sexual offense
or violation of a Federal or State civil rights law; (4) caused by
being under the influence of intoxicating alcohol or a drug; or (5)
relating to false claims or actions brought by the United States re-
lating to fraud or false statements. Inconsistent State laws are pre-
empted.

Title 1I: Product Seller Fair Treatment. Title II governs any prod-
uct liability action brought in any Federal or State court, except for
actions for commercial loss, negligent entrustment, negligence per
se concerning firearms and ammunition, and actions brought under
a dram-shop or third-party liability arising out of the sale or provi-
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sion of alcohol to an intoxicated person or a minor. The title man-
dates that, in any product liability action covered by this Act, a
product seller other than a manufacturer shall be liable to a claim-
ant only if such claimant establishes that: (1) the product that
caused the harm was sold, rented, or leased by the seller, the seller
failed to exercise reasonable care with respect to the product, and
such failure was the proximate cause of harm to the plaintiff; (2)
the seller made an express warranty applicable to such product,
the product failed to conform to the warranty, and such failure
caused the harm to the plaintiff; or (3) the product seller engaged
in intentional wrongdoing (as determined under applicable State
law), and such wrongdoing caused the harm to the plaintiff. The
title further provides that a seller shall not be considered to have
failed to exercise reasonable care with respect to a product based
upon a failure to inspect if: (1) there was no reasonable opportunity
to inspect; or (2) such inspection would not have revealed the as-
pect of the product that allegedly caused the claimant’s harm. A
seller is allowed to be held liable as a manufacturer if: (1) the man-
ufacturer is not subject to appropriate service of process; or (2) the
court determines that the claimant is or would be unable to enforce
a judgment against the manufacturer. Limited liability is provided
for persons engaged in the business of renting or leasing a product.

Title III: Effective Date. Title III sets forth the effective date of
this Act.

Legislative History

H.R. 2366 was introduced on June 25, 1999, by Mr. Rogan and
three cosponsors. The bill was referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and additionally to the Committee on Commerce.

On September 29, 1999, the House Committee on the Judiciary
held hearings on H.R. 2366. The Committee on the Judiciary met
in open markup session to consider H.R. 2366 on October 19, 1999,
November 2, 1999, and February 1, 2000. On February 1, 2000, the
Committee on the Judiciary ordered H.R. 2366 to be reported to
the House, with an amendment, by a voice vote.

On February 7, 2000, the House Committee on Commerce was
granted an extension for the further consideration of the bill end-
ing not later than February 14, 2000. On February 14, 2000, the
Committee on Commerce was discharged from the further consider-
ation of H.R. 2366.

On February 15, 2000, the Committee on Rules granted a rule
providing for the consideration of H.R. 2366 (H.Res. 423). On Feb-
ruary 16, 2000, H.Res. 423 passed the House by a record vote of
223 yeas and 187 nays. The House passed H.R. 2366, as amended,
by a record vote of 221 yeas and 193 nays.

On February 22, 2000, H.R. 2366 was received in the Senate. No
further action was taken on H.R. 2366 in the 106th Congress.
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WORKPLACE GOODS JOB GROWTH AND COMPETITIVENESS ACT OF 1999
(H.R. 2005)

Summary

H.R. 2005 prohibits the filing of a civil action against a manufac-
turer or seller of a durable good (except a motor vehicle, vessel, air-
craft, or train that is used primarily to transport passengers for
hire) more than 18 years after it was delivered to its first pur-
chaser or lessee for: (1) damage to property arising out of an acci-
dent involving such good; or (2) damages for death or personal in-
jury arising out of an accident involving such good if the claimant
has received or is eligible to receive worker compensation and the
injury does not involve a toxic harm (including, but not limited to,
all asbestos-related harm). However, the Act: (1) shall not bar an
action against a defendant who made an express warranty in writ-
ing as to the safety or life expectancy of a specific product which
was longer than 18 years, except that this Act shall apply at the
expiration of such warranty; and (2) does not supersede or modify
any statute or common law that authorizes an action for civil dam-
ages, cost recovery, or any other form of relief for remediation of
the environment.

