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the city to provide some service, or if
it will grant an exclusive monopoly.
What we are trying to get are barriers
to entry, and we are reserving to the
State and local governments certain
authorities. So the certainty we are
looking for we have taken away—no
guarantee that entry barriers will be
toppled and no guarantee of uniformity
across the country.

The committee has dealt with fed-
eralism concerns throughout this legis-
lation. Let me say that this debate
goes to the heart of a technical detail
of federalism and the Federal Govern-
ment’s relationship to State and local
government. It is one of the most com-
plicated areas of this bill. Believe me,
it is hard to strike a balance. But if we
strike this out, it gives every city in
the country the right to put up barriers
to entry. It lets every State have the
right to have a monopoly unless they
can extract something for the State in
one way or another. | would not blame
cities and States. If we do that, it goes
to the very heart of this bill.

Now, | take a back seat to no one in
advocating federalism principles. | like
much power in the State and local gov-
ernment. It must be balanced with our
other goal—removing the anticompeti-
tive restrictions at the local level
which restrict competition. Exclusive
franchising in the cable and telephone
markets is the very way that estab-
lished monopolies in the past.

So, to conclude my statements on
this, 1 understand that there may be a
possible second-degree amendment to
this tomorrow that would deal with the
language on line 8 on page 55, ‘‘preemp-
tion,” which would deal with the
words, or is consistent with. But | am
not certain that that second degree
will be offered.

In any event, to conclude, this par-
ticular section of the bill goes to the
heart of dealing with the federalism
issue. Are we going to allow the cities
and the State to put up barriers of
entry to telecommunications firms? In
the past, we have done so, with cable
television. We have allowed cities not
only to add a franchise fee, but also to
require certain programming, and
sometimes the companies do some-
thing else for the city as an incentive.

In telephones, we have allowed our
States to set up a monopoly in the
State and sometimes to collect certain
things or to put certain requirements
on. In this bill, S. 652, we are trying to
deregulate, open up markets, and we
are trying to let that fresh air of com-
petition come forward. If our compa-
nies and our investors have the uncer-
tainty of not knowing what every city
will do, of not knowing what every
State will do and each State legisla-
ture and each city council may change,
the companies will be in the position of
having to endlessly lobby city officials
and State officials on these issues—not
only that, at any time certainty is
taken out.

This bill, S. 652—if we pass it—will
provide a clear roadmap with certainty
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for competition. It will create an ex-
plosion of a new investment in tele-
communications and new jobs and new
techniques. And it will help consumers
with lower telephone rates and lower
cable rates. It has been carefully craft-
ed and worked out in close to 90 nights
of meetings, and on Saturdays and
Sundays, plus last year, a whole year,
plus a lot of Senators’ input. | know it
sounds good to give the power to the
city and the State, and | am usually
for that. In this case, we reserve pow-
ers to the city and State, but we very
firmly say that the barrier to entry
must be removed.

Mr. President, | wish to point out
that | think there may be a second-de-
gree amendment to this tomorrow at
some point. | want to give Senators no-
tice of that. There may not be. But |
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | do have
some business to conduct, including
the closing statement. At this junc-
ture, | would like to do a couple of
things, and if the Senator from Ne-
braska wants to make a statement, |
will withhold on the closing unanimous
consent.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President,
cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

I send a

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on S. 652, the
Telecommunications Competition and De-
regulation Act:

Trent Lott, Larry Pressler, Judd Gregg,
Don Nickles, Rod Grams, Rick Santorum,
Craig Thomas, Spencer Abraham, J. James
Exon, Bob Dole, Ted Stevens, Larry E. Craig,
Mike DeWine, John Ashcroft, Robert F. Ben-
nett, Hank Brown, Conrad R. Burns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The act-
ing majority leader.

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY—EXTRADITION TREATY
WITH BELGIUM (TREATY DOCU-
MENT NO. 104-7); SUPPLE-
MENTARY EXTRADITION TREATY
WITH BELGIUM TO PROMOTE
THE REPRESSION OF TERRORISM

(TREATY DOCUMENT NO. 104-8);
AND EXTRADITION TREATY
WITH SWITZERLAND (TREATY

DOCUMENT NO. 104-9)

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President on behalf of
the leader, as in executive session. |
ask unanimous consent that the in-
junction of secrecy be removed from
the following three treaties transmit-
ted to the Senate on June 9, 1995, by
the President of the United States:

Extradition Treaty with Belgium
(Treaty Document No. 104-7);

June 12, 1995

Supplementary Extradition Treaty
with Belgium to Promote the Repres-
sion of Terrorism (Treaty Document
No. 104-8); and

Extradition Treaty with Switzerland
(Treaty Document No. 104-9).

I further ask that the treaties be con-
sidered as having been read the first
time; that they be referred, with ac-
companying papers, to the Committee
on Foreign Relations and ordered to be
printed; and that the President’s mes-
sages be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The messages of the President are as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, | transmit herewith the Extra-
dition Treaty Between the United
States of America and the Kingdom of
Belgium signed at Brussels on April 27,
1987. Also transmitted for the informa-
tion of the Senate is the report of the
Department of State with respect to
the Treaty.

This Treaty is designed to update and
standardize the conditions and proce-
dures for extradition between the Unit-
ed States and Belgium. Most signifi-
cantly, it substitutes a dual-criminal-
ity clause for the current list of extra-
ditable offenses, thereby expanding the
number of crimes for which extradition
can be granted. The Treaty also pro-
vides a legal basis for temporarily sur-
rendering prisoners to stand trial for
crimes against the laws of the Request-
ing State.

The provisions in this Treaty follow
generally the form and content of ex-
tradition treaties recently concluded
by the United States. Upon entry into
force, it will supersede the Treaty for
the Mutual Extradition of Fugitives
from Justice Between the United
States and the Kingdom of Belgium,
signed at Washington on October 26,
1901, and the Supplementary Extra-
dition Conventions to the Extradition
Convention of October 26, 1901, signed
at Washington on June 20, 1935, and at
Brussels on November 14, 1963.

This Treaty will make a significant
contribution to international coopera-
tion in law enforcement. I recommend
that the Senate give early and favor-
able consideration to the Treaty and
give its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion.

WiLLIAM J. CLINTON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 9, 1995.

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice
and consent of the Senate to ratifica-
tion, | transmit herewith the Supple-
mentary Treaty on Extradition Be-
tween the United States of America
and the Kingdom of Belgium to Pro-
mote the Repression of Terrorism,
signed at Brussels on April 27, 1987 (the
“Supplementary Treaty’’). Also trans-
mitted for the information of the Sen-
ate is the report of the Department of
State with respect to the Supple-
mentary Treaty.
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