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OVERSIGHT OF THE FEDERAL 
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 17, 2025 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION, 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:08 a.m., in room 

SDG–50, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Ted Cruz, Chair-
man of the Committee, presiding. 

Present: Senators Cruz [presiding], Wicker, Fischer, Moran, Sul-
livan, Blackburn, Young, Budd, Schmitt, Curtis, Capito, Cantwell, 
Klobuchar, Schatz, Markey, Peters, Baldwin, Rosen, Luján, 
Hickenlooper, Kim, and Blunt Rochester. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TED CRUZ, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM TEXAS 

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. 
The Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-

tation will come to order. Welcome to today’s hearing, ‘‘Oversight 
of the Federal Communications Commission.’’ 

The FCC plays a critical role in the lives of everyday Americans, 
from TV and radio broadcasting to cellular and satellite commu-
nications and Internet connectivity. 

The Commission sits at the center of the services and tech-
nologies that power Americans’ daily lives, that project American 
leadership and influence across the globe, and that form the back-
bone of our national economy. In other words, the Commission’s 
work is kind of a big deal. 

So I am pleased that we are joined today by our witnesses— 
Chairman Carr and Commissioners Trusty and Gomez—for this 
important hearing, and especially pleased that they agreed to be 
here and that this is the first FCC oversight hearing this com-
mittee has held since 2020. 

I believe Commissioner Trusty was sitting right here staffing 
then Chairman Wicker at that hearing and so, Commissioner, it is 
nice to see you have moved 30 feet to the other side of the dais. 

We have a lot of important ground to cover today. The pace of 
change in just the last year, let alone since the last FCC oversight 
hearing by this committee, has been astounding. 

We have seen the deployment of 5G and early groundwork for 
6G, major advancements in the satellite industry, particularly the 
growth of low Earth orbit, high-speed internet, AI, and seismic 
shifts across the media landscape, and we have seen the enactment 
of President Trump’s Working Families Tax Cut Act which not only 
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reinstated spectrum auction authority for the FCC for the next dec-
ade but contained the largest single-spectrum pipeline, 800 mega-
hertz, ever enacted into law. 

This will raise billions of dollars for the taxpayer. It will stimu-
late billions more in private sector investment as U.S. companies 
bring faster and cheaper Internet to more Americans, and it will 
lay the foundation for countless technological innovations. 

These benefits will be felt nationwide and, indeed, worldwide 
across multiple generations of Americans. On day one of the new 
administration the FCC, under Chairman Carr, hit the ground run-
ning and already has an impressive list of accomplishments to 
show. 

These include the delete, delete, delete docket, which continues 
to clear out the regulatory underbrush, ensuring the integrity of 
the universal service programs and preventing fraud by illegal 
aliens, reforming the FCC’s satellite licensing regime to help bol-
ster America’s position as the global leader in space commerce, 
streamlining permitting to speed broadband build out, and moving 
at lightning speed to implement the new spectrum pipeline, already 
teeing up 100 megahertz of valuable C-band spectrum to be auc-
tioned for commercial use in the near future. 

But there is plenty more work to be done. Given the rapid pace 
of evolution in technology and telecommunications, it is a wonder 
that the legal regime governing these issues and the Commission’s 
role in regulating them has, largely, not been updated since 1996, 
and there are any number of issues, from the utility of the so-called 
public interest standard in the modern era to retransmission con-
sent rules in the streaming era to the current media ownership 
caps, where a statutory update might be worthwhile. 

The world of today, with mobile computers in every pocket and 
artificial intelligence becoming exponentially more capable, is 
markedly different from the time when cell phones were the size 
of footballs, when Gordon Gekko walked on the beach holding a 
brick to the side of his head, and from the time when AOL was the 
leading edge of Internet connectivity. 

We live in a different world and it is worth considering whether 
Congress should revisit the Communications Act and update it for 
the modern age. 

On the public interest standard in particular, if my colleagues 
across the aisle do what many expect and hammer the Chairman 
over their newfound religion on the First Amendment and free 
speech, I will be obliged to point out that those concerns were mi-
raculously absent when the Biden administration was pressuring 
Big Tech to silence Americans for wrong think on COVID and elec-
tion security. 

It will underscore a simple truth, that the public interest stand-
ard and its wretched offspring, like the news distortion rule, have 
outlived whatever utility they once had and it is long past time for 
Congress to pass reforms. 

I am grateful to our witnesses for being here today to talk about 
what the FCC is doing and how to address some of these important 
issues. 
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The energy and focus Chairman Carr has brought to this Com-
mission in just the first year has been productive and refreshing. 
I am excited for what the next several years will bring. 

I now turn to Ranking Member Cantwell. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MARIA CANTWELL, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM WASHINGTON 

Senator CANTWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for 
convening this important oversight hearing, and I thank our wit-
nesses for being here. 

The FCC’s independence is central to protecting free and diverse 
press, strengthening our national security, and bringing down the 
cost of telecommunications and media services. 

However, what we have seen this year in costs that Americans 
are facing, prices are rising. The question is what is the Chairman 
of the FCC and the FCC doing to bring down costs for consumers? 

The American people deserve an FCC that protects them from 
hidden fees and promotes affordability. The FCC, though, is, in my 
mind, doing just the opposite in allowing consolidations that reduce 
competition and can help drive up costs. 

Americans are paying more than ever for streaming, cable, wire-
less services. Streaming costs are up 13 percent this year alone, 
basic cable costs have more than doubled in the last 10 years, and 
Americans are paying more than almost any other country for 
wireless. 

And what is the FCC doing to help drive down those costs? Con-
gress passed bipartisan legislation to ensure transparency in bill-
ing, but Chairman Carr has proposed to punch holes in those rules 
to implement that. 

He is making it easier for big corporations to tack on hidden fees 
to your Internet bills. I have even heard consideration by some 
groups saying that we should take away spectrum from broadcast 
television stations because maybe they are not getting enough use 
and maybe we should have even less competition. 

So it is clear to me that the FCC, we need to do everything to 
protect consumers including protecting them from the harms of AI. 

So instead I see an FCC that is not focused enough on afford-
ability. That is why today we are releasing a snapshot report from 
the minority here talking about why consolidation and reduced 
competition is driving up costs. 

So, hopefully, we can ask some questions about that today and 
focus on what we need to do to keep local journalism, to keep 
broadcasting, and to make sure that we do not have undue influ-
ence. 

We now know that this issue, as related to Jimmy Kimmel, 
quote, ‘‘the easy way or the hard way’’ is just an example, and I 
certainly appreciate Chairman Cruz’s words saying it was ‘‘dan-
gerous as hell and right out of Goodfellas.’’ 

But I also appreciate Leader Thune and former Majority Leader 
McConnell agreeing that this went too far. The question is how do 
we now make sure that we continue to have not so much consolida-
tion? 

Because I know, Chairman Carr, you have supported consolida-
tion that makes it easier to have influence and to have less com-
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petition. Local news and independent voices matter, and consolida-
tion undermines that independence and drives up costs. 

What happens if a merger does take place and CBS and CNN are 
in the same boat? Are they going to continue to be the same com-
petitive environment or what will we do to make sure that con-
sumers still have a choice? 

Earlier this year, Chairman Carr greenlit the Skydance acquisi-
tion of Paramount, but not before Paramount agreed to pay $16 
million in a lawsuit. 

Using the FCC process should not be used in this kind of extor-
tion process but to focus on what will drive down costs and help 
consumers in this process. 

People across the political spectrum agree there is too much con-
trol in a few hands. Chris Ruddy, CEO of NewsMax, has spoken 
about how corporate consolidation threatens local news. 

Chairman Carr, what are we doing to make sure that you are 
going to continue to protect local media ownership and grow this 
opportunity? 

We do not want to see content that is produced nationally for 
local broadcast. I am right now suffering from an unbelievable flood 
that has gone on for days and days. 

Today’s latest challenge will be a blizzard. They are wall to wall 
with news. For the safety of the citizenry of Washington, I would 
hate to see broadcast content interrupted or a station undermined 
to the point that they cannot do their job in covering this unbeliev-
able flood which is affecting every corner—almost every corner of 
our state. 

But beyond bringing down costs and protecting independent 
media, I am also concerned about safety. Chinese intelligence or-
chestrated Salt Typhoon attacks, which then Senator Rubio, Vice 
Chair of the Senate Intelligence Committee, described as, quote, 
‘‘The most disturbing and widespread incursion into our tele-
communications system in the history of the world,’’ end quote. 

That should have led the FCC to strengthen our defenses. In-
stead, Chairman Carr, you rolled back the FCC’s Salt Typhoon 
rules, the only major regulatory response to those attacks, and the 
rush to auction off critical spectrum I believe could undermine mili-
tary readiness and aviation safety. 

Earlier this year, we wrote to Secretaries Duffy and Hegseth out-
lining those concerns about safety. So I hope that today’s hearing 
can have the proper oversight on these important issues—what are 
we doing not only to protect consumers from costs but protect them 
on their safety and security. 

Mr. Chairman, it is an important time. Not all of these issues 
have happened in the last year but, clearly, we need to do our job 
in continuing to help the American consumer get information in a 
competitive landscape and also drive down costs. 

I thank the Chairman. Look forward to hearing from the wit-
nesses. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Cantwell. 
I will now introduce our witnesses. Our first witness is Brendan 

Carr, the Chairman of the Federal Communications Commission. 
He was designated as Chairman on January 20, 2025, by President 
Trump and he has served on the Commission since 2017. 
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Our second witness is Olivia Trusty, Commissioner at the FCC. 
She was nominated by President Trump and confirmed by the Sen-
ate this past June. 

Our final witness is Anna M. Gomez, Commissioner at the FCC. 
She has served on the Commission since September 2023. 

Chairman Carr, you are recognized for your opening statement. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BRENDAN CARR, CHAIRMAN, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Mr. CARR. Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, distin-
guished members of the Committee, thank you for the invitation to 
testify. 

It has been a busy and productive year at the FCC with the 
agency focused on delivering great results for the country. So I wel-
come the chance to join with my Commission colleagues today and 
discuss the agency’s important work. 

While this is not my first time testifying before the Committee, 
it is my first time appearing before you as Chairman of the FCC. 

So I want to thank President Trump for the honor of leading this 
exceptional agency. I also want to start by saying how proud I am 
of the FCC’s dedicated staff and everything they have accomplished 
for the American people. 

In my view, the FCC’s public servants are simply the best in gov-
ernment. At the outset, I would also like to applaud the important 
work that this committee has accomplished this Congress. 

For instance, thanks to Chairman Cruz and many of his fellow 
committee members, the FCC’s spectrum auction authority has 
now been restored through President Trump’s Working Families 
Tax Cut Act, a historic legislative accomplishment. 

In terms of the FCC’s work, the agency has been following Presi-
dent Trump’s strong leadership and we have moved quickly to exe-
cute on an ambitious set of reforms. 

We are advancing a build America agenda, a concrete plan to un-
leash high-speed infrastructure bills, drive down prices for con-
sumers, and restore U.S. leadership in wireless. 

We are reinvigorating the agency’s consumer protection work in-
cluding new efforts to crack down on illegal robocalls. 

We are strengthening America’s national security with work un-
derway that tracks Senator Fischer and Senator Luján’s leads on 
the FACT Act and we are empowering broadcasters to meet their 
public interest obligations. 

I lost my page for a second there. Much of this represents signifi-
cant change from the Biden years. Indeed, when I took over as 
Chairman the FCC faced several challenges. 

For one, the Biden administration allowed the U.S. to fall behind 
when it came to one of the most important features of our economic 
strength, spectrum. 

The FCC’s spectrum auction authority had lapsed two years ear-
lier. The Biden administration had failed to tee up a single new 
spectrum ban for auction, and the prior administration’s spectrum 
strategy committed to freeing up exactly zero megahertz of spec-
trum. 

On top of this, permitting reform was going nowhere. The Biden 
administration was layering on heavy-handed regulations that only 
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inflated prices and made it harder for broadband builders to start 
turning dirt. 

We had to turn things around, and fast. Thanks to President 
Trump’s leadership we are doing exactly that. As I detail in my tes-
timony, the FCC’s ‘‘Build’’ agenda focuses on unleashing our Na-
tion’s construction crews by advancing several core goals. 

For one, we are modernizing permitting rules and cutting red 
tape. For another, we are freeing up the airwaves that are nec-
essary for America to lead the world again. 

Indeed, we now have a massive new spectrum pipeline and are 
working on multiple new spectrum auctions. In fact, the FCC just 
voted on a proposal to auction up to 180 megahertz in the upper 
C-band. 

For still another, we are boosting America’s space economy and 
in all of this we are already seeing results. One carrier alone just 
announced that they lit up spectrum. They gained access to this 
year to over 23,000 cell sites in record time, boosting 5G speeds by 
up to 80 percent. 

President Trump and the FCC’s ‘‘Build’’ agenda are also deliv-
ering for America’s workers. Providers are now adopting faster pay-
ment cycles and fairer pricing, they are closing loopholes that al-
lowed foreign groups to swoop in and undercut U.S. workers, and 
they are improving safety. 

Finally, the FCC is now pursuing the largest deregulatory effort 
in the agency’s history. To date, we have teed up for removal over 
1,000 rules or regulations and terminated a record 2,000 inactive 
proceedings. 

Eliminating those costly regulations is part of our affordability 
work, too. For instance, we shut down a Biden-era plan that could 
have spiked the price of Internet for millions of Americans living 
in apartments by up to 50 percent, and in many ways we are just 
getting started. 

I look forward to continuing to deliver on this important agenda 
and, in closing, I want to thank you again for the opportunity to 
testify. 

I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Carr follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BRENDAN CARR, CHAIRMAN, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, and Members of the Committee, 
thank you for the invitation to testify. I am grateful for the opportunity to join with 
my Commission colleagues today and provide an update on the FCC’s work over the 
last year. I look forward to sharing with you the priorities we have been advancing 
at the FCC since January. 

While this is not my first time testifying before the Commerce Committee, it is 
my first time appearing before you as Chairman, and there are a number of new 
members on the Committee since the last FCC oversight hearing in 2020. So I want-
ed to begin with a brief introduction. 

I first joined the FCC as a staffer in 2012 over a dozen years ago. In the time 
since, I have had the privilege of serving in a number of different roles at the agen-
cy. I started out as an attorney in the FCC’s Office of General Counsel. I then 
worked as a legal advisor for a Commissioner. Following that, I served as the Gen-
eral Counsel of the FCC before President Trump nominated me to serve as a Com-
missioner in 2017. Having been confirmed by the Senate three times, I am very 
grateful to President Trump for his decision to designate me as Chairman of the 
FCC earlier this year. 
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Working alongside my Commission colleagues here today and leading the talented 
group of public servants at the agency is the honor of a lifetime. I am proud of the 
work the agency’s dedicated staff have been getting done for the American people. 
And I am especially grateful for their commitment to public service through the re-
cent government shutdown. It is great to have everyone back in the building again. 

I would also like to take a moment to recognize the important work that this 
Committee has accomplished this Congress. Thanks to Chairman Cruz, and many 
of his fellow Committee Members, the FCC’s spectrum auction authority has now 
been restored through President Trump’s One Big Beautiful Bill. When the FCC’s 
auction authority lapsed for the first time ever back in 2023, it put America’s global 
leadership and our connectivity goals at serious risk. I am glad we are correcting 
course now. I also want to applaud Chairman Cruz and Senator Markey for their 
leadership on the AM Radio for Every Vehicle Act. This legislation will help keep 
AM radio—a linchpin of our emergency response system—in place and ensure that 
Americans can continue to access local news, information, and entertainment pro-
gramming. 

Following President Trump’s strong leadership, the FCC has moved quickly to 
execute on an ambitious set of reforms. We are advancing a Build America Agen-
da—a concrete plan to unleash high-speed infrastructure builds, drive down prices 
for consumers, and restore U.S. leadership in wireless. We are reinvigorating the 
agency’s consumer protection work, including its efforts to crack down on illegal 
robocalls. We are empowering broadcasters to meet their public interest obligations. 
We are strengthening America’s national security and advancing public safety. We 
are undertaking the largest deregulatory effort in the agency’s history. And we are 
eliminating waste while improving efficiency and modernizing agency operations. 

I detailed much of this agenda for the first time on a visit earlier this year to 
a tower construction company’s training center in Sioux Falls, South Dakota. While 
Sioux Falls might not be everyone’s pick for rolling out a policy agenda for a Federal 
agency headquartered in Washington, D.C., I could not think of a more appropriate 
setting. For one, the communities spread across South Dakota are a great reminder 
of the types of places we have to keep in mind as we develop connectivity policies 
back here in Washington. For another, I first visited that facility over seven years 
earlier—it was the first place that I ever put on a harness and hardhat in this job 
and climbed a tower. So it was a good reminder of the work ahead for America’s 
broadband builders, and why the FCC’s agenda should focus on making their jobs 
a little bit easier. 

As I detailed in those remarks, the FCC’s Build America Agenda focuses on a 
number of core priorities. I would like to provide the Committee with an overview 
of those goals, and the work the FCC is undertaking to advance them and some of 
the agency’s other top agenda items. 
Unleashing High-Speed Infrastructure Builds 

The FCC is working to unleash high-speed infrastructure builds in communities 
across the country. We are modernizing permitting rules and cutting red tape. This 
includes making it easier for providers to retire slow and old copper lines and re-
place them with the modern, high-speed ones that consumers want. We are accel-
erating and simplifying the process for extending new lines across existing utility 
poles. And we are pursuing a range of additional steps that can remove barriers to 
deployment and streamline regulatory approaches. These actions will free up bil-
lions of dollars in capital that can go to work closing the digital divide. 

At the same time, we are ending the Biden-era regulatory overreaches that only 
made it harder to build high-speed infrastructure in this country. This year, for in-
stance, the FCC reversed a Biden-era plan that would have slowed down infrastruc-
ture builds by subjecting tower builds to additional, needless, and onerous regula-
tions. We also stopped a Biden-era proposal to regulate so-called ‘‘bulk billing’’ ar-
rangements, which could have increased the price of Internet service for Americans 
living in apartments by as much as 50 percent. And at the very beginning of this 
year, a Federal court invalidated the prior FCC’s plan to expand government control 
of the Internet through heavy-handed, Title II regulation. 
Restoring America’s Leadership in Wireless 

The FCC has also been working hard to free up airwaves and restore the coun-
try’s leadership in wireless. This is key because opening up spectrum for more in-
tensive use drives down prices for consumers, brings families across the digital di-
vide, and strengthens competition. But at the beginning of this year, the FCC had 
a lot of work to do on this front. Our spectrum auction authority had lapsed two 
years earlier. And there was no pipeline of spectrum for the agency to auction. 
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Thanks to President Trump’s leadership, we are turning things around—and fast. 
At my very first meeting as FCC Chairman, we started a proceeding to examine 
ideas for freeing up a large swath of spectrum in the Upper C-band. The White 
House then initiated a ten-week ‘‘spectrum sprint’’ to study options for lighting up 
hundreds of megahertz of spectrum. And President Trump leaned in—making it 
clear that advancing America’s 5G and 6G leadership would be a top priority for 
the Administration. 

Chairman Cruz and many members of this Committee then spearheaded the work 
to pass the spectrum provisions of the One Big Beautiful Bill. Those provisions re-
stored the FCC’s auction authority and established a real spectrum pipeline—one 
with hard deadlines, clearing targets, and candidate bands. 

For our part, the One Big Beautiful Bill requires the FCC to auction at least 100 
megahertz of spectrum in the Upper C-band by July 2027 and at least 300 mega-
hertz total by 2034. The FCC has been working hard to implement those provisions 
in coordination with other Federal agencies and stakeholders. Indeed, just last 
month, the Commission voted on a proposal to auction up to 180 megahertz of spec-
trum in the Upper C-band—exceeding the 100 megahertz minimum set by Congress. 

Of course, a lot of work remains ahead on the C-band. Success will require contin-
ued interagency coordination, especially with our Federal partners at the FAA and 
NTIA. It also requires extensive cooperation and information sharing between the 
wireless and aviation sectors. We have been working well with all stakeholders, and 
I am pleased with the collaboration we’ve seen to date. 

But our work to advance U.S. spectrum leadership is not limited to the Upper C- 
band or even spectrum auctions alone. In the secondary markets, we are now seeing 
large swaths of spectrum moving into the hands of competitors that can put it to 
productive use quickly. On this score, AT&T recently agreed to purchase 50 mega-
hertz of spectrum. And SpaceX has agreed to acquire 60 megahertz more. If ap-
proved, the latter transaction could advance America’s position as the world-leader 
in next-generation, direct-to-cell technology. These secondary market moves are al-
ready showing results. Indeed, just recently, one carrier announced that they have 
already built out spectrum they gained access to this year to over 23,000 cell sites 
in record time—boosting 5G speeds by up to 80 percent. 
Boosting America’s Space Economy 

President Trump has been clear that the Administration is ushering in a new 
Golden Age for space innovation in America. And President Trump’s leadership 
could not come at a better time. Our nation is in the midst of what I refer to as 
a Space Race 2.0. This time around our main competitor is the government of 
China, which has its sights set on dominating in low-Earth orbit and up and down 
every orbital location. 

To win this second Space Race, the U.S. is going to rely on American innovators. 
And I have had the chance to see these great businesses firsthand on visits outside 
the Beltway. Earlier this year, for instance, I visited Midland, Texas, with Chair-
man Cruz where we saw some of the Nation’s leading innovators building next-gen 
satellites in West Texas. 

The FCC’s efforts on this front are possible thanks to the Executive Order Presi-
dent Trump signed earlier this year to streamline regulations and foster a competi-
tive commercial space industry. The FCC is following the White House’s lead. We 
are looking to add rocket fuel to our space economy and give the private sector a 
predictable regulatory framework by focusing on four main principles: speed, sim-
plicity, security, and satellite spectrum abundance. We are already clearing out ap-
plication backlogs and standardizing procedures in furtherance of that agenda. 
Strengthening America’s Telecom Workers 

I have had the chance to climb towers, splice fiber, and string lines with some 
of the country’s most talented and hardworking telecom crews. So it is important 
to me that the FCC do its part to strengthen the Nation’s telecom workforce. I am 
determined to ensure that our nation’s tower and telecom crews are rewarded for 
their work. And they are poised to benefit greatly from President Trump’s leader-
ship and the agency’s Build America Agenda. 

We are already seeing good results. Over the last year, many communications pro-
viders have committed to a range of workforce reforms that will result in a more 
sustainable environment for America’s tower and telecom crews. Providers are now 
adopting faster payment cycles and fairer pricing metrics. They are minimizing lay-
ers of subcontracting, which will allow for greater oversight of crews and stronger 
safety protections. And they are closing loopholes that allowed foreign, fly-by-night 
groups to swoop in and undercut U.S. crews. The FCC will continue to look out for 
American workers. 
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Reinvigorating the FCC’s Consumer Protection Work 
The FCC has been working hard to reinvigorate and modernize our consumer pro-

tection work. Of course, the issue the FCC hears about the most through consumer 
complaints is illegal robocalls. And on this front, the FCC has started a new cam-
paign to tackle illegal robocalls at every point in the call path. For years, the gov-
ernment’s efforts in this area have been described as a game of whack-a-mole. When 
we address one type of scam, or fine a bad actor, another one pops up using a new 
workaround. 

So we are now looking at every portion of the call lifecycle. We are focusing on 
prevention—stopping bad actors from ever originating calls in the first place. We 
are pushing carriers to block more illegal robocalls before they reach consumers. We 
are giving consumers better tools to distinguish legitimate calls from scams. We are 
looking to curb scam calls that originate outside of the United States by deterring 
the use of U.S. area codes for calls originating overseas. And we are stepping up 
enforcement to make sure every provider doing business in the U.S. takes proactive 
steps to mitigate robocalls. Indeed, on my watch, the FCC has now removed over 
1,200 non-compliant voice service providers from the Robocall Mitigation Database, 
which functionally disconnects them from the U.S. phone network. The FCC will 
continue to crack down on shady providers using all of the tools at our disposal. 

Our work on consumer protection matters also includes our efforts to help Ameri-
cans access the right resources during a time of crisis. This year, for instance, we 
adopted rules requiring wireless providers to develop the capability to transmit 
georouting data when someone sends a text to 988. This means that someone reach-
ing out for help during a crisis will get the localized help they need. 
Empowering Local Broadcasters 

The FCC is working to empower local broadcasters to serve the public interest 
and meet the needs of their communities. As Congress, the Supreme Court, and the 
FCC have all made clear, broadcasters are different than every other distributor of 
media. Specifically, broadcasters are required by both the Communications Act and 
the terms of their FCC-issued licenses to operate in the public interest. This sets 
them apart from cable channels, podcasts, streaming services, social media, and 
countless other types of distributors that have no public interest obligation. The 
FCC’s broadcast hoax rule, its news distortion policy, its political equal opportunity 
regulation, its prohibition on obscene, indecent, and profane content, its localism re-
quirements—all of those and more apply uniquely to broadcasters. Congress has in-
structed the FCC to enforce public interest requirements on broadcasters. The FCC 
should do exactly that. 

Television broadcasters have this public interest obligation because the govern-
ment has given them the unique privilege of using a scarce national resource—the 
public airwaves—and in doing so has necessarily excluded others that might want 
to broadcast their own programming over that same spectrum. That is why they are 
required to serve, not just their own narrow interest, but the public interest, includ-
ing the needs of their local communities. 

To ensure that broadcasters can meet their public interest obligations, the FCC 
has taken a number of actions, including seeking public comment for the first time 
in more than 15 years on the relationship between the large, national programmers 
on the one hand and the many local broadcast television stations on the other. Com-
ments in that proceeding suggest that many local broadcasters are concerned that 
the national programmers have amassed enormous power and influence in recent 
years and have made it more challenging for local broadcasters to fulfill their public 
interest obligations. 

The FCC is going to continue its efforts to empower local broadcasters to meet 
their public interest obligations. 
Promoting National Security and Advancing Public Safety 

The FCC has significantly ramped up its efforts this year to promote our country’s 
national security and advance public safety. For one, at the beginning of my time 
as Chairman, I stood up a new Council on National Security within the FCC to le-
verage all of the agency’s authorities, expertise, and relevant workstreams to 
counter the threats posed by foreign adversaries, including the government of 
China. This Council is already paying dividends. The FCC cracked down on what 
we call ‘‘Bad Labs’’—labs that review and approve electronics for use in the United 
States, but are owned or controlled by foreign adversary governments. The Council 
on National Security also executed Operation Clean Carts, which worked with e- 
commerce platforms to take down millions of listings of devices on the FCC’s Cov-
ered List or otherwise prohibited for sale in the United States. 



10 

And that’s not all. In May, the FCC started the process of identifying foreign ad-
versaries that hold licenses or authorizations in the communications sector, in line 
with the policy of Senator Fischer and Senator Luján’s FACT Act. In August, the 
FCC adopted new rules on undersea cable security, following President Trump’s 
America First Investment Policy Memorandum. In those rules, we took action to un-
leash the build out of undersea cables to ensure the U.S. leads the world on AI in-
frastructure, as the President’s AI Action Plan calls for, while mitigating threats to 
undersea cables from foreign adversaries. In October, the FCC closed two loopholes 
that provided no check on old models of covered equipment—potential spy gear— 
to be imported or sold, as well as allowed devices to be approved that contain cov-
ered equipment as module components. And most recently, in the wake of SALT Ty-
phoon, the FCC has worked directly with carriers to ensure that they are adapting 
their cybersecurity practices and hardening their networks against future attacks, 
including by working with Federal partners like the FBI, NSA, and CISA to receive 
technical assistance on networks, rapidly share information, and working together 
to strengthen cyber defenses. 

Beyond threats from foreign adversaries, the FCC also continues to foster network 
resilience in the face of natural disasters. My first trip as Chairman of the FCC was 
to Western North Carolina where I visited several of Hurricane Helene’s hardest- 
hit areas and met with emergency management and public safety officials, telecom 
crews, broadcasters, and other government representatives that worked to rebuild 
those communities. In July, we hosted a public roundtable focused on collaboration 
between communications service providers, electric utilities, and emergency man-
agement officials. Following the discussion, we published Cross-Sector Best Prac-
tices for Hurricane Season in September focused on disaster recovery, ‘‘blue sky’’ co-
ordination efforts, and mutual cross-sector aid and assistance, building on the work 
of the Mandatory Disaster Response Initiative. 

Earlier this year, the FCC also began the process of a ground-up re-examination 
of the national alert and warning systems, including the Emergency Alert System 
and Wireless Emergency Alerts. The underlying frameworks of these systems are 
31 and 13 years old, respectively, so it is important to ensure the FCC is leveraging 
the latest technology to save lives. 

The FCC has also worked to strengthen and modernize our Nation’s public safety 
systems. In March, the FCC proposed requirements to improve location precision for 
911 callers in multistory buildings. We also moved forward with a proposal that 
would make the transition from legacy 911 to NG911 effective and reliable without 
creating new vulnerabilities in critical public safety networks. 
Streamlining Regulations and Modernizing Agency Operations 

Right now, the FCC is also undertaking the largest deregulatory initiative in the 
agency’s history. At the beginning of my tenure as Chairman, I launched an effort 
titled ‘‘In Re: Delete, Delete, Delete.’’ Since then, the FCC has been reviewing every 
rule, regulation, and guidance document for the purpose of eliminating unnecessary 
regulatory burdens, and we sought feedback from stakeholders to get their perspec-
tives as well. 

I am now pleased to report that to date the FCC has removed or teed up for re-
moval 1,108 rules and regulations, 134,928 words, and 312 pages of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations. The FCC has also worked to close out inactive dockets and has 
terminated a record 2,048 inactive proceedings. These initiatives further the Com-
mission’s goal of promoting good governance, increasing efficiency, and modernizing 
agency processes. 

Improving efficiency at the FCC does not stop with examining the CFR and open 
FCC dockets. We are also working to be good stewards of the taxpayers’ funds. In 
Fiscal Year 2025, we generated millions of dollars in savings by eliminating or 
modifying unnecessary contracts. We also brought agency staff back into the build-
ing to foster in-person collaboration to deliver on the FCC’s mission. 

As you can tell, the FCC and its hardworking staff have been moving fast to de-
liver great results for the American people this year. I thank them for their dedi-
cated service. And I look forward to the important work ahead. 

* * * 

In closing, I want to thank you again Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, 
and Members of the Committee for holding this hearing and for the opportunity to 
testify. I look forward to answering your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Commissioner Trusty. 
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STATEMENT OF OLIVIA TRUSTY, COMMISSIONER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNCIATIONS COMMISSION 

Ms. TRUSTY. Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, and 
members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to ap-
pear before you today. 

It has been nearly six months since I was sworn in as a commis-
sioner at the Federal Communications Commission. In that time, 
I have had the privilege of working on policies to expand access to 
high-speed connectivity, enhance the resilience of the Nation’s com-
munications networks, and restore U.S. leadership in next-genera-
tion communications technologies. 

Critical to my work has been the opportunity to travel across the 
country and around the world to hear directly from broadband pro-
viders, tower engineers, fiber splicers, consumers, and our inter-
national partners and allies. 

Whether in Jackson, Mississippi; Eek, Alaska; or Baku, Azer-
baijan; I heard about the state of the communications marketplace 
and how access to fixed, mobile, and satellite connectivity is deliv-
ering on the promise of job creation, technological innovation, and 
economic prosperity. 

In Jackson, Mississippi, I saw how broadband is delivering qual-
ity, life-saving care straight into the homes of Mississippians across 
the Magnolia state. 

Doctors at the University of Mississippi Medical Center are 
treating chronic illnesses, managing high-risk pregnancies, and de-
livering mental health care by video to rural communities that 
would otherwise go without these essential services. 

In Bethel and Eek, Alaska, I saw how access to broadband is 
transforming lives. These Alaskan towns are home to some of the 
most rugged and hard-to-reach terrain, and broadband is enabling 
Alaskan Natives and non-Natives alike to contribute to and benefit 
from the global digital economy while maintaining their treasured 
culture and way of life. 

And this fall I traveled to Baku, Azerbaijan, to represent the 
United States at the International Telecommunication Union’s 
World Telecommunication Development Conference. 

There, ministers and regulators from around the globe high-
lighted their progress on closing the digital divide within their na-
tion’s borders. 

They also used this forum to seek U.S. guidance and leadership 
on maximizing spectrum efficiency, building trusted networks and 
secure supply chains, and creating a regulatory environment that 
invites continued innovation, investment, and competition while 
protecting consumers and enhancing public safety. 

These are issues we confront at the FCC in almost every pro-
ceeding. They also inform the three priorities guiding my work: 
universal connectivity, network resilience, and U.S. leadership. 

Ensuring that every American has access to communication serv-
ices has been the FCC’s core mission since its founding. Following 
my confirmation, the Supreme Court affirmed the constitutionality 
of the Universal Service Fund. 

I commend the bipartisan, bicameral, congressional USF working 
group for taking the initiative to identify reforms to ensure the pro-
gram’s sustainability and continued support for the operation and 
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maintenance of communications networks in rural and remote 
areas. 

In an era of growing digital hostility, however, achieving uni-
versal connectivity requires increased focus on the deployment of 
trusted and resilient network infrastructure. 

Our communications networks are the backbone of both our econ-
omy and our defense. From robocall scams to foreign-made network 
components to infrastructure vandalism and copper theft, the 
threats are evolving rapidly. 

Recent Commission actions to remove foreign adversary-owned 
labs from our equipment authorization process, to block illegal 
robocalls from exploiting American consumers, and to garner com-
mitments from broadband providers to harden their network infra-
structure will enhance network integrity while allowing us to main-
tain agility in responding to new and emerging threats. 

U.S. leadership in next-generation technologies—6G, AI, emerg-
ing commercial services in space, and more—hinges on our ability 
to deploy high-speed and resilient communications infrastructure to 
every corner of the country. 

Thanks to President Trump and the leadership of Chairman 
Cruz and the members of this committee, the Commission’s general 
spectrum auction authority has been restored, along with the cre-
ation of a long-term spectrum pipeline. 

This positions America to lead in wireless innovation and be-
yond. Our continued success in technological advancement will ulti-
mately be determined by a domestic and international regulatory 
environment that emphasizes innovation, competition, and global 
cooperation. 

Importantly, U.S. leadership is not inevitable. It must be earned. 
I look forward to working with members of this committee and our 
interagency partners to ensure the United States is positioned to 
capture first-mover advantages in the technologies that will define 
the future of our economic and national security. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you again for this opportunity to testify. I 
look forward to answering your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Trusty follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF OLIVIA TRUSTY, COMMISSIONER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, and members of the Committee, 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. 

It has been nearly six months since I was sworn in as a Commissioner at the Fed-
eral Communications Commission. In that time, I have had the privilege of working 
on policies to expand access to high-speed connectivity, enhance the resilience of the 
Nation’s communications networks, and restore U.S. leadership in next-generation 
communications technologies. 

Critical to my work has been the opportunity to travel across the country and 
around the world to hear directly from broadband providers, tower engineers, fiber 
splicers, consumers, and our international partners and allies. Whether in Jackson, 
Mississippi, Eek, Alaska, or Baku, Azerbaijan, I heard about the state of the com-
munications marketplace and how access to fixed, mobile, and satellite connectivity 
is delivering on the promise of job creation, technological innovation, and economic 
prosperity. 

In Jackson, Mississippi, I saw how broadband is delivering quality, life-saving 
care straight into the homes of Mississippians across the Magnolia State. Doctors 
at the University of Mississippi Medical Center are treating chronic illnesses, man-
aging high-risk pregnancies, and delivering mental health care by video to rural 
communities that would otherwise go without these essential services. 
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In Bethel and Eek, Alaska, I saw how access to broadband is transforming lives. 
These Alaskan towns are home to some of the most rugged and hard-to-reach ter-
rain, and broadband is enabling Alaska Natives and Non-Natives alike to contribute 
to, and benefit from, the global digital economy, while maintaining their treasured 
culture and way of life. 

And this fall, I traveled to Baku, Azerbaijan, to represent the United States at 
the International Telecommunication Union’s World Telecommunication Develop-
ment Conference. There, ministers and regulators from around the globe highlighted 
their progress on closing the digital divide within their nation’s borders. They also 
used this forum to seek U.S. guidance and leadership on maximizing spectrum effi-
ciency, building trusted networks and secure supply chains, and creating a regu-
latory environment that invites continued innovation, investment, and competition, 
while protecting consumers and enhancing public safety. 

These are issues we confront at the FCC in almost every proceeding. They also 
inform the three priorities guiding my work: universal connectivity, network resil-
ience, and U.S. leadership. 

Ensuring that every American has access to communications services has been 
the FCC’s core mission since its founding. Following my confirmation, the Supreme 
Court affirmed the constitutionality of the Universal Service Fund. I commend the 
bipartisan, bicameral congressional USF Working Group for taking the initiative to 
identify reforms to ensure the program’s sustainability and continued support for 
the operation and maintenance of communications networks in rural and remote 
areas. 

In an era of growing digital hostility, however, achieving universal connectivity 
requires increased focus on the deployment of trusted and resilient network infra-
structure. Our communications networks are the backbone of both our economy and 
our defense. From robocall scams to foreign-made network components, to infra-
structure vandalism and copper theft, the threats are evolving rapidly. Recent Com-
mission actions to remove foreign adversary-owned labs from our equipment author-
ization process, to block illegal robocalls from exploiting American consumers, and 
to garner commitments from broadband providers to harden their network infra-
structure, will enhance network integrity, while allowing us to maintain agility in 
responding to new and emerging threats. 

U.S. leadership in next-generation technologies—6G, AI, emerging commercial 
services in space and more—hinges on our ability to deploy high-speed and resilient 
communications infrastructure to every corner of the country. Thanks to President 
Trump and the leadership of Chairman Cruz, and the members of this Committee, 
the Commission’s general spectrum auction authority has been restored, along with 
the creation of a long-term spectrum pipeline. This positions America to lead in 
wireless innovation and beyond. Our continued success in technological advance-
ment will ultimately be determined by a domestic and international regulatory envi-
ronment that emphasizes innovation, competition, and global cooperation. Impor-
tantly, U.S. leadership isn’t inevitable, it must be earned. I look forward to working 
with members of this committee and our interagency partners to ensure the United 
States is positioned to capture first-mover advantages in technologies that will de-
fine the future of our economic and national security. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you, again, for this opportunity to testify. I look forward to 
your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Commissioner Gomez. 

STATEMENT OF ANNA M. GOMEZ, COMMISSIONER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you. 
Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, and the distin-

guished members of this Committee, thank you for the opportunity 
to appear before you today. 

As Commissioner, my priorities have centered on expanding reli-
able and affordable connectivity to every community, maintaining 
U.S. leadership through smart spectrum policy, preserving localism 
in a vibrant media ecosystem, and ensuring first responders have 
the tools they need to reach the public when it matters most. 
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These priorities reflect longstanding bipartisan goals and they 
are the areas where I had hoped we would be spending our time 
and energy with a shared commitment to serving consumers. 

Instead, over the past 10 months, the Commission has taken a 
markedly different approach, one that has undermined its reputa-
tion as a stable, independent, and expert-driven regulatory body. 

Nowhere is that departure more concerning than in its actions to 
intimidate government critics, pressure media companies, and chal-
lenge the boundaries of the First Amendment. 

It is precisely because of these concerns that I launched a First 
Amendment tour earlier this year, traveling across the country to 
hear directly from communities. 

My goal was simple—to listen, engage, and to reaffirm that the 
FCC’s work must remain grounded in constitutional principles and 
public trust, and I have found myself aligned with voices across the 
ideological spectrum, united by a shared belief that the First 
Amendment is fundamental to our democracy and worth defending, 
even when doing so is politically inconvenient. 

In that spirit, I want to thank Chairman Cruz for speaking out 
in defense of the First Amendment and for his continued engage-
ment on this critical issue. 

One thing I learned during these conversations is that when the 
FCC strays from its core mission, consumers pay the price. That 
reality results in higher costs, fewer voices and choices, and missed 
opportunities to expand access across communications ecosystems. 