Legislative History

H.R. 2005 was introduced in the House on June 7, 1999, by Mr.
Chabot and 2 cosponsors. It was referred to the House Committee
on the Judiciary, which ordered H.R. 2005 to be reported as
amended on September 22, 1999. On October 21, the Committee on
Judiciary reported H.R. 2005 (H. Rept. 106—410, Part 1), and it was
referred sequentially to the House Committee on Commerce for a
period ending not later than October 22, 1999. On October 22,
1999, the Committee on Commerce was discharged from the fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 2005.

On February 1, 2000, the Committee on Rules granted a rule
providing for the consideration of H.R. 2005 (H.Res 412). H.Res.
412 passed the House on February 2, 2000 by a voice vote. On Feb-
ruary 2, 2000, the House considered and passed the bill, as amend-
ed, by a record vote of 222 yeas and 194 nays. A motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table without objection. On February 3, 2000,
H.R. 2005 was received in the Senate, read twice, and referred to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

No further action was taken on H.R. 2005 in the 106th Congress.

OVERSIGHT ACTIVITIES

HIGH DEFINITION TELEVISION (HDTV) AND RELATED MATTERS

On July 25, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on the
status of high definition television (HDTV) and related matters.
The hearing examined a number of issues facing the development
of high definition in the U.S., including (1) the rate of deployment
of digital televisions and equipment by consumers and broad-
casters; (2) the differing standards for broadcasting digital tele-
vision; (3) FCC regulatory issues related to digital television; and
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(4) the use of spectrum allocated for digital television for supple-
mental or ancillary services. Testimony was received from industry
representatives and government witnesses.

OBSCENE MATERIAL AVAILABLE VIA THE INTERNET

On May 23, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on ob-
scene material transmitted via the Internet. The hearing explored
the current state of the law and enforcement practices surrounding
obscene material available on the Internet. The witnesses ad-
dressed what types of material exist in cyberspace today, as well
as the technological methods to limit and control the proliferation
of obscene material in the digital arena, particularly regarding
young children’s exposure to such material. Witnesses included
government officials, representatives of family groups, and victims
of obscene material transmitted via the Internet.

ACCESS TO BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES BY TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICE PROVIDERS

On May 13, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on ac-
cess to buildings and facilities by telecommunications providers.
The hearing examined related issues including: (1) whether the
Federal government has a role with regard to building access and
inside wiring to promote competition; (2) whether building owners
or landlords should be prohibited from granting exclusive tele-
communications carrier access to a building; (3) whether building
owners and landlords should be required to offer non-discrimina-
tory access to all telecommunications companies; (4) whether the
terms, conditions, and compensation for the installation of tele-
communications facilities should be comparably equivalent for all
telecommunications entrants; (5) whether the compensation build-
ing owners and managers receive should be reasonable and should
be based on cost; and (6) whether FCC rules governing inside wir-
ing should be changed to encourage use of existing wires within
buildings. Witnesses included a representative of the FCC, and rep-
resentatives from the telecommunications industry and the real es-
tate industry.

THE WHITE HOUSE, THE NETWORKS, AND TV CENSORSHIP

On February 9, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on the
Clinton Administration’s practice of trading advertising time pur-
chased from national media outlets by the Federal government, or
free time provided by the television networks, in exchange for the
inclusion of anti-drug messages in television network programs and
related media outlets. Witnesses included government officials, a
constitutional expert, a media expert, and representatives of the
broadcasting industry.
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STATUS OF DEPLOYMENT OF BROADBAND TECHNOLOGIES

The Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer
Protection held three oversight hearings on the status of broadband
deployment. The hearings were held on: June 24, 1999; April 11,
2000; and May 25, 2000. The hearings focused on the current state
of broadband deployment. In particular, the hearings focused on
the deployment of broadband as it relates to applications that uti-
lize broadband networks, and use of the broadband networks to
provide service to traditionally unserved or underserved areas of
America. Testimony was received from industry representatives
and government representatives involved in the provision of
broadband services.

A REVIEW OF THE FCC’S SPECTRUM POLICIES

On July 19, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing review-
ing the FCC’s spectrum policies and H.R. 4758, the Spectrum Re-
source Assurance Act. The oversight portion of the hearing ex-
plored the current spectrum management policies of the U.S. Gov-
ernment. In particular, the Subcommittee examined a specific allo-
cation decision of the FCC involving medical telemetry to the det-
riment of meter reading equipment. Testimony was received from
Members of Congress, Federal agency representatives, and indus-
try representatives. For information on H.R. 4758, see previous sec-
tion.

REPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMISSION ON ELECTRONIC COMMERCE

On April 6, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing to re-
ceive the report of the Advisory Commission on Electronic Com-
merce (ACEC). The purpose of the hearing was to have the Chair-
man of the Advisory Commission provide the Subcommittee with a
summary of the Commission’s report to Congress. Pursuant to the
Internet Tax Freedom Act (Public Law 105-277), Congress directed
ACEC to examine a broad set of international, Federal, State, and
local tax issues that affect electronic commerce. Specifically, Con-
gress sought ACEC’s views on ways in which to clarify, reduce, or
simplify current tax laws as they apply to electronic commerce,
Internet-related activities, and telecommunications services that
underlie Internet services. The Subcommittee heard testimony
from the Honorable James Gilmore, the Governor of the Common-
wealth of Virginia, and Chairman of the ACEC.

VIDEO IN THE INTERNET: ICRAVETV.COM AND OTHER RECENT
DEVELOPMENTS

On February 16, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
to address a variety of public policy and technological issues stem-
ming from the delivery of video programming over the Internet, a
service typically known as “webcasting.” The hearing focused on
what, if any, role Congress should play in facilitating the delivery
of video over the Internet. In addition, the hearing addressed
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iCraveTV.com’s distribution of local broadcast signals over the
Internet. The hearing also focused on the debate over whether
Internet service providers should be permitted to use existing stat-
utory licenses to distribute broadcast programming over cable and
satellite networks, and whether Congress should create a separate
licensing regime for delivery of Internet video. Witnesses included
representatives from the different industries affected, including
several content providers and Internet content distributors.

WIPO ONE YEAR LATER

On October 28, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing to mark
the anniversary of the passage of the Digital Millennium Copyright
Act (DMCA). The DMCA implemented two World Intellectual Prop-
erty Organization (WIPO) treaties into U.S. law. The DMCA is in-
tended to give copyright owners (such as the film and record indus-
tries) enhanced copyright protection in a digital environment, while
also ensure that consumers have ongoing access to copyrighted
works. The hearing sought to assess the current status of consumer
access to digital entertainment on the Internet and other media, in
particular, the progress that has been made in bringing entertain-
ment products in digital video and digital audio formats to con-
sumers; how the affected industries propose to resolve any remain-
ing impediments; and whether there was a further role for the Sub-
committee to play in speeding the resolution of these issues. Wit-
nesses included representatives from the copyright community and
the information technology industry.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REFORM

On May 20, 1999, and October 26, 1999, the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications, Trade, and Consumer Protection held over-
sight hearings on reform of the FCC. The May hearing specifically
focused on reform from the States’ perspective and testimony was
received from four State Public Service Commissioners. The Octo-
ber hearing focused on the FCC’s perspective and testimony was
received from all five FCC Commissioners.

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE FCC

On March 17, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on the
statutory reauthorization of the FCC. The hearing explored various
issues relating to the reauthorization, such as whether the FCC is
effectively implementing the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and
whether the FCC organizational structure is consistent with the
deregulatory framework of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
Witnesses included the five FCC Commissioners.

ONLINE PRIVACY

On July 13, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on the
status of privacy protections for online consumers. The Sub-
committee received the FTC’s findings and recommendation on pri-
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vacy self-regulation from its recently released report. In addition,
the Subcommittee reviewed two industry-wide surveys of the pri-
vacy policies and practices of commercial websites. The hearing ex-
plored the efforts of industry to develop self-regulatory guidelines
to protect the privacy of online consumers and the need for govern-
ment regulations to establish minimum privacy protections for con-
sumers. Witnesses included the Chairman and Commissioners of
the FTC and representatives from industry and privacy advocates.
On October 11, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on re-
cent developments in privacy protections for consumers. The Sub-
committee reviewed a recent GAO report comparing the privacy
policies of Federal government websites to the privacy policies of
commercial websites. The hearing also explored other developments
such as the latest privacy-enhancing technologies, recent efforts by
the Internet advertising industry to promote standardized privacy
practices and the status of privacy policies of commercial websites.
Witnesses included representatives from the GAO, relevant Federal
agencies, representatives from industry, and privacy advocates.

FOREIGN GOVERNMENT OWNERSHIP OF AMERICAN
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANIES

On September 7, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on the issue of foreign government ownership of American tele-
communications companies. The hearing explored the proposed
merger between Deutsche Telekom AG and Voicestream Wireless
Corporation, the impact of trade treaties on such mergers, and the
implications of legal limitations on foreign government ownership
of American telecommunications firms. Witnesses included rep-
resentatives from Federal government agencies, the telecommuni-
cations industry, competition organizations, and academia.

BROADCAST OWNERSHIP REGULATIONS

On September 15, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on the status of the broadcast ownership rules and recent revisions
to those rules. Witnesses included newspaper and broadcast indus-
try representatives.

FUTURE OF THE INTERACTIVE TELEVISION SERVICES MARKETPLACE

On September 27, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on the future of the interactive television services marketplace. The
hearing explored the impact of the pending merger between Amer-
ica Online and Time Warner on the future of interactive television
and related services. Witnesses included representatives from both
America Online and Time Warner.

On October 6, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade and Consumer Protection continued the oversight hearing on
the future of the interactive television services marketplace. The
hearing explored the impact of the merger between America Online
and Time Warner on other industry market participants. Witnesses
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included representatives from the Internet and television indus-
tries.

THE FIRESTONE TIRE RECALL ACTION INVOLVING FORD EXPLORERS

On September 6, 2000, and September 21, 2000, the Subcommit-
tees on Telecommunications, Trade and Consumer Protection and
Oversight and Investigations held joint hearings on the August
2000 Firstone Tire Recall Action as it pertains to Ford Explorers.
At the hearings, the Subcommittees heard testimony from the two
companies’ top executives, as well as Federal safety regulators, an
insurance company official who warned the regulators years ago
about this problem, and a representative from an auto safety inter-
est group.

The Committee’s investigation and hearings uncovered damaging
evidence that both companies—as well as Federal safety regu-
lators—knew or were warned repeatedly about dangerous problems
with the recalled tires years ago, but failed to take prompt action
to investigate and remove them from the market. The Committee
found that the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
(NHTSA) failed to fully or timely analyze the numerous—and in-
creasing—reports it received from various sources (including Mr.
Samuel Boyden of State Farm Insurance Company, who testified at
the first hearing), citing accidents and deaths involving these tires,
particularly when mounted on Ford Explorers. The Committee also
uncovered evidence that Ford Motor Company and Firestone dis-
cussed their concerns with respect to notifying safety regulators in
the United States about foreign recall actions on related tires, and
that neither company ever conducted high-speed tests of these tires
on the Ford Explorer at Ford’s recommended tire air pressure prior
to or during routine production of the Explorer. The evidence also
showed that Firestone was analyzing its problems with these tires
as early as 1996, that Firestone’s own random compliance testing
at its key plant in 1996 resulted in a 10% failure rate on the high-
speed tests, and that Firestone made a significant change to the
tire design in 1998 to reduce the incidence of tread belt separa-
tions. The investigation also raised questions about the adequacy
of Ford’s decisions on tire-vehicle safety margins and tire pressure
recommendations, both domestically and abroad.

Partially because of the Committee’s oversight hearings on this
matter, the House passed—and the Senate and White House
agreed to—new legislation that requires companies to report sig-
nificant defect claims or lawsuits, as well as foreign recall actions,
to Federal safety regulators on a regular basis. The law also pro-
vides NHTSA with additional resources to evaluate such data, and
requires that NHTSA strengthen its organization and management
to avoid similar failures in the future. For more information on this
legislation, see H.R. 5164 in the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection section of this report.

IDENTITY THEFT: IS THERE ANOTHER YOU?

On Thursday, April 22, 1999, the Subcommittees on Tele-
communications, Trade, and Consumer Protection and Finance and
Hazardous Materials held a joint oversight hearing on identity
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theft. The focus of the hearing was to examine how identity theft
occurs, what type of enforcement activities are being conducted or
planned to combat identity theft, and what actions can be taken to
reduce identity theft. The Subcommittees received testimony from
the Federal Trade Commission, credit bureaus, and a victim of
identity theft.