One clear example of where Congress and the Commission have 
been aligned is spectrum policy. I want to thank Congress for re-
storing our spectrum auction authority. This is an important step 
toward expanding capacity, promoting competition, and maintain-
ing U.S. leadership in wireless innovation. 

When spectrum policy is done properly, it lowers costs for con-
sumers and it fuels economic growth. Yet, spectrum is only part of 
the story. Millions of households have faced rising broadband costs 
following the lapse of the Affordable Connectivity Program with lit-
tle action from the Commission focused on affordability or con-
sumer relief. 

These missed opportunities reflect a troubling lack of focus on 
the everyday challenges consumers face in accessing and affording 
essential communications services. Beyond missed opportunities, 
the FCC has taken affirmative actions that have raised costs and 
reduced the choice for consumers. 

FCC actions contributed to the loss of a potential fourth compet-
itor on national wireless front, weakening competition and increas-
ing the risk of higher prices. 

At the same time, the Commission reversed the work it had pre-
viously done under congressional mandate to lower the cost of pris-
on communications and chose to increase the cost of phone and 
video calls, leaving some of the most vulnerable families paying ex-
cessive rates to stay connected with loved ones. 

These affordability concerns are especially acute in the media 
landscape. The FCC has advanced plans that would allow billion- 
dollar media companies to grow even larger at the expense of local 
news and community-driven reporting. 



15 

This push comes at a time when major media companies are al-
ready consolidating across broadcasting, streaming, and content 
production, raising serious questions about market power, editorial 
independence, and the future of community-based journalism. 

The national television ownership cap is established by law and 
reflects Congress’ judgment about the importance of competition, 
localism, and viewpoint diversity. 

Efforts to sidestep that statutory limit present significant issues 
concerning the scope of the FCC’s authority and the consequences 
for those it regulates and serves. 

Whether in broadcasting or streaming, media consolidation 
should not erode the independence of the press or diminish the 
voices of local communities. 

I have always believed that the FCC does its best work when it 
honors the needs of the people it serves. When the agency focuses 
on lowering costs, expanding opportunity, and protecting the ability 
of communities to communicate and to be heard, it builds public 
trust and produces real benefits for consumers. 

I look forward to working with this committee to ensure the FCC 
returns to that mission and continues to serve the American people 
with integrity and independence. 

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions. 
[The prepared statement of Ms. Gomez follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANNA M. GOMEZ, COMMISSIONER, 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Chairman Cruz, Ranking Member Cantwell, and distinguished Members of the 
Senate Commerce Committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you 
today. 

When I was confirmed as an FCC Commissioner just over two years ago, I could 
not have anticipated the pace or the magnitude of the challenges we now face. 

As Commissioner, my priorities have centered on expanding reliable and afford-
able high-speed connectivity to every community; maintaining U.S. leadership in 
wireless innovation through smart spectrum policy; preserving localism and a vi-
brant media ecosystem; and ensuring first responders have the tools they need to 
reach the public when it matters most. 

These priorities reflect long-standing, bipartisan goals that should unite this Com-
mittee and the Commission alike. They are the kinds of issues the FCC has tradi-
tionally addressed with seriousness and a shared commitment to serving consumers. 
And they are the areas where I had hoped we would be spending our time and en-
ergy. 

Instead, over the past ten months, the Commission has taken a markedly dif-
ferent approach, one that has undermined its reputation as a stable, independent, 
and expert-driven regulatory body. 

Nowhere is that departure more concerning than in its actions to intimidate gov-
ernment critics, pressure media companies, and challenge the boundaries of the 
First Amendment. 

It is precisely because of these concerns that I launched a First Amendment Tour 
earlier this year, traveling across the country to hear directly from communities in 
Mississippi, Kentucky, Florida, Illinois, Maryland, Washington State, New York, 
Connecticut, New Jersey, and California. My goal was simple: to listen, to engage, 
and to reaffirm that the FCC’s work must remain grounded in constitutional prin-
ciples and public trust. 

And, I have found myself aligned with voices across the ideological spectrum, 
united by a shared belief that the First Amendment is fundamental to our democ-
racy and worth defending, even when doing so is politically inconvenient. In that 
spirit, I want to thank Chairman Cruz for speaking out in defense of the First 
Amendment and for his continued engagement on this critical issue. 

One thing I learned during these conversations is that when the FCC loses its 
focus and strays from its core mission, consumers pay the price. That reality results 
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in higher costs, fewer choices, and missed opportunities to expand access across the 
communications ecosystem. 

One clear example of where Congress and the Commission has been aligned is 
spectrum policy. For years, the FCC was hamstrung by the lack of auction author-
ity, limiting our ability to innovate and bring new spectrum to market. I want to 
thank Congress for restoring our spectrum auction authority. This is an important 
step toward expanding capacity, promoting competition, and maintaining U.S. lead-
ership in wireless innovation. When spectrum policy is done properly, it lowers costs 
for consumers and fuels economic growth. Over the next few months, continued bi-
partisan engagement on this issue will be critical to getting it right. 

Yet spectrum is only part of the story. At the same time, millions of households 
have faced rising broadband costs following the lapse of the Affordable Connectivity 
Program, with little action from the Commission focused on affordability or con-
sumer relief. Taken together, these missed opportunities reflect a troubling lack of 
focus on the everyday challenges consumers face in accessing and affording essential 
communications services. 

Beyond missed opportunities, this FCC has taken affirmative actions that have 
raised costs and reduced choice for consumers. In the wireless market, FCC actions 
contributed to the loss of a potential fourth national wireless competitor, weakening 
competition and increasing the risk of higher prices. At the same time, the Commis-
sion reversed the work it had previously done under congressional mandate to lower 
the cost of prison communications and chose to increase the cost of phone and video 
calls, leaving some of the most vulnerable families paying excessive rates to stay 
connected with loved ones. 

These concerns are especially acute in the media landscape. The FCC has ad-
vanced plans that would allow billion-dollar media companies to grow even larger, 
likely at the expense of local news and community-driven reporting. This push 
comes at a time when major media companies are already consolidating across 
broadcasting, streaming, and content production, raising serious questions about 
market power, editorial independence, and the future of community-based jour-
nalism. 

The national television ownership cap is established by law and reflects 
Congress’s judgment about the importance of competition, localism, and viewpoint 
diversity. Efforts by this FCC to reinterpret or effectively sidestep that statutory 
limit present significant issues concerning the scope of the FCC’s authority and the 
consequences for those it regulates and serves. Whether in broadcasting or stream-
ing, media consolidation should not erode the independence of the press or diminish 
the voices of local communities. Taken together, these actions underscore the need 
for the FCC to refocus on the principles that matter in the real world and the im-
pacts its decisions have beyond Washington. 

I have always believed that the FCC does its best work when it honors the needs 
of the people it serves. When the agency focuses on lowering costs, expanding oppor-
tunity, and protecting the ability of communities to communicate and be heard, it 
builds public trust and produces real benefits for consumers. I look forward to work-
ing with this Committee to ensure the FCC returns to that mission and continues 
to serve the American people with integrity and independence. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to join you today. I look forward to your 
questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you to each of you. 
Chairman Carr, let us start with free speech. I think you would 

agree that the FCC’s public interest standard has been weaponized 
against conservatives in the past. 

In 2018, Senate Democrats tried to pressure the FCC to use the 
public interest standard to stop Sinclair Broadcasting Group from 
acquiring Tribune Media. 

In 2023, leftists sought to stop a routine renewal of a Fox-owned 
broadcast station over complaints about 2020 election coverage. 

Do you agree that that was wrong? 
Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator, I agree, and those are cases, in fact, 

where rather than following FCC precedent the agency broke from 
it and did so in a weaponized way. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now, another area of agreement between you 
and I is that Jimmy Kimmel is angry, overtly partisan, and pro-
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foundly unfunny. That, sadly, is true for most late-night comedians 
today who seem to have been collectively broken by President 
Trump’s election. 

Jimmy’s remarks about Charlie Kirk were tasteless, and ABC 
and its affiliates would have been fully within their rights to fire 
him or simply to no longer air his program. That was their choice. 

But what government cannot do is force private entities to take 
actions that the government cannot take directly. Government offi-
cials threatening adverse consequences for disfavored content is an 
unconstitutional coercion that chills protected speech. 

This is why it was so insidious how the Biden administration 
jawboned social media into shutting down conservatives online over 
accurate information on COVID or voter fraud. 

My Democrat colleagues were persistently silent over that scan-
dal, but I welcome them now having discovered the First Amend-
ment and the Bill of Rights. Democrat or Republican, we cannot 
have the government arbitrating truth or opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, my question is this. So long as there is a public 
interest standard should it not be understood to encompass robust 
First Amendment protections to ensure that the FCC cannot use it 
to chill speech? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator, I agree with you there, and I think the 
examples you laid out of weaponization during the Biden years are 
perfect examples. 

The Fox case you mentioned was a renewal for a broadcast TV 
license and petitioners sought to have the FCC not renew it based 
on content that aired on a separate cable channel. 

In a cable context, it is entirely different. There is no license. 
There is no public interest standard. So first and foremost, we have 
to make sure the FCC is hewing to precedent. 

Similarly, we saw Democrats in Congress write letters to cable 
companies pressuring them to drop Fox News, OAN, and Newsmax 
because they disagreed with the political perspectives of those cable 
channels and there, again, it is cable. 

No broadcast license, no public interest standard. So the FCC 
has to write within the four corners of our precedents to be con-
sistent with the Communications Act and the First Amendment 
concerns as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Let us shift to spectrum. 
One of the biggest economic and national security wins in the 

Working Families Tax Cut Act was restoring the FCC’s auction au-
thority and creating the largest spectrum pipeline—800 megahertz 
of spectrum—in U.S. history. 

It will not just bring faster and cheaper wireless to consumers, 
but it will keep the United States competitive in the global 6G race 
against communist China. I am encouraged that the FCC has al-
ready begun the process of freeing up potentially as much as 180 
megahertz of C-band spectrum. 

Chairman Carr, is the Commission on track to meet the law’s 
spectrum deadlines and to fully deliver on the bill’s obligations? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator, and, again, thank you to you for restor-
ing the FCC’s auction authority. We had fallen into a deep spec-
trum malaise during the Biden years. We were losing our leader-
ship position. 
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Right now, we are very actively working with our partners across 
government, Department of Transportation, FAA, NTIA, and we 
are all aligned to deliver on the statutory deadline of July 2027 for 
that auction. 

The CHAIRMAN. And what will the benefits to consumers be of 
800 megahertz of spectrum being made available for auction for the 
private sector? 

Mr. CARR. First of all, this will allow us to catch back up to 
China. When President Trump left at the end of his Trump 45 ad-
ministration, we had leapfrogged China and were set up in a very 
good position. 

But then we did not move forward with any new spectrum bands 
and China moved ahead. So this is important for national security 
but also for prices for consumers. 

The data shows when we free up more spectrum we can allow 
providers, for instance, to compete for in-home broadband and 
when they do that with fixed wireless we have seen that cable 
modem prices drop by 37 percent where they used to have a mo-
nopoly. 

So it is good for our economy, for innovation, and for prices for 
consumers as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. Commissioner Trusty, how does the spectrum 
auction pipeline and the Working Families Tax Cut help position 
the United States for success at the 2027 World Radio Conference? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Yes, thank you so much for the question, Senator, 
and thank you again for your leadership in restoring the FCC’s 
general spectrum auction authority and creating this long-term 
spectrum pipeline. 

I think these spectrum provisions are foundational to developing 
a unified strategy going into the next World Radio Communications 
Conference where we can focus on key U.S. interests. 

We can work with our international allies in advance to preempt 
those who are seeking to undermine U.S. interests at the con-
ference in Shanghai, China. 

In 2023, at the last World Radio Communications Conference we 
did not have this kind of legislative backing or support. We did not 
have auction authority. We did not have a long-term spectrum 
pipeline, and so we were sidelined on very important conversations. 

Now that we have this authority, thanks to your leadership, we 
can constructively and meaningfully engage in these conversations 
that I think position us better to come out of this conference with 
wins that are essential for economic and national security and glob-
al leadership in next-generation communications technologies. 

The CHAIRMAN. Terrific. Thank you. 
Ranking Member Cantwell. 
Senator CANTWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Commissioner Carr—Chairman Carr—obviously, Salt Typhoon 

was a major attack on the United States infrastructure, govern-
ment espionage by them, specifically exploiting the wiretap system 
built by law enforcement to track millions of Americans, their loca-
tion, real-time phone calls, text messages, and according to senior 
officials, breached largely because the telecom companies did not 
implement basic cybersecurity measures like not putting a patch in 
place or router vulnerabilities. 
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At the beginning of the year, the FCC issued a ruling to hold the 
FCC companies accountable but the FCC rolled that back last 
month. So are these Chinese hackers still in the American telecom 
system? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator, for the question. 
I agree with you that the Salt Typhoon incident should never 

have been allowed to happen. At the beginning of the year the 
Biden administration put forward a declaratory ruling, but no rules 
themselves were adopted at the time, and the FCC’s decision itself 
did not go through the agency’s normal review process. 

When I spoke with the career intel officials then they were urg-
ing me not to move forward with a rulemaking but instead to work 
collaboratively and directly with the carriers to make sure they 
were taking real-time actions to address and remediate. 

In fact, that is what we have been doing. We have worked di-
rectly with the carriers—— 

Senator CANTWELL. Do you think there are still hackers in the 
system? 

Mr. CARR. Well, recently over the summer, the FBI’s Cyber Di-
rector—I will refer you to his remarks that are very specific on this 
and the Cyber Director for the FBI said that the hackers behind 
Salt Typhoon are, quote, ‘‘largely contained,’’ end quote, dormant in 
the networks, that they are not actively infiltrating information. 

So I would, again, refer you to sort of the FBI which is the lead 
spokesperson on this issue. What we have done—— 

Senator CANTWELL. I mean, I know what the FBI and CISA rec-
ommended. They said that you should use Signal, that everybody 
in America should get off of these systems and use other messaging 
services that had encrypted calling. 

So I do not think this issue is solved and I think rolling back the 
rules that protect Americans—I think in this information age you 
need to have robust, robust security measures and you need to 
make sure that the telecom industry is implementing them. Other-
wise, we will continue to have these kind of hacks on the system. 

And so I do not agree with the rolling back of these issues. I do 
want to bring up a second issue, which is on cost and, Ms. Gomez, 
you articulated this as it related to EchoStar Dish, I think, but I 
think it is bigger than that. 

We are seeing this massive amount of consolidation in the mar-
ketplace. I think we have a chart back here—if somebody could just 
hold it up for a second—about how, you know, we pay the most in 
wireless costs, we pay—or second in the world—the most or second 
most in broadband costs writ large. 

And so the question is what are we going to do to drive down 
costs for consumers and how are these consolidations basically 
making it more challenging for us to give consumers real choice in 
the marketplace without cost? 

And while I love spectrum and I want good international com-
petition, I am more impressive with spectrum that does not inter-
fere with DOD. 

I am more impressed with spectrum that basically helps expand 
into rural areas and drives down costs, and more impressed with 
a spectrum policy that basically takes that low end of the market 
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that does not have affordable costs and basically does something to 
help them participate in the market. 

Why give more spectrum if the telecom companies float and de-
cide not to do the rules on security and they just become basically 
richer while the American consumer becomes poorer? 

And, again, this is just one example of how the United States is 
one of the most expensive in the country. But could you help ex-
plain a little more on your thoughts about what we do to increase 
competition and lower costs? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you, Senator. 
I am a firm believer that robust competition results in benefits 

for consumers including lower costs, and I am concerned that the 
level of consolidation in this country is actually reducing the incen-
tives that lead to lower costs for consumers. 

And since you raised affordability, I am so glad you raised that 
because one of the things that I am very concerned about is the 
lack of a program to provide affordable access to connectivity for 
consumers throughout this country. 

We are spending billions of dollars in order to deploy networks 
in the hardest to reach areas but we are not going to make sure 
that they are sustainable if people cannot afford to actually pur-
chase that service. So we need—— 

Senator CANTWELL. Is that not what has been wrong with spec-
trum policy writ large is we just—we sell the spectrum, we give it 
to the telco industry. 

They basically expand to the areas that they can have customers 
but not to the hard-to-serve areas or figuring out a price point that 
will allow them to deliver a service so we can expand to the what-
ever it is, 20 million Americans that do not have broadband. 

Ms. GOMEZ. Yes, that is exactly right. I mean, it is an incentive, 
as your economic incentive is where the profits are. So that is 
where government steps in. 

Senator CANTWELL. Well, I do not think that is where the FCC 
is stepping in. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Senator Fischer. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DEB FISCHER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEBRASKA 

Senator FISCHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to 
our Commissioners for being here today. 

Congress codified the Universal Service Mission three decades 
ago. It has been a fundamental building block in providing reliable 
communications and Internet across this country and in the hard-
est-to-reach places. 

However, communications in the 1990s looked a lot different 
than they do in 2025. 

Chairman Carr, given this reality and ongoing legal challenges 
to the Fund, would you agree that Congress has a vital role in 
modernizing the USF? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator, and thanks for your long-time 
leadership on these universal service issues. I have enjoyed the 
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chance to visit with you in your state and see the important work 
that the Universal Service Program has done. 

I commend the working group that is ongoing in the Senate look-
ing at this issue, and I think you are right. I think it is time for 
Congress to take a fundamental look at the program to make sure 
it is fit for service in the coming years. 

Senator FISCHER. And Commissioner Trusty and Gomez, do you 
have anything you would like to add to that? 

Commissioner Trusty. 
Ms. TRUSTY. Thank you for the question, Senator. I agree. Thank 

you for your leadership on these issues. You have been a long-time 
leader on making sure we can meet connectivity needs in these 
areas. 

I do agree that reforms for USF are very important. This is the 
cornerstone of the FCC’s mission in connecting Americans across 
the country and USF is a part of that effort. 

Senator FISCHER. And, Senator Gomez, anything to add? Any 
comments about reforms? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Yes, thank you, Senator, and, again, also thank you 
for yours and Senator Luján’s leadership on this issue. 

I think it is very important for the Senate to help us to make 
the Universal Service Fund a sustainable program that ensures af-
fordable access for all Americans, and I am really hopeful that 
what you are able to provide is that sustainable affordability pro-
gram as part of your—the reforms that you put forward. 

Senator FISCHER. Thank you. As co-chair of the working group, 
I sent the Commission a letter with Senator Luján earlier today 
and it requests a briefing to help inform Congress’ efforts in this 
regard. 

Chairman Carr, will you commit to getting a briefing on the 
books in January for our staff and the appropriate Commission per-
sonnel? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, I look forward to working with you on this issue. 
Senator FISCHER. Great. Thank you. 
The U.S. role in shaping global communications policy is vital for 

countering foreign threats to our networks and all the assets that 
they connect, and adding to—an element to this challenge is the 
upcoming World Radio Communication Conference that will take 
place in China. 

Commissioner Trusty, what will be the biggest risks that this 
adds to a complex process? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Thank you for the question, Senator. 
I think security is the business risk that adds to this process, 

and as, you know, we are working at the FCC to ensure that pro-
viders uphold their commitments to patch outdated equipment, to 
update their access controls, to make sure they are improving 
threat intelligence sharing to further harden our networks, and I 
think a part of this process will mean more public-private partner-
ships so that we can share information, educating providers about 
how they can harden their networks as well as we travel over to 
Shanghai to participate in this conference. 

I think there needs to continue to be whole-of-government con-
versations about how to protect our assets in this forum. 
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Senator FISCHER. I would imagine that those are many of the 
things that you will take into account as the United States devel-
ops its positions at this conference, correct? 

Ms. TRUSTY. That is absolutely right. 
Senator FISCHER. Thank you. 
Senator Cantwell brought up spectrum. I cannot let it go by 

without also chiming in. 
There are a lot of decisionmaking ahead for the Commission as 

it charts out spectrum resources for both licensed and unlicensed 
use, and I believe that balance needs to be the key here. 

We know that unlicensed and shared spectrum technologies carry 
up to 90 percent of the U.S. communications each and every day. 

Commissioner Trusty, moving forward, how should the Commis-
sion ensure that shared technologies can continue to flourish and 
innovate, and how do you preserve value between the different 
types of spectrum licensing in striking a balance? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Thank you for this very important question, Sen-
ator. 

I think the FCC has an all-of-the-above approach to looking at 
spectrum to accommodate a variety of users, use cases, and tech-
nologies. 

So our immediate priority is the upper C-band, which will result 
in exclusive license use, but we also need more spectrum for unli-
censed uses, for WiFi 7, WiFi 8, to support the Internet of Things 
and other forms of connectivity that is benefiting all Americans. 

We also need spectrum for satellite and space uses so we have 
the satellite spectrum abundance proceeding where we are looking 
to make upward of 20,000 megahertz available for satellite and 
space reasons, and we are looking more intensively at bands above 
the 24 gigahertz band for fixed satellite services. 

So the whole thing is we need an all-of-the-above approach so 
that we can accommodate a variety of users and use cases and ad-
vance U.S. leadership in these technologies. 

Senator FISCHER. Thank you very much. I look forward to having 
conversations with all of you on this in the future. 

Thank you. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Senator Klobuchar. 

STATEMENT OF HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Thank you. I would prefer to be asking 
questions about the bipartisan work that needs to be done on uni-
versal service and broadband and spectrum, and I will ask that in 
writing, but the events of this year move me to focus on free speech 
and our democracy. 

Chairman Carr, in 2022 you tweeted, ‘‘Political satire is one of 
the oldest and most important forms of free speech. It challenges 
those in power while using humor to draw more people into the dis-
cussion. That is why people in influential positions have always 
targeted it for censorship.’’ 

Yes or no, do you still agree that political satire should be pro-
tected speech? 
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Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator, and whenever that satire or any other 
programming is over the public airways for broadcasters there is 
a public interest standard and there is a news distortion rule, a 
broadcast hoax rule, a political—— 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. You answered it. You answered it yes and 
I am just—— 

Mr. CARR.—equal opportunity rule. 
Senator KLOBUCHAR. I am going to go on. 
Mr. CARR. That particular instance, too, had to do with speech 

on social media where Biden administrations were trying to shut 
down political speech, again, an area where there is no license, 
there is no public interest standard. We want robust wide-open 
speech. 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. We will get to that in a minute. You know, 
I believe, too, that there is no place in chilling political satire, but 
after Jimmy Kimmel’s monologue you went on a podcast and sug-
gested that ABC should take Kimmel off the air saying, ‘‘We can 
do this the easy way or the hard way.’’ 

Those were your words. Do you think it is appropriate to use 
your position to threaten companies that broadcast political satire? 

Mr. CARR. I think any licensee that operates on the public air-
ways has a responsibility to comply with the public interest stand-
ard and that has been the case for decades. 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. I asked if you should—if you think it is ap-
propriate for you to use your position to threaten companies, and 
this incident with Kimmel was not an isolated event. 

You have launched investigations into every major broadcast net-
work except Fox. Is that correct? 

Mr. CARR. I do not know if that is true or not. We do have inves-
tigations going on NPR and PBS. We have a number of investiga-
tions that are ongoing. 

I think if you step back, over the years I think the FCC has 
walked away from enforcing the public interest standard and I do 
not think that is a good thing. 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. You brought up social media. So do 
you think it is appropriate for after a horrific murder and the stab-
bing—the stabbing of Rob Reiner and his wife—do you think it is 
appropriate for someone to say that it happened when they know 
better, reportedly due to the anger he caused others through his 
massive unyielding and incurable affliction with a mind-crippling 
disease known as Trump Derangement Syndrome? 

He was known to have driven people crazy by his raging obses-
sion of President Donald J. Trump with his obvious paranoia reach-
ing new heights. 

Do you think that is appropriate for the President of the United 
States to do that, and if Jimmy Kimmel would have said that 
would you have threatened to take him off the air? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, look, Democrats on this dais are accusing me 
of engaging in censorship and now you are trying to encourage me 
to police speech on the internet. I am simply not going to do it. 
Broadcast television is—— 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Oh, I am just asking what kind of words. 
I think they are cruel. I think they hurt President Trump to say 
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that kind of thing. I think it hurts him with trust in the American 
people. 

But this is the kind of stuff that is going on right now, and yet 
you are going after broadcast stations except for Fox and making 
threats. 

Mr. CARR. Senator, we are applying the law. 
Let us step back. Broadcast TV is fundamentally different than 

any other forms of media, whether it is cable or podcast or a soap-
box or a man on the street. There is a public trustee model that 
Congress has set up. When you are on a podcast—— 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. So you think there should be no rules in 
place when it comes to tech platforms then? 

Mr. CARR. I think there is no public interest obligation. There is 
no license. There is no—— 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Do you think we should change the laws? 
Here is one. 

Mr. CARR. There is no news—— 
Senator KLOBUCHAR. Last week, President Trump came out with 

this dangerous and likely illegal AI rule that preempts all the 
states from doing anything to try to save people, whether it is kids 
that are being exposed to content they should not see or fentanyl 
or political videos that are lies. 

So, do you think Congress has the authority to preempt state 
laws or do you think President Trump and the agencies like your-
self have the authority to preempt state law when it comes to the 
Internet and safety with AI? 

Mr. CARR. Well, when it comes to AI in particular there is an ex-
ecutive order. It asks the FCC to initiate a proceeding. We are 
going to initiate a proceeding. We are open minded on where that 
goes. 

But look, if you want to step back and talk about weaponization, 
we saw that for 4 years in the Biden administration. Senate Demo-
crats including Democrats—— 

Senator KLOBUCHAR. Joe Biden is no longer president. You are 
head of the FCC and Donald Trump is President, and I am trying 
to deal with this right now. 

So I would ask you, Ms. Gomez, what are the risks of the Com-
mission trying to preempt state laws, particularly when there are 
no Federal guardrails? Because our colleagues, despite some good 
efforts, refuse to pass any kind of even minimal rules when it 
comes to AI. 

What are the risks of the Commission or a President then trying 
to preempt state laws that can legally put state laws in place? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you, Senator. 
I believe that the FCC has very dubious authority to actually 

preempt state laws in this case, because without a comprehensive 
Federal framework there is nothing for the FCC to preempt. 

The Communications Act did not actually talk about artificial in-
telligence or provide authority to the FCC to do this preemption. 
So I am very dubious of our authority to do so. 

That said, we have sought comment on this. 
Senator KLOBUCHAR. OK. Thank you very much. 
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Moran. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JERRY MORAN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS 

Senator MORAN. Chairman Cruz, thank you. Thank you and Sen-
ator Cantwell for this hearing. Welcome, Commissioners. 

Chairman Carr, I sent you a letter in May urging the FCC to 
modernize broadcast ownership rules, quote, ‘‘to enable local broad-
casters to compete with today’s media giants,’’ and it is my local 
broadcasters that are at significant risk from competition from 
media giants, traditional and otherwise. 

And in that letter I described the impact of applying legacy 
media rules to a fundamentally changed media landscape on local 
broadcasters versus national players. 

I firmly believe—there is no question that follows my statement 
this morning but I want to reiterate this to you today in this hear-
ing. 

I firmly believe that local broadcasters are best suited to deliver 
local journalism and as a small town print journalism has suc-
cumbed to even stronger headwinds, the importance of local broad-
casters has increased by orders of magnitude. 

Across Kansas local broadcasters are hugely important and pro-
vide the news, the weather, the sports, and we need to make cer-
tain that their viability is enhanced by ownership rules that the 
Commission has talked about and considering. 

I also want to highlight broadband mapping. Seems like deja vu, 
a conversation we have had since 2017 when the maps were first 
provided to Congress and the country. It was clear that they were 
desperately or damagingly flawed. 

More than five years ago, Congress passed and the President 
signed the Broadband Data Act which required the FCC to update 
its approach to broadband data collection, verification, and report-
ing. 

I appreciate the FCC’s work to implement that legislation includ-
ing operationalizing the broadband data collection platform, the 
broadband serviceable location fabric, and the national broadband 
map. 

But I notice when I am ever going to—on the occasion I get a 
compliment it is usually followed by a word but and that is what 
I am doing here. 

But everything that I know from Kansas providers is that while 
the maps themselves have been improved, providers still face an 
arduous and outdated challenging process that makes it difficult to 
update the maps with the most recently available data. 

This circumstance is particularly concerning given that NTIA 
makes use of the FCC’s data in adjusting the eligibility locations 
for services under broadband. 

So I would encourage you to, again, continue your efforts to re-
cover from the mapping process that includes improvements in the 
ability for those in Kansas and across the country to make changes 
in the maps based upon actuality and the reality of what we actu-
ally provide in service to Kansans. 

This is true in cellular coverage and telephone service, and cer-
tainly in broadband. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 provided 
the statutory basis for the Universal Service Fund that Senator 
Fischer has talked about. 
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I serve on that, her task force—her working group to make cer-
tain that we better empower the FCC to deliver on its universal 
service mission and I appreciate the answers that you provided to 
Senator Fischer about your willingness to work with us to accom-
plish that goal. 

Earlier this year my colleagues and I sent you a letter encour-
aging the Commission to take a balanced approach to implementa-
tion of spectrum requirements. 

I described—that protect current uses and certain uses of spec-
trum bands, especially unlicensed users in the 6 gigahertz band. 

Again, you have addressed this previously in answers to ques-
tions from my colleagues but I, again, highlight the importance of 
that balanced approach and I know in my conversation with you, 
Commissioner Trusty, and what you said this morning, again, that 
balanced approach involving unlicensed spectrum remains an im-
portant issue for you and I assume that is true. 

Ms. Gomez—Commissioner Gomez—you and I have not had this 
conversation but I would be happy to have you confirm that you 
agree with me. 

Ms. GOMEZ. Apologies. I am happy to have this discussion with 
you. 

Senator MORAN. Thank you. 
Finally, the Federal broadband programs are encumbered by in-

consistent coordination between entities on the myriad of programs 
that offer broadband services to America, provide the support for 
broadband services to America. 

In April, a GAO audit noted that—just that and lamented that 
the lack of a national strategy on coordinating administration of 
these programs. Major Federal investments in broadband like 
BEAD, which is administered by NTIA, will require a focused co-
ordination to make certain that these programs are delivering ap-
propriate levels of service. 

Chairman Carr, what specific actions is the FCC taking to co-
ordinate with NTIA in the run up to the broadband deployment 
under the BEAD program? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator, for the question. 
This is a really important issue. As you indicated, there was a 

GAO report not that long ago that said there was over a hundred 
different broadband funding programs. They were spread out over 
more than a dozen different agencies and they were entirely unco-
ordinated. 

Right now, we have got a great working relationship across the 
FCC, the NTIA, the NEC, and many other agencies that have 
broadband funding to make sure that we are addressing some of 
this coordination issue that has been a challenge before. 

Senator MORAN. And when you say making certain we address, 
you are addressing them and there will be a different outcome than 
what we would expect in the absence of that addressing those prob-
lems, true? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, sir. Yes. 
Senator MORAN. Thank you very much. Thank you, Chairman. 
Senator CAPITO [presiding]. Senator Schatz. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. BRIAN SCHATZ, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM HAWAII 

Senator SCHATZ. Thank you to all the Commissioners. Thanks to 
the Committee for conducting this hearing. 

Chairman Carr, you and I have actually known each other for 
maybe 10 years now. We have had several meetings in our office 
and it is usually—I do not want to say mundane but it is techno-
cratic, it is technical, it is nonpartisan, and all the rest of it. And 
so I am hoping—— 

Mr. CARR. We can do that again right here. It is fine. 
Senator SCHATZ. I am hoping we can do that again right here but 

it is a more sensitive topic. So I am just going to ask you a couple 
of ‘‘yes or no’’ questions. 

I do not mind a quick explanation but, you know, I will make a 
promise to you not to hector you for three or four minutes if you 
can give me quick yes or nos or at least quick explanations. 

Chairman Cruz said, ‘‘I think it is unbelievably dangerous for the 
government to put itself in the position of saying we are going to 
decide what speech we like and what we do not, and we are going 
to threaten to take you off the air if we do not like what you are 
saying.’’ 

Do you see this issue the same way as the Chairman? 
Mr. CARR. Well, my position on this is pretty clear. We have a 

public interest standard that Congress has put into the law and 
there is a number of very specific rules and doctrines that flow 
from that—the broadcast hoax rule, the news distortion rule. 

Senator SCHATZ. OK. So do you—— 
Mr. CARR. So my position and I think the Trump administration 

position is that we should be enforcing those rules and policies. If 
Congress wants to change it you are free to change it. 

Senator SCHATZ. So under the—so you think you have jurisdic-
tion over political satire under the public interest standard and the 
news distortion standard, just to put a fine point on it? 

Mr. CARR. My position is that—— 
Senator SCHATZ. Just a—that one is a yes or no. Do you have ju-

risdiction or not? 
Mr. CARR. We have jurisdiction with respect to the broadcast air-

waves uniquely to ensure that their operations are in the public in-
terest and there is very specific rules here for broadcast hoax and 
news distortion. 

Senator SCHATZ. So if there is a—so if there is a determination 
by the Federal Communications Commission that satire is not in 
the public interest you believe you have the authority to revoke the 
license of the broadcaster? 

Mr. CARR. That is not my position at all. 
Senator SCHATZ. OK. So but the—— 
Mr. CARR. My position is if the use of the facility is in the public 

interest—— 
Senator SCHATZ. Hold on. Hold on. Let me just—let me clarify 

the question. 
Mr. CARR. Satire that is not broadcast hoax, that is not news dis-

tortion policy, is perfectly fine. 
Senator SCHATZ. So—— 
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Mr. CARR. But I also do not understand the conversation about— 
what satire are we talking about? Where was there satire? 

Senator SCHATZ. We are not doing the questions in this direction. 
Mr. CARR. OK. 
Senator SCHATZ. What is the FCC standards for making this 

kind of evaluation about whether you—whether news has been dis-
torted? 

My understanding is that this has been used eight times. The 
Chairman—and I think he is right—is saying, like, this is rarely 
invoked and there is a reason for that because, yes, we have a stat-
ute that governs what the FCC is supposed to do. 

But basically the FCC has decided we need to get out of the busi-
ness of refereeing what is offensive, and if something is indecent 
or obscene, that is one thing, right? 

If they are violating the terms of their broadcast license that is 
another thing. If they just say an awful thing on the air it seems 
to me, Chairman, that is not your jurisdiction. 

And I know you are quick and you understand this law backward 
and forwards. I understand. I remember you when you were Coun-
sel for Chairman Pai. So I do not doubt your ability to race right 
into how—the architecture of the originating statute. 

But I am asking you, do you think it is appropriate for you to 
have an opinion at all in your official capacity about what a come-
dian says, as offensive as it may have been? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, my job is to implement the law passed by 
Congress and Congress has said that broadcast is fundamentally 
different, that there is a public interest standard. There is decades 
of precedent on this. 

Senator SCHATZ. Do you think there are any—do you think there 
are any conservative commentators or conservative comedians or 
conservative satirists that ever say anything offensive that you 
would consider investigating? 

Mr. CARR. I am not looking at things that are offensive or awful, 
to use your words. I am looking at things that are consistent with 
our public interest rules and regulations. That is the full scope of 
what we are looking at. 

Senator SCHATZ. And in what way—so I am a little confused be-
cause it seems to me that in subsequent conversations I forgot after 
Ted and John Thune and Dave McCormick and others said, oh, this 
seems like a little much for you, Chairman, that you went out and 
you said, that was fake news—I did not do that. This is fake news. 
I am not doing that. I am not going after Jimmy Kimmel. 

And now you are saying you have a perfect right to go after 
Jimmy Kimmel and I am wondering which one it is? 

Mr. CARR. No, two different things. Democrats at the time were 
saying that we explicitly threatened to pull a license if Jimmy Kim-
mel was not fired. That never happened. That was nothing more 
than projection and distortion by Democrats. 

What I am saying is any broadcaster that uses the airwaves, 
whether radio or TV, has to comply with the public interest, and 
licenses are not sacred cows. Yes, you can do things to lose a li-
cense. 

But if we want to change that that is up to Congress and one 
idea, for instance, is why do we not put all the broadcast TV li-



29 

censes up for auction and if people want to buy them without the 
public interest obligation they can do that. 

But look, there was a bargain here. 
Senator SCHATZ. But you are—I mean, you are kind of tiptoeing 

through the tulips here, right? Because what you actually said is 
they have a license granted by us at the FCC that comes with an 
obligation to operate in the public interest. 

We can do this the easy way or the hard way. These companies 
can find ways to change conduct and take action, frankly, on Kim-
mel—on Kimmel—or there is going to be additional work for the 
FCC ahead. 

Chairman, my final comment is I have actually enjoyed our rela-
tionship. I have praised you behind your back as a solid—someone 
I disagree with but solid, knowledgeable person. 

This stuff, at least up until the last year, has been out of char-
acter and it will not age well, and it will not age well on the con-
servative side of the aisle and the liberal side of the aisle. 

This is not American FCC behavior and I am hoping we can re-
calibrate. 

Mr. CARR. Let me try to understand this. Did you have an issue 
when Senator Markey told the FCC to investigate Sinclair for their 
news activities? Was there any issue raised there? 

Senator SCHATZ. I am going to allow this because I was tough on 
you. You did ask me a question. This is the first time I am ever 
going to respond to a question from a witness. 

I did not sign that letter. 

STATEMENT OF HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM WEST VIRGINIA 

Senator CAPITO. All right. Thank you. 
I am going to continue with the questioning, and I appreciate all 

of you all being here and your good hard work at the FCC. 
A lot of my interests are really along the same lines as Senator 

Moran, representing a rural state, an underserved state in terms 
of connectivity and some of the challenges that we have had trying 
to get us to close the digital divide in a small state like West Vir-
ginia. 

So, Chairman Carr, he did talk about the mapping issue and the 
issues of small providers alleviating the barriers that they have 
and then the possible penalties that they might accrue if some of 
the maps are inaccurate or if they are unable to—failing to serve 
locations that do not actually exist and are not residential or their 
business. 

Do you have the necessary data from agencies to be able to have 
more accurate maps? And, you know, as we get down to the nitty 
gritty here where we are actually going to get to the last house, 
the last home, this is going to really be important. 

So where are you with the maps and what kind of formulations 
for improvements have you considered and you as all of you? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator, for your leadership on this issue. 
I think we have actually been making some real significant 

progress on the mapping issue, the fabric itself. The locations are 
starting to stabilize. We are seeing less than one percent change 
in terms of iterations of the map. We have solved a lot of issues. 
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One that is popping up recently and I have heard from you is the 
challenge process, and it is difficult because some could argue that 
the original provider would have an incentive to overstate and then 
others would say that the challenging provider would have incen-
tives to overstate their challenge and we have a regulation of that 
process, but perhaps we need to do a little bit better job at stream-
lining that and I am open to looking at that. 

Senator CAPITO. Right. Commissioner Trusty, did you have some-
thing to say on that issue on the mapping? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Sure. One of the issues that I have heard about on 
mapping just this year testability—how do you test whether or not 
broadband is available in a particular area—and I know that FCC 
staff is working very closely with providers to try to make this a 
more efficient process and less costly. 

Senator CAPITO. Thank you. Commissioner Gomez, do you have 
anything to add there? 

Ms. GOMEZ. No, I agree with my colleagues. We still hear com-
plaints, of course, both of where areas are shown as served that are 
actually not served—— 

Senator CAPITO. Right. 
Ms. GOMEZ.—which is problematic. So the staff continue to up-

date and update and update the map and I—you know, every 
iteration makes it better but it still needs improvement. 

Senator CAPITO. Right, and a lot of these areas are the smaller 
providers. Capacity is an issue to be able to help verify. So any-
thing that can smooth that process would be very much appre-
ciated. 

Commissioner—Chairman Carr, I appreciate the work, and it is 
interesting to listen to the debate over the broadcasters in terms 
of consolidation and everything. 

I mean, I have a view similar to what Senator Moran expressed 
in that in the rural areas our local broadcasters are so essential, 
whether—and he even mentioned the top three: weather, sports, 
local government. 

And they are—try to preserve that local news as we have seen 
what has happened to our newspapers. Our broadcast is so very 
important. 