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE SATELLITE HOME VIEWER ACT

On February 24, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on reform and reauthorization of the Satellite Home Viewer Act.
The Subcommittee received testimony from the government, indus-
try and consumer protection representatives.

WTO 2000: THE NEXT ROUND

On Thursday, November 4, 1999, the Subcommittee on Tele-
communications, Trade, and Consumer Protection held a hearing
on the World Trade Organization 2000: The Next Round. The pur-
pose of the hearing was to inform the Subcommittee of the United
States Trade Representative’s (USTR) goals for the Seattle Ministe-
rial Conference. Witnesses included representatives from USTR,
Federal Communications Commission (FCC), and representatives
from financial and commercial industries.

FOREIGN OWNERSHIP OF AMERICAN TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COMPANIES

On September 7, 2000, the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing
on foreign ownership of American telecommunications companies,
due to concerns that the United States Trade Representative
(USTR) was not doing enough to encourage foreign governments to
reduce their ownership interests in incumbent telecommunications
monopolies who were seeking access to the U.S. market. As a fol-
low up to this hearing, on September 12, 2000, the Chairman and
other relevant Committee Members wrote to Ambassador Charlene
Barshefsky to request information and documents regarding
USTR’s efforts to urge the end of foreign ownership of incumbent
telecommunications monopolies. On September 21, 29, and October
20, 2000, USTR produced written responses and documents to the
Committee. The Committee’s preliminary review of this material
supports the belief that USTR has not adequately encouraged pri-
vatization of these foreign incumbent telecommunications monopo-
lies.

LOW-POWER TELEVISION LICENSES

On April 13, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on Low-
Power Television Licenses. The purpose of the hearing was to focus
on the regulatory classification of low power television licensees, in-
cluding the benefits of low power broadcast stations, potential in-
terference of such stations, and the impact to low-power stations of
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the conversion to digital transmission. Witnesses included rep-
resentatives from the FCC and broadcast organizations.

SPAMMING: THE E-MAIL YOU WANT TO CAN

On November 3, 1999, the Subcommittee on Telecommunications,
Trade, and Consumer Protection held an oversight hearing on
Spamming: The E-Mail You Want to Can. The purpose of the hear-
ing was to examine the practice of sending unsolicited commercial
e-mail, also otherwise known as “spam” e-mail. The hearing pro-
vided information relating to four pieces of legislation: H.R. 1910,
the E-mail User Protection Act; H.R. 2162, the Can Spam Act; H.R.
3113, the Unsolicited Electronic Mail Act of 1999; and H.R. 3024,
the Netizens Protection Act of 1999. Witnesses included Members
of Congress, representatives from the Federal Trade Commission,
privacy organizations, marketing organizations, and academia.

HEARINGS HELD

Wireless Communications and Public Safety Act.—Hearing on
H.R. 438, the Wireless Communications and Public Safety Act of
1999. Hearing held on February 3, 1999. PRINTED, serial number
106-2.

Wireless Privacy Enhancement Act.—Hearing on H.R. 514, the
Wireless Privacy Enhancement Act of 1999. Hearing held on Feb-
ruary 3, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-2.

Reauthorization of the Satellite Home Viewer Act.—Oversight
hearing on Reauthorization of the Satellite Home Viewer Act.
Hearing held on February 24, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106—
6

Reauthorization of the Federal Communications Commission.—
Oversight hearing on Reauthorization of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission. Hearing held on March 17, 1999. PRINTED, se-
rial number 106-13.

Regulatory Classification of Low-Power Television Licensees.—
Oversight hearing on Regulatory Classification of Low-Power Tele-
vision Licensees. Hearing held on April 13, 1999. PRINTED, serial
number 106-21.

Identity Theft: Is There Another You?—dJoint oversight hearing
with the Subcommittee on Finance and Hazardous Materials on
Identity Theft: Is There Another You? Hearing held on April 22,
1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-16.

NTIA Reauthorization Act.—Hearing on HR. —— (an
unintroduced bill), the NTIA Reauthorization Act of 1999. Hearing
held on May 11, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-55.

Access to Buildings and Facilities by Telecommunications Pro-
viders.—Oversight hearing on Access to Buildings and Facilities by
Telecommunications Providers. Hearing held on May 13, 1999.
PRINTED, serial number 106-22.