You know, we just had a food drive and our local television pro-
viders, you know, did this and publicized it so that it was much 
broader and bigger than it would have been without that local fla-
vor and that local input and involvement. 

So a number of senators wrote to you to ask what you are doing 
to ensure that our local broadcasters are able to compete in this 
changing landscape and I think he mentioned that as well and he 
mentioned the letter. 

What is the update on the ownership rule proceedings that the 
Commission has started since we sent the letter over? 

Mr. CARR. Well, thank you, Senator. We are, you know, very 
open minded as to how to resolve that proceeding. We have not 
made a final decision yet. 

I think this is actually one area where I heard some strong align-
ment between me and Ranking Member Cantwell on this. She 
talked about the importance and value of local news, particularly 
when there is natural disasters. 
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One of the things I am trying to do with our media policy as a 
general matter is to reempower those local broadcasters to invest 
in local news because what has happened over the years we have 
had a consolidation of power into what are national programmers— 
Comcast, Disney and others—and, effectively, a lot of local broad-
cast stations are just mouthpieces for that national programming 
made in New York and Hollywood and I am not sure that is going 
to be consistent with the public interest, again, when it comes to 
a natural disaster like in Washington State right now. 

So one of the lenses that we are looking at this media ownership 
proceeding is is that consistent with our goal of constraining the 
power of some of those national programmers. But we have not 
made a decision there yet. 

Senator CAPITO. Thank you. I will be interested to hear what 
happens there. 

I will say as a compliment when I first started in this role and 
got very active with rural broadband there was a lot of confusion 
in a state such as mine as, you know, who is covering this area, 
can RDOF go? Can ReConnect go? Can BEAD go? 

And you mentioned more programs than I even had concept of 
that are still trying to, as I said, connect that last home and last 
mile. 

We are hearing less about the lack of coordination between all 
these different entities and I think that is—particularly at the Fed-
eral level and I think that is extremely important because, number 
one, we do not want to overbill but we do not want to under bill, 
too, and we do not want to squash innovation. 

So I thank you all for your efforts in that. I think it has been 
very helpful and I appreciate that we can keep working on that be-
cause I think that will make the dollars go quicker and make the 
connectivity come faster as well. 

So with that, I will recognize Senator Markey. 

STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD MARKEY, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS 

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. 
Chairman Carr, you are not reinvigorating the public interest 

standard. You are weaponizing the public interest standard. That 
is what the Carr FCC is doing every single day. 

Behind me are your past tweets declaring your commitment to 
the First Amendment. You even defended political satire, saying in 
2022 it challenges those in power and that is why people in influ-
ential positions have always targeted it for censorship. 

That is why your threats against ABC and Disney over Jimmy 
Kimmel’s political monologue was so outrageous, and here is what 
you said. In September 2025 as the Chairman of the FCC, ‘‘We can 
do this the easy way or the hard way. These companies can find 
ways to change conduct or take action, frankly, on Kimmel, or 
there is going to be additional work for the FCC ahead.’’ 

Now, that statement was roundly condemned across the political 
spectrum. Chairman Cruz called it ‘‘dangerous as hell’’. 

Chairman Carr, do you regret making that statement, yes or no? 
Mr. CARR. Senator Markey, thank you for the question. My job 

is to enforce the law as passed by Congress. That includes a public 
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interest standard and broadcast TV is fundamentally different than 
any other media. We have a news distortion rule—— 

Senator MARKEY. Do you regret making that statement? 
Mr. CARR. Senator, my job is to enforce the law. 
Senator MARKEY. So you do not regret making that statement? 
Well, that is a refusal—— 
Mr. CARR. Senator—— 
Senator MARKEY.—to take accountability for your language, for 

your use—your abuse of power. You will not say that you made a 
mistake. 

For example, in your response to my oversight letter in Sep-
tember on the Kimmel incident you repeatedly stated that the 
media companies made their own decisions in preempting and sus-
pending Kimmel. 

You seem to think that your words, the most powerful commu-
nications regulator in America, especially your threats, do not mat-
ter. 

So just to be clear, your position is that your mafia threats had 
nothing to do with Nexstar and Sinclair and Disney’s decisions to 
preempt and suspend Kimmel. 

Is that your position? Is that your point, that you had nothing 
to do with the suspension of Kimmel? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, if you look at the evidence, the expressed 
statements by every single company involved from Nexstar to Sin-
clair to Disney as recently as last week is that they made these 
business decisions on their own. The record is clear on this. 

Senator MARKEY. And, again, you are refusing to take account-
ability for your own words. You intimidate the companies, they do 
what you want, and then you say, well, it was up to them. 

You are the Chairman of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion. Actually, you are now the Chairman of the Federal Censor-
ship Commission, and these broadcasters they feel that censorship. 
You have broad authority over the media industry, especially 
broadcasters. Your words and actions matter. 

Now I am going to give you another chance to take accountability 
for your actions. In 2022, you said, quote, ‘‘A newsroom’s decision 
about what stories to cover and how to frame them should be be-
yond the reach of any government official, not targeted by them,’’ 
by government officials. Do you stand by that statement? 

Mr. CARR. This was a letter written by Senate—I am sorry, 
House Democrats to cable companies pressuring them to drop Fox 
News, OAN, and Newsmax simply because those Democrats 
thought they were right wing. 

Senator MARKEY. So do you stand by your statement? Do you 
stand by—do you stand by your statement? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, I do. I think it is inappropriate what the Demo-
crats said there. 

Senator MARKEY. OK. Well, OK. Good. I just want to—I just 
want to get your own views out here on the record for people to 
hear. 

So in February, under your leadership the Federal Communica-
tions Commission opened an investigation into a San Francisco 
radio station over its coverage of a Federal immigration raid. 
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FCC investigation is a big deal for a local station. In a worst case 
scenario, the FCC could shut down the station by revoking its li-
cense. In fact, you have repeatedly suggested over the past year 
that the FCC could revoke station licenses. 

Yet, this investigation was based solely on the news content of 
the radio station’s coverage of an immigration raid. I have the en-
tire news statement that they put out that day. 

This happens every day everywhere across the country for broad-
cast journalists. This investigation was based solely on this very 
brief statement that is in everyday coverage and I have that tran-
script, and the anchor was literally reporting on the information 
that was released by the mayor, by the local city council member, 
and a community group. 

So you are telling me that reporting on statements from public 
officials and a community group is grounds for an FCC investiga-
tion? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, the concern there in the report was that 
there may have been interference with lawful ICE operations and 
so we were asking questions about what happened. 

This was a period of time, remember, when ICE agents were 
being attacked, their locations—undercover locations were being 
disclosed—— 

Senator MARKEY. There is nothing in here that discloses any-
thing. There is no risk to anyone except the risk—— 

Mr. CARR. And they can provide that to us. 
Senator MARKEY. No, no. The risk that is posed here is to you, 

to the broadcast journalist coverage. That is what really happened. 
The news journalists were just covering an important news story 
and some conservatives were upset by the coverage. 

So you used your power as FCC Chair to hang a sword of Damo-
cles over a local radio station’s head and that is precisely what you 
warned about in 2022, the government targeting a newsroom’s edi-
torial decision. 

Well, guess what happened? The station demoted the anchor who 
first read that news report over the air and pulled back on his po-
litical coverage. You got what you wanted. 

One former journalist at the station said ‘‘chilling effect does not 
begin to describe the neutering of our political coverage.’’ That is 
what you wanted, that is what you got, but it affected stations ev-
erywhere. 

So just let me say again, the neutering of our political coverage 
this is government censorship, plain and simple. 

Was it a mistake in retrospect for you to say that, to instigate 
an investigation of that San Francisco radio station? Was that a 
mistake? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, broadcasters understand, perhaps the first 
time in years, that they are going to be held accountable to the 
public interest, to broadcast hoax rules, to the news distortion pol-
icy, I think that is a good thing. 

I do not have a poster board but, listen, in 2018 you signed this 
letter right here to the FCC. 

Senator MARKEY. OK. No, you—OK. You are—you are here 
right—— 
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Mr. CARR. You signed a letter to the FCC asking us to inves-
tigate Sinclair’s news activities. 

Senator MARKEY. You are—you are—OK. 
Mr. CARR. You said investigate Sinclair’s news activities—— 
Senator MARKEY. OK. You are here right—— 
Mr. CARR.—and you know what happened after that? 
Senator MARKEY. You are here right now—— 
Mr. CARR. Over 227 licenses were up for renewal—— 
Senator MARKEY. This is—Madam Chair, please ask the wit-

ness—— 
Mr. CARR.—or due during the Biden years. 
Senator CAPITO. I am going to ask the witness—— 
Mr. CARR. Almost none of them were renewed after your letter. 

Your letter produced the results that we are seeking. 
Senator CAPITO. Chairman Carr—Chairman Carr—— 
Senator MARKEY. Madam Chair—— 
Senator CAPITO. Well, you are well over your time here so in—— 
Senator MARKEY. Well, a lot of it is because—— 
Senator CAPITO. Well, no, it is not because I looked at the clock 

and you were already two minutes over. But—— 
Senator MARKEY. All right. So I will just finish, Madam Chair. 

He is turning the Federal Communications Commission into the 
Federal Censorship Commission. 

It is a betrayal of the FCC’s mission. You should resign, Mr. 
Chairman. You are creating a chilling effect on broadcast—— 

Mr. CARR. Do you regret sending this letter in 2018 asking the 
FCC to investigate Sinclair’s news activities? 

Senator CAPITO. Senator Markey, please. There are a lot of peo-
ple on this committee. 

Senator MARKEY. Thank you. Thank you. 
Senator CAPITO. Chairman Carr—please suspend, Chairman 

Carr. We will move to the next question. 
Senator Sullivan. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DAN SULLIVAN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM ALASKA 

Senator SULLIVAN. Thank you, Madam Chair, and Mr. Chairman 
and the other commissioners. 

I am going to turn back to the topic that Senator Capito, the 
Chair was talking about and that is rural broadband, which is real-
ly important to so many of us. There is rural broadband, Mr. 
Chairman, as you know, and then there is Alaska, which is super 
rural. 

So I want to commend you in particular on your sustained focus 
on my state during your tenure first as a commissioner, now as 
Chairman. 

As you know, you, Commissioner Trusty, Commissioner Gomez— 
all the FCC Commissioners—have come up to Alaska and I just 
want to give some statistics here, which I think are important. 

The Alaska Connect Fund Order from the FCC through 2023 is— 
according to the fund order that was in front of the Commission 
the Alaska plan helped deploy and upgrade broadband to more 
than 96,000 previously unserved locations, delivered new or im-
proved 4G LTE or better wireless services to, roughly, 65,000 Alas-
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kans, and laid the groundwork for the Alaska Connect fund to 
carry that success forward with added flexibility. 

So I want to thank the FCC’s leadership, in particular you, Mr. 
Chairman, who has enabled this strong coordination with other 
Federal programs and to help what is in the law, which is to be 
able to connect all Americans to broadband and Internet 
connectivity regardless of if you live in a city, in the lower 48, or 
a rural native village in Alaska. 

So can you speak to how this Alaska-specific approach has 
helped drive these outcomes which have been very positive, and 
why continuing this model is so important for connecting rural and 
remote Alaskans? 

And, again, Mr. Chairman, I know you are taking a lot of incom-
ing here. I want to compliment you on the good work that you have 
done as Chairman and as a Commissioner on the issues of focusing 
on my state, who are Americans who have very challenged commu-
nications issues because our state is so big and remote, and I think 
you have done an exceptional job. 

So can you talk to those issues? 
Mr. CARR. Yes. Thank you, Senator, and, frankly, I do not think 

people understand the change in trajectory that you have brought 
to Alaska in terms of connectivity. 

I remember the very first time you had me come up to Alaska 
which, again, I agree with you, it is the only really way to under-
stand the challenges that are up there. Frankly, in my view, I do 
not think the FCC had been taking the appropriate lawful ap-
proach with respect to Alaska there. 

Senator SULLIVAN. And by the way, this is not some earmark. It 
is in the law, right? 

Mr. CARR. And we brought that to you as well. 
Senator SULLIVAN. Required for all Americans and my constitu-

ents are Americans. 
Mr. CARR. And you brought that to my attention and others. 

When I went up there in 2018, I had a chance to visit Unalaska, 
Dutch Harbor. It is an island part of the way out the Aleutian 
chain. 

There had been some talk about maybe bringing an undersea 
fiber cable across the Aleutians but the plans were getting scuttled 
because of uncertainty caused by the FCC’s, in my view, sort of 
missed application of the Communications Act. 

And you worked with the agency over a period of time with dili-
gence and corrected that, and that created the stability to be able 
to see that investment. In fact, the phase one of that undersea 
cable is now complete. 

Unalaska is getting connected to next-gen high speed Internet 
thanks to that. There is a phase two that is coming. It is just not 
there. 

On a subsequent visit, you took me to a small village Napaskiak, 
which you would only reach by boat, and it was a place that had 
been long left behind in terms of the digital divide, and we had a 
multi-billion dollar effort to close the divide. But Napaskiak was 
not even on the national broadband map. 

Senator SULLIVAN. Yes. 
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Mr. CARR. The FCC acted and Commerce Department back then 
in the Biden years acted like it did not even exist, and after you 
took us there—— 

Senator SULLIVAN. From their perspective it did not exist. It was 
not on the map. You and I were in there. We did a town hall, 600 
people, and we looked at everybody saying, according to the maps 
back in D.C., this town and all of you people from Alaska do not 
exist. 

So I am glad you mentioned that one. 
Mr. CARR. Look, there is obviously a long ways to go still but the 

digital divide has been closing in Alaska and, again, you know, 
Senator, I do not think we would be in the position where we are 
in Alaska right now with connectivity but for the leadership you 
have had on this committee. 

Senator SULLIVAN. Well, look, it has been your leadership and 
others. I want to thank Commissioner Trusty. I am glad you were 
up in Alaska, Commissioner Gomez. It is an issue I think that 
unites the FCC, all the commissioners. 

Can you very quickly—maybe each one of you very quickly speak 
to how the FCC’s Alaska specific funding frameworks, including 
the Alaska plan and the Alaska Connect fund, will help ensure 
that projects like the one you just mentioned, the Unalaska project. 

And, again, if you look at a map, this is the Aleutian Island 
chain. It goes way out in the Pacific, actually crosses the inter-
national dateline, which a lot of people do not know. But these are 
Americans out there and it is a very strategic part of our country, 
very close to China and Russia and Japan and our allies. 

But can I just very quickly, because I am running out of time 
here, to just help these specific programs to continue delivering re-
liability in terms of connectivity in rural, remote parts of the state? 

Can I just get your commitment to continue to working on that, 
all of you? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator. 
Ms. TRUSTY. Absolutely. 
Senator SULLIVAN. Commissioner? 
Ms. GOMEZ. Yes, Senator. 
Senator SULLIVAN. OK, great. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Senator CAPITO. Certainly. 
Senator Baldwin. 

STATEMENT OF HON. TAMMY BALDWIN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM WISCONSIN 

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you, Madam Chair. 
I need to echo the concerns of my Democratic colleagues. 
Chairman Carr, in September you used your position within the 

Federal Government to take Jimmy Kimmel off the air in a clear 
attempt to chill free speech. 

You told ABC, ‘‘We can do this the easy way or the hard way.’’ 
The FCC is not a political weapon to be used against the Presi-
dent’s critics and, yet, you have also used it to go after ‘‘60 Min-
utes,’’ ‘‘Saturday Night Live,’’ and Seth Meyers, all because the 
President did not like their criticism or because they gave airtime 
to his opponents. 
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Your Twitter account before 2025 would seem to align with what 
I am saying. It is filled to the brim with statements defending free-
dom of speech as well as stating that the FCC does not have a rov-
ing mandate to police speech in the name of public interest. 

Sadly, those principles seem to have evaporated into thin air. 
There are many things that Chair Cruz and I do not agree on but 
when he said that your actions have been, quote, ‘‘dangerous as 
hell,’’ that I can agree with. 

So your attempts to coerce private companies to censor speech 
that you and the President did not want to hear is really a blatant 
attack on the First Amendment, a foundational principle of Amer-
ican democracy. 

The Trump administration has been attacking free speech across 
the government since day one. President Trump and Secretary 
Hegseth have expelled all legitimate journalists from the Pentagon. 

President Trump and Secretary McMahon have curtailed aca-
demic freedom in research and stifled lawful protests. President 
Trump and Attorney General Bondi have rolled back protections 
that allow journalists to protect their sources. 

President Trump and Senate Republicans defunded the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting and NPR. You have become a parrot 
for President Trump and diminished the independence of the FCC. 

So the FCC has an incredibly important role in reviewing market 
consolidation in local broadcasting, cable, broadband, telephone, 
and wireless industries. 

We know that consolidation in any industry often results in a 
bad deal for consumers: higher prices, fewer choices, and reduced 
incentives for companies to compete. 

Chairman Carr, you have repeatedly signaled your desire to use 
merger reviews to force companies to enact policies favored by the 
Trump administration. This summer the FCC approved the merger 
between Paramount Global and Skydance Media. 

This approval only came after Paramount agreed to pay the 
President $16 million to settle a frivolous lawsuit and Paramount 
agreed to change its news editorial policies. 

And then just this month, the FCC approved AT&T’s purchase 
of U.S. Cellular’s wireless license, just one day after AT&T termi-
nated their diversity, equity, and inclusion, or DEI, policy. 

If the timing of this announcement was not suspicious enough, 
Chairman Carr, you took to X to boast about AT&T’s decision. 

Commissioner Gomez, you voted against both of these mergers. 
Can you share why you opposed them? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you for your question, Senator. 
I have had strong concerns about the strong-arming by the FCC 

of these companies, using its power over these merger approvals 
and transactions in order to delve into what is really private em-
ployment matters completely unrelated to the transactions them-
selves. 

Traditionally, when the FCC has concessions as part of a merger 
review it does so to address a harm that is caused by that par-
ticular transaction. 

The Paramount transaction had this voluntary concession to ap-
point an ombudsperson reporting to the President of Paramount to 
police concerns about bias and content. That is completely unprece-
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dented, and I know what my colleagues would say—there was an 
ombudsperson in the Comcast merger. 

That ombudsman’s job was to make sure that the corporation did 
not interfere with news decisions of the news division. That is com-
pletely different than saying you are going to become a bias mon-
itor. 

So I had strong concerns about us using our authority in order 
to demand these types of concessions from the companies. 

Senator BALDWIN. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you. 
Senator Blackburn. 

STATEMENT OF HON. MARSHA BLACKBURN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM TENNESSEE 

Senator BLACKBURN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Carr, I want to chat with you for a minute about the 

new form of payola, or showola, as some of our entertainers in Ten-
nessee call it, and what has happened is broadcast stations use 
events in exchange for airplay and they particularly like to couple 
this with threats of reduced airplay if the band or the artist cannot 
give them these free events. 

Now, in the opinion of so many of our musicians, that violates 
the FCC’s payola rules, and I know that you have looked at this 
coerced performance issue and wanted to know if you have any up-
date and if you could speak to that for a moment? 

Mr. CARR. Well, thank you, Senator, for your leadership on this. 
Historically, there has been a law on the books that prevents 

radio stations from accepting or seeking unreported payment of 
money or any other compensation to influence airplay, the time 
that music is played on the stations. 

One concern that you brought to my attention early on including 
through a letter earlier this year is that a lot of radio stations are 
holding music festivals and the concern that has been raised is that 
they are effectively pressuring musicians—that could be, you know, 
ones that are well off or ones that are just getting started—to per-
form for free under threat that they may suffer airplay on radio 
stations if they do not do that. 

I think that is a concern. We issued an enforcement advisory 
right after being aware of this from you and we are going to be, 
and are, investigating some issues around this. 

Senator BLACKBURN. Thank you very much for that. 
Ms. Trusty, thank you so much for your time yesterday. We 

talked a little bit about the World Radio Communication Con-
ference and, Ms. Gomez, I know last year you kind of struggled. 
You had two jobs on your plate and it was hard to prepare for that. 

But, Ms. Trusty, I know that it is going to be essential to prepare 
for it because it is going to be in China. So give me a minute about 
what you are going to do in preparation for that conference? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Sure. Thank you so much for the question, Senator. 
Thank you for your leadership on spectrum policy. 

The WRC is a really important forum for the United States to 
promote American values, our economic competitiveness, and our 
national security, and thanks to the spectrum provisions in the 
Working Families Tax Cut Act, we now have the ability to develop 
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a unified strategy where we are working and focusing on key U.S. 
priorities, and we can work with our international allies in advance 
to preempt those seeking to undermine U.S. interests in Shanghai, 
China. 

As I mentioned a little bit earlier, in 2023 at the previous World 
Radio Communications Conference we did not have this kind of leg-
islative support. We did not have auction authority, which really 
set us back. 

And so I think with the restoration of auction authority and a 
long-term spectrum pipeline we are positioned to emerge from that 
conference with wins so that we are the leader in the next genera-
tion of communications technologies. 

Senator BLACKBURN. Thank you. 
Staying on spectrum, Mr. Chairman, coming to you, looking at 

mid-band spectrum, about 60 percent of our mid-band is held by 
government agencies and about 5 percent is licensed commercial 
users and, of course, with 5G and 6G we absolutely cannot afford 
this. 

So I have advocated for years for a full inventory of government 
spectrum licenses and Senator Moran and I have had the Spectrum 
Inventory Act, and I think it is important for the record for you to 
speak about the importance of freeing up the spectrum, getting it 
in the hands of commercial users. 

And then also talk a little bit about how the FCC and NTIA, 
which is responsible for the inventory, can work together and move 
this auction forward, that 800 megahertz that the Big Beautiful 
Bill allowed for? 

Mr. CARR. Well, thank you, Senator, for your leadership on this. 
I agree that we have to have a balanced spectrum policy and if 

you step back, though, particularly over the Biden years, we sort 
of walked into a bit of a cul-de-sac where we over leveraged to 
some extent with respect to unlicensed spectrum, with respect to 
shared spectrum, and to some extent government spectrum as well 
because we have a very small sliver of spectrum that is truly exclu-
sive use, high power, the type of stuff you want to build 5G and 
6G on. 

So that is what we are addressing in the near term, particularly 
in the C-band, working very well across the administration. The 
NTIA Administrator Arielle Roth is doing a fantastic job. They are 
going to be identifying some additional bands for us to move on. 

But I also think, to your point, we have to make sure we have 
intensity of use of spectrum, not just buildout. One of the things 
we push for is to encourage providers to make sure they are actu-
ally loading their spectrum up and, again, I think that is part of 
why you see AT&T now, you know, quickly putting new spectrum 
on 23,000 cell sites. 

And I should say, I mean, in terms of the wireless services, I was 
a bit surprised to see some of the remarks earlier. If you look at 
the data, the prices for wireless phone services are actually down 
2 percent year over year. 

In fact, they are down 5 percent over Biden-era highs. It is not 
where, you know, we want to keep driving down by eliminating in-
flationary prices but we are heading in the right direction. We just 
have to keep at it. 
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Senator BLACKBURN. Thank you. Thanks. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Senator Luján. 

STATEMENT OF HON. BEN RAY LUJÁN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW MEXICO 

Senator LUJÁN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman Carr, yes or no—and please, yes or no—is the FCC an 

independent agency? 
Mr. CARR. Senator, thanks for that question. I think—— 
Senator LUJÁN. Yes or no is all we need, sir. Yes or no, is it inde-

pendent? 
Mr. CARR. Well, there is a test for this in the law and the key 

portion of that test—— 
Senator LUJÁN. Just yes or no, Brendan. 
Mr. CARR. The key portion of that test is—— 
Senator LUJÁN. OK. I am going to go to Commissioner Trusty. 
So just so you know, Brendan, on your website it just simply 

says, man, the FCC is independent. This is not a trick question. Is 
it yes or no? 

Mr. CARR. OK. The FCC is not. Is not. 
Senator LUJÁN. OK. 
Mr. CARR. Is not an independent—— 
Senator LUJÁN. So is your website wrong? Is your website lying? 
Mr. CARR. Possibly. The FCC is not an independent agency be-

cause—— 
Senator LUJÁN. OK. Can I read this to you? The FCC’s mission— 

on the home page of the FCC, man—an independent U.S. Govern-
ment agency overseen by Congress. Is that factual or is that a lie? 

Mr. CARR. The FCC is not formally an independent agency. 
Senator LUJÁN. Is this true or is this a lie? 
Mr. CARR. I can—I am happy to answer your question. 
OK. The sine qua non of independence would be removable by 

the President. 
Senator LUJÁN. Mr. Chairman, I will get back to you. 
Chairman—Chairman, I have a little bit of time. I will get back 

to you, sir. 
Mr. CARR. The FCC is not an independent agency, formally 

speaking. 
Senator LUJÁN. Appreciate you saying that and being honest 

with the American people. 
Commissioner Trusty. 
Ms. TRUSTY. Senator, thank you for the question. 
The President is the Chief Executive vested with all executive 

power in our government and FCC commissioners are not—we do 
not have for cause removal protections, which means that we are 
not independent. 

Senator LUJÁN. So is the—is your website lying? 
Ms. TRUSTY. I cannot speak to the website. I have not seen that. 
Senator LUJÁN. You all are the Commissioners in charge of this 

place, right? So this stuff has to be approved by one of you. If this 
is lying then you should just fix it. 
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Let me just say that. That was not even my gotcha question. I 
am surprised that I have burned up 3 minutes talking about this 
damn thing. 

Commissioner Gomez. 
Ms. GOMEZ. Yes, and we should be. 
Senator LUJÁN. I appreciate that. 
Well, Mr. Chairman, if I could just submit the printout of the 

homepage of the FCC into the record that says it is an independent 
agency. 

And if it is not true then change it. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection. 
[The information referred to follows:] 

Senator LUJÁN. I appreciate that, sir. 
Chairman Carr, with that being said, does Congress need to clar-

ify that the FCC is an independent agency? 
Mr. CARR. Well, it is up to Congress to pass any legislation. The 

Constitution is clear that all executive power is vested in the Presi-
dent and Congress cannot change that by legislation. 

Senator LUJÁN. Yes or no, is it appropriate for the FCC to revoke 
broadcast licenses based on the viewpoint of the licensee? 

Mr. CARR. It is appropriate for the FCC to take action under our 
public interest standard and hold broadcasters accountable to 
things like broadcast hoax, news distortion, localism. Those are 
things that we should be taking action on and enforcing. 

Senator LUJÁN. Commissioner Trusty, same question to you. Is 
it appropriate for the FCC to revoke broadcast licenses based on 
the viewpoint of the licensee? 
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Ms. TRUSTY. Senator, my job is to enforce the law as it relates 
to broadcasters. Broadcasters have public interest obligations and 
it relies on a case-by-case basis. 

As you know, the FCC does have the authority to revoke licenses 
and the conditions for which are spelled out in Section 312 of the 
Communications Act. 

Senator LUJÁN. Commissioner Gomez? 
Ms. GOMEZ. Absolutely not. The First Amendment applies to 

broadcasters regardless of whether they use spectrum or not, and 
the Communications Act prohibits the FCC from censoring broad-
casters. 

We should not be revoking licenses based on their viewpoint. In 
fact, what we should be doing is ensuring more viewpoints because 
if you do not like speech the answer is more speech. 

Senator LUJÁN. I appreciate that. I think that is something that 
this body would agree with. 

Chairman Carr, you supported the broadband label that the FCC 
adopted back in 2022. Is that correct? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator. 
Senator LUJÁN. Even though broadband providers, as you are 

aware, they have been displaying these broadband labels for over 
a year, you recently proposed changes to making it harder for con-
sumers to understand what plans they are subscribed to or what 
they are paying for at the end of the month. 

As you know, it is hard to understand why this action would 
have been taken. You also want to eliminate the requirement that 
broadband labels be translated in the languages in which the pro-
viders are already marketing their services. Is that correct? 

Mr. CARR. That is not correct, sir. 
Senator LUJÁN. So you will reverse the notion that these labels 

will not be done in English and other languages? 
Mr. CARR. No. What I am saying is consumers want clear, con-

cise, accurate information. I think we agree on that. We have start-
ed a proceeding to make sure that they are not overwhelmed by ir-
relevant information. 

We have not made any decision to eliminate any particular fea-
ture of this. We are open minded. We have sought comment on dif-
ferent portions of the existing process. 

Senator LUJÁN. So, Chairman, just to be clear, there will be no 
action taken by the Commission that prevents these companies 
from putting that information—the same languages used in mar-
keting, those languages can be used in other ways? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, we will not take any action to prevent them from 
doing that. 

Senator LUJÁN. I appreciate that clarity. Do you think then, con-
sumers benefit from seeing the full price they pay at the end of the 
month with no hidden fees? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, we want clarity. We want transparency. We want 
just like nutrition labels. Again, the concern is did we strike the 
right balance or did we add information that effectively put in 
wheat and chaff. We want to separate the wheat from the chaff and 
make it clear for consumers. 
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Senator LUJÁN. Mr. Chairman, I hope you keep your word there 
and that there is more information, not less information, in these 
labels and that—— 

Mr. CARR. We want clarity. We want clarity. I do not know if it 
is more or less. 

Senator LUJÁN. Amen, brother. I just hope that it is more, better 
information, however you want to talk about it, that whatever the 
Commission—the action that you all take that you just do not 
make it harder. 

Mr. Chairman, I have other questions that I was hoping to get 
to but my little back and forth on this web page got me stuck, sir. 

Just so you know, I will be submitting some questions into the 
record about caps. I have a question associated with if it is Con-
gress or if it is the FCC that can change those caps on consolida-
tion. 

I have questions about USF. I was proud back in May 2023 with 
Leader Thune to introduce the framework around the bipartisan bi-
cameral working group and I certainly hope that the word that was 
given to Senator Fischer to work together that we just commit to 
do this one together and that we all work together to get this done. 
It is too important not to get right. 

So I appreciate the time today. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. 
Senator Young. 

STATEMENT OF HON. TODD YOUNG, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA 

Senator YOUNG. Chairman Carr, earlier this month during a 
telecommunications subcommittee hearing I raised the growing 
challenge of the illegal cutting of subsea cables and the danger that 
it poses to our many critical infrastructures. 

In response, we were told the best way to ensure our subsea 
cable infrastructure is more resilient is by creating more cables. 
Makes sense to me, but more redundancy in the system. 

That would foster a more diverse ecosystem of cables, increasing 
the number of American-owned cables, expanding the capacity of 
American ships to fix and repair any damages, which without devi-
ating too much that is the focus of my SHIPS for America Act and, 
last, by sending a message to our adversaries that such cuttings, 
again, of our undersea cables will be treated as an attack on our 
critical infrastructure. 

So in line with this can you speak, Mr. Chairman, to why accel-
erating and streamlining subsea cable deployment is important to 
U.S. economic and national security and how the rule that you 
adopted earlier this year helps move the process toward clear, 
timely decisions? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator, and thanks for your work on all 
those important legislative efforts that you are working on. 

Undersea cables are sort of the unsung hero of global commu-
nications. They carry, roughly, 99 percent of all Internet traffic. 
They can be vulnerable to disruption. 

One of things that we have taken as part of our ‘‘Build America’’ 
agenda is put new policies in place to invest in additional buildout 
of undersea cables as we do so, making sure that they are secure 
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as well including looking at foreign ownership issues related to un-
dersea cables to make sure we are not introducing risks. 

And, again, if we are going to lead the world in AI and many 
other vectors we have to have that infrastructure to carry it and 
so I think we are heading in a good direction now. 

Senator YOUNG. Thank you, Chairman. 
Commissioner Trusty, do you have any thoughts on this? 
Ms. TRUSTY. Absolutely, Senator. Thank you for your leadership 

on undersea cables. 
I do think that streamlining permitting processes can help with 

redundancy, resiliency, and efficiency, and I think that goes to sup-
port economic growth, our technological leadership, and secure 
communication. 

So I think we are all headed in the right direction on this regard. 
Senator YOUNG. Thank you. I wish Congress could learn from the 

leadership of the Commission in streamlining the permitting proc-
ess of critical infrastructure. Perhaps we will in coming months. 

Commissioner Trusty, in that same rule the FCC established re-
quirements for applicants and licensees to create a cybersecurity 
and physical security risk management plan. 

How can that create a more resilient subsea cable network and 
what else should we as Congress be doing to secure this infrastruc-
ture? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Senator, thank you for the question. 
I think with respect to these risk management plans we can 

identify threats, we can help reduce vulnerabilities, and to the ex-
tent there is sabotage or some kind of compromise we will have 
ready-made response plans in place to address these types of 
issues. 

In terms of what more Congress can do, I think Congress can 
promote more U.S.-led cable projects. I think that will be helpful 
to get foreign adversaries out of these types of networks. 

I also think we should look to diversify traffic patterns so we do 
not have a single point of failure in the event there is compromise 
or sabotage, and I think we can strengthen emergency response 
plans and disaster recovery initiatives so that we can have more 
secure critical infrastructure. 

Senator YOUNG. Thank you. Good answer. 
Chairman Carr, the media marketplace has evolved drastically 

since its early days in the 20th century and, as a result, we have 
seen legislative and regulatory reforms advance to keep pace with 
the market. 

Over the past year, I have heard from many different stake-
holders, including small and local broadcasters in Indiana, regard-
ing potential action by the FCC to modify the current broadcast 
ownership cap. 

Can you explain to the Committee what the impact to local 
broadcasters will be should the broadcast ownership cap be ex-
panded? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator. 
We are looking at these issues and have not made a decision but, 

you know, there is a couple of potential guide stars here. 
One, if you look at local newspapers, they have been shutting by 

the thousands all across the country, and so if we care as a public 



45 

interest matter about local news and local reporting, I think we 
have to start to look at policies that can create more incentives for 
investment there. 

And so one of the concerns that I have in media policy as a gen-
eral matter is you have got the national programmers—Comcast, 
Disney, and others—that are increasingly dominating with respect 
to those local broadcasters. 

So we want to make sure that they do have the ability to invest 
in local news gathering because it is also more trusted. Local news 
is more trusted than the national media that is out there, and so 
we are balancing a couple of different policies there and, you know, 
we will see where we land. 

Senator YOUNG. I completely agree with you. It is not just a mat-
ter of trust, however. It is also a matter of content. I think you 
would—most everyone would agree. 

When seemingly every issue gets nationalized, when national 
issues get far more play than local issues, and when we have an 
electorate—a citizenry—who have absolutely no idea what is hap-
pening in the local council meetings and in school boards and all 
the rest because the information is not being circulated for what-
ever reason, you have to question whether some of the fundamental 
predicates for, like, having a democracy—a functioning democ-
racy—and voting for local officials are being laid. 

I could not tell you in little Bargersville, Indiana, where I live— 
and I am probably more active than most in terms of my citizenry 
and my attentiveness to the news—but I could not tell you what 
is happening at the local school board and all the rest. 

Yet, I still show up to vote for these local offices. My own ap-
proach is to skip those that I know nothing about but it is, I think, 
an indictment on our news ecosystem and it may take some 
intentionality to fix it. 

Mr. CARR. Senator, this is one issue we are looking at, too. As 
you look—turn of the TV, you know, in the evening hours, again, 
a huge percentage of that time now is programmed by the national 
program, again, out of New York and Hollywood. 

And so one idea that we are looking at is how we empower those 
local TV stations to reclaim more of that nightly news time for ac-
tual local news and programming, and we are looking at ideas for 
that. 

Senator YOUNG. Count me interested. Thank you, Chairman, for 
indulging me well over my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Young, and I will say I am 
glad the Senate does not follow your philosophy on voting. If sen-
ators did not vote on things we know nothing about there might 
be a number of votes without a single yea or nay cast. 

Senator Kim. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ANDY KIM, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEW JERSEY 

Senator KIM. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you to the three of 
you for coming out here. 

Chairman Carr, I guess I just wanted to start with you. I was 
confused after hearing your response to one of my colleagues about 
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the status of the FCC. I want to read you a quote here and see if 
you agree with it. 

Congress long ago determined that the FCC is an independent 
expert agency. Is that correct or not? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, there has been sort of a sea change in sort 
of the law and the approach since I think I wrote that sentence, 
I am assuming, because you gave it to me. 

Senator KIM. Yes, you did. You said it in front of Congress. 
Mr. CARR. Right. The view has been that the Communications 

Act was passed in 1934, one year before Humphrey’s Executor, and 
so Congress did not include in the Communications Act ‘‘for cause 
removal of FCC commissioners, so I can be fired by the President 
for no reason or any reason at all’’. 

The theory had been that courts would read for cause removal 
into the statute and that was the basis for that viewpoint. I think 
now it is clear that that is not the case and so, formally speaking, 
the FCC is not independent because we do not have that key piece, 
which is for cause removal protection. 

Senator KIM. So when you are talking about all power vested in 
the President, I mean, I just want to read this a little more because 
you are saying not just that it is an independent agency but you 
are saying that Congress did not want these technical decisions to 
be made in a haphazard manner or based on misinformation or 
short-term political interests. 

You specifically said it placed the authority outside of the Execu-
tive Branch for a reason. So you were not just stating what was 
the law at the time; you were stating the benefit that comes with 
the independence. 

So I guess I am just trying to get a sense from you, if you do 
not think that the FCC is independent then is President Trump 
your boss? 

Mr. CARR. President Trump has designated me as Chairman of 
the FCC. I think it comes as no surprise that I am aligned with 
President Trump on policy. I think that is why he designated me 
as Chairman. But ultimately—— 

Senator KIM. Do you consider him your boss? 
Mr. CARR. Ultimately, the President designated me as Chairman. 

I can be fired by the President. The President is the head of the 
Executive Branch. The decisions of the Commission—— 

Senator KIM. So he is your boss? 
Mr. CARR. Look, the decisions of the Commission are going to be 

based on a vote of the three of us right here. So there are some 
things that are different about that, and our decisions are based on 
the facts and the law in the record. 

Senator KIM. You swore an oath when you came into your job, 
right? Does the oath have the word president in it? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, again, I am not tracking this line. What I am 
saying is every decision—— 

Senator KIM. Do you remember the oath that you took? 
Mr. CARR. Yes. Every—— 
Senator KIM. You swore an oath to protect what? 
Mr. CARR. Sir, every single decision I made—— 
Senator KIM. What is it that you are protecting? 
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Mr. CARR.—in this job was based on the facts, the law, and the 
record consistent with the Constitution. 

Senator KIM. The Constitution of the United States. I am just— 
look, this is not a test here. I am just trying to get a sense of how 
you are trying to operate here. So I guess I would just like to be 
a little bit more direct here. 

Have you ever had a conversation with the President or senior 
administration officials about using the FCC to go after critics? 

Mr. CARR. Well, first of all, Senator, I do not get into the specifics 
of conversations that I have with the President. 

Senator KIM. OK. Well, let me reframe it then. Would it be ap-
propriate for the President or senior administration officials to give 
you direction to pressure media companies? 

Mr. CARR. Look, Senator, I am not going to get into hypotheti-
cals. What I can tell you is, again, the decisions by the Commis-
sion—— 

Senator KIM. Well, look, the easy answer is no. 
Mr. CARR. The decision of the—— 
Senator KIM. It is not a hypothetical. It is literally just trying to 

determine whether or not you are understanding your job being— 
belonging to the American people. Trump is not your boss. The 
American people are your boss. 

Mr. CARR. The basis for the Commission—— 
Senator KIM. And here is just one example I want to give on this. 

This is one—— 
Mr. CARR. The basis for the Commission decisions are going to 

be based on a vote of the three of us. 
Senator KIM. Let me finish—let me finish my comment here, 

OK? 
The reason I raise this is because whether or not you had that 

conversation in the Oval Office or on a phone call, what we do is 
we see it all out in front. 

On August 24, Trump wrote, ‘‘ABC and NBC fake news. They 
are simply an arm of the Democratic Party and should, accordingly 
to many, have their licenses revoked by the FCC. I would be totally 
in favor of that because they are so biased and untruthful and an 
actual threat to our democracy.’’ 

So this is not hypothetical, like you said. He did intentionally try 
to pressure you and direct you to be able to use your power in the 
FCC against media companies that he thought were biased against 
him. 

So that is why I just want to say this is not hypothetical. This 
is not theoretical. This is real, and I was trying to get a sense of 
whether or not you thought this behavior was appropriate or not, 
and your failure to be able to directly dictate a line and show that 
there is integrity in this process concerns me because these—before 
the FCC comes all of these decisions. All of these decisions. 

And when you cannot tell me directly that Trump is not your 
boss, that the American people are your boss, I do not trust you 
that you can make these decisions with the independent mind that 
is needed and directed by Congress. 

And with that, I will yield back, Chairman. 
Mr. CARR. When we take—when we make decisions at the Com-

mission it is a vote among the three of us. It is a product of the 
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three of our votes, and we all can suggest edits and change items 
and you can see for yourself the basis in reasoning for it—— 

Senator KIM. So would it be appropriate then for the President 
to try and remove and replace any Commissioner because he dis-
agrees with the decisions made by that Commission? 

Mr. CARR. The President can remove any member of the Com-
mission for any reason or no reason at all. 

Senator KIM. I know that but do you think that is appropriate? 
Mr. CARR. It is up to the President to decide. 
Senator KIM. OK. Well, then we got your answer. With that, I 

yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I would note Senator Kim asked 

multiple questions about whether it is appropriate for politicians to 
try to pressure the FCC to silence their critics. 

My answer to that is unequivocally no, but that happens to be 
my answer whether those politicians are Republicans or Demo-
crats, and I would like to now enter into the record a letter dated 
April 11, 2018, and it was directed to the then-Chairman of the 
FCC Ajit Pai and it says, ‘‘We write to express our grave concerns 
regarding Sinclair Broadcasting Group’s conduct. This conduct af-
fects its fitness to hold its existing broadcast licenses and its fitness 
to acquire even more broadcast licenses through the proposed 
merger with Tribune Media Company.’’ 

And what the signatories of this letter was concerned about is 
that Sinclair had their local anchors warn the populace of the dan-
gers of, quote, ‘‘one-sided news stories plaguing our country.’’ 

In other words, Sinclair spoke out against bias in journalism. Ap-
parently, our Democrat colleagues did not like that and in writing 
they urged the FCC to strip the licenses and block the merger, and 
this letter is signed by Maria Cantwell, by Patty Murray, by Ron 
Wyden, by Richard Blumenthal, by Bernie Sanders, by Tammy 
Baldwin, by Tom Udall, by Elizabeth Warren, by Ed Markey, by 
Tina Smith, by Jeff Merkley, and by Cory Booker. 

And so I am going to enter this letter into the record. Without 
objection, it is so entered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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The CHAIRMAN. And I would point out the principles ought to 
apply to both sides evenly. 

Senator KIM. I appreciate your comments. Can I say a quick re-
buttal here? 

The CHAIRMAN. Sure. 
Senator KIM. I just want to say this is another attempt to muddy 

the waters. Chairman Carr’s threats to companies he directly regu-
lates are not the same thing as a letter from Congress requesting 
an agency examine a matter of public concern. 

Members on both sides of the aisle frequently write similar let-
ters. That is the proper oversight role of Congress. 

As one example now, Secretary of State Rubio and other Repub-
lican senators wrote to the FCC in 2022 urging the agency to thor-
oughly scrutinize a proposed sale of Spanish-language radio sta-
tions concerned it would, quote, ‘‘silence political viewpoints.’’ 

So I hope my colleagues, we stop trying to distract from the clear 
and present attacks right now upon our First Amendment. Chair-
man Carr has targeted threats against the licensees he directly 
regulates and we can hear from Chairman Carr without further 
delay. 

The CHAIRMAN. So, Senator Kim is factually incorrect. This letter 
is calling for the FCC to block the licenses, to block the merger, be-
cause the Democrats who signed this disagreed with the content on 
that station. 

And the difference—I was on that committee then. When this 
happened I spoke out against it at the time and you know what? 
Not a single Democrat on this committee had a word to say about 
it. 

I was also on this committee at the time that Democrats tried 
to go after Fox and deny a routine license renewal, again, because 
Democrats did not like what Fox News says. 

You know what? I do not like what MSNBC says but I am not 
urging the Commission to take away MSNBC’s license. And so sud-
denly when the current administration and FCC makes comments 
about Jimmy Kimmel, comments that, as you know, I disagreed 
with and spoke out against—suddenly Democrats have discovered 
the First Amendment and my request would be maybe remember 
it when Democrats are in power, that the First Amendment is not 
simply a one-way license for one team to abuse the power and the 
other not. Instead, we should respect the free speech of all Ameri-
cans regardless of party. 

Senator KIM. I agree with that statement you made, a lot of what 
you just said. I was not on the Committee at that time and I hope, 
going forward, as I am on this committee with you that we can 
work together to show that we do this regardless of who is vio-
lating, that we try to show that integrity to the process. 

The CHAIRMAN. That would be a wonderful development. I hope 
so as well. 

Senator Curtis, I believe. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN CURTIS, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM UTAH 

Senator CURTIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sure everybody 
will be disappointed. I am actually going to change subjects. 
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Chairman, you were good enough to come to my office a few days 
ago and we talked about Section 230, and in that meeting I tried 
to bifurcate. I know a lot of people when you hear 230 think of cen-
sorship, and for a minute just set that aside. I am not going to try 
to solve that. That is a very complex issue. 

But you and I talked about algorithms, and for those who were 
not there, the analogy that kind of comes to mind is the digital bill-
board. Originally, social media companies were to provide the 
venue for a digital billboard. 

Somewhere along the line that model changed. We compared it 
to the Post Office. If the Post Office is delivering a letter from you 
to me we, obviously, do not hold them responsible for that content. 

But if the Post Office opened that letter, read it, and then said, 
‘‘We are actually going to send this to a hundred million people,’’ 
that is a different conversation. 

So my question for you is, from your perspective are we under-
estimating the dangers of algorithm-driven content? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, thank you for the question. I have gone back 
since our meeting and taken a look at your legislation again and 
I am happy to continue to meet and discuss with you on that. 

I do think I have expressed concerns over the years about how 
courts have sort of misinterpreted and given expansive new read-
ings to Section 230 that are not in the statutory text, and I think 
there are some of those issues in your legislation as well that are 
worth looking at. 

Senator CURTIS. Thank you. And to kind of, here again, bring ev-
erybody else up to speed that has not had the chance to do that, 
the question is should Section 230 protections apply to social media 
companies that employ harmful recommendations or cause harm 
by their recommendations, going beyond just the digital billboard 
but actually taking those now and sending them out to hundreds 
of millions of people? 

Mr. CARR. Yes, Senator, there is a debate to some extent in the 
courts as well about part of Section 230 that talks about platforms 
being liable if they have contributed even in part to the develop-
ment and it is sort of a live issue—how does algorithms play into 
the contributed in part portion of that analysis. 

Senator CURTIS. Yes, and as everybody here knows, Section 230 
goes decades and decades back and I do not think—I think it is 
clear to say we did not really see the world that we are in today, 
and so I just introduce that to you and to others as something that 
we need to start thinking about. 

Also, when you were in my office we talked about permitting re-
form and would love to ask you—you have had a chance to think 
about this—what is the role of Congress in assisting you in your 
permitting reform goals and what can we be doing on our side to 
make sure that we can actually complete these projects in a re-
sponsible way that are so important to you to complete? 

Mr. CARR. Well, thank you, Senator. 
Look, I think it is—there is no question that it costs too much 

and it takes too long to build out not just broadband infrastructure 
but almost any infrastructure in this country and I think that is 
probably one of the most significant economic development efforts 
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that this Congress can do is to continue to codify and streamline 
permitting regulations. 

We have a proceeding underway at the FCC. We are looking at 
NEPA, the environmental regulations, and how perhaps they have 
been misapplied in onerous ways over the years. 

We are looking at state and local requirements where potentially 
their fees and permitting structure might not align with the cost- 
based approach that we have used before. But we have to get back 
to turning dirt—and this is going to be an important work stream 
for us. 

Senator CURTIS. Commissioner Trusty, how do you see permit-
ting reform and how important is it that we figure this out? 

Ms. TRUSTY. It is essential. It is essential to meeting our uni-
versal connectivity goals. You know, as the Chairman mentioned, 
we have been working on simplifying rules, reducing regulatory 
burdens on businesses, and streamlining licensing and permitting 
processes to better advance broadband providers’ buildout efforts. 

So we are looking at pole attachments, making those processes 
more cost effective and transparent. He mentioned environmental 
and historic reviews, making sure that those reviews are more pre-
dictable and efficient. 

And we are also looking at opening up access to rights of way, 
another barrier to employing broadband, deploying broadband and 
connecting homes and businesses across the country. 

Senator CURTIS. Commissioner Gomez, do you agree with your 
colleagues? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Senator, I think getting access to affordable 
broadband as quickly as possible is very important. 

Senator CURTIS. I am pleased that on our side this seems to be 
a bipartisan issue. There are still some hurdles, moving forward, 
but figuring out here again how to do it responsibly. Nobody is sug-
gesting we should be irresponsible. 

Chairman Carr, in the few seconds I have left can you maybe 
educate us on what happens if we do not figure out permitting re-
form? 

Mr. CARR. Well, communities that have been stuck on the wrong 
side of the digital divide are going to remain there. The cost of 
building is going to be higher. 

That could raise prices, and it will slow down the buildout of 
these BEAD infrastructure projects that I think are going to be 
really important to the country. So we have got to get going. 

Senator CURTIS. I would agree. I think we all agree. I would also 
point out this is not just in your world. In the energy sector, we 
have the same problem and we are really struggling as a country 
figuring out how to be able to allow things to move forward in a 
responsible way and I hope that here in the Senate we can figure 
out a path forward for everybody that needs this. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield my time. 
Senator BUDD [presiding]. Thank you. 
Senator Blunt Rochester. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. LISA BLUNT ROCHESTER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM DELAWARE 

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and 
thank you to the witnesses. 

I come from the state of Delaware. We are—like many of my col-
leagues we are urban, we are suburban, we are rural, and we are 
also coastal. 

For me and a lot of members here, we have been working on the 
digital divide for a very long time and that is everything from in-
vesting in connectivity to looking at modernizing our maps. 

We have places in Delaware where you will drive and your call 
will drop. You know exactly where that spot is going to be. 

But the bottom line is if you have access but you cannot afford 
the services then you really do not have it, and so we are in the 
midst of an affordability crisis. Everything from rent to groceries 
to broadband Internet has gone up and it is clear that we have to 
be laser focused on affordability. 

So my first question is for you, Commissioner Gomez. 
Commissioner Gomez, Democratic leadership at the FCC in the 

past has emphasized affordability, competition, transparency, and 
closing the digital divide. 

Commissioner, from your perspective how do affordability poli-
cies under the previous Democratic-led FCC compare to the current 
administration’s affordability policies and how specifically it relates 
to consumer outcomes? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you, Senator, for that question. 
This administration has really lost its focus on consumer issues 

and particularly on affordability. We have not seen any action to 
address affordability. 

When we lost the Affordable Connectivity program millions of 
consumers lost their service—lost their support for their service. 
We are spending billions of dollars to deploy networks, but we are 
not going to have sustainable networks if people cannot afford to 
actually subscribe to the service. 

We need seniors to have access so that they can get health care 
services. We need students to have access to broadband so that 
they can prepare themselves for this AI economy that is coming. 
We need people to be able to access the Internet for jobs. 

I was just listening this morning to the head of the National Eco-
nomic Council who said we are not going to have a problem with 
finding jobs because they can be found on the internet. 

And my thought at the moment was if you have access to the 
Internet schools and libraries need to have access to the internet. 

Instead, this Commission took back the ability to provide 
hotspots through libraries so that people could have Internet at 
home and so that students could have hotspots through their 
schools. 

Same thing with WiFi on school buses. We are not ensuring that 
people who cannot afford to be connected can get access to the 
internet. 

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. So not only will people not be able 
to afford the services and the tools that they need, but more people 
will be left behind? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Correct. 
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Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Commissioner, as connectivity ex-
pands through the Internet of Things, AI, the future 6G networks, 
cybersecurity risks to consumers grow significantly. 

Do you believe the FCC has taken the appropriate steps to future 
proof the cybersecurity of everyday Americans in an increasingly 
complex telecommunications ecosystem and why? 

And, Commissioner Trusty, I am going to ask you a similar ques-
tion. 

Ms. GOMEZ. So this Commission has had a lot of focus on secu-
rity, but at the same time it also has taken away the regulatory 
backstop to ensure that the companies actually have cybersecurity 
policies. 

This just happened with regard to the response to Salt Typhoon. 
This administration has been very concerned about Chinese equip-
ment and it has looked for every opportunity in order to make sure 
that we do not have Chinese equipment and insecure equipment in 
our network. 

But when China actually hacks our networks this administration 
took away the rulemaking that would have actually required car-
riers to make cybersecurity front of mind. 

I am also concerned that we have put a pause on the cyber trust 
mark which is a way—a market-driven mechanism which I would 
think my Republican colleagues would actually really appreciate, a 
market-driven mechanism in order for consumers to have informa-
tion about whether the devices they are using come from busi-
nesses that use good cyber hygiene. 

So I am hopeful that we will be able to get that going again be-
cause that is a really important public-private partnership in order 
to ensure security. 

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. I have very limited time. 
Commissioner Trusty, I am going to ask you this question for the 

record, which is you spoke about the need for the U.S. to keep pace 
with international telecommunications trends including cybersecu-
rity and I was going to ask if you agree with Commissioner Gomez 
on her assessment and what else you would like to add? So I will 
follow up with you on that. 

But I do, in the interest of time, want to spend a moment be-
cause I am very, very concerned about, Chairman Carr, your focus 
on ending the—— 

Was that you, Mr. Chairman? 
Senator BUDD. It was. 
Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Mr. Chairman, if you will give me a 

point of personal privilege because every single member before me 
went over time—like, every single member. 

Senator BUDD. Briefly, please, and then you will submit that for 
the record. 

Senator BLUNT ROCHESTER. Thank you. And so I want to make 
sure that I say this on the record because I think when Commis-
sioner Gomez talked about private companies doing employment 
matters, these are employment matters and your focus on diver-
sity, equity, inclusion, and celebrating the real withdrawal of that 
I think has had an impact on women, veterans, people with disabil-
ities, religious minorities. 
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And I will ask of the record for Commissioner Gomez to explain 
how conditioning FCC approvals on the elimination of DEI pro-
grams undermines job opportunities, weakens our economy, and 
our competitiveness. 

With that, I will yield back. 
Senator BUDD. Thank you. 
Senator Schmitt. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ERIC SCHMITT, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM MISSOURI 

Senator SCHMITT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have to say, every so often in this place it almost feels like you 

are having an out-of-body experience where you are, like, watching 
something happen and you cannot believe it is happening. 

So the idea that my Democrat colleagues are so offended that the 
First Amendment may be or may not be violated by some comment 
you made I think is just extraordinary given the last four years 
that we lived through. 

I happen to know something about it. I filed the Missouri versus 
Biden lawsuit that a Federal judge—a Federal judge—ruled was 
the most massive attack against free speech in U.S. history where 
entire agencies—and we sat through the depositions—were 
weaponized against the American people on the instruction of the 
Federal Government, and not just one agency but a leviathan of 
agencies that had words and phrases that you shall not utter in the 
United States of America or you were censored. 

So you do not get to censor speech. You do not get to outsource 
that censorship to universities or social media companies, which is 
exactly what was happening, and go so far as to actually create— 
and I would challenge anybody in this committee if they raise the 
objection to this—literally a disinformation governance board in the 
United States of America. 

You remember the Mary Poppins character who was singing? 
That is what I am—in the United States of America, not like in 
1898, not in 1799, like, three years ago. 

And so to sit here and listen to all this stuff about, you know, 
wearing the white hat on free speech is laughable. Laughable. 

So anyway, that is not—I just—I cannot help myself sometimes. 
I just—I wanted to get to these questions first but just listening to 
this is incredible. 

So anyway, Mr. Carr, I do want to ask you about something that 
is—I do not think has been asked about. Currently, there is a draft 
piece of legislation currently being considered by the European 
Commission, the European Union Space Act, which as currently 
drafted would impose a regulatory framework that would apply not 
just to EU firms but also U.S. satellite operators providing services 
to European customers. 

It appears specifically targeted at U.S. companies due solely to 
their size and their success that they have had. From the FCC’s 
perspective, what concrete impacts would these proposed require-
ments have on U.S. licensed systems operating globally, particu-
larly where the EU rules may duplicate or conflict with current 
U.S. requirements? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, thanks for the question. 



59 

You know, we all know that for years Europe has been engaged 
in protectionist conduct. They have been going after U.S. tech-
nology companies simply for being successful U.S. technology com-
panies. What we are now seeing is the specific application of that 
same approach into the satellite sector. 

European regulators are using the rubric of European satellite 
sovereignty to suggest that you effectively have to be a European 
satellite company to do business in Europe. 

Unlike the technology space, there actually are national cham-
pion satellite providers in Europe that do business in America, and 
so if Europe continues to go down this protectionist path we are 
going to have to make sure that there is reciprocal and fair treat-
ment. 

But it ultimately is holding back Europe itself and it is harmful 
to these U.S. businesses that are trying to have global operations. 
So there is significant pushback right now on this sovereignty ef-
fort taking place in Europe. 

Senator SCHMITT. Well, and it is I think part and parcel of some-
thing much broader that is happening in Europe right now, which 
is under the NATO flag the United States is supposed to have sort 
of unconditional support no matter what. 

We are partners and this is an alliance. But when the EU flag 
goes up all of a sudden it is a very, very different story. 

And I hope you do sort of push back on this idea. Very I think 
ill-timed and likely illegal but we have levers in the toolbox, too. 
It should not be the case. But if they are going to go down this 
road, hopefully you all will make it clear to our European friends 
that this is not appreciated. 

I do want to briefly in the time I have left, Mr. Carr, the U.S. 
already has a—before that licensing framework that we currently 
have in the U.S. what is the status of securing a kind of equiva-
lence decision if equivalency is not granted? 

Staying on the European track here, how would overlapping EU 
requirements affect FCC licensed systems operating globally? 

Mr. CARR. Well, for one, we are always going to look out for the 
interests of America and our consumers. So, for instance, we are 
looking at power level issues where perhaps Europe is in a dif-
ferent position than America. 

Europe may hold back on power levels in Europe but we can au-
thorize them here in America so that our consumers at least con-
tinue to get better, faster satellite services including high-speed 
internet. 

We are also working inside the building to go much faster on 
processing satellite applications. When I took over as Chairman we 
had a massive backlog. 

We have already cut through about half of that backlog and we 
are changing our approach inside the building to be much more as-
sembly line, like, clear, bright line rules. 

If you hit those you are going to get a green light from the FCC 
pretty quickly and, again, I think that is going to set us up to lead 
the world in these next-generation satellite technologies. 

Senator SCHMITT. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator BUDD. Thank you. 
Senator Peters, you are recognized. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. GARY PETERS, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM MICHIGAN 

Senator PETERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to our witnesses 
today, thank you, all three of you, for being here today. 

Chair Carr, in 2019 you tweeted—I am just going to quote your 
words directly from the tweet. You said, quote, ‘‘Should the govern-
ment censor speech it does not like? Of course not. The FCC does 
not have a roving mandate to police speech in the name of the pub-
lic interest,’’ end of quote. 

That was your tweet in 2019, and I will say I agree with that. 
I think that was a good tweet in 2019. I think government censor-
ship is absolutely dangerous to our democracy. 

In fact, according to a book which you may have read, ‘‘How De-
mocracies Die,’’ written by two eminent political scientists, histori-
cally, one of the key markers of a slide toward authoritarianism is 
attacks on freedom of the press. Part of the playbook. 

We have seen it over and over again, and that is why I was con-
cerned about your actions this year. This fall alone you have sug-
gested that the FCC go after broadcasters that do not punish come-
dians—we have heard that here in the hearing—do not punish co-
medians who make comments that the President does not like. 

In one case, you specifically mentioned the broadcaster’s public 
interest obligation. You said, quote—in this instance, quote, ‘‘We 
can do this the easy way or we can do this the hard way,’’ unquote. 

That may have been a line I saw in ‘‘The Godfather.’’ I am not 
sure, but that is—it is pretty similar to that when you threatened 
to use the FCC to do the very thing you said in 2019 that the FCC 
should not ever do via a roving censor. 

So I hate to say this but ensuring broadcasters are operating, 
quote, ‘‘in the public interest’’ I do not believe that means ensuring 
that no one on TV is ever mean to the President or says something 
the President may not like. 

To act otherwise is to basically take a leaf out of the authori-
tarian playbooks that we have seen around the world. Vladimir 
Putin comes to mind as someone who openly intimidates and 
threatens folks in a similar matter, and this cannot happen, not in 
our democracy. 

So I am just going to ask you just a simple yes or no question. 
Will you commit here today that you will not move to revoke any 
media license for broadcasters or retaliate in any way against 
broadcast companies merely for choosing to host content that is 
critical of the President or says something that he may not like? 
Yes or no, very simple. 

Mr. CARR. Senator, any broadcaster that complies with the public 
interest standard is not in any risk at all. If a broadcaster is engag-
ing in broadcast hoax or violation of news distortion policy or polit-
ical equal opportunity there is going to work for the FCC poten-
tially there. 

Senator PETERS. So this should be a pretty easy question. Do you 
think the FCC should protect free speech? 

Mr. CARR. Yes. 
Senator PETERS. OK. So you will not revoke licenses? So we can 

go back that you will do it? You will not revoke licenses or retaliate 
if they are simply engaging in free speech? 
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Mr. CARR. Senator, first of all, the Supreme Court has expressly 
said there is no First Amendment right to an FCC license and the 
Supreme Court has said that the FCC enforcing the public interest 
standard on licensees is not a violation of the First Amendment or 
censorship. 

Senator PETERS. And you get to determine what is the public in-
terest. So if the President is offended you think, wow, that is the 
public interest. No one should ever offend a president. 

That seems to be counter to our whole history in this country. 
People are always critical. I do not care who the president is—a 
Democrat or a Republican, we should be able to make fun of them. 

That is what a healthy democracy is, you can make fun of your 
leaders—and speak truth to power so I do not understand that. 
This should be fairly easy, sir. 

Mr. CARR. When you say make fun of the President are you talk-
ing about the Kimmel issue? Make fun of—— 

Senator PETERS. I am talking about any president. If you have 
somebody as a comedian—you can use his example. 

Mr. CARR. Kimmel was not making fun of the President. What 
Kimmel said is we hit some new lows over the weekend with the 
MAGA gang trying to characterize this kid who killed Charlie Kirk 
as anything other than one of them. 

It appeared to be an effort to mischaracterize the motivations of 
one of the most significant political assassinations, it is not. 

Senator PETERS. We also know that the President does not like 
that kind of—and I do not want to make just the issue of the come-
dian because it is broader than that. 

Mr. CARR. That had nothing to do with the President. 
Senator PETERS. The public interest is a lot broader than that 

and it should not be you that determines that. That is called the— 
in a democracy people are free to—— 

Mr. CARR. But, Senator, Congress—— 
Senator PETERS. They are free to say things that you may not 

like, I may not like—— 
Mr. CARR. But, Senator, Congress—— 
Senator PETERS.—but that is why we always defend that. I am 

running out of time. 
Commissioner Gomez—I am running out of time. Commissioner 

Gomez, it is in—— 
Mr. CARR. Congress passed a law—Congress passed a law charg-

ing with the FCC with the enforcing of the public interest stand-
ard. If they want something different then they need to change the 
law. 

Senator PETERS. Mr. Carr, I have got limited time here. 
Senator BUDD. The Senator’s time has expired. 
Senator PETERS. Commissioner Gomez—could I have a few mo-

ments, Chair, given the filibuster here? 
Commissioner Gomez, it is true that the FCC has not actually 

followed through on threats to revoke broadcasters’ licenses over 
content that the Trump administration disagrees with despite the 
Chairman’s threats to do so. 

Could you discuss how public comments and actions taken so far 
by the FCC related to major broadcaster editorial choices have 
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been received by the media and do you think the FCC actually 
needs to revoke licenses in order to have a chilling effect? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Thank you for that question, Senator. 
This administration has been on a campaign to censor content 

and to control the media and others, any critics of this administra-
tion, and it is weaponizing whatever levers it has in order to con-
trol that media. 

That includes using the FCC to threaten licensees and broad-
casters are being chilled. We are hearing from broadcasters that 
they are afraid to air programming that is critical of this adminis-
tration because they are afraid of being dragged before the FCC in 
an investigation. It will be costly. 

It is still unconstitutional to revoke licenses based solely on con-
tent that the FCC does not like. And let us be clear, we need to 
define what we mean by operating in the public interest if we are 
just going to use it as a means to go after any content we do not 
like. 

Broadcast hoaxes, that rule was put in place because of Orson 
Welles and the ‘‘War of the Worlds,’’ and our news distortion policy 
does not mean any content we do not like. It requires a very spe-
cific circumstance in order to be used, which is why it is really 
never used. 

The First Amendment governs what we do as does the Commu-
nications Act prohibition on censorship and this Commission is 
abusing that. 

Senator BUDD. Thank you, Senator. 
Mr. CARR. Senator, look, if broadcasters are hesitating today be-

fore running broadcast hoaxes or news distortions or the news I 
think that is a good thing. 

Senator ROSEN. It is my time. 
Senator PETERS. I did not address a question to you. 
Senator BUDD. Thank you. I am going to recognize myself. Thank 

you. 
Senator ROSEN. Wait. 

STATEMENT OF HON. TED BUDD, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM NORTH CAROLINA 

Senator BUDD. Thank you. Let us talk about robocalls. I do not 
think you have talked about that today. 

You know, your testimony mentioned the work that you and the 
FCC are doing to protect the integrity of the robocall mitigation 
database, Chairman, and at nearly every telephone town hall that 
I do and including one last week the folks always bring up 
robocalls. 

They feel overwhelmed by them. They feel that they perpetrate 
real harm. They give examples. As I am around the state people 
talk about robocalls, huge concerns, especially as we have things 
like AI-generated personalized voices and the scams become more 
and more sophisticated and easier to carry out. 

So, Chairman, again, thank you all for being here. Chairman, 
what can the FCC do to proactively protect folks and how can you 
stay ahead of the curve with these changing criminal tactics? 

Mr. CARR. This is the number-one consumer complaint we get at 
the FCC. Historically, it felt like a game of whack-a-mole. We 
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would put a technology solution in place. We would go after a sin-
gle bad actor. But this would just pop up in another way. 

What we are doing right now is we are taking an approach 
where we are tackling illegal robocalls at every single portion of 
the call lifecycle. We are making it harder to get access to tele-
phone numbers. 

We are making it more difficult for foreign robocalls to enter the 
U.S. We are looking at potential loopholes, including ones for non- 
IP networks, and one issue we have recently teed up is taking a 
look at any robocall, legal or otherwise, that originates from a call 
center overseas. 

Right now, when that comes up to your phone it can show up 
with a U.S. area code to fool you into thinking the call center or 
the call is here in America. And so we are looking at changing that 
so it would accurately display that it is a foreign call center. 

If United or any other business wants to put a call center abroad 
then they should be able to disclose that to the consumer, and if 
this helps with onshoring then that might be a good thing as well. 

But we are taking a real new approach including kicking out 
over 1,200 providers from our robocall mitigation database, which 
effectively cuts them off from the systems. We are trying to really 
tackle this at every portion of the call. 

Senator BUDD. Thank you for that. I think you are talking about 
the SIM farms that we have seen recently. A lot of that is foreign 
originated. But is there any specific limitations that prevent your 
agency from doing more in this area? 

Mr. CARR. As of right now, we have a fair amount of legal au-
thority in this area. It is simply about, you know, tracking down 
every single loophole that folks are exploring. 

We are working increasingly with state AGs on this. We are 
deepening our partnership and collaboration with FTC, the Na-
tion’s premier consumer protection agency, and we are going to 
keep at this issue. 

Senator BUDD. Thank you. 
Shift gears a little bit, Chairman. You know, one of your first 

stops when you were confirmed was to western North Carolina 
after the devastating Hurricane Helene about 14 months ago and 
it devastated communications infrastructure. 

So one of the most difficult aspects of the immediate response 
was that folks they could not get a signal out to reach loved ones. 
They could not reach emergency services when they need. 

Can you highlight some of the work that you and the FCC are 
doing to enhance communication resiliency during and after nat-
ural disasters, please? 

Mr. CARR. Well, thank you, Senator. 
As you noted, my first trip as Chairman was to western North 

Carolina which was still hit hard and engaged in recovery. Went 
to Chimney Rock and that portion where it was total devastation. 

We are doing a couple of things. One, we have put into place be-
fore a new mechanism where carriers can more easily roam on 
each other’s networks so if one provider does have service more 
people can connect that way. 
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We are also looking at recovery efforts. What you see is often-
times the telecom networks will survive the initial storm but as 
power and road crews come in to clear the way they can cut lines. 

And so we have been working to make sure that those different 
portions of recovery crews are collaborating better and commu-
nicating so they do not step on each other as much. There is a 
range of additional actions we are taking, too, to harden the net-
works. 

Senator BUDD. Commissioner Trusty, how will the FCC’s ‘‘Build 
America’’ agenda increase network resiliency? I think we talked 
about that in the office a little bit. If you would like to elaborate, 
please. 

Ms. TRUSTY. Sure. Thank you for the question, Senator. 
We are doing a lot through the ‘‘Build America’’ agenda to en-

hance network resiliency. We are embracing new technologies like 
satellite connectivity. 

So we are doing a lot to overhaul our earth and space station li-
censing framework to expand access to satellite connectivity, which 
can help enhance redundancy and resiliency. 

We are also pushing forward the IP transition. So we are stream-
lining copper retirement processes and legacy service discontinu-
ance requirements to make room for IP-based networks that are 
more reliable and more resilient. 

We are also doing a top to bottom review of our emergency alert 
systems to make sure we can get Americans the information they 
need that is potentially life-saving in emergencies and disasters. 

I think all of that is covered under the ‘‘Build America’’ agenda. 
Senator BUDD. Great work. Is there any way that Congress can 

be a better partner in that mission that you are working on so dili-
gently right now? 

Ms. TRUSTY. Sure. I think it all goes back to permitting reform. 
You know, when networks are destroyed or when they are com-

promised, not having to work through permitting delays and other 
bureaucratic issues is really helpful when trying to restore these 
communication services for Americans. 

Senator BUDD. Thank you, all. 
Senator Rosen, you are recognized. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JACKY ROSEN, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM NEVADA 

Senator ROSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to remind the witnesses here today that the Constitution 

stands. The Constitution overrides regulatory bodies. The First 
Amendment is what we base our communications on. The Constitu-
tion and the Bill of Rights stands above all. 

I am going to build a little bit upon what Senator Peters talked 
about and others did, too, because I am worried about a threat-
ening environment for our media and so I will say following Jimmy 
Kimmel’s monologue on September 16, Chairman Carr, you pub-
licly said this, ‘‘We can do it the easy way or the hard way.’’ 

Now, maybe you like movies. Maybe you do not. Maybe you have 
never seen ‘‘The Godfather’’ but we all have. So I am going to just 
ask an additional question and I want you to clarify yes or no, 
please, because my time is limited here. 
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Was this an implicit threat to ABC and its affiliates to take 
Jimmy Kimmel off the air or ABC and its affiliates face con-
sequences such as losing broadcasting license or having proposed 
mergers blocked? Is this how government works now, the threat of 
losing your license? Yes or no, please, because I have more ques-
tions. 

Mr. CARR. Senator, thank you for the question. I was very clear 
there was no threat in there to revoke a license. 

Senator ROSEN. Yes or no, please. Was it a threat to revoke the 
license? Was it an implied threat to invoke? 

Mr. CARR. There was no threat to revoke a license there. What 
I have been talking about was the FCC’s news distortion policy. 

Senator ROSEN. I will take that as a no, please. Thank you. 
Thank you. Thank you. I appreciate that. I am going to move on 
to another question about edited interviews. 

Earlier this year, you reinstated a closed FCC inquiry into CBS 
News for alleged edits of an interview with Kamala Harris that 
Donald Trump claimed was done to help her. Many interviews are 
edited to fit in a time-frame of the news program. 

This is nothing new. CBS News ended up paying Donald Trump 
millions in the settlement over his dispute. Earlier this year, it 
came to light that Fox News also edited an interview that Donald 
Trump did last year in the middle of a Presidential campaign in 
which he was asked if he would release the Epstein files. The edit-
ed interview ends after Trump says, ‘‘Yes, I would.’’ 

But the unedited version shows Trump hedging his support for 
releasing the files. 

So Chairman Carr, yes or no, please, given that this edit by Fox 
News was clearly meant to make Donald Trump look good right in 
the middle of a Presidential campaign. Will you commit to opening 
an investigation into Fox News for its deceptive editing of this clip? 

Again, yes or no, please, because I have questions for the other 
witnesses. 

Mr. CARR. No. 
Senator ROSEN. No. So you are an elected bureaucrat. You are 

deciding that some investigations should go on and others should 
not, and are you basing this solely on the target or are you basing 
this—what are you basing this on? 

Can you answer that question? This was clearly edited. Why is 
one edit fine and one edit not in the middle of a Presidential cam-
paign? 

Mr. CARR. Senator, it is based on the law. The Fox News inter-
view was on cable. There is no public interest standard. There is 
no broadcast hoax rule. There is no news distortion. There is no 
role for the FCC there. 

Senator ROSEN. Well, I think there is a rule for fairness and the 
American public understand what is fair and just and the same 
rules apply. 

Mr. CARR. Do you think there is a broad fairness rule that we 
should apply at the FCC to cable companies? 

Senator ROSEN. So I am going to go on to mergers. I am going 
to go on to merger threats then, Chairman Carr. 
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Is there a law that directs the FCC to consider editorial conduct 
when reviewing mergers? Yes or no because I have a follow-up 
question there? 

Mr. CARR. The FCC’s job under the Communications Act for re-
viewing mergers is to make sure that they are in the public inter-
est and that is the standard that we apply. 

Senator ROSEN. And so can you clarify for us the lens through 
which you review public interest? Is there a set of principles? Is 
there a set of something that is applied the same equally and to 
every single merger that you look at? 

Are you using the same template? Because if you are not, then 
I have concerns with that. So can you share with us how you con-
sider editorial conduct when you are looking to approve the merg-
ers that—well, maybe they will get them, maybe they will not 
based on what? Your personal opinion? 

Mr. CARR. Well, again, the standard is the public interest stand-
ard and the FCC’s decisional document approving mergers walks 
through all of the standards. 

It applies them and it is right there in black and white for every-
one to do when we apply normal precedent. 

So, for instance, we have accepted commitments on—— 
Senator ROSEN. Well, I want to ask Commissioner Gomez, 

though, if Congress passed a law—so if we passed a law based on 
this directing the FCC to consider editorial conduct in a merger re-
view, would that law violate the First Amendment and be consid-
ered unconstitutional? 

Ms. GOMEZ. In all likelihood, yes, the law would violate the First 
Amendment because the First Amendment protects against govern-
ment interference with editorial decisions. 

Senator ROSEN. Do you think that Nexstar made decisions re-
garding its editorial comment because it was concerned that the 
FCC might not approve its merger with Tegna—excuse me, if it 
aired content that the Trump administration opposed? 

Ms. GOMEZ. I think that the—that it was trying to curry favor 
with the administration by preempting Jimmy Kimmel when it did. 

Senator ROSEN. Do you think the FCC used merger approval? 
They used merger approval as a lever to exert pressure on media 
corporations to threaten free speech in our democracy? 

Ms. GOMEZ. Without a doubt the FCC is leveraging its authority 
over mergers and enforcement proceedings in order to influence 
content. 

Senator ROSEN. Thank you. 
Mr. CARR. If I could just add real quick to that answer. 
Senator ROSEN. You are our witness here, sir. We ask the ques-

tions. Thank you. 
My time is up. I think it is on to Senator Hickenlooper. 
The CHAIRMAN [presiding]. Thank you. 
Senator Hickenlooper. 

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN HICKENLOOPER, 
U.S. SENATOR FROM COLORADO 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Thank you, Mr. Chair. Thank you all for 
your time and your service. 
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The United States is remaining a global leader in innovation in-
cluding AI. I think that is a goal that is broadly bipartisan. 

As a former Governor in Colorado, I recognize that states are, 
rightfully, the laboratories of democracy. The President’s recent ex-
ecutive order on AI directs the FCC to consider withholding funds 
to states that have AI laws that could be in conflict with stated 
goals. 

Obviously, I think the FCC does have a role in how AI is in-
volved in managing communication networks or blocking robocalls. 
I think it is questionable at best whether the FCC can regulate 
how AI models are used or developed. 

So let me start with Commissioner Gomez. Does the FCC have 
explicit jurisdiction under the Communications Act to preempt 
state AI laws? Why or why not? 

Ms. GOMEZ. The Communications Act does not grant explicit au-
thority to the FCC to preempt AI laws. I am dubious of our author-
ity simply that to be able to preempt AI laws simply because tele-
communications carriers use AI in their networks. 

I think that what we would need in order for the FCC to have 
preemption authority is for there to be a comprehensive Federal 
framework of AI regulation that grants that authority to the FCC. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Exactly. 
Chairman Carr, do you state or perceive AI laws that have been 

enacted in states like Texas or Utah do these raise concerns for 
you? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you for the question, Senator. 
I agree with you that I think we want the United States to con-

tinue to be the global leader when it comes to AI. 
In terms of the FCC, there is an executive order that asks us to 

initiate a proceeding to determine whether or not to adopt Federal 
reporting in disclosure standards for AI models and whether that 
would preempt conflicting, and we will start that proceeding and 
we will take comment on all sides of the issue. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Would that mean that the FCC could 
withhold Universal Service Fund funds from states that are—these 
are the funds that are meant to help low-income consumers and 
rural hospitals, schools, with their connectivity. Could those funds 
be interrupted as a consequence of this? 

Mr. CARR. Well, the issue I have heard raised there is with 
BEAD funds, which are going to be administered by Commerce. I 
have not heard that with respect to FCC USF funds at this point. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. OK. This year we have seen a wave of 
tariffs on various imports in the United States and while trade ne-
gotiations may continue to reduce tariffs, that does not necessarily 
mean that the economic uncertainty that they create does not con-
tinue to impact manufacturers including those who manufacture 
electronics and communications equipment. 

So, Chairman Carr, is the FCC in the process or have they evalu-
ated whether escalating tariffs on information and communications 
technology hardware has either lengthened time lines to build mod-
ern communication networks or raised operating costs for providers 
or consumers in rural areas? 
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Mr. CARR. I think, Senator, in terms of hardwares, BLS CPI data 
shows that prices for smart phones themselves are down 7 percent. 
I am sorry—are down over 7 percent year over year. 

And so we are not seeing a negative impact in that sector at this 
point. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. So I was thinking more of building out 
the networks, the towers and the other communications equipment. 

Mr. CARR. I think if we see it there we potentially would have 
seen it in all forms of equipment. That is the data set that I have 
seen. But, look, generally, we are trying to find ways to drive down 
the prices for these services. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. Good. I am glad to hear that. 
And then the last question for you, Chairman Carr. In 2021, the 

Marshall fire really devastated Boulder, Colorado, and forced 
countless number of families to evacuate their homes. 

The Marshall fire and numerous other disasters across the coun-
try has really shown a bright light on the key role that the Federal 
Government and first responders play in distributing key informa-
tion during these types of emergencies. 

Oftentimes, that information saves lives. A lot of this includes or 
should include, has included, the National Weather Service and the 
FCC. 

The Marshall fire spurred action at the FCC, which we appre-
ciate, to improve the location accuracy for how wireless emergency 
alerts—WEAs—are delivered to Americans and I think that action 
is welcomed. More work needs to be done. 

But just to make sure our communities receive timely informa-
tion during disasters, what message would you share, Chairman 
Carr, with Americans on the FCC’s work to improve these wireless 
emergency alerts? 

Mr. CARR. Thank you, Senator. 
This is important and we are pushing hard to always increase lo-

cation accuracy, and one related issue to this actually has to do 
with GPS and this is an issue where, you know, Chairman Cruz 
has been leading for a long time. 