Federal Communications Commission Reform: The States’ Per-
spective.—Oversight hearing on Federal Communications Commis-
sion Reform: The States’ Perspective. Hearing held on May 20,
1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-23.

Security and Freedom through Encryption (SAFE) Act.—Hearing
on H.R. 850, the Security and Freedom through Encryption (SAFE)
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Act. Hearing held on May 25, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106—
28.

Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act.—
Hearing on H.R. 1714, the Electronic Signatures in Global and Na-
tional Commerce Act. Hearing held on June 9, 1999. PRINTED, se-
rial number 106-32.

Consumer and Investor Access to Information Act.—Hearing on
H.R. 1858, the Consumer and Investor Access to Information Act.
Hearing held on June 15, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-49.

Deployment of Data Services.—Oversight hearing on Deployment
of Data Services. Hearing held on June 24, 1999. PRINTED, serial
number 106-50.

Muhammad Ali Boxing Reform Act.—Hearing on H.R. 1832, the
Muhammad Ali Boxing Reform Act. Hearing held on June 29, 1999.
PRINTED, serial number 106—26.

Corporation for Public Broadcasting Reauthorization Act.—Hear-
ing on H.R. 2384, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting Author-
ization Act of 1999. Hearing held on June 30 and July 20, 1999.
PRINTED, serial number 106-56.

Electronic Commerce: Current Status of Privacy Protections for
Online Consumers.—Oversight hearing on Electronic Commerce:
Current Status of Privacy Protections for Online Consumers. Hear-
ing held on July 13, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-39.

Broadcast Ownership Regulations.—Oversight hearing on Broad-
cast Ownership Regulations. Hearing held on September 15, 1999.
PRINTED, serial number 106-77.

Schools and Libraries Internet Access Act.—Hearing on HR. ——
(an unintroduced bill), the Schools and Libraries Internet Access
Act. Hearing held on September 30, 1999. PRINTED, serial num-
ber 106-81.

FCC Reform for the New Millennium.—Oversight Hearing on
FCC Reform for the New Millennium. Hearing held on October 26,
1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-85.

WIPO One Year Later: Assessing Consumer Access to Digital En-
tertainment on the Internet and Other Media.—Oversight hearing
on WIPO One Year Later: Assessing Consumer Access to Digital
Entertainment on the Internet and Other Media. Hearing held on
October 28, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106—-83.

Spamming: The E-Mail You Want to Can.—Oversight hearing on
Spamming: The E-Mail You Want to Can. Hearing held on Novem-
ber 3, 1999. PRINTED, serial number 106-84.

WTO 2000: The Next Round.—Oversight hearing on WTO 2000:
The Next Round. Hearing held on November 4, 1999. PRINTED,
serial number 106-71.

The White House, the Networks, and TV Censorship.—Oversight
hearing on The White House, the Networks, and TV Censorship.
Hearing held on February 9, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106—
91.

Video on the Internet: iCraveTV.com and Other Recent Develop-
ments in Webcasting.—Oversight hearing on Video on the Internet:
iCraveTV.com and Other Recent Developments in Webcasting.
Hearing held on February 16, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106—
94.
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FCC’s Low-Power FM: A Review of the FCC’s Spectrum Manage-
ment Responsibilities and the Radio Broadcasting Preservation
Act.—Hearing on FCC’s Low-Power FM: A Review of the FCC’s
Spectrum Management Responsibilities and H.R. 3439, the Radio
Broadcasting Preservation Act. Hearing held on February 17, 2000.
PRINTED, serial number 106-118.

Truth in Telephone Billing Act and Rest of the Truth in Tele-
phone Billing Act.—Hearing on H.R. 3011, the Truth in Telephone
Billing Act and H.R. 3022, the Rest of the Truth in Telephone Bill-
ing Act of 1999. Hearing held on March 9, 2000. PRINTED, serial
number 106-127.

Telecommunications Merger Act of 2000.—Hearing on HR. ——
(an unintroduced bill), the Telecommunications Merger Act of 2000.
Hearing held on March 14, 2000.

Rural Local Broadcast Signal Act.—Hearing on H.R. 3615, the
Rural Local Broadcast Signal Act. Hearing held on March 16, 2000.
PRINTED, serial number 106-119.