A lot of the location data some of it is cell site but some of it is 
GPS. And it is a great system but it is vulnerable and so we have 
been taking actions at the FCC to look up standing up either com-
plementary or alternatives or secondary ways of getting that preci-
sion navigation and timing information that today is displayed by 
GPS. 

And so we are going to look at potentially next steps in trying 
to invigorate that work. 

Senator HICKENLOOPER. I appreciate that. Thanks to all three of 
you again for your service. I yield back to the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much. 
Thank you to all the Commissioners for your testimony here 

today. Senators will have until the close of business on December 
19 to submit questions for the record. The witnesses will have until 
the close of business on January 7 to respond to those questions. 

This concludes today’s hearing. The Committee stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:48 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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A P P E N D I X 

THE LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE ON CIVIL AND HUMAN RIGHTS 
Washington, DC, December 17, 2025 

Hon. TED CRUZ, 
Chair, 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. MARIA CANTWELL, 
Ranking Member, 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Dear Chair Cruz and Ranking Member Cantwell, 

On behalf of The Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights, a coalition 
charged by its diverse membership of more than 240 national organizations to pro-
mote and protect the rights of all persons in the United States, and the undersigned 
organizations, we express our deep concern with the operations of the Federal Com-
munications Commission and urge the Committee to conduct vigorous oversight. 

We also ask for this letter to be entered into the record of the December 17, 2025, 
Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation hearing conducting 
oversight of the Federal Communications Commission. 

Federal Communications Commissioner (FCC) Chair Brendan Carr has weapo-
nized the Commission to fight a culture war for the administration instead of car-
rying out the Commission’s true mission: to serve the people of the United States. 
As a chief author of the anti-democratic Project 2025, Chair Carr is committed to 
a vision of a nation that serves the interests of the powerful few. As civil rights ad-
vocates, we are deeply alarmed by his attacks on our values and our communities 
and urge this committee to take seriously its charge to conduct oversight of the 
FCC. 

Censoring the Press and Dissenting Voices: FCC Chair Brendan Carr’s pressured 
American Broadcasting Company (ABC) affiliates to not carry Jimmy Kimmel Live. 
The FCC has significant influence over the broadcasting licenses of the affiliates, 
influence that should not be abused to silence dissenting voices for political gain.1 
First amendment experts pointed to Carr’s rhetoric and the subsequent (temporary) 
removal of Kimmel’s show as a textbook example of an undue and violative form 
of pressure,2 and highlighted the many ways in which the FCC has attempted to 
police speech (both in the issuance of broadcast licenses and the approval of merg-
ers).3 Carr did not learn his lesson to avoid pressuring broadcasters, and shared 
President Trump’s post asking for Seth Myers to be fired on his own X account.4 

Gutting Media Diversity Rules: The FCC’s media ownership rules play an impor-
tant role in preventing individual companies from dominating national or local mar-
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kets and fulfilling the FCC’s obligation to promote media diversity. Eliminating the 
media ownership rules abdicates the FCC’s statutory obligation, continuing to ex-
clude people of color from broadcast ownership.5 Further, relaxing media ownership 
limits will exacerbate already-low competition, localism, and viewpoint diversity 
while also harming workers. Several pending mergers, including Nexstar’s $6.2 bil-
lion deal to take over TEGNA would blast through existing ownership rules.6 We 
urge the Committee to ensure that the Commission will follow regular process and 
consider this transaction, and the media ownership rules, with a vote of the FCC 
Commissioners, a request consistent with prior positions of Chairman Cruz.7 

Coercing Companies to Pull Back on Diversity and Equity: We also have serious 
concerns about the ways in which FCC leadership has weaponized the Commission’s 
merger authority to pressure media and telecommunications companies into aban-
doning their diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) programs.8 Earlier this year, 
Chair Carr publicly stated he does not see ‘‘a path forward’’ to approve transactions 
for companies that maintain DEI programs, encouraging businesses seeking FCC 
merger approval to ‘‘get busy ending’’ their diversity initiatives.9 FCC Commissioner 
Anna Gomez has condemned this as government overreach that stifles free expres-
sion, noting that ‘‘there is a freedom of speech component to diversity, equity, and 
inclusion’’ and stating that this approach represents ‘‘control of a private company’s 
employment practices’’ that ‘‘has nothing to do with what we do at the FCC.’’ 10 De-
spite plain civil rights mandates and an abject failure to meet them, the FCC has 
threatened or coerced many companies to eliminate their programs that aimed to 
ensure fair treatment of and equal opportunity for women, people of color, people 
with disabilities, and the LGBTQ community in order for their mergers to be ap-
proved.11 The Leadership Conference made clear earlier this year that our Nation’s 
civil rights laws remain in place and the Chairman’s efforts to circumvent them is 
an affront to the Nation’s commitment to fairness.12 

Increasing costs and endangering communities by increasing phone and video 
prices: The Commission recently adopted higher prices for consumers which will 
likely lead to increased recidivism for incarcerated people. The Senate unanimously 
adopted the Martha Wright Reed Act in 2022 to lower rates and the Commission 
implemented that law in 2024. When the FCC proposed the changes in October, 
members of this committee denounced Chair Carr’s rolling back the implementation 
of the Martha Wright Act.13 The law passed out of Congress on a bipartisan basis, 
and the FCC’s 2024 Final Rule (2024 Rule) was adopted on a 5–0 vote. Recent anal-
ysis of the FCC’s changes found that they would lead to a 66 percent drop in call 
minutes, and the rates people would pay will increase by as much as 83 percent— 



71 

14 Press Release, Worth Rises, Worth Rises Releases Impact Analysis of the FCC’s Proposed 
Revisions to Its 2024 Regulations on Incarcerated People’s Communications Services and Re-
bukes the Revisions as Overly Broad and Misguided (Oct. 15, 2025), https://worthrises.org/ 
pressreleases/2025/10/15/worth-rises-releases-impact-analysis-of-the-fccs-proposed-revisions. 

15 Chris Teale, ‘‘FCC Chair Floats Preempting State AI Laws,’’ Route Fifty (Sept 30, 2025), 
https://www.route-fifty.com/artificial-intelligence/2025/09/fcc-chair-floats-preempting-state-ai- 
laws/408472/. 

16 Austin Bonner and Alex Tate, ‘‘FCC Kicks Off AI Action Plan Efforts,’’ HWG (Oct. 1, 2025), 
https://hwglaw.com/2025/10/01/fcc-kicks-off-ai-action-plan/. 

17 Harold Feld, ‘‘Can the FCC Preempt State Laws on AI? No—Especially Not With 
Broadband As Title I,’’ Public Knowledge (Sept. 19, 2025), https://publicknowledge.org/can-the- 
fcc-preempt-state-laws-on-ai-no/. 

18 Benedict Vigers and Justin Lall, ‘‘Americans Prioritize AI Safety and Data Security,’’ Gallup 
(Sept. 16, 2025), https://news.gallup.com/poll/694685/americans-prioritize-safety-data-security 
.aspx. 

costing consumers hundreds of millions of dollars annually.14 We urge Chair Carr 
to roll back the changes made and enforce the 2024 Rule as originally adopted by 
the Commission. 

Aiding Ban on State and Local AI Laws: Chair Carr previously stated that he 
would be taking a look at how ‘‘the FCC may be able to play a role in helping’’ block 
state laws regulating artificial intelligence,15 and the FCC has followed up the 
Chair’s comments by issuing two notices seeking to ban enforcement of state laws 
regulating AI.16 While the Chair may be eager to assist the White House in these 
efforts, the Communications Act does not grant the FCC authority over artificial in-
telligence, and it does not have the power to preempt state AI law.17 Further, public 
polling has made clear that the public wants more regulation of AI, not less.18 

We stand ready to work with Congress on policies that will protect civil rights, 
prevent unlawful discrimination, and advance equal opportunity. Should you require 
further information or have any questions regarding this issue, please feel free to 
contact Jonathan Walter, senior policy counsel, at walter@civilrights.org. 

Sincerely, 
The Leadership Conference on Civil and Human Rights 
Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law 
UnidosUS 
United Church of Christ Media Justice Ministry 
Asian Americans Advancing Justice—AAJC 
Common Cause 
Communications Workers of America 
Hispanic Federation 
League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) 
National Action Network 
National Association of Broadcast Employees and Technicians (NABET–CWA) 
National Consumer Law Center, on behalf of its low-income clients 
National Hispanic Media Coalition 
National Urban League 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. TED CRUZ TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Last month, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) re-
scinded Chairwoman Rosenworcel’s January 2025 Salt Typhoon Declaratory Ruling, 
which relied on a 1994 wiretap law to impose cyber requirements. That legal au-
thority was, at best, creative, and the rules were issued outside the Administrative 
Procedure Act (APA) process and after my pencils-down letter. The FCC is not a cy-
bersecurity agency—it lacks real-time threat intelligence. It does not directly re-
spond to network intrusions, as agencies like Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Secu-
rity Agency (CISA), National Security Agency (NSA), and the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigations (FBI) do. 

a. Given these limitations, along with the growing cyber threats from nation-state 
actors and criminal groups, do you agree that the FCC should not take the lead in 
developing cybersecurity regulations when it lacks both the operational expertise 
and statutory authority to do so? If you agree, please feel free to elaborate. 

Answer. Yes, I agree. National security agencies tasked with cybersecurity should 
take the lead in establishing cybersecurity standards. Instead of creating another 
set of standards that would potentially undermine and contradict the efforts of na-
tional security agencies, the FCC should work closely with carriers to ensure they 
can respond collaboratively and in real time when attacks occur. 
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b. What risks could emerge from granting the FCC—an agency that wields broad 
regulatory powers over communications carriers—with new powers in cybersecurity? 

Answer. Instead of providing full transparency to Federal partners, carriers may 
try to obfuscate real problems to avoid adverse regulatory actions. 

c. What would be necessary for the FCC to instantly gain the technical threat in-
telligence necessary to provide effective guidance to telecom carriers? 

Answer. The FCC should be encouraging carrier to continue and deepen their col-
laboration with expert cybersecurity agencies. 

Question 2. The last few years have seen incredible growth in space commerce and 
satellite business cases. It is vital that the United States be the world leader in 
space commerce and innovation. The FCC regulates commercial satellite systems, 
and these systems frequently have to coordinate their spectrum use with govern-
ment entities through an interagency process when applying for FCC authoriza-
tions. 

a. How would you assess the current state of coordination between FCC and other 
Federal agencies on spectrum usage, and how are you working to improve inter-
agency coordination? 

Answer. The FCC works closely and collaboratively with NTIA and other Federal 
agencies to provide the maximum regulatory certainty in the most efficient manner. 
But there is room for improvement. Too much interagency review can lead to unnec-
essary delays. The FCC will continue to work with our Federal partners to stream-
line the interagency coordination process. 

b. How would you assess current efforts to improve the review and processing of 
space station license applications? 

Answer. When I became Chairman there was a major backlog of satellite applica-
tions, but we have since cut that backlog in half. We are reducing the time from 
filing to approval—the FCC recently approved a SpaceX application for a Next-Gen 
satellite constellation in less than half the time it took for the FCC to push through 
SpaceX’s previous authorization for their Gen2 system. We recently launched a pro-
ceeding to look at ways to modernize the Commission’s space and earth station li-
censing rules to meet the needs of the space economy for today and tomorrow. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JOHN THUNE TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. The Universal Service Fund’s high cost program is the lifeblood for 
many of South Dakota’s telecom providers. What steps is the FCC taking to 
strengthen the high cost program and ensure that local telecom providers who are 
investing in their home states have the certainty they need from the program to 
connect unserved areas in rural America? 

Answer. The FCC’s Universal Service Fund plays a key role in bridging the digital 
divide. Over the next couple of years, several of the FCC’s legacy high cost programs 
will expire. So the FCC should be thinking about a future for the programs so that 
the agency continues to deliver on its statutory responsibilities to rural America. 

Question 2. Will you commit to working with Congress on legislative reforms to 
the Universal Service fund and ensure this critical program continues? 

Answer. Yes. The FCC is looking forward to briefing the bipartisan, bicameral 
USF working group at the end of January. 

Question 3. What steps have the FCC already taken or can take to address waste, 
fraud, and abuse and improve efficiency across Universal Service Fund programs? 

Answer. Over the last year, the FCC has been aggressively pursuing bad actors 
that are defrauding the FCC’s USF programs. Furthermore, we have been under-
taking a review of the programs to determine ways to address waste and abuse. 
First, we recently revoked California’s ability to opt-out of the National Lifeline Ac-
countability Database (NLAD) for the Federal Lifeline program. California passed 
a state law that prohibits the state from requiring the collection of social security 
numbers, which could be used to ensure that program recipients are legal residents, 
and from sharing relevant information with Federal agencies. Revoking California’s 
opt-out status ensures that Federal dollars aren’t paying for the state to abuse the 
Federal Lifeline Program. We are also teeing up a comprehensive review of the Life-
line Program to ensure that Lifeline dollars go to eligible Americans. 

Question 4. As Chairman, will you commit to opening Notice of Public and Com-
ment Rulemaking proceedings to explore the efficiency and future needs of each of 
the four programs, including Lifeline, E-Rate, High Cost, and Rural Health Care. 
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Answer. The FCC commits to conducting a comprehensive review of its USF pro-
grams to explore how each can be made more efficient. And some of these reviews 
are already underway. Separately, I am aware of the Congressional Working Group 
that is looking to put the four programs on sustainable footing from both the dis-
tribution and contribution perspective. I know they are receiving input from indus-
try, and I trust they will find ways to make the four programs efficient and address 
the future needs of the program. 

Question 5. In July 2025, you unveiled your ‘‘Build America Agenda’’ in Sioux 
Falls, South Dakota. Can you further detail the steps you have taken as Chairman 
to reduce regulatory burdens and strengthen the workforce for telecom infrastruc-
ture companies? 

Answer. With respect to reducing regulatory burdens, we have: 
• Streamlined the process for retiring decades-old copper networks so that pro-

viders can transition consumers to new, high-speed networks on a faster 
timeline. 

• Proposed a systematic overhaul of the FCC’s outdated environmental and his-
toric permitting rules that slow down wireless and space infrastructure builds. 

• Updated pole attachment rules to make broadband deployment faster and more 
efficient. The new rules promote collaboration between broadband providers and 
utility pole owners, reduce delays, and help accelerate high-speed Internet ac-
cess nationwide. 

With respect to strengthening the workforce, we have: 
• Worked with communications providers, and America’s tower and telecom crews 

on facilitating workforce reforms that will result in a more sustainable environ-
ment. 

• Through merger approval process, secured valuable commitments by three 
major U.S. wireless carriers, Verizon, T-Mobile, and AT&T, to America’s tower 
and telecom crews, including faster payment cycles and fairer pricing metrics. 

• Secured new provider commitments to minimize layers of subcontracting, which 
will allow for greater oversight of crews, stronger safety protections, and closing 
loopholes that allowed foreign, fly-by-night groups to swoop in and undercut 
U.S. crews. 

Question 6. The historic Working Families Tax Cuts Act mandated the auction of 
800 megahertz of spectrum. What steps has the Federal Communications Commis-
sion taken to meet this mandate? Additionally, please outline the benefits of bring-
ing this spectrum into commercial use, particularly how those living in rural areas 
may benefit. 

Answer. The Working Families Tax Cuts Act specifically directed the Commission 
to grant licenses through systems of competitive bidding, before the expiration of the 
general auction authority for not less than 300 megahertz, including by completing 
a system of competitive bidding not later than 2 years after the date of enactment 
of this Act for not less than 100 megahertz in the band between 3.98 gigahertz and 
4.2 gigahertz, which is known as the Upper C-Band. In light of this directive, the 
FCC has moved fast to execute, and in November we adopted the Upper C-Band 
NPRM to begin the auction. 

This auction will bring prices down, boost speeds, and bring expanded access to 
advanced wireless services, including 5G and, eventually 6G, to the American peo-
ple, particularly those in rural areas. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. ROGER WICKER TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Continuity of the Global Positioning System (GPS) depends on protecting its spec-
trum from interference. GPS interference may result from radio emissions in adja-
cent bands, intentional or unintentional jamming, or naturally occurring space 
weather. In 2020, President Trump issued an Executive Order directing Federal 
agencies to pursue complementary positioning, navigation, and timing (PNT) capa-
bilities to improve resilience in the event of GPS disruptions. The Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC) has recognized the significance of this issue, including 
in a March 2025 Notice of Inquiry. 

Chairman Carr, you have noted that the Commission is seeking to improve GPS 
and location data that support first responders, and you have acknowledged the 
GPS system’s vulnerability to jamming, spoofing, and other disruptions. I believe 
this effort is important and will require a cross-agency approach. Can you provide 
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details on how the FCC plans to move forward to address these issues while avoid-
ing unintended consequences? Additionally, how would you engage industry, public 
safety, and civil stakeholders in this process? 

Answer. As you referenced, the FCC issued a Notice of Inquiry in March 2025 to 
start building the record to understand what alternatives are out there and weigh 
the various pros and cons, as well as anticipate any of the consequences. Each of 
the various GPS alternatives will require different levels of coordination with 
unique groups of stakeholders. The NOI has given potentially impacted parties the 
opportunity to weigh in on how to work together to mitigate unintended con-
sequences. 

The FCC is conducting its required four-year review of broadcast ownership rules 
under Section 202(h) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 through a Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM). Federal law limits a single entity from owning sta-
tions nationwide that reach more than 39 percent of U.S. television households. This 
limit is known as the national audience reach cap. The NPRM does not propose any 
conclusions; rather, it examines whether the rules governing local television, local 
radio, and network ownership should be retained, modified, or repealed. 

Chairman Carr, the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 (P.L. 108–199) set 
the national ownership cap at 39 percent. Do you believe the FCC has the authority 
to change the cap? If so, could you detail the statutory or FCC rulemaking basis 
that grants the Commission this authority? 

Answer. The FCC has a number of proceedings underway where we have sought 
public feedback on both the FCC’s legal authority and the relevant policy consider-
ations. 

One of the primary functions of the FCC is to manage spectrum assignments and 
protect spectrum rights in the United States. This includes monitoring the unlawful 
use of, and interference with, exclusive-use spectrum. 

Chairman Carr, is the FCC working to resolve any Notices of Violation regarding 
carriers unlawfully using a third party’s exclusive-use spectrum? Do you agree that 
if a company continues to ignore such violations, it could negatively impact the 
value of exclusive-use spectrum and revenues from future spectrum auctions? 

Answer. Exclusive-use spectrum is important because it provides licensees with 
the certainty to build and invest in networks that won’t encounter interference from 
others. The FCC is periodically made aware of allegations regarding RF interference 
or unlawful use of spectrum. The FCC’s Enforcement Bureau investigates those alle-
gations in the normal course. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. DEB FISCHER TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. In January 2025, the Commission withdrew its Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking that considered a possible ban on bulk billing agreements for 
broadband services in multi-dwelling housing. Would you please explain how the 
Commission arrived at this decision, including any evidence found in support of bulk 
billing models? 

Answer. In March 2024, prior FCC leadership circulated a bulk billing NPRM 
that would have banned bulk billing agreements. The FCC has previously deter-
mined that these bulk billing arrangements benefit families living in apartments, 
condos, public housing, and other multi-tenant buildings because they allow them 
to take advantage of lower cost broadband services by enabling building owners to 
leverage their purchasing power. If these agreements had been banned, at least one 
study showed, Americans living in apartments could have seen their bills go up by 
as much as 50 percent. 

Question 2. Many NTIA BEAD subgrantees providing fixed wireless Internet serv-
ices will rely on the Citizens Broadband Radio Service (CBRS) spectrum band, par-
ticularly the General Authorized Access tier, as part of their long-term network 
plans. Is the Commission examining any changes to the existing CBRS framework 
that could interfere with these plans and impact the ability of BEAD subgrantees 
to meet their buildout requirements? 

Answer. Back in 2024, the FCC sought comment on potential changes in the 
CBRS band that would allow for higher power operations. Any issues raised in that 
proceeding remain pending at the agency. 

Question 3. I appreciate the Commission’s work to ensure the U.S. leads in sat-
ellite communications innovation globally. Within this effort, preserving the 
robustness of satellite operations for systems essential to our military and national 
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security remains a crucial responsibility. What assessments so far has the Commis-
sion made to understand and recognize impacts on the mission readiness of the U.S. 
government users that depend on commercial satellite resources—including any 
changes to equivalent power flux density limits? 

Answer. The FCC has an active rulemaking proceeding to consider how com-
plimentary technologies can be leveraged to improve operational resilience. In April 
2025, the FCC sought comment on whether to modify the EPFD limits for NGSOs 
in light of the tremendous technical advances since the current rules were estab-
lished in the 1990s. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JERRY MORAN TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. On November 20, the Commission adopted a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making proposing to make as much as 180 megahertz of the Upper C-band (3.98– 
4.2 GHz) available for terrestrial wireless flexible use via auction toward compliance 
with provisions of PL 119—21 requiring the FCC to auction 800 MHz of spectrum. 
In that NPRM, the Commission notes the time constraints imposed by PL 119—21 
will require ‘‘broad-based and proactive engagement from relevant industry stake-
holders as well as our Federal partners.’’ As the NPRM goes on to communicate, 
those stakeholders include Upper C-band incumbents and adjacent band equities, 
particularly in the 4.2–4.4 GHz band, which is used by aviation stakeholders for op-
erating radio altimeters. Please describe the Commission’s engagement with indus-
try and Federal aviation stakeholders, including the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, to support continuity of operations for radio altimeters that currently use the 
4.2–4.4 GHz band. 

Answer. Completing an auction of the upper C-band on schedule requires seam-
less interagency coordination. The FCC is coordinating directly with stakeholders 
like the FAA. The FCC is also addressing other Federal equities through NTIA. 
President Trump has made it clear that getting results on these issues is a top pri-
ority. The FCC will continue to focus on efficiency and execution, including accom-
modating relevant incumbent users within a reasonable budget and completing a 
generational upgrade of radio altimeters through new standards that are fully resil-
ient to 5G services for years to come. 

Question 2. Earlier this year, the Commission withdrew a Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking that proposed banning bulk billing agreements, which are arrange-
ments between Internet service providers and rental housing providers to enable 
bulk purchasing of Internet services for residents of multiple dwelling units 
(MDUs). How did the Commission arrive at this decision, and what are the Commis-
sion’s plans with respect to bulk billing going forward? 

Answer. In March 2024, prior FCC leadership circulated a bulk billing NPRM 
that would have banned bulk billing agreements. The FCC has previously deter-
mined that these bulk billing arrangements benefit families living in apartments, 
condos, public housing, and other multi-tenant buildings because they allow them 
to take advantage of lower cost broadband services by enabling building owners to 
leverage their purchasing power. If these agreements had been banned, at least one 
study showed, Americans living in apartments could have seen their bills go up by 
as much as 50 percent. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. DAN SULLIVAN TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Maintaining our country’s leadership in the race to 5G and then 6G 
is critical for both our economic and national security. That is why this committee 
pursued such a robust spectrum agenda in the One Big Beautiful Bill Act. The spec-
trum mandates are purposely bold, and we need to ensure that they are imple-
mented swiftly. One portion of the legislation provided funds for NTIA to study the 
200 megahertz between 2.7 and 2.9 GHz. I understand that good progress is already 
being made in determining how and when to convert that band. Based on the work 
already being done, I’m hopeful that NTIA and the FCC can move even more quick-
ly on that band than the One Big Beautiful Bill Act requires. The faster that this 
spectrum is made available, the quicker industry can begin using it to continue the 
United States’ path to 6G leadership. If NTIA and the FCC act quickly on analyzing 
this band, will the FCC be ready to auction the 2.7—2.9 band, even if you are con-
ducting auctions of other spectrum during that time period? 
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Answer. If NTIA determines that Federal incumbents are able to relocate out of 
the 2.7–2.9 band, the FCC will move quickly to take the necessary steps to auction 
that spectrum. 

Question 2. The Upper C-Band proceeding involves a wide range of stakeholders 
and important technical considerations, including aviation safety. Can you describe 
how the FCC is coordinating with the FAA and other agencies to ensure those con-
siderations are fully addressed as the proceeding moves forward? In addition, the 
Commission has received requests from some stakeholders regarding the current 
comment deadlines. How is the FCC evaluating whether the existing timeline pro-
vides sufficient opportunity for a complete and well-informed record, given the goal 
of finalizing the auction by July 2027? 

Answer. The FCC is coordinating directly with stakeholders like the FAA, as well 
as the aviation industry. The FCC is also addressing other Federal equities through 
NTIA. President Trump has made it clear that getting results on these issues is a 
top priority. The FCC will continue to focus on efficiency and execution to meet the 
statutory deadline of July 2027. 

Question 3. In the past you’ve talked about the changed media marketplace and 
the inequities that exist right now for local broadcasters in that larger ecosystem. 
It’s incredibly important for my constituents across Alaska that our local, commu-
nity-based broadcasters are able to thrive. You’ve critiqued prior FCC leadership for 
not upholding Congress’ deregulatory mandate when it comes to media ownership. 
How is the FCC evaluating whether existing national and local broadcast ownership 
rules are keeping pace with changes in the media marketplace, while still protecting 
localism, competition, and diverse viewpoints—particularly in rural and remote 
states like Alaska? 

Answer. We have pending proceedings to evaluate these rules. My guiding prin-
ciple when it comes to media policy is promoting localism and empowering local 
broadcasters. 

Question 4. What is the FCC doing to make sure that non-trusted PRC-made de-
vices that could pose cybersecurity or data transfer risks are vetted before they re-
ceive equipment authorization? 

Answer. We’ve taken a series of actions to ensure non-trusted PRC-made devices 
do not receive equipment authorizations. First, the FCC has cracked down on ‘‘Bad 
Labs,’’ which are labs that review and approve electronics for use in the United 
States, but are owned or controlled by foreign adversary governments. The FCC also 
maintains the Covered List of communications equipment that is prohibited from re-
ceiving equipment authorization, because they threaten national security. The FCC 
rigorously enforces this prohibition. 

Additionally, late last year, the FCC took steps to close loopholes in the Covered 
List by prohibiting authorization of devices containing certain ‘‘covered’’ components 
and allowing the FCC to prohibit the import or sale or already-authorized devices. 

Beyond that, the FCC has also taken action to crack down on devices that try to 
enter the U.S. without equipment authorization. We also executed ‘Operation Clean 
Carts’, in which the FCC worked with ecommerce platforms to take down millions 
of listings of devices on the FCC’s Covered List or otherwise prohibited for sale in 
the United States. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. TODD YOUNG TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Chairman Carr, I have heard about the growing incidents of, and at-
tempts, at GPS spoofing and jamming. In the past, the Department of Transpor-
tation published a request for information seeking ‘‘technology capable of providing 
critical infrastructure users and operators positioning and/or timing information 
that is derived independently from Global Navigation Satellite Systems.’’ Has the 
FCC contemplated alternatives to GPS, and if so, has the FCC conducted any work 
to examine the feasibility of the technology? 

Answer. The FCC issued a Notice of Inquiry in March 2025 to start building the 
record to understand what alternatives are out there and weigh the various pros 
and cons, as well as anticipate any of the consequences. Each of the various GPS 
alternatives will require different levels of coordination with unique groups of stake-
holders. The NOI gives impacted parties the opportunity to weigh in on how to work 
together to mitigate unintended consequences. 

Question 2. Chairman Carr, In Indiana, Fort Wayne station WODP–LD recently 
completed a year of experimental 5G Broadcast operations, demonstrating that 5G 
Broadcast can coexist with existing TV stations while delivering services to Hoo-
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siers. As the FCC moves forward with implementing the spectrum auction authori-
ties provided under the One Big Beautiful Bill Act, can you explain how local broad-
casters can currently use existing spectrum allocations for their 5G broadcast oper-
ations like WODP–LD has done with their Low Power TV broadcasts and has the 
FCC contemplated any actions with respect to 5G LPTV broadcasts? 

Answer. I’m interested in examining the benefits of new technologies and giving 
licensees the ability to deploy their spectrum in innovative ways. In July, we sought 
comment on a petition from HC2 Broadcasting Holdings Inc. to allow low-power tel-
evision stations on a voluntary basis to use the 5G Broadcast transmission standard 
as an alternative to the currently authorized ATSC 1.0 and ATSC 3.0 transmission 
standards. We are considering the record in that proceeding. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. ERIC SCHMITT TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Mr. Carr, as you know, I led an effort of 24 Members of the Senate 
and House to file a brief in the Sixth Circuit supporting parties seeking to overturn 
the Biden-era FCC’s data breach rules. I was pleased to learn that your administra-
tion has committed to review and repeal those rules. Can you elaborate on your po-
sition regarding whether the breach reporting rules violate the Congressional Re-
view Act (CRA), confirm that the FCC plans to roll back these rules that flout con-
gressional intent, and provide a sense of when the FCC will address this important 
issue? 

Answer. I dissented on the Biden-era data breach rules because they violated both 
the CRA and the APA. The Biden FCC made no real attempt to explain how the 
data breach rule it adopted was not the same or substantially similar to the one 
nullified by the House, the Senate, and President Trump in the 2017 CRA. On Octo-
ber 7, 2025, the Sixth Circuit agreed to hold a case challenging the data breach 
rules in abeyance while the FCC considers how best to revise its rules. 

Question 2. Mr. Carr, thank you for your continued leadership in protecting Amer-
ican consumers from harmful foreign actors. Some threats are easy to identify— 
Huawei and ZTE, for example—but we are increasingly seeing foreign Communica-
tions Platform as a Service (CPaaS) providers and (Mobile Virtual Network Opera-
tors (MVNOs) acquire U.S. entities in ways that let them present themselves as do-
mestic companies. These acquisitions carry real risks: they can raise costs for legiti-
mate U.S. businesses, and some of these foreign-owned entities appear to be contrib-
uting to the very problems you’ve been a national leader in combating—illegal 
robocalls and robotexts. Mr. Chairman, will you commit to examining whether cer-
tain foreign companies, operating under the guise of U.S. ownership, are exploiting 
the U.S. market, and whether their continued authorization to operate remains in 
the public interest? 

Answer. Yes, the FCC will continue to examine foreign-owned actors operating in 
U.S. communications networks. In fact, just this month the FCC will vote to adopt 
rules on Foreign Adversary Control, requiring all FCC licensees to certify whether 
they are owned by, controlled by, or subject to the jurisdiction or direction of a for-
eign adversary—allowing the Commission to expose actors with opaque ties to for-
eign adversaries. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. SHELLEY MOORE CAPITO TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Having the most accurate understanding of where there is and is not 
broadband service in is imperative, especially in West Virginia. This is particularly 
true for mobile service, where measuring mobile service can be complicated by ter-
rain and topography. Incorrect data affects everything from Federal funding for fu-
ture deployments to real-time emergency services capabilities. Will you commit to 
requiring and using established mobile data for Federal programs that support mo-
bile deployment? And how are you ensuring that coverage areas are accurate and 
not overexaggerated by providers, particularly by use of stationary data which cur-
rently qualifies under mobile metrics? 

Answer. Consistent with the requirements of the Broadband DATA Act (see 47 
U.S.C. § 642(c)(2)(B)), the FCC will rely upon mobile data submitted in the 
Broadband Data Collection (BDC) when making decisions for funding programs that 
support mobile broadband deployment. 

To ensure the mobile availability data providers are reporting in the BDC are ac-
curate the FCC has relied on the mobile challenge, verification, and audit processes 
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that Congress instructed the Commission to develop. Since the National Broadband 
Map launched in 2023, consumers and other entities have successfully created over 
400 cognizable challenges against providers’ reported coverage, which require the 
challenged provider to either submit on-the-ground evidence to rebut the challenge 
or to concede the challenge and remove its claimed coverage from the map. In addi-
tion to challenges submitted by consumers and other stakeholders, the Commission 
can also initiate a verification where there is a credible basis to believe the reported 
coverage may be in accurate. Recently, challenge speed test data collected by an en-
tity in Alaska provided staff with a credible basis to initiate a verification against 
a provider in Alaska, which remains ongoing. Crowdsourced speed test data, even 
those not submitted for purposes of challenging coverage, have also resulted in FCC- 
initiated verifications. 

FCC staff also proactively review provider-reported mobile coverage from each fil-
ing round to identify significant changes in coverage and other potential anomalies 
in the data. In one case where staff identified large increases in a nationwide pro-
vider’s 5G coverage, we initiated multiple verification requests to validate the accu-
racy of the newly claimed coverage. The provider collected and submitted substan-
tial on-the-ground speed test data in accordance with our sampling instructions and 
successfully verified its new 5G coverage. 

Additionally, we have used the mobile audit process to randomly audit mobile cov-
erage in counties across the United States. To ensure that coverage is not over-
stated, during an audit FCC staff and contractors review provider infrastructure 
data and conduct an engineering analysis of the providers’ mobile coverage maps. 

Question 2. We spoke a little bit on the issues related to the challenge process, 
and I appreciate the willingness of the Commission to look at this issue. To get a 
better understanding of the current state of mapping, I had a few questions as it 
relates to the current status of challenges. Does the FCC still accept visual evidence 
of location fabric challenges? 

Answer. The Broadband DATA Act requires that the Commission ensure the BDC 
challenge processes are ‘‘user-friendly’’ and designed to mitigate ‘‘the administrative 
burdens placed’’ on challengers, 47 U.S.C. § 642(b)(5)(A), (b)(5)(B)(i)(III). In accord-
ance with these statutory requirements, FCC staff periodically the efficacy of the 
challenge processes and the associated burdens imposed on challengers. 

Since the launch of the Fabric, or location, challenge process, every request to add 
or remove a location has undergone a visual verification that involves images of the 
location in question being shown to multiple reviewers to determine if the location 
is a broadband serviceable location. Visual verification remains part of the FCC’s 
challenge review process. 

To reduce the burden on bulk Fabric challenge process participants, the FCC de-
cided in December 2024 to stop accepting evidence file submissions from bulk chal-
lengers. This change is not limited to visual evidence. Concurrent with this change, 
the FCC also began working closely with the FCC’s Fabric vendor to identify inter-
nal process improvement opportunities, such as building in capacity for heightened 
staff review of challenge outcomes. 

We continue to review and refine our processes with the goal of balancing the bur-
den and ensuring that Fabric challenge results are accurate. 

Question 3. Are you able to detail the total number of location challenges, as well 
as percentage of successful challenges, that have been made by reporting cycle and 
by state? 

Answer. Please refer to the attached ‘‘Fabric Challenge Counts’’ (attached) spread-
sheet for the requested metrics. We also make the data on particular location chal-
lenge outcomes publicly available each month on the data downloads page of the 
Broadband Map (https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov/data-download/challenge-data). 

Question 4. How does the FCC and any relevant contractor provide feedback to 
challenges to the National Broadband Maps, and how are you ensuring that pro-
viders receive the proper feedback they need to fix their challenges moving forward? 

Answer. When resolving location challenges, each challenge is assigned a ‘‘re-
sponse code’’ that corresponds with a particular reason why the challenge was ac-
cepted or rejected. For bulk challenges, each unique request to add or remove a loca-
tion, or to update the address, unit count or other information associated with the 
location receives its own response code. For more details, please refer to the fol-
lowing BDC Help Center article here: https://help.bdc.fcc.gov/hc/en-us/articles/ 
17077103993371-Fabric-Challenge-Response-Codes. 

Similarly, when resolving mobile or fixed availability challenges, the FCC assigns 
an adjudication code with the reasoning behind the adjudication decision. These out-
comes are made available directly to the user submitting the challenges either with-
in the BDC system’s Filer or Broadband Map interfaces for users that have logged 
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in, and we also send information via e-mail when the challenge is closed out. Lastly, 
the outcome of each challenge is made available in a publicly-accessible data 
download generated at the beginning of each month. 

The FCC provides technical assistance, support, and feedback to challengers and 
providers the BDC Help Center. The BDC Help Center staff is available to answer 
any questions or address concerns regarding submitting challenges or under-
standing challenge outcomes, and more complicated questions are escalated to and 
addressed by FCC staff with relevant BDC subject matter expertise. 

FCC staff have also met with a variety of providers and industry groups to dis-
cuss the challenge processes and how to improve location challenge process out-
comes in particular. Feedback from those interactions has been used to inform the 
challenge process improvements discussed in our previous (above) response. 

The FCC remains committed to providing support to entities interested in filing 
challenges and those that have questions about previous challenge results. Please 
have anyone seeking assistance contact our Broadband Data team. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. CYNTHIA LUMMIS TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. How would you assess the current state of coordination between the 
FCC and other Federal agencies on spectrum policy, and how are you working to 
improve interagency coordination, particularly when it comes to satellite permitting? 

Answer. The FCC works closely and collaboratively with NTIA and other Federal 
agencies to provide the maximum regulatory certainty in the most efficient manner. 
In order to meet the ambitious spectrum auction timelines of the Working Families 
Tax Cut Act, the FCC will need to be in lockstep with our partners across the Fed-
eral government. At the beginning of 2025, the FCC began engaging and coordi-
nating with our partners at NTIA, FAA, Department of Transportation, the Pen-
tagon, and elsewhere to ensure we are in lock stop as we begin the auction process. 
The FCC continues to work with our Federal partners to improve the interagency 
coordination process. 

Question 2. What steps is the FCC taking to ensure the U.S. maintains leadership 
in ITU forums including WRC–27? 

Answer. The FCC, in coordination with NTIA and the State Department, is al-
ready preparing for WRC–27. It is expected that space issues will dominate WRC– 
27. The leadership and clear vision of the Trump Administration will allow the U.S. 
to reestablish our leadership at WRC–27. 

Question 3. How will we ensure that U.S. delegates and sector members are able 
to attend WRC–27 safely? 

Answer. The FCC, along with other components of the Executive Branch, are ac-
tively working on plans to make sure that the U.S. delegation will be able to partici-
pate safely and securely at the WRC–27 in Shanghai. 

Question 4. Rip and Replace is a critical effort to secure American infrastructure. 
Due to permitting, workforce access constraints, and other factors, carriers not only 
in Wyoming but across the United States may require extensions to complete the 
work required. How does the FCC intend to ensure successful completion of the Rip 
and Replace program, and what actions might be considered to enable that success? 

Answer. When the Wireline Competition Bureau approved applications to partici-
pate in the Rip and Replace Program in 2022, demand exceeded available funding, 
which resulted in a significant funding shortfall. Between 2022 and 2024, recipients 
indicated that the funding shortfall was a significant impediment to their ability to 
timely complete their removal, replacement, and disposal projects. Congress author-
ized additional funding at the end of 2024. In May 2025, the Bureau issued an ini-
tial disbursement of the additional funds and gave recipients in Priority 1 until May 
2025 to complete their projects. When allocating the additional funding, the Bureau 
encouraged recipients to move swiftly to complete their work under the Rip and Re-
place Program. 

Pursuant to the Secure Networks Act, a recipient may request an extension of 
time for ‘‘up to’’ or ‘‘not more’’ than six months if a recipient can show that it is 
unable to meet the deadline due to no fault of its own. In light of the additional 
funding, we expect the need for such extensions will lessen. However, recipients 
may request an extension if circumstances beyond its control impede its ability to 
finish the work. The Commission will closely scrutinize extensions on a case-by-case 
basis. The facts and circumstances supporting an extension request must include 
the specific obstacles faced by the recipient, how those obstacles, through no fault 
of the recipient, affected the recipient’s ability to meet its term deadline, steps taken 
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by the recipient to mitigate the impacts of the obstacles, and whether the recipient 
expects to meet a future deadline, if an extension is granted. 

Question 5. The Commission has emphasized that securing U.S. communications 
networks is both a national security and consumer privacy imperative. What con-
crete steps have you taken to harden infrastructure and better coordinate across the 
Commission on national security, and how have you improved supply chain trans-
parency so providers, customers, and the public can understand and manage adver-
sary exposure? 

Answer. The Commission has taken a range of actions to harden U.S. networks 
and coordinate on national security across the FCC’s work. One of my first acts as 
Chairman was to set up a new Council on National Security within the FCC to le-
verage all of the agency’s authorities, expertise, and relevant workstreams to 
counter the threats posed by foreign adversaries, including the government of 
China. With regard to transparency, just this month, the FCC will vote to adopt 
rules on Foreign Adversary Control, requiring all FCC licensees to certify whether 
they are owned by, controlled by, or subject to the jurisdiction or direction of a for-
eign adversary—allowing the Commission to expose actors with opaque ties to for-
eign adversaries. 

The FCC has also taken a variety of other national security actions: 
• Cracked down on ‘‘Bad Labs’’—labs that review and approve electronics for use 

in the United States, but are owned or controlled by foreign adversary govern-
ments. 

• Executed ‘Operation Clean Carts’, in which the FCC worked with ecommerce 
platforms to take down millions of listings of devices on the FCC’s Covered List 
or otherwise prohibited for sale in the United States. 

• Adopted new rules on undersea cable security, following President Trump’s 
America First Investment Policy Memorandum to accelerate the buildout of un-
dersea cables, while protecting them from foreign adversaries. 

• Closed two loopholes that provided no check on old models of covered equip-
ment—potential spy gear—to be imported or sold, as well as allowed devices to 
be approved that contain covered equipment as module components. 

• Banned authorizations for new models of foreign-produced Uncrewed Aerial 
Systems (UAS) and their components to protect American Airspace Sovereignty. 

• Worked directly with carriers to ensure that they are adapting their cybersecu-
rity practices and hardening their networks against future attacks, in the wake 
of Salt Typhoon. 

Question 6. Chairman Carr, you have promoted ‘‘Delete, Delete, Delete’’ initiative 
to remove regulations that are outdated or unnecessary. How and in what ways has 
the public benefited so far from the initiative, and how do you expect it to in the 
future? 

Answer. Eliminating unnecessary regulation has facilitated and encouraged Amer-
ican companies’ investment in modernizing their networks, developing infrastruc-
ture, and offering innovative and advanced capabilities. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. MARIA CANTWELL TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Affordability. Chairman Carr, the question I keep coming back to is simple: 
what are you doing to drive down costs for consumers? This week, I released a re-
port showing how costs are going up across the board—broadband, wireless, cable, 
streaming—and you’re not doing a thing about it. 

In the last year alone, streaming bills have increased by 13 percent. Basic cable 
bills have more than doubled over the last ten years. Americans pay more for wire-
less service than almost every other peer country. And 23 million low-income house-
holds lost support on their broadband bills, and you’ve proposed nothing to replace 
it. 

In wireless, you called Dish/EchoStar’s spectrum licenses into question, forcing 
EchoStar to sell them off and shut down its network, which was the fourth largest 
in the country. Your colleague, former Republican FCC Commissioner Nathan 
Simington, said, ‘‘As a true fourth national network, EchoStar protects consumer 
choice and lower consumer prices. The FCC threatens such severe sanctions that 
they put EchoStar’s financial viability in question and threaten to kill the company. 
This places every holder of a spectrum license in a riskier position and will raise 
consumer prices by forcing every licensee, not just EchoStar, to charge higher risk 
premiums.’’ 
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Question 1. Yes or no, do you agree that when there is less competition in a mar-
ketplace, and companies have more market power, consumers pay higher prices? 

Answer. The FCC is advancing policies to increase competition and drive down 
prices for consumers. 

Question 2. Chairman Carr, since you took over, the fourth national wireless car-
rier has been eliminated. You’ve also proposed eliminating broadband labeling re-
quirements that make it easier for consumers to spot hidden fees. And you’re mov-
ing to approve more media consolidation. Which of those actions helps consumers 
pay less? 

Answer. The FCC is working on several fronts to increase competition and drive 
down prices for consumers. 

Broadband Affordability. In August, the Commission began its annual review 
of the pace and cadence of broadband deployment to assess whether broadband ‘‘is 
being deployed to Americans in a reasonable and timely fashion,’’ as required by 
Section 706 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. As part of that review, you pro-
posed to ignore the importance of affordability. For many Americans, the cost of 
broadband services is a greater barrier to closing the digital divide than the lack 
of availability. 

Question 1. After the demise of the Affordable Connectivity Program (ACP) and 
in the midst of a cost-of-living crisis, why did the FCC exclude affordability from 
this year’s review of broadband deployment in the United States? 

Answer. The FCC’s 706 Report will comply with the relevant statutory provisions. 
Broadband Labels. Congress passed bipartisan legislation to ensure trans-

parency in billing. Chairman Carr, despite having previously voted in favor of the 
FCC’s rules to implement that legislation, you have proposed to punch holes in the 
rules to implement that law, making it easier for big corporations to tack on hidden 
fees to Internet bills. In defending your actions, at the December 17, 2025, FCC 
Oversight hearing, in response to questions from Senator Luján, you stated ‘‘[w]e 
want clarity’’ in the labels. 

Question 1. Chairman Carr, as costs are rising across the board, how does reduc-
ing the amount of information required in broadband labels and making them hard-
er to access provide greater ‘‘clarity’’ for consumers? 

Answer. The FCC has sought comment on potential changes to the existing regu-
lations but has not made any final decisions. 

Merger Authority. Chairman Carr, you infamously said, ‘‘We can do this the 
easy way or the hard way,’’ which led to Nexstar and Sinclair, the two largest 
broadcast ownership groups, preempting Jimmy Kimmel’s late-night show for over 
a week, including on KOMO in Seattle. 

At that time, Nexstar had announced a $6 billion merger with Tegna, and Sinclair 
had also shown interest in acquiring another station group—deals that would re-
quire FCC sign-off to complete. Weeks earlier, you had held up the Paramount- 
Skydance merger until Paramount paid $16 million to settle a frivolous lawsuit filed 
by the President and appointed an ombudsman to oversee its news coverage. 

These broadcasters recognized that you control their fates and that they needed 
to fall in line, and that failure to comply risked you killing their deals. 

Question 1. Chairman Carr, yes or no, do you believe it’s appropriate for a regu-
lator to threaten a regulated entity, to threaten to take away their licenses, and to 
threaten to reject a merger—because of a joke? 

Answer. I don’t think that we agree on what took place. Please see my letter for 
additional information: https://docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/DOC-415483A6.pdf 

Question 2. Yes or no, is it appropriate for a regulator to force a regulated entity 
to pay the president millions of dollars in order to get a merger approved? 

Answer. No and to the extent that your question suggests that something like 
that took place here recently, please see my answer above. 

You’ve cited the 2011 Comcast-NBCUniversal deal as precedent for requiring a 
‘‘bias ombudsman’’ as a condition of the Paramount–Skydance merger. But in 2011, 
the FCC simply preserved an ombudsman that the company had already created as 
an internal firewall between the owners and the newsroom. In Paramount- 
Skydance, Paramount created a new position explicitly tasked with evaluating 
‘‘bias’’ in news content and policing speech. 

Question 3. How are these comparable uses of the FCC’s merger authority? 
Answer. In both cases, the FCC approved a transaction after the parties com-

mitted to establishing an ombudsman. 
Question 4. Have you spoken with the Paramount ombudsman? 
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Answer. Despite some social media posts to the contrary, the ombudsman does not 
report to me or the President of the United States. 

Question 5. Do you expect to receive regular updates from the Paramount ombuds-
man about CBS’s news coverage? 

Answer. As noted above, the ombudsman does not report to me or the President 
of the United States. 

Merger Commitments. Traditionally, FCC merger conditions relate directly to 
the company’s ability to serve the public—such as requiring expanded coverage, in-
frastructure investments, or service obligations. But you have used merger review 
to extract concessions and leverage companies to change their internal hiring poli-
cies. 

Question 1. What specific language in the Communications Act authorizes the 
FCC to regulate a company’s human resources or hiring practices through merger 
conditions? 

Answer. In 2021, the Biden FCC accepted as a merger commitment the extension 
of DEI practices. 

FCC Independence. Chairman Carr, you previously testified to Congress that 
the FCC was ‘‘an independent, expert agency.’’ You also testified that Congress 
placed the FCC’s ‘‘authority outside of the Executive Branch for a reason,’’ such as 
not wanting technical decisions ‘‘to be made in a haphazard manner or based on 
misinformation and short-term, political interests.’’ 

Question 1. Do you stand by your congressional testimony that Congress placed 
FCC authority outside of the Executive Branch to avoid being based on short-term 
political interests? 

Answer. As I have testified, Congress passed the Communications Act before the 
Supreme Court’s decision in Humphrey’s Executor. And Congress chose not to in-
clude ‘‘for cause’’ removal protections for FCC Commissioners. 

Question 2. Do you believe it is appropriate for the FCC’s technical decisions to 
be based on the political interests of the Executive Branch? 

Answer. The FCC’s decisions are based on the facts, the law, and the agency’s 
record. 

In 2021, you issued a public statement calling on your FCC colleagues to reject 
an ‘‘attempt to inject partisan politics into our licensing process’’ and called it a 
‘‘deeply troubling transgression of free speech and the FCC’s status as an inde-
pendent agency.’’ 

Question 3. Do you still agree with your public statement, and if not, why did you 
change your mind? 

Answer. It was wrong for Democrats in Congress to pressure the FCC to block 
the sale of a broadcast station license on the grounds that Democrats thought the 
sale would hurt them in the midterm elections. 

During the December 17, 2025, FCC Oversight hearing, Senator Kim asked you 
if you’ve ever had a conversation with President Trump or senior administration of-
ficials about using the FCC to go after his critics, and you declined to answer be-
cause you ‘‘don’t get into the specifics of conversations that I have.’’ Setting aside 
whether the substantive deliberative content of your conversations with President 
Trump is privileged, factual information such as the existence of such a conversa-
tion and the identities of its participants is not privileged. 

Question 4. Consistent with the above, have you ever had a conversation with 
President Trump or senior White House officials relating to the FCC penalizing or 
taking any adverse action against one of President Trump’s critics? If so, how many 
conversations were there, and for each conversation, who participated in them, 
when, and where did they occur? 

Answer. Consistent with longstanding practice, I do not discuss conversations vel 
non with the President. 

Question 5. Consistent with the above, have you ever had a conversation with 
President Trump or senior White House officials relating to the FCC potentially re-
voking the station licenses for the owned-and-operated stations of any major news 
network, including but not limited to ABC, NBC, or CBS? If so, how many conversa-
tions were there, and for each conversation, who participated in them, when, and 
where did they occur? 

Answer. See answer above. 
Question 6. President Trump has made multiple public statements about FCC 

matters, such as license revocation and other directives. If the President is not satis-
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fied with your performance implementing his direction or suggestion, does he have 
the right to fire you? 

Answer. A President can fire any Commissioner at any time. 
Question 7. Are you concerned that not implementing the President’s directions 

or suggestions on FCC matters to target his political critics could result in your ter-
mination or dismissal? 

Answer. The FCC is focused on delivering great results for the American people. 
C-Band Spectrum. Chairman Carr, the FCC is planning to commence an auction 

of the Upper C-Band. Under current law, the auction is supposed to conclude with 
licenses awarded by 2027. 

I’m deeply concerned that this auction could literally cause planes to fall out of 
the sky. Former FAA officials and NTIA, in its comments to the FCC, have warned 
that new civilian and military altimeters need to be installed on likely all aircraft 
before cell companies can start using this band. Those new altimeters are still under 
development, and the standards are not even slated to be finished by 2027—the 
year this process is supposed to conclude. Given the previous C-Band auction nearly 
grounded air travel in the United States to a halt, I’m deeply concerned that we 
are about to see the same story unfold—but with far more dire consequences. 

Question 1. Has the FCC coordinated with the Department of Defense on the 
NPRM that the FCC released? 

Answer. Yes, the FCC has been running the appropriate interagency process. 
Question 2. How much will it cost to retrofit military and other government air-

craft with new altimeters? 
Answer. The FCC’s proceeding is ongoing and asks about a range of different 

issues. 
Question 3. Who is going to pay for those upgrades, and how long will that process 

take? Answer. The FCC’s proceeding is ongoing and seeks comment on a range of 
issues. 

Question 4. Are you concerned that this process will negatively impact military 
readiness, given that the Chinese are anticipated to attack Taiwan in 2027? 

Answer. The FCC’s proceeding is ongoing and seeks comment on a range of issues. 
Question 5. As military and civilian aircraft radio altimeters must be upgraded 

to address interference from any expansion of wireless service, do you commit to 
providing the aviation and defense industry the necessary time and space to safely 
retrofit the fleet operating within the United States? 

Answer. The FCC’s proceeding is ongoing and seeks comment on a range of issues. 
AI. The Trump Administration won’t take no for an answer on a moratorium on 

state AI laws without a Federal standard. First, they tried to put it in the reconcili-
ation bill, and we stripped it out by a 99–1 vote. Then they tried to attach it to 
the NDAA. Now they’re directing agencies like the FCC to attempt to preempt state 
laws through an Executive Order. 

Instead of trying to preempt laws that protect against AI fraud or theft, we need 
to be protecting consumers. Chairman Carr, you have been skeptical of the FCC’s 
authority over new technologies in the past. In 2024, you said that ‘‘Congress does 
not operate like a sieve—inadvertently spilling grants of new authorities. Congress’s 
delegation of authority in these types of cases can no longer be implicit, it must be 
explicit.’’ 

Question 1. Yes or no, does the FCC have the authority to preempt state AI laws 
under Title I of the Communications Act? 

Answer. The Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence Ex-
ecutive Order calls on the FCC to commence a proceeding to determine whether to 
adopt a Federal reporting and disclosure standard for AI models that preempts con-
flicting State laws. 

Question 2. Is that what Congress intended when it rewrote a portion of the Com-
munications Act in 1996, 25 years before ChatGPT was released? 

Answer. The Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence Ex-
ecutive Order calls on the FCC to commence a proceeding to determine whether to 
adopt a Federal reporting and disclosure standard for AI models that preempts con-
flicting State laws. 

Question 3. Chairman Carr, given your prior statements regarding your skep-
ticism of the FCC’s authority over the Internet as a Title I service, where specifi-
cally in the text of the Communications Act do you find the authority for the FCC 
to preempt state AI laws, particularly post-Chevron deference? 

Answer. The Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence Ex-
ecutive Order calls on the FCC to commence a proceeding to determine whether to 
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adopt a Federal reporting and disclosure standard for AI models that preempts con-
flicting State laws. 

Question 4. Yes or no, does the FCC have the authority to adopt a Federal report-
ing and disclosure standard for AI models? 

Answer. The Ensuring a National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence Ex-
ecutive Order calls on the FCC to commence a proceeding to determine whether to 
adopt a Federal reporting and disclosure standard for AI models that preempts con-
flicting State laws. 

Question 5. How many technical AI experts does the FCC have on staff? 
Answer. The FCC has a range of different professionals on staff. 

Investigations. Chairman Carr, you have opened and reopened investigations 
into several broadcast networks for the content of their programming. 

Question 1. How many investigations have you opened or reopened because of the 
content of a news program or other program? 

Answer. Any ongoing FCC investigations are based on the relevant portions of the 
Communications Act as well as FCC rules and precedent. 

Question 2. What is the status of these investigations? 
Answer. The FCC’s open investigations remain pending. 
Question 3. How much staff time has been devoted to these investigations? 
Answer. The FCC’s open investigations remain pending. 
Question 4. Have you updated the other Commissioners on the status of these in-

vestigations? If so, provide the dates of each status update and the individuals in-
volved. 

Answer. I meet regularly with my Commission colleagues, and we discuss a range 
of FCC matters. 

Local News. Harvard’s Shorenstein Center found that broadcast stations owned 
by large ownership groups produced more news at the regional or national level 
rather than locally. On the other hand, independent stations produced more news 
content locally. I am concerned that further consolidation could lead to more news 
production outside of the station’s community and result in the closure of local 
newsrooms. 

Question 1. What is the FCC doing to ensure that local newsrooms stay open? 
Answer. The FCC is working to empower local broadcasters to meet their public 

interest obligations, including serving the needs of their local communities. 

Net Neutrality. Because the FCC refuses to protect consumers against unfair 
practices by broadband providers, my own state of Washington and other states 
have acted to protect their consumers with net neutrality laws. These laws protect 
consumers from harmful practices such as blocking and throttling of legal content 
and paid prioritization. 

Question 1. Chairman Carr, is the FCC planning to try to preempt state-level net 
neutrality laws? 

Answer. The FCC generally announces the agenda for any Commission-level, open 
meeting votes three weeks before any such vote. 

Question 2. Does the FCC have any authority to do so? 
Answer. The FCC has the authorities that have been delegated to it by Congress. 
Question 3. If the FCC has no authority to impose net neutrality conditions under 

Title I, as you have argued, where specifically in the text of the Communications 
Act do you find the authority for the FCC to stop Washington from doing so, par-
ticularly in a world without Chevron deference? 

Answer. The FCC has the authorities that have been delegated to it by Congress. 

Section 230. In your Project 2025 chapter, you wrote that the FCC should issue 
an order that interprets Section 230. 

Question 1. Do you still believe the FCC has authority to reinterpret the scope 
of Section 230 immunity under current law? 

Answer. I wrote that chapter in my personal capacity, consistent with guidance 
from FCC ethics staff. So, I have to be careful about discussing questions about it 
when I am responding in my official capacity. 

Question 2. If so, please identify the specific statutory provision you believe gives 
the FCC that power. 

Answer. Please see my answer above. 
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Public Interest Standard. Chairman Carr, in your letters and tweets, you’ve 
identified several kinds of reporting that you see as not in the public interest, but 
you haven’t explained what kind of reporting is in the public interest. 

Question 1. How do you define the ‘‘public interest’’ standard? 
Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
Question 2. Will you commit to completing a Commission-level rulemaking speci-

fying the contours of the ‘‘public interest’’ standard for broadcasters? 
Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
DOGE Staff at FCC. Chairman Carr, on April 30, 2025, wrote in a letter re-

sponding to my March 31, 2025, letter that you had ‘‘invited the Department of Gov-
ernment Efficiency (DOGE) into the building to get fresh eyes on the way we oper-
ate’’ and ‘‘two people from DOGE officially joined the FCC.’’ However, recent report-
ing by The Verge based on 1,000 pages of FCC FOIA documents indicates three 
DOGE employees—Tarak Makecha, Jordan Wick, and Jacob Altik—were still listed 
in the FCC’s public directory as of December 16, 2025. 

Question 1. How many DOGE employees did you invite into FCC’s building and 
officially hire, and if it was not just two people, what explains the discrepancy with 
what you wrote in April 2025? 

Answer. As stated in my earlier letter, two people from DOGE officially joined the 
FCC and complied with applicable ethics rules. The FOIA documents reflect the fact 
that there was discussion early on about a third person joining the FCC, but only 
two people joined the FCC as previously stated. 

IPCS. At a time when the country is reeling from an affordability crisis, the 
FCC’s own analysis shows that your recent order on implementation of the Martha 
Wright-Reed Act would cost families approximately $50 million in higher phone 
rates. 

Question 1. Doesn’t this decision put company profits above making it affordable 
for children to speak with their parents? 

Answer. No. 
Salt Typhoon. Last month, you rolled back an FCC declaratory ruling and rule-

making adopted earlier this year in response to the Salt Typhoon attacks, the worst 
cyberattack on U.S. telecom networks in history. I requested the following docu-
ments and information from you no later than November 25, 2025: 

1. A copy of any cybersecurity assessment the FCC conducted before moving to 
repeal its prior ruling. Please provide any documents. 

2. Any documents the telecommunications companies shared with you that sup-
port their claims that they removed Salt Typhoon hackers from their networks, 
including, but not limited to, Mandiant digital forensic reports. 

3. Documents and information sufficient to demonstrate the FCC’s collaborative 
approach to cybersecurity with telecommunications providers ‘‘continues to be 
effective.’’ 

As of December 18, 2025, you have not responded to my request. 
Question 1. When do you intend to respond to the request, and when do you in-

tend to provide documents? 
Answer. I provided a written response to your letter on January 21. 
Question 2. Do you believe you have a duty to respond to congressional oversight 

requests, especially on topics critical to our national security and public safety? 
Answer. I believe that I or the FCC have already responded to every or nearly 

every congressional inquiry that we have received. 
Shutdown Operations. According to the FCC’s September 2025 plan for orderly 

shutdown prior to a lapse in Federal appropriations, you anticipated that ‘‘1,044 em-
ployees, or approximately 81 percent of [staff] on board before the plan was imple-
mented, will have been furloughed and sent home.’’ The 244 employees, or approxi-
mately 19 percent of staff, retained under the plan were limited to specific tasks 
or exemptions, including protection of life and property, staff in the Office of Inspec-
tor General, auction staff whose salaries are not provided through appropriations, 
and certification of Universal Service Fund and Telecommunications Relay Service 
disbursements. However, on October 28, 2025, the FCC held an open meeting, at 
which it considered nine items ranging from nearly every Bureau in the agency. 
From the tentative agenda announcement on October 7 to the public release of the 
items following adoption at the October 28th meeting, each item required an oppor-
tunity for public comment, input from stakeholders, and staff to review and imple-
ment any necessary changes before the Commission’s vote. 
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Question 1. Did the FCC comply with the September 2025 shutdown plan? 
Answer. The FCC continued to perform and carry out limited functions during the 

shutdown consistent with the law and FCC guidance. 
Question 2. Please provide a breakdown of how many staff, regardless of furlough 

status, worked between October 1, 2025, and November 13, 2025; how many hours 
that staff worked; what the source of funds was to pay that staff; and how much 
funding was used to pay that staff. 

Answer. The FCC continued to perform and carry out limited functions during the 
shutdown consistent with the law and FCC guidance. 

In prior lapses of appropriations, such as in 2018–2019, the FCC utilized holdover 
funds to keep the whole agency open until those funds were expended. Yet during 
the Fall 2025 shutdown, you apparently chose when and how to utilize holdover 
funds to maintain certain operations funded through appropriations while allowing 
other operations to cease until an additional appropriation was provided. 

Question 3. What legal authority do you, as the FCC Chair, have to determine 
which FCC directives or authorizations from Congress remain operational during 
the lapse in appropriations? Please cite the specific provision(s) of law. 

Answer. The FCC has those authorities that have been delegated to it by Con-
gress. 

The lapse in appropriations also appeared to impact the operations of and public 
access to FCC online databases, such as the Universal Licensing System, Equipment 
Authorization System, and functionality of the broadband map. 

Question 4. Please list which of the FCC’s online databases were reduced in oper-
ations between October 1 and November 13, 2025, including any reduction in main-
tenance or public access, and which databases were fully operating. 

Answer. The FCC continued to perform and carry out limited functions during the 
shutdown consistent with the law and FCC guidance. 

Question 5. Please also explain your rationale for determining which databases 
were at full operations and which were at reduced operations, if applicable. 

Answer. The FCC continued to perform and carry out limited functions during the 
shutdown consistent with the law and FCC guidance. 

Question 6. What were the factors you considered in making the decision to close 
FCC online databases, while you used carryover funds to continue to work on other 
appropriation-supported activities, including Commission-level votes to increase the 
rates paid by incarcerated people and their families, and opening a proceeding to 
repeal broadband consumer protections required by Congress? 

Answer. The FCC continued to perform and carry out limited functions during the 
shutdown consistent with the law and FCC guidance. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. In October the Commission voted to move forward with a rulemaking 
on eliminating broadband labeling requirements. How will eliminating requirements 
that Internet Service Providers tell consumers exactly how much they are being 
charged, including by providing an itemized list of fees, increase transparency ef-
forts and bring prices down for consumers? 

Answer. The FCC has sought comment on potential changes to the existing regu-
lations but has not made any final decisions. 

Question 2. Do you agree that transitioning to Next Gen 911 is a national security 
imperative that should remain a top priority for both the FCC and Congress? 

Answer. Completing the transition to NG911 will enable significant public safety 
benefits. The FCC has been taking actions to help promote the transition. 

Question 3. Would you support putting the proceeds from the Federal Communica-
tions Commission’s spectrum auctions towards modernizing our 9–1–1 infrastruc-
ture? 

Answer. I defer to Congress on any changes in the law regarding the spending 
of auction proceeds received by the FCC or the Federal government. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. BRIAN SCHATZ TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

FCC Public Interest Authority 
Question 1. What is the FCC’s standard for evaluating programming under the 

public interest standard and news distortion policy? 
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Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard and the news distor-
tion policy on numerous occasions. 

Question 2. What conditions would trigger the FCC to investigate or take action 
against the speech of comedians, satirists, or commentators under the public inter-
est standard or news distortion policy? 

Answer. The FCC’s public interest regulations apply to licensed broadcasters. 
Question 3. Following the preemption of the Jimmy Kimmel Live! show in Sep-

tember, you said we are ‘‘. . . in the midst of a massive shift in dynamics in the 
media ecosystem for lots of reasons, again, including the permission structure that 
President Trump’s election has provided. And I would simply say we’re not done yet 
with seeing the consequences of that.’’ Please elaborate on what you meant by ‘‘the 
massive shift in dynamics in the media ecosystem.’’ Does this include future deci-
sions pertaining to programming? 

Answer. The FCC is working to empower local broadcasters to meet their public 
interest obligations. 

Question 4. In your testimony, you indicated that you consider Jimmy Kimmel’s 
September comments to be in violation of the news distortion policy. Given that in 
that case there was no extrinsic evidence of an intent to mislead, is the FCC now 
adopting a standard that an opinion or mistake on broadcast television can con-
stitute news distortion, even without malintent? 

Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 
of the agency’s news distortion policy. 

Question 5. If there is evidence that FCC action, or the threat of FCC action, to-
wards broadcast television impacts programming decisions on non-broadcast media 
through financial ties between companies, would you consider this to be censorship? 

Answer. The Supreme Court determined that the FCC’s enforcement of the public 
interest standard does not violate the First Amendment. 

Question 6. Please describe whether the FCC would consider the following sce-
narios on broadcast television as being in violation of the public interest standard 
or news distortion policy. If you cannot comment on these scenarios, please explain 
how programs can receive clarity about how to abide by the FCC’s public interest 
standard and news distortion policy: 

a. A comedian, commentator, or satirist insults the President in a manner that 
is not obscene, profane, or indecent. 

Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 
of the agency’s public interest standard and news distortion policy, which apply to 
licensed broadcasters. 

b. A comedian, commentator, or satirist makes offensive statements pertaining to 
violence or assault. 

Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 
of the agency’s public interest standard and news distortion policy, which apply to 
licensed broadcasters. 

c. An artist has a performance that could be considered an insult to the Presi-
dent’s policies or political positions. 

Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 
of the agency’s public interest standard and news distortion policy, which apply to 
licensed broadcasters. 

d. A politician states that a murder victim ‘‘deserved’’ their death because of their 
hatred for said politician. 

Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 
of the agency’s public interest standard and news distortion policy, which apply to 
licensed broadcasters. 

Question 7. Do you endorse President Trump’s calls to NBC to fire Seth Meyers? 
Answer. NBC makes its own decisions about its employees. 

FCC Independence 
Question 8. If the President determines that broadcast programming content does 

not abide by the public interest standard or the news distortion policy, will you 
defer to the President’s opinion? What if the President’s opinion departs from FCC’s 
precedent of interpretation? 

Answer. The FCC bases its decisions on the law, the facts, and the record. 
Question 9. If, as you stated, the President can fire you for ‘‘any reason,’’ how can 

companies and broadcasters trust that your judgement will be fair, and not merely 
serve as a reflection of the President’s opinions? 

Answer. The FCC bases its decisions on the law, the facts, and the record. 



88 

Tribal Spectrum Windows 
Question 10. Will the FCC commit to continuing to hold Tribal priority windows 

in future spectrum auctions? 
Answer. Commission decisions are determined through a vote by the members of 

the Commission. 
Question 11. Please provide 1) the number of locations associated with individual 

Tribal areas; and 2) an aggregated rollup of the number of Tribal locations and Trib-
al broadband availability nationwide within the National Broadband Map, or to in-
corporate this information into a separate Tribal National Broadband Map that in-
cludes data on Tribal areas only? 

Answer. The requested data is published as data downloads on the National 
Broadband Map. Specifically, the data downloads page on the National Broadband 
Map provides summary information about fixed or mobile broadband in Tribal 
areas, specifically in the Fixed Broadband Summary by Geography Type and Mobile 
Broadband Summary by Geography Type downloads: https://broadbandmap.fcc.gov 
/data-download/nationwide-data 

Question 12. Will you direct ONAP to provide educational outreach and technical 
assistance to Tribes to assist them with submitting challenges to the National 
Broadband Map, especially for those Tribes that have not submitted challenges? 

Answer. ONAP plans and leads the Commission’s outreach to Tribal governments 
and organizations, with the objective of increasing their awareness of, and participa-
tion in, Commission programs and proceedings. 

Local Programming Carriage 
Question 13. Does the FCC plan to review any issues pertaining to the pricing 

of carriage for local broadcast stations by streaming services? 
Answer. The FCC publicly discloses Commission meeting items approximately 

three weeks before any such votes. 

Upper C-Band Auctions 
Question 14. Will the FCC extend the public comment period for the Notice of Pro-

posed Rulemaking regarding the implementation of the Upper C-Band rules for 
2027 auction? 

Answer. On December 19th, the FCC granted a 15 day extension of the comment 
and reply comment dates in the Upper C-Band proceeding. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. EDWARD MARKEY TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

In one of your first acts as FCC Chairman, you reinstated a complaint alleging 
that WCBS violated the FCC’s news distortion policy in airing a CBS interview with 
then-Vice President Kamala Harris on 60 Minutes. The previous FCC dismissed this 
complaint, rightfully concluding that the agency had no role in policing WCBS’s edi-
torial decision-making. Moreover, for the FCC to find a violation of this policy, it 
must find evidence that the broadcast station ‘‘deliberately distorted a factual news 
report.’’ In addition, in its Hunger in America proceeding, the FCC further required 
a complainant to provide ‘‘extrinsic evidence’’ demonstrating an intent to distort the 
news. 

Question 1. Have you identified any extrinsic evidence of an intentional news dis-
tortion to justify this investigation? 

Answer. The relevant complaint remains pending at the FCC. 
Question 2. When does the FCC intend to make a determination about whether 

to proceed with or close this proceeding? 
Answer. The relevant complaint remains pending at the FCC. 
Question 3. Have FCC career staff provided any internal opinions or other mate-

rials on the validity of the complaint in this proceeding? If so, what was their deter-
mination? 

Answer. The relevant complaint remains pending at the FCC. 
Question 4. Have you had any private communication with President Donald 

Trump about this investigation? If so, has President Trump instructed you to take 
any specific action with respect to this investigation? 

Answer. Consistent with longstanding practice, I do not discuss conversations vel 
non with the President. 
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In February, the FCC opened an investigation into KCBS’s coverage of a Federal 
immigration raid. In an interview on Fox News at the time, you suggested that the 
radio station could have been in violation of its public interest standard obligation. 

Question 1. What is the status of this investigation? 
Answer. I do not have any new information to provide you at this time beyond 

what has been previously disclosed. 
Question 2. What evidence was the grounds for opening this investigation? 
Answer. See answer above. 
Question 3. Please describe how KCBS may have violated its public interest 

standard obligation. In particular, what aspects of its news programming may not 
have been in the public interest? 

Answer. See answer above. 
Question 4. In your Fox News interview, you appeared to suggest that KCBS may 

have violated its public interest obligation because it was reporting on the car mod-
els and location of immigration officers. There is no evidence that this reporting was 
inaccurate or a hoax. Has the FCC ever instituted an investigation or penalized a 
broadcast station for accurately reporting the news? If so, please provide examples. 

Answer. The FCC enforces the public interest standard. 
Question 5. If your concern with KCBS’s coverage was that it may have interfered 

with immigration enforcement operations or endangered the life of Federal officers, 
has the FCC ever launched an investigation or penalized a broadcast station for 
such purposes? If so, please provide examples. 

Answer. The FCC enforces the public interest standard. 
Chairman Carr, before President Trump’s second term, you were a vocal sup-

porter of the TikTok ban, also known as the Protecting Americans from Foreign Ad-
versary Controlled Applications Act. For example, in 2022, you stated, ‘‘I do not see 
a path forward for anything other than a ban. So, it is time for the Administration 
to act with the urgency that this national security threat demands.’’ In fact, in 
March 2024, you wrote a letter to the House Energy and Commerce Committee in 
support of the legislation. Although the Federal Communications Commission is not 
charged with implementing the law, you remain an important advisor to President 
Trump on technology and telecommunications policy. Your views on the Trump Ad-
ministration’s implementation of the TikTok ban remain important. 

Question 1. Over the past year, President Trump has signed five executive orders 
directing the Department of Justice (DOJ) to not enforce the TikTok ban against 
service providers (such as Apple, Google, Oracle, and others) who continue providing 
services to TikTok in violation of the Protecting Americans from Foreign Adversary 
Controlled Applications Act. Do you believe that the DOJ has the authority to ex-
plicitly instruct companies that it will not enforce a law enacted by Congress? 

Answer. I would refer you to the DOJ for questions about the DOJ’s authority. 
Question 2. You previously said the Biden administration should ‘‘act with the ur-

gency that this national security threat demands’’ by banning TikTok. Would you 
classify President Trump’s actions on TikTok as him ‘‘acting with urgency’’? 

Answer. President Trump has acted with urgency on many matters. 
Public Interested Standard 

Question 1. Please define your interpretation of the public interest standard. 
Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 

of the agency’s public interest standard. 
Question 2. Does the public interest standard include any test or rule around ideo-

logical or political bias? 
Answer. The FCC has provided definitions and decisions regarding the contours 

of the agency’s public interest standard and related policies. 
Pole Attachments 

Question 1. The FCC has made progress streamlining the pole attachment proc-
ess. What additional reforms is the FCC pursuing to ensure that broadband and 
telecommunications providers can obtain timely and cost-effective access to poles? 

Answer. Thank you for your support of these important efforts. The FCC is pur-
suing a range of actions to accelerate and streamline the cost-effective build out of 
infrastructure. 
AM Radio 

Question 1. Chairman Cruz and I have been working to pass our AM Radio for 
Every Vehicle Act, which would require vehicles to have broadcast AM radio. Our 
legislation has nearly four hundred cosponsors in the Senate and House. Does AM 
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radio continue to play an important role in delivering emergency alerts across the 
country? 

Answer. Thank you for your leadership on this important matter. I support your 
legislation and agree that AM radio continues to play an important role in commu-
nities across the country. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Last month you chose to withdraw a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
established in response to Salt Typhoon—one of the largest and most damaging 
cyberattacks in U.S. history. The proposed regulations held covered companies re-
sponsible for basic cybersecurity practices, but you voted to roll back these protec-
tions, stating this was because providers have already ‘‘demonstrated a strength-
ened cybersecurity posture.’’ What, if any, do you think the FCC and Congress 
should be doing more to help prevent future lapses that allow our adversaries to 
infiltrate our networks? 

Answer. The decision that the FCC reversed was neither a lawful nor effective 
response. While I defer to Congress on the nature of any legislation, it is important 
that the private sector continue to take actions that harden and strengthen net-
works based on the evolving nature of cybersecurity threats. 

Question 2. Earlier this year, the FCC requested comments on the Bureau of In-
dustry and Security’s rule related to connected vehicles and connected vehicle tech-
nologies, specifically whether and how to add certain technologies to the FCC’s cov-
ered entities list. I strongly support the Bureau of Industry and Security’s rule and 
believe we must keep Chinese connected and autonomous vehicles and vehicle com-
ponents from entering our market. I believe the FCC must work closely with the 
automotive supply chain to ensure any action it takes in this space does not conflict 
with the BIS rule and achieves our goals of protecting our national and economic 
security. 

Will you commit to working with my office and the automotive supply chain in-
dustry as you decide what actions to take on this issue? 

Answer. I would be happy to work with you on these issues. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. TAMMY BALDWIN TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Tribal communities face some of the most severe challenges in access-
ing reliable and affordable broadband internet. In Wisconsin, we host the Tribal Li-
braries, Archives, and Museums (TLAM) Project at the University of Wisconsin, and 
libraries are an important connector for communities when home without sufficient 
broadband. In the last few years, the FCC has taken steps to improve tribal library 
participation in E-Rate, updating the definition of library and creating a program— 
called T–LEAP, or the Tribal Library E-Rate Advocacy Program—to support Tribal 
applications for E-Rate. The Commission concluded it would issue data about the 
status of tribal E-Rate applications, yet we have not yet seen this data. A prelimi-
nary analysis of the E-Rate data available shows that while 79 percent of libraries 
in Wisconsin applied for E-Rate, only 1 of eight tribal libraries in Wisconsin applied 
for E-Rate. What is the current progress of this program? 

Answer. T–LEAP is in its third year of providing support throughout the E-Rate 
application and invoicing processes to Tribal libraries that have opted to participate. 
Tribal libraries are able to join any time during the year and receive individualized 
support. In funding year 2024, 294 Tribal libraries participated in the E-Rate pro-
gram, and they received over $13.7 million in funding (disbursements). 

Question 2. Robocalls and ever increasingly sophisticated scams pose a serious 
threat to millions of Americans, especially to our seniors. These scams can lead to 
significant financial losses including people losing their life’s retirement savings, 
breach of sensitive personal information, and loss of peace of mind as people are 
bombarded by these spam communications. What is the FCC doing to support vic-
tims of these scams and prevent these calls in the first place? 

Answer. The FCC has been reinvigorating its work to crack down on illegal 
robocalls. We are now looking at every portion of the lifecycle of a call and taking 
actions that make it harder for bad actors to place illegal robocalls. 

Question 3. How would you define illegal Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI)? 
How have you determined which companies to investigate for potential illegal DEI 
programs? 
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Answer. In the very first section of the Communications Act, Congress stated that 
it created the FCC for the purpose of regulating interstate and foreign commerce 
in communication ‘‘without discrimination on the basis of race, color, religion, na-
tional origin, or sex,’’ 47 U.S.C. § 151. Promoting invidious forms of discrimination 
runs contrary to the Communications Act and deprives Americans of their rights to 
fair and equal treatment under the law. 

Question 4. Will you investigate companies that do not have a formal DEI pro-
gram, but the make-up of the company appears that they have a de facto discrimi-
nation in hiring or promotion decisions based on race or gender—for example if it 
were all-white or all-male? If not, what is your justification for not considering it 
but launching investigations into DEI programs? 

Answer. The FCC will apply its regulations in a fair and even-handed manner. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JACKY ROSEN TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Question 1. Please clarify how you determine what the FCC deems the public in-
terest with regard to broadcast programming. 

Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
Question 2. How do you determine alignment with the public interest when con-

sidering mergers? Is there a standard applied the same to every single merger that 
the FCC reviews? 

Answer. The FCC has articulated the standard of review and public interest 
framework that applies to transactions pursuant to Section 310(d) of the Commu-
nications Act. 

Question 3. Is it your view, as you seemed to express during the hearing regarding 
KCBS, that local reporting on ICE operations does not align with the FCC’s public 
interest standard? Please elaborate on what specific statute or public FCC guidance 
related to the public interest standard that KCBS potentially violated which 
prompted the FCC to open an investigation. 

Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
Question 4. If you think KCBS’ coverage of ICE crossed the line, how should local 

news outlets cover ICE operations in their communities? 
Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
Question 5. Please clarify to those who want to avoid violating the public interest 

standard—reporters, journalists, editors—how does one report in the public interest 
under this FCC? Do you plan to issue clear guidelines to specifically define what 
actions align or violate the public interest standard? 

Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 
Question 6. The FCC has an open proceeding on SIP Interconnection. IP inter-

connection is a critical component in modernizing our telecommunications networks 
and realizing some of the innovations that can improve everything from public safe-
ty to combatting robo- and spam calls from fraudsters who prey on vulnerable 
Americans. As the FCC considers this proceeding, will you commit to addressing 
some of the causes of continued delays by carriers who have resisted this mod-
ernization? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question 7. Will you consider incorporating policies to maintain competition in 

rural areas, prevent anticompetitive conduct even while the proceeding is pending, 
and setting reasonable protections for IP to IP interconnection to maximize the ben-
efits to consumers? 