Report of the Advisory Commission on Electronic Commerce.—
Oversight to receive the Report of the Advisory Commission on
Electronic Commerce. Hearing held on April 6, 2000. PRINTED, se-
rial number 106-98.

Wireless Telecommunications Sourcing and Privacy Act.—Hear-
ing on H.R. 3489, the Wireless Telecommunications Sourcing and
Privacy Act. Hearing held on April 6, 2000.

Religious Broadcasting Freedom Act and Noncommercial Broad-
casting Freedom of Expression Act.—Hearing on H.R. 3535, the Re-
ligious Broadcasting Freedom Act, and H.R. 4201, the Noncommer-
cial Broadcasting Freedom of Expression Act of 2000. Hearing held
on April 13, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106-121.

Internet Services Promotion Act and Internet Access Charge Pro-
hibition Act of 1999.—Hearing on H.R. 1291, the Internet Services
Promotion Act of 2000, and H.R. 4202, the Internet Access Charge
Prohibition Act of 1999. Hearing held on May 3, 2000. PRINTED,
serial number 106-114.

Consumer Safety Initiatives: Protecting the Vulnerable.—Hearing
on Consumer Safety Initiatives: Protecting the Vulnerable, focusing
on H.R. 4145, the Child Passenger Protection Act, H.R. 2592, a bill
to amend the Consumer Product Safety Act to provide that low-
speed electric bicycles are consumer products subject to such Act,
and H.R. 3032, the National Amusement Park Ride Safety Act of
1999. Hearing held on May 16, 2000. PRINTED, serial number
106-130.

Obscene Material Available via the Internet.—Hearing on Ob-
scene Material Available via the Internet. Hearing held on May 23,
2000. PRINTED, serial number 106-115.

Status of Deployment of Broadband Technologies.—Oversight
hearing on the Status of Deployment of Broadband Technologies.
Hearing held on May 25, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106-128.

Know Your Caller Act and Telemarketing Victim Protection Act.—
Hearing on H.R. 3100, the Know Your Caller Act, and H.R. 3180,
the Telemarketing Victim Protection Act of 1999. Hearing held on
June 13, 2000.

Reciprocal Compensation Requirements Exemption.—Hearing on
H.R. 4445, a bill to exempt from reciprocal compensation require-
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ments telecommunications traffic to the Internet. Hearing held
June 22, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106-134.

FCC Spectrum Policies and the Spectrum Resource Assurance
Act.—Hearing on a Review of the FCC’s Spectrum Policies for the
21st Century and H.R. 4758, the Spectrum Resource Assurance
Act. Hearing held on July 19, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106—
142.

Independent Telecommunications Consumer Enhancement Act.—
Hearing on H.R. 3850, the Independent Telecommunications Con-
sumer Enhancement Act of 2000. Hearing held on July 20, 2000.
PRINTED, serial number 106-141.

High Definition Television and Related Matters.—OQOversight hear-
ing on High Definition Television and Related Matters. Hearing
held on July 25, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106—143.

Internet Freedom and Broadband Deployment Act.—Hearing on
H.R. 2420, the Internet Freedom and Broadband Deployment Act
of 1999. Hearing held on July 20, 2000. PRINTED, serial number
106-141.

Independent Telecommunications Consumer Enhancement Act.—
Hearing on H.R. 3850, the Independent Telecommunications Con-
sumer Enhancement Act of 2000. Hearing held on July 20, 2000.
PRINTED, serial number 106-141.

Firestone Tire Recall Action.—Joint oversight hearing with the
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations on the Firestone
Tire Recall Action, focusing on the action as it pertains to relevant
Ford vehicles. Hearing held on September 6 and 21, 2000.

Foreign Government Ownership of American Telecommunications
Companies.—Oversight hearing on Foreign Government Ownership
of American Telecommunications Companies. Hearing held on Sep-
tember 7, 2000. PRINTED, serial number 106-153.

Future of the Interactive Television Services Marketplace: What
Should Consumers Expect?—QOversight hearing on the Future of
the Interactive Television Services Marketplace: What Should Con-
sumers Expect? Hearing held on September 27, 2000.

Part II: The Future of the Interactive Television Services Market-
place: What Should Consumers Expect?—Qversight hearing on Part
II: The Future of the Interactive Television Services Marketplace:
What Should Consumers Expect? Hearing held on October 6, 2000.