Answer. The FCC is examining all of the relevant issues. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. BEN RAY LUJÁN TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

FCC Independence 
(1) On the morning of December 17, 2025, I printed out and quoted the Federal 

Communication Commission’s page ‘‘About the FCC’’ which stated that the Federal 
Communications Commission is ‘‘[a]n independent U.S. government agency overseen 
by Congress.’’ As of the afternoon on December 17, 2025 the same webpage states 
the Commission is a ‘‘U.S. government agency overseen by Congress’’ removing the 
word ‘‘independent’’ after you stated at the hearing that, ‘‘the FCC is not formally 
an independent agency.’’ 
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• When was the decision made to change the FCC’s website? 
Answer. The FCC’s website is almost constantly changing. 
• Who directed FCC staff to change the website while you were testifying? Was 

the decision made at your direction during the hearing? If not, who made that 
determination? 

Answer. As I noted above, the FCC’s website is almost constantly changing and 
getting updated. 

• How many individual web pages and/or documents did the FCC change to re-
move the word ‘‘independent’’ before, during, and after the December 17, 2025 
hearing? 

Answer. See answer above. 
• Please provide an archival screenshot of the page(s) before and after the 

change(s). 
Answer. The FCC’s website is publicly available for review and viewing. 
• How many staff members and staff hours were used to change the website 

page(s)? 
Answer. See answers above. 
(1) Please provide a list with citations and hyperlinks to all testimony, state-

ments, speeches, opinion pieces, and law review articles that you authored or co- 
authored that state, mention, or in any way describe the Federal Communications 
Commission as an independent agency. 

Answer. Please see this page for links to my posted statements, op-eds, speeches, 
and related materials: https://www.fcc.gov/about/leadership/brendan-carr 

National Ownership Cap 
In the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 Congress set the national audi-

ence reach cap to 39 percent. Congress set this limit, not the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, yet recently you sought comment on whether to modify the na-
tional ownership cap. In November, President Trump posted on Truth Social and 
said he ‘‘would not be happy’’ if the FCC lifted the national ownership cap to ‘‘allow 
the Radical Left Networks to ‘enlarge’ ’’. Please explain why the FCC is seeking com-
ment on modifying the national ownership cap. Does the FCC or Congress have the 
power to raise the national ownership cap? 

Answer. The FCC’s proceeding has sought comment on a range of different issues. 
The FCC has not reached a final decision. 
Broadcast Licenses 

President Trump has called upon the FCC to revoke licenses of ABC (Disney) and 
NBC for news reporting he deems unacceptable. In 2021—you said, ‘‘a newsroom’s 
decision about what stories to cover and how to frame them should be beyond the 
reach of any government official.’’ Can you explain what statutory authority the 
FCC has to revoke licenses based on disagreement with editorial choices? 

Answer. The FCC has those authorities that have been delegated to it by Con-
gress. 

In January 2025, the FCC dismissed complaints against CBS, ABC, and FOX sta-
tions. As Chairman, you unilaterally reopened the complaints against CBS and ABC 
but left the FOX complaint closed, even though the FOX matter involved proven 
falsehoods about the 2020 election. What objective criteria justified reopening only 
the complaints involving coverage unfavorable to President Trump? 

Answer. Please see the letter available at this link for detailed information that 
responds to your question and sets the record straight: https://docs.fcc.gov/public/ 
attachments/DOC-410581A2.pdf 

Public Interest Standard 
On ‘‘The FCC and Speech’’ page of the FCC’s website it states: ‘‘The limitations 

on the FCC’s power to restrict or ban speech begin with the First Amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution, which decrees that the Federal government ‘shall make no 
law . . . abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press.’ Accordingly, Congress 
through Section 326 of the Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. § 326, explicitly declared 
that nothing in the statute ‘shall be understood or construed to give the Commission 
the power of censorship over the [broadcast] communications or signals transmitted 
by any [broadcast] station, and no regulation or condition shall be promulgated or 
fixed by the Commission which shall interfere with the right of free speech by 
means of [over-the-air] broadcast communication.’ Pursuant to these legal mandates, 
the FCC has long held that ‘the public interest is best served by permitting free ex-
pression of views.’ ’’ 
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You have frequently cited the public interest standard as the law you are enforc-
ing, but never fully defined what it means. Please state how you define ‘‘the public 
interest standard.’’ 

Answer. The FCC has defined the public interest standard on numerous occasions. 

U.S. Cyber Trust Mark 
In March 2024, the FCC adopted rules establishing the framework for the U.S. 

Cyber Trust Mark program. On June 13, 2025, UL Solutions submitted rec-
ommendations on Technical Standards and Testing Procedures, Label Design, and 
Post-Market Surveillance for the U.S. Cyber Trust Mark. What is the current imple-
mentation status of the U.S. Cyber Trust Mark? Please provide an updated timeline 
for implementation detailing the next steps. 

Answer. On December 19, UL Solutions filed a Notice of Withdrawal as Lead Ad-
ministrator for the U.S. Cyber Trust Mark Program. In early January, the FCC 
opened an application window so parties interested in being the new administrator 
can apply. 

Broadband Labels 
The FCC recently adopted a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking during the 

October 2025 Open Meeting that would seek to roll back key requirements for the 
broadband labels. In that FNPRM you sought comment on a proposal to eliminate 
the requirement that providers display the label in the languages in which they 
market their services. 

(f) Do consumers benefit from seeing the full price they will pay at the end of the 
month, with no hidden fees? 

Answer. The FCC has not made any final decision in this proceeding. 
(f) Will you commit to keeping the rules that require broadband providers to pub-

lish the broadband label in the languages in which they market their services? 
Answer. The FCC has not made any final decision in this proceeding. 
(f) How is the FCC monitoring providers compliance with the current broadband 

label rules? Please provide details and how many staff hours have been used to 
monitor compliance. 

Answer. The FCC has not made any final decision in this proceeding. 
(f) Did the FCC do any studies of the broadband labels prior to its most recent 

proposals to modify or remove key price transparency requirements from the labels? 
Answer. The FCC has not made any final decision in this proceeding. 
(f) How many consumer complaints has the FCC received regarding the 

broadband labels since the labels went into effect in 2024? Are the consumers com-
plaining that broadband labels are hard to find? Are providers hiding the labels be-
hind icons and/or links? 

Answer. The FCC has not made any final decision in this proceeding. 
(f) Please summarize all consumer complaints received to date on the broadband 

labels, organize them into categories, and provide samples of each. 
Answer. There is an open data platform for consumer complaints: https://open 

data.fcc.gov/Consumer/CGB-Consumer-Complaints-Data/3xyp-aqkj/about_data 

Cybersecurity 
In January 2025, the Commission adopted a Declaratory Ruling that affirmatively 

required telecommunications carriers to secure their networks from unlawful access 
or interception of communications. The FCC also proposed rules to require covered 
communications service providers to submit an annual certification attesting that 
they have created, updated, and implemented cybersecurity and supply chain risk 
management plans. You have since reversed that ruling and withdrawn the pro-
posed rules. 

(3) What are the Commission’s plans to ensure that our networks remain secure 
from foreign threats? 

Answer. The FCC is taking action on several fronts to protect our networks from 
foreign threats. 

(3) Is it possible to win the AI race against China if providers are constantly leak-
ing our IP to them through hacks in our telecom networks? 

Answer. The FCC is taking action on several fronts to protect our networks from 
foreign threats. 

(3) Does the Commission need additional authority to ensure the security of our 
communications networks? 
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Answer. I want to thank you again for your leadership on legislation like the 
FACT Act. Legislation like that includes forward-thinking ideas that can promote 
the security of our networks. 
Public Safety 

(3) Emergency alerts are critical tools for protecting the public during disasters, 
but their effectiveness depends on reaching the right people at the right time, with 
clear, actionable information. Last month, the FCC concluded the comment period 
on a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to comprehensively review the alerting frame-
work and expressed an intent to modernize alerting systems from the ground up. 
Do you believe the FCC has sufficient authority under current law to adopt and im-
plement the reforms it has proposed? 

Answer. I agree with you on the value and importance of emergency alerting. As 
the FCC continues to review the record in this proceeding, I will be mindful of areas 
where additional legislation would be helpful. 

(3) When an outage affects the public’s ability to reach 9–1–1, emergency commu-
nications centers need timely, actionable information about the nature, scope, and 
location of the outage. Yet 9–1–1 professionals often lack the detailed information 
necessary to respond effectively. This is why I supported the Enhancing First Re-
sponse Act, which unanimously passed the Senate in September and included a pro-
vision directing the FCC to review the current outage notifications rules. In 2022, 
the Commission directed the Public Safety and Homeland Security Bureau to collect 
information on 9–1–1 outages, including the volume of 9–1–1 outages that go unre-
ported and possible alternative outage reporting thresholds. 

(b) What is the status of the Bureau’s efforts to collect this information, and will 
the FCC be putting forth any public analysis or recommendations based on the in-
formation collected? 

Answer. The Bureau is continuing to consider this issue, and the agency has 
issued detailed reports on major 911 outages, including here: https://www.fcc.gov/ 
document/fcc-issues-report-nationwide-att-mobility-outage 

(b) How will you ensure that 9–1–1 call centers receive useful information about 
the status of 9–1–1 outages, and what measures will the FCC take to prioritize 
these needed reforms? 

Answer. The FCC is consistently working to ensure that 911 call centers have the 
actionable information they need. 

(3) At the beginning of the year, the Association of Public-Safety Communications 
Officials International, the National Emergency Number Association, and the Na-
tional Association of State 9–1–1 Administrators jointly submitted a proposal out-
lining ways to improve outage notifications to 9–1–1 centers by incorporating visual 
representations of the outages and real-time information from service providers. 
They also requested additional rule changes to strengthen the outage notification 
framework. Can you provide an update on the status of the FCC’s consideration of 
this proposal and the related rulemaking requests. 

Answer. The FCC is continuing to review a range of ideas for improving outage 
notifications. 
Multilingual Wireless Emergency Alerts 

In a recent Federal Register publication, the Federal Communications Commis-
sion set the compliance date for multilingual Wireless Emergency Alerts (WEA) as 
June 12, 2028. However, that same Federal Register publication states that ‘‘47 
CFR 10.480 (amendatory instruction 2) and 47 CFR 10.500(e) (amendatory instruc-
tion 3) are delayed indefinitely.’’ Please explain why these rules are ‘‘delayed indefi-
nitely’’ and what steps the FCC will take to secure a compliance deadline for those 
rules. 

Answer. The compliance date for the multilingual WEA template requirement is 
June 12, 2028. The rules that are ‘‘pending indefinitely’’ are minor rule changes 
adopted in the January 2025 order, but because of the long lead time to compliance 
in 2028, the pending rules should be approved in the normal course well before com-
pliance is required. 
Universal Service Fund 

On December 17, 2025, I sent a letter with Senator Fischer and Representatives 
Matsui and Hudson requesting a briefing from your staff to help inform our bipar-
tisan, bicameral Universal Service Fund Working Group. I look forward to that 
briefing taking place no later than January 30, 2026. Ahead of that briefing, please 
provide a list of any current or future rulemakings/reforms to the USF programs 
under consideration by the Commission. 

Answer. The FCC is looking forward to this briefing. 
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Tribal Connectivity 
The Affordable Connectivity Program delivered tremendous benefits to tribal 

members in my state and across the country during the pandemic, increasing access 
to telehealth, education, and other opportunities. Many tribal households cannot af-
ford two telecom subscriptions and their only connection to the Internet is through 
a mobile device. So, even if BEAD investments eventually get improved broadband 
out to these remote lands, affordability remains a tremendous challenge. And it is 
not just in my state of New Mexico. There are remote tribal lands with tremendous 
demographic challenges in Arizona, Washington, Montana, Oklahoma, North and 
South Dakota, and others as well. Should the FCC invest its universal service sup-
port funding to support Tribal areas? 

Answer. Yes. 
Independent Programmers 

As consolidation continues across Big Tech, the telecommunications and enter-
tainment industries, these large players gain even stronger leverage to negotiate 
with smaller and independent players. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the 
Pay TV market, where carriage in both the linear and streaming sectors continues 
to be difficult to negotiate for the smaller, independent programmers that are often 
more diverse in content and ownership. Would you consider taking a new look at 
the market and current negotiating practices to explore if there is a viable approach 
to address this issue? 

Answer. One step the FCC has recently taken on this front is opening a pro-
ceeding that asks about the relationship between licensed local broadcasters and na-
tional programmers. 
vMVPDs 

Last Congress, I led a letter, joined by 19 other senators requesting that the FCC 
examine the growth of streaming and the impact on local stations, given that these 
stations do not control pricing of the payments paid by the streaming services for 
carrying their stations. I remain concerned about this issue. Can the FCC examine 
the video marketplace and establish policies that address this vMVPD issue to en-
sure the viability of local broadcast stations? 

Answer. As noted above, the FCC recently asked for comment on the dynamics 
that are relevant to the relationship between licensed local broadcasters and the na-
tional programmers. 
Robocalls 

(1) We continue to see large volumes of robocalls and fraudulent activity origi-
nating from outside the United States. Many of these calls use U.S. communications 
networks and SIM farms to reach American consumers. 

(b) What steps is the FCC taking to prevent foreign-originated fraud and scams 
from reaching U.S. consumers? 

Answer. The FCC has proposed and is pursuing a number of actions that would 
focus specifically on the problem of foreign-originated illegal robocalls. 

(b) Are there specific limitations that prevent the FCC from doing more in this 
area? If so, can the FCC explain these constraints? 

Answer. The FCC is continuing to review the record regarding these proposals 
and will examine whether additional legislation would aid in the agency’s efforts. 

(1) The Commission recently removed a large number of voice service providers 
from the Robocall Mitigation Database. 

(b) Since this purge, has the FCC observed a measurable decrease in fraudulent 
robocalls targeting American consumers? If so, can you quantify the results? 

Answer. The FCC is taking a number of actions that aim to reduce the number 
of illegal robocalls that Americans would otherwise have faced. 

(b) If not, what further enforcement actions does the FCC plan to take to achieve 
meaningful results for American consumers? 

Answer. The FCC is pursuing a number of additional actions aimed at cracking 
down on illegal robocalls. 

(1) Some international gateway providers continue to transmit high volumes of il-
legal foreign-originated traffic onto U.S. networks, often with inadequate know your 
customer (KYC) practices. 

(b) What steps is the FCC taking to identify providers that repeatedly allow this 
type of traffic into the US, and what enforcement measures are being used to hold 
these providers accountable? 

Answer. The FCC should continue to enhance and strengthen its KYC regula-
tions. 
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(b) What limitations prevent the FCC from imposing foreign ownership limits on, 
or even prohibiting foreign ownership of, international gateway providers? 

Answer. The FCC is looking at a number of ideas for cracking down on illegal 
robocalls from abroad. 

(1) All-IP networks enable more effective use of tools like STIR/SHAKEN and call-
er ID authentication, both of which are critical in identifying and blocking foreign- 
originated fraud and scams. What additional actions can the FCC take to accelerate 
the transition to all-IP networks and ensure these protections are implemented 
quickly and at scale across all providers? 

Answer. The FCC is pursuing a number of steps to accelerate the transition to 
all IP networks, including through our actions on copper retirement. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JOHN HICKENLOOPER TO 
HON. BRENDAN CARR 

Low-Power Television (LPTV) 
5G innovation continues to unfold as expansive uses of 5G come to market. These 

solutions provide enhanced programming, datacasting, and connectivity for those 
who are often left out of cutting-edge technologies. One of these solutions is 5G 
LPTV Broadcast. Colorado is home to 38 LPTV stations, all of which represent op-
portunities to bring enhanced programming and new 5G connectivity options di-
rectly to Coloradans through new broadcast technologies. Allowing LPTV stations to 
pursue this technological step requires only permission from the FCC, with no man-
dates or impacts on other technologies. 

Question 1. How is the FCC ensuring that its regulatory processes are not delay-
ing or discouraging innovative uses of spectrum, including 5G LPTV broadcast tech-
nologies that could improve spectrum efficiency? 

Answer. The FCC has been working to empower local broadcasters to find innova-
tive uses of their spectrum. 
Privacy 

As cyberattacks and data breach threats continue to evolve, we have seen re-
peated breaches of communications providers. With each breach, sensitive consumer 
proprietary network information (CPNI) could be exposed. These instances shine a 
spotlight over how the FCC exercises strong enforcement over data security and pri-
vacy rules versus securing quick settlements and voluntary commitments through 
consent decrees. 

Question 2. Why has the FCC relied on consent decrees in response to data-pri-
vacy violations—including those involving geolocation data—instead of imposing 
stronger penalties to deter repeat offenses? 

Answer. The FCC has issued CPNI penalties and has a range of enforcement ac-
tions it can take. 

Question 3. What incentives is the FCC creating to better promote data security, 
minimize unauthorized breaches, and better protect CPNI? 

Answer. The FCC has specific regulations that govern CPNI. 
Artificial Intelligence 

During your testimony, we discussed the President’s recent Executive Order enti-
tled, ‘‘Ensuring A National Policy Framework for Artificial Intelligence’’ (Executive 
Order on AI). We specifically discussed the Executive Order’s directive in Section 
6 requiring the FCC to ‘‘initiate a proceeding to determine whether to adopt a Fed-
eral reporting and disclosure standard for AI models that preempts conflicting State 
laws.’’ Additionally, Section 5(b) requires ‘‘Executive departments and agencies (agen-
cies) shall assess their discretionary grant programs in consultation with the Special 
Advisor for AI and Crypto and determine whether agencies may condition such 
grants on States either not enacting an AI law that conflicts with the policy of this 
order.’’ 

Question 4. Does the FCC have explicit statutory authorization to adopt a Federal 
reporting and disclosure standard that specifically applies to AI models, in accord-
ance with the Executive Order on AI? If yes, provide statutory justification. 

Answer. The FCC will be initiating a proceeding to explore the issues raised by 
the Executive Order. 

Question 5. During your testimony, you specifically stated the FCC is not an inde-
pendent agency. As such, would the requirements for Executive Departments and 
Agencies within Section 5(b) of the Executive Order on AI apply to the FCC? Yes 
or no? 
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Answer. I stated in the hearing that the FCC is not an independent agency, for-
mally speaking. 

Question 6. Will the FCC consider withholding any amounts from the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) from eligible recipients in states with AI laws implicated by 
Section 5(b) of the Executive Order on AI? Yes or no? Please explain. 

Answer. The FCC has no relevant withholdings under consideration. 

Spectrum Relocation Fund (SRF) 
The FCC has a coordination role with the Department of Commerce when Federal 

spectrum bands are transitioned to be available for commercial users. The Spectrum 
Relocation Fund (SRF) only allows a Federal department or agency to recover costs 
related to modifying systems using spectrum up to a ‘‘comparable capability.’’ The 
FCC plays a contributing role in overseeing the SRF as a member of the Technical 
Panel, along with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the National 
Telecommunications & Information Administration (NTIA). 

Question 7. If the SRF were amended by Congress so Federal agencies were able 
to recover additional relocation costs beyond a ‘‘comparable capability’’ in order to 
best fulfil their Federal mission, would the FCC continue to have successful com-
mercial auctions of spectrum? 

Answer. There are a lot of considerations that go into whether a particular FCC 
auction will be successful. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JOHN THUNE TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. Will you commit to working with Congress on legislative reforms to 
the Universal Service fund and ensure this critical program continues? 

Answer. Yes. 
Question 2. What steps have the FCC already taken or can take to address waste, 

fraud, and abuse and improve efficiency across Universal Service Fund programs? 
Answer. In my time at the FCC, the agency has taken action at both the full Com-

mission level and on delegated authority to ensure universal service support only 
is provided in accordance with program rules and requirements. These Commission 
actions include: coordination with other Federal agencies to eliminate duplicative 
spending, denying unlawful support requests, and requiring reimbursements for 
overpayments. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. ROGER WICKER TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. The FCC collects data from broadband providers and from state, local, 
and Tribal governments, as well as through a newly established crowdsourcing proc-
ess, to ensure more accurate and reliable broadband mapping. The FCC uses these 
maps when awarding funds, and other agencies are encouraged to use them for 
their programs. 

Commissioner Trusty, accurate mapping is essential to ensuring broadband funds 
are allocated where they are needed most. I know you are committed to ensuring 
the FCC’s Broadband Data Maps reflect consumers’ real-world experiences. Signifi-
cant progress has been made in improving both accuracy and accountability for Fed-
eral investments. What metrics should the Commission, working with this Com-
mittee, prioritize to continue refining and approving these maps? 

Answer. One important metric is the stability in the broadband serviceable loca-
tions fabric. The ultimate goal should be for that fabric to require updates only to 
reflect new on-the-ground developments like new construction, which is consistent 
with the low level of changes currently being seen across different iterations of the 
fabric—approximately 1 percent. We’ve made significant progress on this issue and 
we need to ensure we maintain that consistency. 

We also need to continue improving the broadband availability challenge process. 
Based on what we’ve been hearing from stakeholders, the Commission, working 
with this Committee, should explore ways to streamline the challenge process and 
make it less costly and more efficient to test locations, ensuring timely updates to 
the maps to reflect the realities of where service is provided. 
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. DAN SULLIVAN TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. PRC domestic law and cybersecurity infrastructure opens all devices 
made in the PRC or by PRC companies to the risks of the CCP’s military civil fusion 
program, cybersecurity law, and counterespionage law, which require certain data 
be transferred to the government and infrastructure to be available to the govern-
ment in times of conflict, regardless of whether it is located in the Mainland or 
abroad. In your view, does this domestic regulation mean that all PRC connected 
devices or PRC devices that transmit data or connect to a broader telecommuni-
cations infrastructure is at risk of CCP meddling? 

Answer. This is consistent with what other agencies have found. Equipment and 
services closely tied to the foreign adversaries, like China, and can allow the CCP 
to surveil Americans, disrupt communications networks, and otherwise threaten 
U.S. national security. The Commission continues to make updates to the Covered 
List of equipment and services that have been determined to pose unacceptable 
risks to the national security of the United States and its citizens. 

Question 2. The FCC’s Covered List includes large PRC telecommunications com-
panies like Huawei and ZTE. Given the explosion of PRC-made connected home de-
vices that plug into this telecommunications infrastructure, should this list expand 
to include connected consumer products like routers, smart TVs, and home security 
systems? 

Answer. The Commission is concerned about the potential risks from technological 
devices linked to foreign adversaries, but we would defer to national security ex-
perts in Congress or throughout the Executive Branch to make specific determina-
tions as to risks from certain equipment or services. 

Question 3. PRC manufacturers often produce devices sold under different brand 
names, making it hard to identify true origin. Or, PRC manufacturers engage in 
‘‘white labeling’’—or manufacturing a product that another company then rebrands 
and sells under a non-PRC name. How does the FCC handle equipment authoriza-
tion when the actual manufacturer is obscured? 

Answer. The Commission has made clear that re-branding or ‘‘white labeling’’ of 
any covered equipment does not change the status of whether the equipment is cov-
ered equipment. Covered equipment is still covered equipment even if it is sold 
under a different brand. If the FCC learns of white-labeling it can and will revoke 
equipment authorizations and take enforcement actions against those entities in-
volved. 

Question 4. When looking at the supply chain around these devices and the need 
for the actual physical OLED and LCD displays and components that go into them, 
there are concerns over the potentially lower quality of PRC produced components 
getting into devices under different brand names. Companies like BOE and Tianma 
being key examples with an outsized hold over the global display component supply 
chain. What is the FCC doing to raise awareness and counteract this aspect of the 
connected devices ecosystem? 

Answer. I am monitoring this issue, and I am always willing to work with public 
and private national security experts to develop the best response to security con-
cerns. 

Question 5. Many of the companies across the PRC connected devices supply chain 
like TP-Link, BOE, Hisense, Xiami, TIanma, or TCL, have manufacturing facilities 
capable of multiple purposes beyond connected device production. BOE in particular 
has potential to shift their fabrication plants from OLED display production, to po-
tentially advanced semiconductor production. How is the FCC thinking through the 
various other lanes of national security that these companies may impact? How is 
the FCC coordinating with the rest of the U.S. Government to tackle these concerns 
as well? 

Answer. The Commission is always working with other government agencies to 
monitor threats to the communications supply chain and network infrastructure 
from foreign adversaries. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. MARIA CANTWELL TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

AI. The Trump Administration won’t take no for an answer on a moratorium on 
state AI laws without a Federal standard. First, they tried to put it in the reconcili-
ation bill, and we stripped it out by a 99–1 vote. Then they tried to attach it to 
the NDAA. Now they’re directing agencies like the FCC to attempt to preempt state 
laws through an Executive Order. 
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Instead of trying to preempt laws that protect against AI fraud or theft, we need 
to be protecting consumers. Chairman Carr has been skeptical of the FCC’s author-
ity over new technologies in the past. In 2024, Chairman Carr said that ‘‘Congress 
does not operate like a sieve—inadvertently spilling grants of new authorities. 
Congress’s delegation of authority in these types of cases can no longer be implicit, 
it must be explicit.’’ 

Question 1. Does the FCC have the authority to preempt state AI laws under 
Title I of the Communications Act? 

Answer. Under Executive Order 14365, the FCC has been directed to initiate a 
proceeding to seek comment on whether to adopt a Federal reporting and disclosure 
standard for AI models and preempt conflicting State laws. I’m open-minded about 
both the Commission’s authority and the policy merits of any action regarding AI 
reporting and disclosure, and I look forward to reviewing the record before making 
any decision. 

Question 2. Is that what Congress intended when it rewrote a portion of the Com-
munications Act in 1996, 25 years before ChatGPT was released? 

Answer. I’m open-minded about both the Commission’s authority and the policy 
merits of any action regarding AI reporting and disclosure, and I look forward to 
reviewing the record before making any decision. 

Question 3. Does the FCC have the authority to adopt a Federal reporting and 
disclosure standard for AI models? 

Answer. I’m open-minded about both the Commission’s authority and the policy 
merits of any action regarding AI reporting and disclosure, and I look forward to 
reviewing the record before making any decision. 

Public Interest Standard. Chairman Carr has publicly identified several kinds 
of reporting that he sees as not in the public interest, yet has not explained what 
kind of reporting is in the public interest. 

Question 1. Would you support the Commission opening a rulemaking specifying 
the contours of the ‘‘public interest’’ standard for broadcasters? 

Answer. Historically, the public interest standard has been implemented for 
broadcasters through a combination of requirements specified under the Act and 
FCC rules and individual decisions creating a body of precedent regarding that 
standard in the licensing context. Although that approach gives considerable guid-
ance to broadcasters, I’d keep an open mind if the Commission wished to consider 
alternative procedural approaches to construing and applying the public interest 
standard in the future. 

Local News. Harvard’s Shorenstein Center found that broadcast stations owned 
by large ownership groups produced more news at the regional or national level 
rather than locally. On the other hand, independent stations produced more news 
content locally. I am concerned that further consolidation could lead to more news 
production outside of the station’s community and result in the closure of local 
newsrooms. 

Question 1. What is the FCC doing to ensure that local newsrooms stay open? 
Answer. To ensure local broadcasters can survive, the Commission is working to 

modernize and update the broadcast regulatory framework to help broadcasters bet-
ter compete against Big Tech for viewers, programming, and advertising revenues. 

Universal Service. Schools and libraries serve as anchor institutions in commu-
nities around the country—they are where students learn, job seekers apply for em-
ployment, and veterans seek care. 

Question 1. Please explain the role that E-Rate plays in ensuring that these an-
chor institutions have the connectivity they need to serve their communities. 

Answer. The E-Rate program provides discounts for telecommunications, Internet 
access, and internal connections to eligible schools and libraries. It helps to connect 
students, teachers, and consumers to jobs, life-long learning, and information in the 
global digital economy. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. In your testimony you spoke about the importance of the USF working 
group instituting reforms to support rural communications networks. What steps 
should Congress take to make sure the USF program continues to help the most 
rural networks maintain the most secure and up-to-date networks? 
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Answer. While I generally defer to the USF working group to take the lead on 
modernizing universal service, our Alaska Connect Fund program illustrates some 
helpful principles, including support for ongoing expenses of operating networks in 
rural areas and seeking to meet Americans’ connectivity needs where they live, 
work, and travel. 

Question 2. How is the Commission working to improve data sharing and coordi-
nation between Federal agencies with broadband programs to ensure that the 
broadband maps being used for BEAD and other Federal funding programs are as 
accurate and up to date as possible? 

Answer. As discussed in a GAO report last Spring (GAO–25–107207), the FCC 
and other Federal agencies with broadband programs have been improving their co-
ordination, but there still is more that can be done. The GAO report identified a 
number of recommendations, which the FCC agreed with and is working to imple-
ment. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. BRIAN SCHATZ TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. What is the FCC’s standard for evaluating programming under the 
public interest standard and news distortion policy? 

Answer. Assuming the focus is on programming broadcast by FCC licensees, as 
directed by the Supreme Court, the FCC’s approach to determining the public inter-
est is a function of the purposes of the Communications Act, the requirements it 
imposes, and the statutory context. The public interest also includes the obligation 
for stations to meet the needs of their local communities and to not distort the news 
under the news distortion policy. 

Question 2. What conditions would trigger the FCC to investigate or take action 
against the speech of comedians, satirists, or commentators under the public inter-
est standard or news distortion policy? 

Answer. For clarity, unless the comedians, satirists, or commentators were Com-
mission licensees they would not be governed by the public interest standard, in-
cluding the news distortion policy. 

In the case of FCC licensees that broadcast the speech identified in the question, 
because the initiation of investigations generally does not come up for a vote of the 
full Commission, I would direct you generally to the standards in provisions such 
as section 403 of the Communications Act and sections 0.111 and 0.311 of the Com-
mission’s rules. 

As a general matter, any Commission action against a broadcast licensee under 
the public interest standard, including the news distortion policy, would turn on the 
evidence of whether a violation occurred, coupled with the burden of proof and re-
quired procedure governing the action at issue (e.g., declaratory ruling, cease-and- 
desist order, denial of a license, license revocation, financial penalty). 

Question 3. If there is evidence that FCC action, or the threat of FCC action, to-
wards broadcast television impacts programming decisions on non-broadcast media 
through financial ties between companies, would you consider this to be censorship? 

Answer. There are a wide array of legal and colloquial definitions of ‘‘censorship,’’ 
and a wide range of facts that might be relevant to applying a particular standard, 
so without more it is not possible to opine definitively. 

As an FCC Commissioner, my primary focus is on implementing the Communica-
tions Act, consistent with the First amendment, long-standing legal doctrine, and 
Supreme Court precedent. 

Question 4. Please describe whether the FCC would consider the following sce-
narios on broadcast television as being in violation of the public interest standard 
or news distortion policy. If you cannot comment on these scenarios, please explain 
how programs can receive clarity about how to abide by the FCC’s public interest 
standard and news distortion policy: 

a. A comedian, commentator, or satirist insults the President in a manner that 
is not obscene, profane, or indecent. 

b. A comedian, commentator, or satirist makes offensive statements pertaining to 
violence or assault. 

c. An artist has a performance that could be considered an insult to the Presi-
dent’s policies or political positions. 

d. A politician states that a murder victim ‘‘deserved’’ their death because of their 
hatred for said politician. 
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Answer. Given the range of obligations imposed on broadcast licensees, without 
more context and information it is not possible to definitively opine on whether a 
broadcaster’s decision to broadcast such programming would violate obligations im-
posed on broadcast licensees under the Act or FCC rules or precedent. 

If a broadcaster wants guidance about how to comply with its public interest obli-
gations, including with respect to the news distortion policy, it can look to the obli-
gations imposed under the Act and FCC rules and precedent. It also is free to seek 
guidance or an interpretation from the Commission regarding a specific factual sce-
nario. 
FCC Independence 

Question 5. If the President determines that broadcast programming content does 
not abide by the public interest standard or the news distortion policy, will you 
defer to the President’s opinion? What if the President’s opinion departs from FCC’s 
precedent of interpretation? 

Answer. As a FCC Commissioner, my job is to vote on matters that come before 
the Commission based on facts in the record, FCC precedent, and the law. I remain 
committed to that. 
Tribal Spectrum Windows 

Question 6. Will the FCC commit to continuing to hold Tribal priority windows 
in future spectrum auctions? 

Answer. I can commit to reviewing the record in future proceedings to determine 
if a Tribal priority window is in the public interest. 

Question 7. Please provide 1) the number of locations associated with individual 
Tribal areas; and 2) an aggregated rollup of the number of Tribal locations and Trib-
al broadband availability nationwide within the National Broadband Map, or to in-
corporate this information into a separate Tribal National Broadband Map that in-
cludes data on Tribal areas only? 

Answer. This request is best directed to FCC Chairman Carr. 
Question 8. Will you direct ONAP to provide educational outreach and technical 

assistance to Tribes to assist them with submitting challenges to the National 
Broadband Map, especially for those Tribes that have not submitted challenges? 

Answer. I support ONAP’s continued efforts, consistent with its role and available 
resources, and in collaboration with the Broadband Data Task Force, to provide in-
formation and technical assistance to Tribes regarding the National Broadband Map 
and the challenge process, as part of the FCC’s broader goal of ensuring that all 
Americans, including Tribal communities, are accurately reflected and served. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. Earlier this year, the FCC requested comments on the Bureau of In-
dustry and Security’s rule related to connected vehicles and connected vehicle tech-
nologies, specifically whether and how to add certain technologies to the FCC’s cov-
ered entities list. I strongly support the Bureau of Industry and Security’s rule and 
believe we must keep Chinese connected and autonomous vehicles and vehicle com-
ponents from entering our market. I believe the FCC must work closely with the 
automotive supply chain to ensure any action it takes in this space does not conflict 
with the BIS rule and achieves our goals of protecting our national and economic 
security. 

Will you commit to working with my office and the automotive supply chain in-
dustry as you decide what actions to take on this issue? 

Answer. Yes. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. TAMMY BALDWIN TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. During the hearing, I referenced the concerning trend of the FCC ap-
proving mergers immediately after enacting policies favored by the Trump adminis-
tration. Specifically, I highlighted the timing of the Paramount Global and Skydance 
Media merger coming only after Paramount agreed to pay the President $16 million 
to settle a frivolous lawsuit and Paramount agreed to change its news editorial poli-
cies, and the approval of AT&T’s purchase of U.S. Cellular’s wireless license just 
one day after AT&T terminated their diversity, equity, and inclusion policy. Do you 
feel the perception that companies need to make political concessions to the Trump 
administration undermines the independent of the FCC? 
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Answer. My decision-making approach always involves applying the law and FCC 
policy to the facts before me, regardless of the parties involved. In the items I vote 
on, including the Paramount-Skydance Merger Order, the full justification for my 
decision is set forth in the item. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JACKY ROSEN TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. What can Congress do to ensure that the U.S. has a strong and uni-
fied strategy in international communications policy, especially as we go into the 
next World Radio Conference? 

Answer. In advance of WRC–27, Congress can work to promote alignment among 
public and private sector interests; encourage pre-WRC coordination with inter-
national allies; and ensure the U.S. delegation to the WRC–27 has the resources to 
support technical and diplomatic representation. 

Question 2. How does inconsistent spectrum policy damage our ability to promote 
U.S. leadership globally? 

Answer. A consistent spectrum policy is important for promoting U.S. investment 
and innovation in allocated bands, and due to the spectrum provisions in the ‘‘Work-
ing Families Tax Cuts Act’’ and the Presidential Memoranda on ‘‘Winning the 6G 
Race’’, we’re well positioned to promote U.S. leadership in spectrum policy. 

Question 3. How should we promote U.S. leadership on spectrum policy globally? 
What steps should we take to promote American innovation and build policy around 
trusted providers? 

Answer. To promote U.S. leadership, American innovation, and network integrity, 
the focus should be on the following: ensuring a predictable domestic spectrum pol-
icy by maintaining FCC auction authority and a long-term spectrum pipeline; lead-
ing in international standard-setting bodies; maintaining strong interagency coordi-
nation; and developing a regulatory environment that promotes investments in AI 
technologies to increase spectrum efficiency and network security. 

Question 4. Earlier this month, I launched the bipartisan Senate Wi-Fi Caucus 
with my colleague, Senator Ricketts. Wi-Fi is a uniquely American innovation, al-
lowing spectrum sharing in real time and enabling new smarter tech like IoT. The 
U.S. has long been a leader in innovative spectrum uses. How can we build trust 
and enable more efficient uses of spectrum, without compromising critical defense 
uses? 

Answer. Artificial intelligence and capabilities, such as Integrated Sensing and 
Communications, or ISAC, can help increase spectrum efficiency without compro-
mising Federal spectrum users. 

Question 5. What do you see as the future of U.S. spectrum innovation? How can 
we build on the successes of CBRS and other spectrum innovations? 

Answer. The U.S. has long been a leader in innovative uses of spectrum and 
CBRS is a model of that. Putting spectrum to its highest and best use and finding 
opportunities to increase the utility of unlicensed spectrum, by accommodating more 
unlicensed devices, can promote more spectrum innovation. 

Question 6. Having secure and resilient communication networks is critical to our 
national security. However, I am concerned that recent actions taken by the FCC 
could place these critical systems at risk without proper oversight. As Ranking 
Member on the SASC Cybersecurity Subcommittee, I understand the need to be able 
to react quickly and with increased flexibility to cyber threats from our adversaries. 
How can the FCC balance the need for flexibility while ensuring companies are im-
proving their cybersecurity posture? 

Answer. The FCC can balance the need for flexibility in responding to emerging 
cyber threats and ensuring companies are improving their cybersecurity posture by 
engaging in public private partnerships and education campaigns to share threat in-
telligence information and share cybersecurity best practices. 

Question 7. How can we make sure we take a proactive response rather than reac-
tive in securing our networks? 

Answer. A proactive response to malicious cyber actors includes engagement in 
public private partnerships, education campaigns, whole-of-government efforts re-
garding deterrence, and investments in artificial intelligence to automate threat de-
tection and response strategies. 

Question 8. What milestones, goals, or objectives should the FCC have in place 
to ensure that these providers are making timely and meaningful cybersecurity up-
dates to their networks? 
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Answer. Malicious cyber actors are sophisticated and persistent, and constantly 
evolving their tactics to exploit vulnerabilities and weaknesses. Providers should re-
main vigilant, agile, and adaptable in responding to these threats, which may re-
quire routine or periodic updates to a provider’s cybersecurity practices, depending 
on the provider’s size, risk, and organizational posture. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTION SUBMITTED BY HON. BEN RAY LUJÁN TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. In the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 Congress set the na-
tional audience reach cap to 39 percent. Congress set this limit, not the Federal 
Communications Commission, yet recently the FCC sought comment on whether to 
modify the national ownership cap. In November, President Trump posted on Truth 
Social said he ‘‘would not be happy’’ if the FCC lifted the national ownership cap 
to ‘‘allow the Radical Left Networks to ‘enlarge’ ’’. Does the FCC or Congress have 
the power to raise the national ownership cap? 

Answer. Congress certainly has the power to raise the national ownership cap, 
and the Obama FCC concluded that the FCC also has the authority to do so. This 
issue is pending in a 2017 NPRM in which the Media Bureau recently refreshed 
the record, and I look forward to reviewing the complete record in reaching any deci-
sion. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. LISA BLUNT ROCHESTER TO 
OLIVIA TRUSTY 

Question 1. Commissioner Trusty, you recently spoke about the need for the U.S. 
to keep pace with international telecommunications trends, including cybersecurity. 
Commissioner Trusty, do you believe the FCC has taken the appropriate steps to 
future proof the cybersecurity of everyday Americans in an increasingly complex 
telecommunications ecosystem? 

Answer. The FCC has taken great strides to protect our telecommunications eco-
system from malicious cyber threat actors. This includes efforts to enhance the sup-
ply chain integrity of telecommunications components, coordinate with national se-
curity agencies on emerging threats, and information sharing with international al-
lies on network security matters. 

Question 2. Is there anything specific you think the FCC must implement to pro-
tect consumers’ cybersecurity in this space? 