Recent Developments in Privacy Protections for Consumers.—
Oversight hearing on Recent Developments in Privacy Protections
for Consumers. Hearing held on October 11, 2000.
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LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITIES
FINANCIAL SERVICES ACT
Public Law 106-102 (S. 900, H.R. 10)

To enhance competition in the financial services industry by pro-
viding a prudential framework for the affiliation of banks, securi-
ties firms, and other financial service providers, and for other pur-
poses.

Summary

H.R. 10 establishes a comprehensive framework to permit affili-
ations among securities firms, insurance companies, and commer-
cial banks. The primary objective of allowing such affiliations is to
enhance consumer choice in the financial services marketplace,
eliminate anti-competitive regulatory disparities among financial
services providers, and increase competition among providers of fi-
nancial services. This legislation seeks to help participants in the
financial services marketplace to realize the cost savings, efficiency,
and other benefits resulting from increased competition. The Act is
also designed to improve the international competitiveness of U.S.
companies, which may have been constrained by the barriers to af-
filiation that exist pursuant to certain sections of the Banking Act
of 1933, commonly referred to as the Glass-Steagall Act. (Sections

(95)
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16, 20, 21, and 32 of the Banking Act of 1933 are referred to as
the “Glass-Steagall Act.”)

The Act provides for a number of prudential safeguards designed
to protect investors and their privacy, avoid risk to the Federal de-
posit insurance funds, protect the safety and soundness of insured
depository institutions and the Federal payments system, prevent
the expansion of the Federal subsidy provided to banks, and pro-
tect consumers.

Title 1. Title I repeals the anti-affiliation provision of the Glass-
Steagall Act (Section 20 and Section 32 of the Banking Act of
1933). It also sets up a new structure, different from that in the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, permitting affiliation among
securities firms, insurance companies, and banks. These new affili-
ations may be structured as a holding company or a financial sub-
sidiary (with certain prudential limitations on activities and appro-
priate safeguards). The Federal Reserve will be the primary um-
brella regulator of the new holding company structure.

Title II. Title II provides for functional regulation of bank securi-
ties activities. Bank exemptions from regulation under the defini-
tion of broker and dealer are eliminated, but limited exceptions are
provided for banks in cases where investor protection concerns are
minimal (relative to third-party networking arrangements, trust
and fiduciary activities and employee and shareholder benefit
plans). Title II permits the Securities and Exchange Commission
(SEC) to determine if a new banking product meets the definition
of a security and to regulate it as such if the definition is met, sub-
ject to consultation and concurrence of the Federal Reserve Board.

Title II1. Title III provides for the regulation of insurance. State
functional insurance regulation is preserved for insurance sales
and underwriting, subject to the “significant interference” standard
set forth by the Supreme Court in Barnett Bank of Marion County
N.A. v. Nelson, 15 U.S. 25 (1996)(Florida statute prohibiting banks
from selling insurance struck down because it prevented or signifi-
cantly interfered with the national bank’s exercise of its powers
specifically authorized under Federal law). The legislation sets
forth a definition of insurance relative to allowable bank under-
writing and removes the restrictions limiting bank insurance agen-
cies to towns of 5,000. A uniform licensing system is created for in-
surance brokerage, and a new standard for redomestication and
demutualization is provided for States which do not have compara-
tive laws.

Title 1V. Title IV prohibits new unitary savings and loan holding
companies from engaging in nonfinancial activities or affiliating
with nonfinancial entities, while grandfathering current thrifts and
thrift charters and their activities and powers.

Title V. Title V provides consumers with new protections with re-
spect to the transfer and use of their nonpublic personal informa-
tion by financial institutions. Further, customers of financial insti-
tutions are given the option to “opt out” of having their personal
financial information shared with nonaffiliated third parties, sub-
ject to certain exceptions.

Title VI. Title VI eliminates mandatory Federal Home Loan
Bank (FHLBank) membership for Federal savings associations in
order to provide completely voluntary membership. Small bank
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members are given expanded access to FHLBank advances, and
governance of the FHLBanks is decentralized from the Federal
Housing Finance Board (FHFB) to the individual FHLBanks

Title VII. Title VII requires automated teller machine (ATM) op-
erators who impose a fee for use of an ATM by a no