Answer. In the past year, the FCC has adopted a number of proceedings to help 
protect consumers’ cybersecurity by improving the integrity of the communications 
supply chain integrity, boosting coordination with national security agencies and the 
private sector, and enhancing device and network security. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. DAN SULLIVAN TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. PRC domestic law and cybersecurity infrastructure opens all devices 
made in the PRC or by PRC companies to the risks of the CCP’s military civil fusion 
program, cybersecurity law, and counterespionage law, which require certain data 
be transferred to the government and infrastructure to be available to the govern-
ment in times of conflict, regardless of whether it is located in the Mainland or 
abroad. In your view, does this domestic regulation mean that all PRC connected 
devices or PRC devices that transmit data or connect to a broader telecommuni-
cations infrastructure is at risk of CCP meddling? 

Answer. The issues you cite highlight the risk that Americans’ data and access 
could be compelled from PRC-based companies, including for products sold abroad. 
While not every device may present the same level of threat, there is always the 
potential for coercion or interference when a device transmits data, receives up-
dates, or connects into broader communications infrastructure. That is why we 
should approach PRC-connected devices with heightened scrutiny and a risk-based 
posture. 

The FCC can help reduce risk by strengthening the integrity of the equipment au-
thorization ecosystem and by giving consumers clearer information about baseline 
cybersecurity. The Commission’s bipartisan ‘‘bad labs’’ action is an example of clos-
ing a real vulnerability in the authorization process by preventing untrustworthy 
actors from exerting control over testing and certification. The Cyber Trust Mark 
is another practical tool designed to promote baseline cybersecurity in wireless con-
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nected products and to help consumers make informed choices. That effort, however, 
has stalled, and returning to and advancing that work would provide consumers 
with clearer information while encouraging stronger cybersecurity practices across 
the market. 

Question 2. The FCC’s Covered List includes large PRC telecommunications com-
panies like Huawei and ZTE. Given the explosion of PRC-made connected home de-
vices that plug into this telecommunications infrastructure, should this list expand 
to include connected consumer products like routers, smart TVs, and home security 
systems? 

Answer. It is worthwhile to consider whether and how the Commission’s existing 
tools, including the Covered List, can keep pace with the rapid growth of connected 
consumer products that plug into communications networks and handle sensitive 
personal data. Any such consideration should be grounded in clear statutory author-
ity, a strong evidentiary record, and an understanding of how these products inter-
act with networks and pose security risks. 

At the same time, not every concern is best addressed through this approach. The 
Cyber Trust Mark was intended to complement other national security tools by pro-
moting baseline cybersecurity and informed consumer choice, but its delayed imple-
mentation by this current FCC has postponed those benefits, and the Commission 
should work to get that program back on track. 

Question 3. PRC manufacturers often produce devices sold under different brand 
names, making it hard to identify true origin. Or, PRC manufacturers engage in 
‘‘white labeling’’—or manufacturing a product that another company then rebrands 
and sells under a non-PRC name. How does the FCC handle equipment authoriza-
tion when the actual manufacturer is obscured? 

Answer. The Commission relies on accurate certifications, FCC recognized testing 
and certification bodies, and clear identification of the responsible party to ensure 
compliance with its rules. When the actual manufacturer is obscured, that under-
mines transparency and raises legitimate concerns about supply chain risk. 
Strengthening oversight of testing and certification, alongside renewed efforts to 
provide consumers with clearer security information through initiatives like the 
Cyber Trust Mark, would help address these challenges in a practical and scalable 
way. 

Question 4. When looking at the supply chain around these devices and the need 
for the actual physical OLED and LCD displays and components that go into them, 
there are concerns over the potentially lower quality of PRC produced components 
getting into devices under different brand names. Companies like BOE and Tianma 
being key examples with an outsized hold over the global display component supply 
chain. What is the FCC doing to raise awareness and counteract this aspect of the 
connected devices ecosystem? 

Answer. Concerns about the quality and reliability of components used in con-
nected devices, including displays and other key inputs, are part of a broader supply 
chain challenge with implications for security and consumer trust. While the FCC 
does not regulate component manufacturing directly, it can play a role by promoting 
greater transparency and cybersecurity assurance at the device level. The Cyber 
Trust Mark was designed to do just that by signaling that a product meets baseline 
security standards, but delays in launching the program and the recent withdrawal 
by its lead administrator after months of unexplained scrutiny by this FCC have 
slowed its impact. Moving forward with this initiative would help raise awareness 
and encourage better practices across the connected device ecosystem. 

Question 5. Many of the companies across the PRC connected devices supply chain 
like TP-Link, BOE, Hisense, Xiami, TIanma, or TCL, have manufacturing facilities 
capable of multiple purposes beyond connected device production. BOE in particular 
has potential to shift their fabrication plants from OLED display production, to po-
tentially advanced semiconductor production. How is the FCC thinking through the 
various other lanes of national security that these companies may impact? How is 
the FCC coordinating with the rest of the U.S. Government to tackle these concerns 
as well? 

Answer. The FCC has long coordinated with other Federal agencies on national 
security matters, and that coordination is essential to addressing risks related to 
supply chains, emerging technologies, and foreign influence. The FCC will continue 
to work closely with interagency partners on the broader set of national security 
challenges these technologies present. 
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. MARIA CANTWELL TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

AI. The Trump Administration won’t take no for an answer on a moratorium on 
state AI laws without a Federal standard. First, they tried to put it in the reconcili-
ation bill, and we stripped it out by a 99–1 vote. Then they tried to attach it to 
the NDAA. Now they’re directing agencies like the FCC to attempt to preempt state 
laws through an Executive Order. 

Instead of trying to preempt laws that protect against AI fraud or theft, we need 
to be protecting consumers. Chairman Carr has been skeptical of the FCC’s author-
ity over new technologies in the past. In 2024, Chairman Carr said that ‘‘Congress 
does not operate like a sieve—inadvertently spilling grants of new authorities. 
Congress’s delegation of authority in these types of cases can no longer be implicit, 
it must be explicit.’’ 

Question 1. Does the FCC have the authority to preempt state AI laws under 
Title I of the Communications Act? 

Answer. The Communications Act does not provide the Commission with express 
authority to preempt state laws governing artificial intelligence. Title I does not 
contain a general preemption provision, and the Commission’s ancillary authority is 
limited to actions that are reasonably tied to explicit statutory mandates. 

Given those constraints, I am skeptical that the FCC has the authority to broadly 
preempt state AI laws under Title I. The Commission is seeking comment on this 
issue, and I look forward to reviewing that record. But any assertion of preemption 
authority would require a clear and compelling statutory basis, which does not ap-
pear to exist today. 

Question 2. Is that what Congress intended when it rewrote a portion of the Com-
munications Act in 1996, 25 years before ChatGPT was released? 

Answer. When Congress updated the Communications Act in 1996, it did not con-
template artificial intelligence as it exists today. The statute does not reference AI, 
machine learning, or algorithmic decision-making, and there is no indication that 
Congress intended to grant the FCC authority to broadly preempt state laws gov-
erning AI technologies. 

Absent clear congressional direction, the Commission should be cautious about as-
serting nationwide preemption in this area. Decisions about displacing state AI laws 
are more appropriately made by Congress. 

Question 3. Does the FCC have the authority to adopt a Federal reporting and 
disclosure standard for AI models? 

Answer. The FCC has authority to act on Federal reporting and disclosure of arti-
ficial intelligence within certain narrow areas, just as it has exercised its authority 
in the past under the Communications Act, as amended by the Bipartisan Cam-
paign Reform Act, to propose increased transparency through disclosure require-
ments related to political advertisements on television and radio. In contrast, adopt-
ing a broad Federal approach that would preempt state AI laws raises serious legal 
concerns and is a decision best left for Congress. 

Local News. Harvard’s Shorenstein Center found that broadcast stations owned 
by large ownership groups produced more news at the regional or national level 
rather than locally. On the other hand, independent stations produced more news 
content locally. I am concerned that further consolidation could lead to more news 
production outside of the station’s community and result in the closure of local 
newsrooms. 

Question 1. What is the FCC doing to ensure that local newsrooms stay open? 
Answer. Large corporate parents of local broadcast stations are advocating that 

the FCC raise or waive the Congressionally established nationwide audience reach 
cap (a single ownership group can reach no more that 39 percent of the households 
in the United States) and the local ownership cap (a single ownership group can 
own no more than 2 broadcast stations in a single DMA) to facilitate further consoli-
dation based on the misconceptions that the relevant market is the entire media 
ecosystem and that consolidation will allow economies of scale to support more local 
news. 

The assertion that the relevant market is the entire media ecosystem because 
local broadcasters compete with national digital media platforms for advertisers and 
audience share is an oversimplification that ignores the complexity of the broadcast 
ecosystem. The regulatory structure underlying broadcasting is designed to, on the 
one hand, ensure a diversity of viewpoints are represented by precluding one entity 
from dominating the voices available in a community and, on the other hand, sup-
port a balance of negotiating power between large broadcasting networks that 
produce news and entertainment content targeting a national audience and locally 
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licensed broadcasting stations that produce news and entertainment content that is 
targeted locally. 

The structure is further complicated by the impact of consolidation on broad-
casters’ negotiations with Multichannel Video Programming Distributers (MVPDs) 
for retransmission consent payments for the distribution of the broadcasters’ con-
tent. These payments are an additional important source of support for free over 
the air programming. The MVPD community asserts that allowing consolidation 
into larger broadcast ownership groups will result in increased retransmission con-
sent fees that will be paid by consumers. 

These arguments further ignore the longstanding policy goals of the Commission’s 
media ownership rules that require broadcasters to operate in the public interest. 
The public interest for local broadcasters has long been defined as facilitating local-
ism, diversity of viewpoints and competition. 

• Localism means providing programming that serves the interests of the sta-
tion’s community of license; 

• Diversity of viewpoints means that different broadcast station owners or owner-
ship groups bring such owners’ individual priorities in what programming to de-
liver to their communities of license. It is focused on the absence of common 
ownership, not any particular viewpoint. 

• Competition means that having a diversity of viewpoints competing to serve 
local communities will result in programming that serves the interests of the 
local community because the broadcasters need to compete for their audience. 

The economies of scale broadcasters intend to use to save money include, among 
many things, the following: 

• Using single studios for broadcast for multiple stations; 
• Sharing equipment; 
• Sharing reporters across stations; 
• Sharing management personnel across stations; and 
• Stations reporting to executives that are responsible for stations across geo-

graphically and demographically varied communities of license. Such manage-
ment decisions are driven by profitably serving the corporate parent in light of 
all their stations. 

There are no simple answers for how to balance the interests of the public in the 
continued provision of locally generated news with the challenges of changes to the 
media ecosystem. The Commission should be examining these issues in their full 
complexity and working with Congress to target changes to further longstanding 
public interest goals. 

Broadband Affordability and Universal Service. A broadband connection is 
essential for life today. But for millions of Americans, the cost of connectivity is out 
of reach. Just last year, the Affordable Connectivity Program ended, leaving 23 mil-
lion households without the support they needed to get and remain online. Now, 
families in every state and community are struggling to afford the connections they 
need for work, school, health care, banking, and more. 

Question 1. What is the FCC’s role in ensuring service is accessible and afford-
able? 

Answer. Since I became a commissioner over two years ago, one of my top prior-
ities has been working to close the digital divide and ensuring that everyone, every-
where has access to high quality, affordable broadband—regardless of income, back-
ground, or geography. 

As outlined in the Communications Act, the duty of the FCC is to make available 
for all people of the United States, ‘‘without discrimination on the basis of race, 
color, religion, national origin, or sex, a rapid, efficient, Nationwide, and worldwide 
wire and radio communication service with adequate facilities at reasonable 
charges.’’ 

Access to reliable high-speed Internet is a catalyst for economic growth and devel-
opment. I see investment in broadband as an investment in the next generation’s 
ability to learn, in rural communities’ access to healthcare, and in working families’ 
ability to thrive in an increasingly digital world. 

Moreover, global leadership on AI has been expressed as a clear bipartisan pri-
ority. For us to be leaders on AI, we must ensure that everyone, everywhere in the 
United States can access affordable broadband. We cannot expect to be leaders in 
this space if we do not build a strong digital workforce and equip people with the 
tools they need to develop digital skills. 
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To achieve these goals, the FCC should take initiative in addressing accessibility 
and affordability concerns for consumers. 

Universal Service. With the end of programs that aimed to connect families at 
home, like the ACP and Emergency Connectivity Fund (ECF), connectivity at com-
munity anchor institutions, including schools and libraries, is more important than 
ever before. Libraries in particular serve as the most welcoming place for the whole 
community to learn, grow, and seek care. 

Question 1. Has the end of ACP and ECF made FCC support for anchor institu-
tions through the E-Rate program even more important? 

Answer. Certainly. Broadband is the infrastructure of opportunity. Across the po-
litical spectrum, lawmakers have acknowledged the existence of the digital divide— 
the gap between those who have access to affordable, reliable broadband and those 
who do not. 

For more than 25 years, the FCC’s E-Rate Program has helped us narrow the dig-
ital divide by making telecommunications and information services more affordable 
for schools and libraries. It has connected library patrons, empowered teachers, and 
equipped students with digital skills. 

The ACP and ECF programs previously provided broadband support to low-in-
come households. Since funding for these programs has lapsed, families have had 
to make tough decisions like deciding whether to buy groceries or to pay their Inter-
net bill. In the absence of ACP and ECF, the FCC’s long-standing E-Rate program’s 
support for anchor institutions became all the more important. 

The Commission has long held that as technology changes, E-Rate funding needs 
to expand to cover new services, including those that provide off-site connectivity. 
Recognizing this need, the FCC under the last administration wisely chose to allow 
the use of E-Rate funding for hotspot lending to allow students and library patrons 
to use broadband at home and for Wi-Fi on school buses to allow children to com-
plete their homework and continue learning on their commute to and from school. 

Tragically, in September, the FCC rolled back funding for hotspots and Wi-Fi on 
school buses. The decision ignored our Nation’s educational landscape today and the 
need to equip students with digital skills for the future. Failing to provide this type 
of support to anchor institutions will make it harder for students to learn, harder 
for libraries to serve their community, and harder for us to close the digital divide. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. AMY KLOBUCHAR TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. In your testimony you said, ‘‘Whether in broadcasting or streaming, 
media consolidation should not erode the independence of the press or diminish the 
voices of local communities.’’ What role should the need to preserve local journalism 
play in evaluating proposed mergers under the FCC’s public interest standard? 

Answer. The FCC should consider the harms that will likely arise as a con-
sequence of a merger, including the impact on local journalism. 

Large corporate parents of local broadcast stations are advocating that the FCC 
raise or waive the Congressionally established nationwide audience reach cap (a sin-
gle ownership group can reach no more that 39 percent of the households in the 
United States) and the local ownership cap (a single ownership group can own no 
more than 2 broadcast stations in a single DMA) to facilitate further consolidation 
based on the misconceptions that the relevant market is the entire media ecosystem 
and that consolidation will allow economies of scale to support more local news. 

The assertion that the relevant market is the entire media ecosystem because 
local broadcasters compete with national digital media platforms for advertisers and 
audience share is an oversimplification that ignores the complexity of the broadcast 
ecosystem. The regulatory structure underlying broadcasting is designed to, on the 
one hand, ensure a diversity of viewpoints are represented by precluding one entity 
from dominating the voices available in a community and, on the other hand, sup-
port a balance of negotiating power between large broadcasting networks that 
produce news and entertainment content targeting a national audience and locally 
licensed broadcasting stations that produce news and entertainment content that is 
targeted locally. 

The structure is further complicated by the impact of consolidation on broad-
casters’ negotiations with Multichannel Video Programming Distributers (MVPDs) 
for retransmission consent payments for the distribution of the broadcasters’ con-
tent. These payments are an additional important source of support for free over 
the air programming. The MVPD community asserts that allowing consolidation 
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into larger broadcast ownership groups will result in increased retransmission con-
sent fees that will be paid by consumers. 

These arguments further ignore the longstanding policy goals of the Commission’s 
media ownership rules that require broadcasters to operate in the public interest. 
The public interest for local broadcasters has long been defined as facilitating local-
ism, diversity of viewpoints and competition. 

• Localism means providing programming that serves the interests of the sta-
tion’s community of license; 

• Diversity of viewpoints means that different broadcast station owners or owner-
ship groups bring such owners’ individual priorities in what programming to de-
liver to their communities of license. It is focused on the absence of common 
ownership, not any particular viewpoint. 

• Competition means that having a diversity of viewpoints competing to serve 
local communities will result in programming that serves the interests of the 
local community because the broadcasters need to compete for their audience. 

The economies of scale broadcasters intend to use to save money include, among 
many things, the following: 

• Using single studios for broadcast for multiple stations; 
• Sharing equipment; 
• Sharing reporters across stations; 
• Sharing management personnel across stations; and 
• Stations reporting to executives that are responsible for stations across geo-

graphically and demographically varied communities of license. Such manage-
ment decisions are driven by profitably serving the corporate parent in light of 
all their stations. 

The Commission therefore must ensure that any proposed mergers further the 
Commission’s goals of ensuring localism, diversity of viewpoints, and competition. 

Question 2. The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law included over $14 billion for the 
Affordable Connectivity Program (ACP), which provided subsidies for Internet serv-
ice to low-income households, helping more Americans get connected. The ACP 
ended in June 2024 due to a lack of funding. What reforms should the USF working 
group implement to make sure affordability remains a top priority? 

Answer. Affordability has been one of my top priorities since I became a Commis-
sioner over two years ago. The Universal Service Fund (USF) is a key part of ensur-
ing both access and affordability. The USF has become all the more important in 
the absence of ACP funding. However, the USF must be reformed to ensure long- 
term sustainability of the fund and its programs. 

USF reform should prioritize expanding the existing Lifeline support program. 
While Lifeline provides a crucial benefit for consumers, $9 a month is insufficient 
for families struggling to afford broadband. This subsidy should be increased to 
match the ACP’s previous offering of $30 per month per household. I also strongly 
believe that any changes to the contributions base should not increase costs for con-
sumers. 

Another technical reform for the program should eliminate the requirement for 
broadband providers to be deemed Eligible Telecommunications Carriers in order to 
participate in the Lifeline program. The ACP and ECF did not include this require-
ment, which enabled more providers to participate in the program. 

Importantly, Congress should be the one to reform the USF. I was encouraged by 
the proposals put forward last Congress by the bipartisan, bicameral USF working 
group. I stand ready to provide technical assistance to this Congress, and thank you 
for your leadership on this important issue. 

Question 3. What can we do to make our broadband data collection more efficient, 
including by ensuring that the Commission is addressing legitimate challenges to 
the broadband maps? 

Answer. To win the AI race and give every American the tools they need to suc-
ceed in a more inclusive digital economy, we must have accurate and reliable data 
showing where broadband is and is not available nationwide. Over the last few 
years and throughout multiple Administrations, the FCC has worked diligently to 
implement the Broadband DATA Act, resulting in the most granular broadband 
availability data in our history. 

In the past, the Commission relied on census block–level reporting, which as-
sumed that if even only a single location in a census block was served, the entire 
block was served. That approach overstated deployment and made it difficult to 
identify communities that were truly unserved or underserved. Today, using the au-
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thority Congress provided, the FCC collects broadband availability data on a loca-
tion-by-location basis and publicly discloses it through the National Broadband Map. 

The current framework also allows state, local, and Tribal governments, as well 
as consumers and other stakeholders with on-the-ground knowledge, to challenge re-
ported data. The Commission regularly updates the map to reflect these challenges 
and supplements this process with audits and verification efforts to improve accu-
racy. Because this is an iterative process, the map continues to improve over time. 

At the same time, the FCC has learned important lessons through this implemen-
tation and is always seeking opportunities to make the data collection and the chal-
lenge processes more efficient, more user-friendly, and more responsive to legitimate 
concerns raised by communities. That is why the Commission is seeking comment 
on potential improvements to its mapping, challenge, audit, and verification proc-
esses. I look forward to reviewing that record. 

Accurate broadband maps are an ongoing effort, and I urge Congress to ensure 
the FCC has the resources it needs to address legitimate challenges and continue 
improving the data that underpins our broadband policy decisions. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. BRIAN SCHATZ TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

FCC Public Interest Authority 
Question 1. What is the FCC’s standard for evaluating programming under the 

public interest standard and news distortion policy? 
Answer. Any actions that the FCC takes based on broadcaster programming must 

be grounded in the First Amendment and Section 326 of the Communications Act, 
which prohibits the FCC from censoring broadcasters. 

The Commission has long construed its public interest standard to include consid-
eration of whether the action at issue (e.g., broadcast license renewal or adoption 
of rules applicable to broadcasters) furthers localism, viewpoint diversity, and com-
petition. 

A violation of the Commission’s news distortion policy ‘‘must involve a significant 
event and not merely a minor or incidental aspect of the news report.’’ In weighing 
the constitutionality of the policy, courts have recognized that the policy ‘‘makes a 
crucial distinction between deliberate distortion and mere inaccuracy or difference 
of opinion.’’ As a result, broadcasters are only subject to enforcement if it can be 
proven that they have deliberately distorted a factual news report. Expressions of 
opinion or errors stemming from mistakes are not actionable. 

I released the following news distortion policy statement: Press Statement—Com-
missioner Gomez on CBS Fishing Expedition.docx 

Question 2. What conditions would trigger the FCC to investigate or take action 
against the speech of comedians, satirists, or commentators under the public inter-
est standard or news distortion policy? 

Answer. The FCC is prohibited by law (Section 326 of the Communications Act) 
from engaging in censorship or infringing on First Amendment rights. Those pro-
tected rights include, but are not limited to, a broadcaster’s selection and presen-
tation of news or commentary. 

The FCC has authority to investigate when a broadcaster: 
• Violates the Commission’s news distortion policy. News distortion ‘‘must involve 

a significant event and not merely a minor or incidental aspect of the news re-
port.’’ In weighing the constitutionality of the policy, courts have recognized 
that the policy ‘‘makes a crucial distinction between deliberate distortion and 
mere inaccuracy or difference of opinion.’’ As a result, broadcasters are only sub-
ject to enforcement if it can be proven that they have deliberately distorted a 
factual news report. Expressions of opinion or errors stemming from mistakes 
are not actionable. 

• Violates the Commission’s rules prohibiting obscene or limiting indecent or pro-
fane programming. It is a violation of Federal law to air obscene programming 
at any time. It is also a violation of Federal law to broadcast indecent or pro-
fane programming during certain hours. The FCC defines indecent speech as 
material that, in context, depicts or describes sexual or excretory organs or ac-
tivities in terms patently offensive as measured by contemporary community 
standards for the broadcast medium. 

• Violates the Commission’s children’s programming rules. The Children’s Tele-
vision Act requires each U.S. broadcast television station to air programming 
specifically designed to serve the educational and informational needs of chil-
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dren. It also limits the amount of time broadcasters, cable operators, and sat-
ellite providers can devote to advertisements during children’s programs. 

• Violates the Commission’s sponsorships identification rules. When a broadcast 
station transmits any matter for which money, service, or other valuable consid-
eration is paid or promised to, or charged or accepted by such station, Federal 
law and FCC rules require the broadcaster to announce, at the time of the 
broadcast, that such matter is sponsored, paid for, or furnished and the identi-
fication of the sponsor. 

• Violates the Commission’s political programming rules. The FCC’s political pro-
gramming and campaign advertising rules generally govern the circumstances 
under which broadcast stations and other regulatees air political-related adver-
tisements. Broadcast stations, cable system operators, DBS providers, and 
SDARS licensees are required to maintain public inspection files, of which polit-
ical files are a part. 

Question 3. If there is evidence that FCC action, or the threat of FCC action, to-
wards broadcast television impacts programming decisions on non-broadcast media 
through financial ties between companies, would you consider this to be censorship? 

Answer. Yes. I am concerned that this FCC’s unprecedented threats against 
broadcasters are already suppressing free speech by sending the message that 
media companies, including non-broadcast licensee affiliated entities, hosting con-
tent critical of the Administration will invite government retaliation. That is censor-
ship and not what America stands for. 

Question 4. Please describe whether the FCC would consider the following sce-
narios on broadcast television as being in violation of the public interest standard 
or news distortion policy. If you cannot comment on these scenarios, please explain 
how programs can receive clarity about how to abide by the FCC’s public interest 
standard and news distortion policy: 

a. A comedian, commentator, or satirist insults the President in a manner that 
is not obscene, profane, or indecent. 

i. Answer. No, this is protected speech. 
b. A comedian, commentator, or satirist makes offensive statements pertaining to 

violence or assault. 
i. Answer. No, this is protected speech. 
c. An artist has a performance that could be considered an insult to the Presi-

dent’s policies or political positions. 
i. Answer. No, this is protected speech. 
d. A politician states that a murder victim ‘‘deserved’’ their death because of their 

hatred for said politician. 
i. Answer. No, this is protected speech. 

FCC Independence 
Question 5. If the President determines that broadcast programming content does 

not abide by the public interest standard or the news distortion policy, will you 
defer to the President’s opinion? What if the President’s opinion departs from FCC’s 
precedent of interpretation? 

Answer. No. I swore and oath to support, defend and bear true faith to the U.S. 
Constitution and my actions as a Commissioner will be consistent with that oath. 
Tribal Spectrum Windows 

Question 6. Will the FCC commit to continuing to hold Tribal priority windows 
in future spectrum auctions? 

Answer. I support holding Tribal Licensing Windows in future auctions. The Fed-
eral government’s Trust Responsibility to Tribal Nations is a legal obligation estab-
lished by the Constitution, Tribal Treaties, and more than a hundred years of Su-
preme Court precedent.1 As part of the Federal government, the FCC bears this re-
sponsibility. 

Pursuant to this responsibility, the FCC engages with Tribal Nations and Native 
Hawaiians on a government-to-government basis, a practice known as the Trust Re-
lationship, and is charged with carrying out the law in a manner that supports Trib-
al sovereignty. 

With regard to spectrum policy, the unique legal framework and relationship be-
tween the Federal government and Tribal Nations requires us to ensure that Tribal 
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Nations, including Native Hawaiians, have a fair and meaningful opportunity to se-
cure spectrum rights essential to their economic development, public safety, and cul-
tural preservation. With respect to spectrum access over Native Hawaiian Home-
lands, the FCC granted a waiver of the ‘‘eligible entity’’ requirement that allowed 
the Department of Hawaiian Homelands to obtain licenses during the 2.5 GHz Trib-
al Priority Window. 

I believe that holding a Tribal Licensing Window is consistent with and acknowl-
edges our Trust Responsibility, and I support holding such windows in future auc-
tions. A Tribal Licensing Window can occur before or concurrently with an auction 
because the tools that we would utilize to facilitate such a window have already 
been created by the Commission. 

Furthermore, and importantly, Tribal Licensing Windows help us close the digital 
divide and extend connectivity to the least served areas in the United States such 
as Tribal Lands. Absent a Tribal Licensing Window, Tribal Lands become part of 
larger license service areas and are often the last areas to see service, if at all. But 
with a Tribal Licensing Window, Tribal Nations get access to a license limited to 
the boundaries of their Tribal Lands which allows them to begin providing 
connectivity to residents rather than being forced to wait for a carrier to develop 
a business case to do so. 

Question 7. Please provide 1) the number of locations associated with individual 
Tribal areas; and 2) an aggregated rollup of the number of Tribal locations and Trib-
al broadband availability nationwide within the National Broadband Map, or to in-
corporate this information into a separate Tribal National Broadband Map that in-
cludes data on Tribal areas only? 

Answer. I understand that the Chairman’s office is providing materials responsive 
to this question. I would be glad to assist your office with any follow up questions 
on this material. 

Question 8. Will you direct ONAP to provide educational outreach and technical 
assistance to Tribes to assist them with submitting challenges to the National 
Broadband Map, especially for those Tribes that have not submitted challenges? 

Answer. The Office of Native Affairs and Policy (ONAP) is responsible for plan-
ning and leading outreach to Tribal Nations and organizations at the Federal Com-
munications Commission. The goal of such outreach is to increase Tribal Nation 
awareness of and participation in the FCC’s proceedings and programs, such as the 
National Broadband Map, which ensures that Native views and interests are ac-
counted for in the decision-making process. I support ONAP providing educational 
outreach and technical assistance to Tribal Nations in order to encourage their par-
ticipation in the National Broadband Map, including assistance with submitting 
challenges to the map. I believe this is a prime example of the value and role of 
ONAP at the FCC. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. GARY PETERS TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. Earlier this year, the FCC requested comments on the Bureau of In-
dustry and Security’s rule related to connected vehicles and connected vehicle tech-
nologies, specifically whether and how to add certain technologies to the FCC’s cov-
ered entities list. I strongly support the Bureau of Industry and Security’s rule and 
believe we must keep Chinese connected and autonomous vehicles and vehicle com-
ponents from entering our market. I believe the FCC must work closely with the 
automotive supply chain to ensure any action it takes in this space does not conflict 
with the BIS rule and achieves our goals of protecting our national and economic 
security. 

Will you commit to working with my office and the automotive supply chain in-
dustry as you decide what actions to take on this issue? 

Answer. I am committed to working closely with your office and with the auto-
motive supply chain industry as the Federal Communications Commission considers 
this issue, particularly given the serious national security and consumer privacy 
risks that can arise from connected vehicle technologies tied to China. 

Protecting Americans’ sensitive data and safeguarding our communications and 
transportation ecosystems requires close coordination with Federal partners, includ-
ing the Bureau of Industry and Security, and careful engagement with industry to 
ensure actions are effective and do not conflict with existing rules. 

These challenges transcend party lines, and I believe our approach to national 
and economic security, especially where consumer privacy is at stake, should con-
tinue to be bipartisan and grounded in collaboration across government and indus-
try. 
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RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. TAMMY BALDWIN TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. In 2021, Congress enacted the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
which created ‘‘broadband labels,’’ similar to food nutrition labels, that would allow 
consumers to quickly understand the costs and services provided. However, in Octo-
ber, the FCC adopted proposals to reverse several elements of the ‘‘broadband label’’ 
requirements. Can you walk us through why you objected to these proposals and 
what approach you believe the Commission should have taken? 

Answer. The broadband labels are about empowering consumers. The goal of the 
labels is to provide critical information to consumers to help them understand their 
Internet bill and service, thus empowering them to make informed choices about the 
services they buy. But in October 2025, the Commission proposed to remove several 
requirements that provide transparency. 

First, the FCC proposed to undo the requirement that service providers read la-
bels to customers that shop for broadband over the phone. The Commission pro-
posed to do this by redefining the meaning of ‘‘point of sale’’ to exclude phone calls. 
In the 2022 Broadband Labels Order, the Commission defined ‘‘point of sale’’ as 
‘‘both ISP websites and any other channels through which their service is sold, in-
cluding ISP-owned retail locations, third-party owned retail locations, and over the 
phone.’’ 2 That definition acknowledges the reality that some consumers looking for 
broadband service do not currently have it and thus rely on phone calls to find infor-
mation about potential service plans. The practical result of the change the Commis-
sion proposed is that if a consumer calls a broadband service provider to ask about 
what is included in the cost of broadband Internet access service in their area, the 
company would no longer be required to provide the details to which they would 
have access via the label because the FCC believes sales do not occur over telephone 
calls. 

The Commission also proposed to eliminate the requirement that providers 
itemize fees that they choose to pass through to customers. These are fees that 
broadband providers are not required to pass on to customers, but they choose to 
add to customers’ bills so they can collect them without including them in their mar-
keted price. With this proposed change, the FCC would allow companies to no longer 
explain these fees, line by line, or disclose them in detail, thus reducing price trans-
parency for consumers. 

In the October NPRM, the FCC also proposed to eliminate the requirement that 
companies display broadband labels on customers’ online account portals. This mat-
ters because at the time the NPRM was adopted, a broadband label is only available 
to consumers in two ways: at the ‘‘point of sale’’ when they are shopping for 
broadband service, and via an online account portal once the consumer has become 
the customer of a broadband provider that offers online account portals. Notably, 
a broadband label is not required to be displayed on a customer’s monthly bill.3 I 
believe that if this proposal is adopted, much of the information that Congress want-
ed to ensure consumers could access to make fully informed decisions about the cost 
of their broadband service would no longer be available to them via their online cus-
tomer portal. 

And finally, the FCC proposed to no longer require that a company provide its 
customers the label in a language other than English even if the provider marketed 
the service to that customer in a language other than English. This means that com-
panies that have sought out and convinced customers to choose their service in 
Spanish, French, Vietnamese, or any language other than English would no longer 
have to provide this important consumer information about the service their cus-
tomers are paying for, in that language. For this proposal, the FCC did not even 
explain why it was necessary or at the very least not harmful to consumers. 

If these proposals were to be adopted, the label would only be available to con-
sumers at the point of sale which would no longer include purchases made over the 
phone; would no longer be available to consumers via their online customer portal; 
would not disclose every fee that a broadband provider chooses to pass through to 
customers; and would no longer be available in a language other than English even 
when the provider marketed the service in that language. I opposed these proposals 
because I believe that they are antithetical to transparency, consumer protection, 
and the spirit of the law that Congress directed us to implement. 

Instead of scaling back the information that consumers already receive, the Com-
mission could have focused on making the labels more accessible to consumers—are 
they easy to find? Are they buried deep inside a company’s website? I believe that 
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information is power, and that the FCC plays an important role empowering con-
sumers with the information provided in the broadband labels. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. TAMMY DUCKWORTH TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. The October decision to gut the Martha Wright-Reed Just and Reason-
able Communications Act will increase the rates paid by incarcerated people and 
their families by up to 83 percent compared to the 2024 final rule. In fact, more 
than three quarters of prisons across the United States were already in compliance 
with the 2024 rate caps required under the law, meaning that most prisons can and 
do provide services under the 2024 rate cap. The FCC’s reason for this was that the 
2024 final rule created ‘‘unintended consequences.’’ 

a. Can you outline any facts supporting this vague threat of undefined ‘‘unin-
tended consequences’’? 

Answer. The facts were slim. As far as I could discern from the record of the pro-
ceeding, the Commission heard from two IPCS providers that the 2024 rate caps re-
sulted in reduced access to revenue and the safety and security measures that pro-
viders offer to correctional facilities, which left some prisons considering stopping 
the provision of IPCS.4 But to be clear, the 2025 FCC Order does not cite to any 
incidents demonstrating unsafe conditions at correctional facilities as a result of the 
2024 rate caps. Instead, the Commission relied on providers’ claims of isolated facili-
ties warning that they would not be able to pay for safety and security measures 
for IPCS services. 

The 2025 Order cites a letter that points to a single facility in Arkansas that re-
ported terminating access to IPCS—the Baxter County Sheriff’s Office, which posted 
this decision on February 25, 2025 on its website.5 Additionally, in that same letter, 
Pay Tel asserts it ‘‘was forced to cease IPCS services to four small jails in Arizona 
and New Mexico,’’ and Securus asserts it was ‘‘forced to end service to three smaller 
facilities for economic reasons,’’ without specifying the location.6 Finally, both pro-
viders point to statements made by a North Carolina Sheriff and the Montana Sher-
iffs and Peace Officers Association that budgetary constraints in their jails would 
‘‘lead to a reduction in service.’’ 7 That is all the evidence provided. 

This slim evidence is belied by the fact that, by one estimate, 76 percent of prison 
systems across the country had already been in compliance with the 2024 rate caps, 
and only three states –Florida, Kentucky, and Oklahoma—have rates above the in-
terim rate caps the Commission adopted in the 2025 FCC Order.8 This means that 
the majority of the prisons in the country can and do provide IPCS services within 
the 2024 rate caps. 

b. Would you characterize the rates set by the 2024 rule as just and reasonable 
to families of incarcerated people and telecom providers? 

Answer. I believe the rate caps set in the 2024 Order were just and reasonable 
to both the families of incarcerated peoples and IPCS providers. 

c. Can you explain why you strongly opposed and voted against Chairman Carr’s 
order that violates clearly defined statutory requirements governing the implemen-
tation timeline for my Marth Wright-Reed Just and Reasonable Communications 
Act? 

Answer. The October 2025 Order claims that the FCC lacked sufficient data to 
support the decisions made in 2024, and yet without receiving additional or new 
data, the FCC decided to grant higher rate caps and provide additional benefits 
such as a two-cent additive and an inflation factor to the monopoly companies that 
have provided the supposedly insufficient data. The 2025 Order allows IPCS pro-
viders to recover costs that have nothing to do with making the calls, which violates 
the Martha Wright Reed Act. 

d. Do you know how old the survey was used that justified an additional two-cent- 
per-minute additive? 
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Answer. To the best of my knowledge, the survey is over 10 years old as it was 
conducted in 2015. 

e. Did the survey collect data from prisons, or solely jails? 
Answer. To the best of my knowledge, the survey included data solely about jails. 
Question 2. In 2022 I was proud to lead the Senate to a unanimous vote in sup-

port of the Martha Wright Reed Act to lower predatory rates for phone and video 
calls with incarcerated people. Last year the FCC acted, as directed, to adopt rules 
implementing that law. The record showed that loved ones calling people in prisons, 
for example, would pay 6 cents per minute for calls. 

You—and Chairman Brendan Carr—voted for that decision. While Chairman Carr 
expressed concern over whether very small jails required different rates, he never-
theless both voted for the 2024 rule and when the FCC’s unanimous decision was 
challenged in court, directed his General Counsel defend the rule—resulting in 
Chairman Carr’s General Counsel, ironically, filing an extremely strong brief de-
fending the FCC’s decision in April. 

Then, suddenly, on June 30, 2025, FCC staff suspended all the rules imple-
menting the Martha Wright Reed Just and Reasonable Communications Act without 
any valid reason, or even an explanation. This sudden, unexplained surrender was 
perplexing and surprising—since not a single industry filing submitted before the 
June 30, 2025, ruling asked for such a dramatic change. 

Chairman Carr’s spineless surrender foreshadowed his flip-flop in reversing the 
FCC’s position on the litigation—months after directing his General Counsel to draft 
and file a strong brief defending the FCC. Then, Chairman Carr ordered the FCC 
to notify the Federal circuit court that the FCC would adopt a new order, and 
Chairman Carr promised to share the draft proposed order with the court when it 
was released to the public. 

However, four days before the draft order was released to the public, Chairman 
Carr issued a press release that included quotes from outside organizations. 

a. Are you troubled that the FCC Chairman appears to be engaging in undisclosed 
contact with outside stakeholders that have key equities regarding pending FCC or-
ders, and that this contact appears to involve Chairman Carr improperly sharing 
information with parties appearing before the agency? 

Answer. I am not aware of any undisclosed contact. To protect the fairness of FCC 
proceedings and ensure that FCC decisions are not influenced by impermissible off- 
the-record communications, the FCC’s ex parte rules require stakeholders to disclose 
their communications with agency staff directed to the merits or outcome of a pro-
ceeding.9 

An ex parte is ‘‘a communication directed to the merits or outcome of a proceeding 
that, if written, is not served on all of the parties to the proceeding and, if oral, 
is made without giving all the parties to the proceeding advance notice and an op-
portunity to be present.’’ 10 

In ‘‘Permit-but-disclose’’ proceedings, such as the IPCS rate caps proceeding, ex 
parte presentations to Commission decision-making personnel are permissible but 
subject to certain disclosure requirements such as the requirement that a copy of 
written presentations and a summary of oral presentations must be filed in the 
record. Additionally, 

• Copies of written presentations or summaries of oral presentations must gen-
erally be filed no later than two business days after the presentation.11 

• Copies and summaries should be filed electronically using the FCC’s Electronic 
Comment Filing System (ECFS).12 

• The summaries of oral presentations must list all persons present and describe 
the substance of the new data or arguments presented (or provide a citation to 
prior written filings containing the data or arguments) and not merely list the 
subjects discussed. Generally, more than a one or two sentence description is 
required.13 
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b. Has Chairman Carr provided you a clear and honest explanation of how private 
actors with business before the FCC were informed of the Chairman’s plans and ac-
tions—even before the circuit court reviewing the FCC’s 2024 rule was notified of 
Chairman Carr’s flip-flop surrender? 

Answer. I have not had any conversations about this with Chairman Carr. 
c. Given Chairman Carr’s current belief—which repudiates his own prior beliefs 

when serving as a Commissioner—that then-Commissioner Carr was wrong when 
he passionately and forcefully defended the importance of the FCC maintaining its 
independence as an independent Federal agency, do you believe that Chairman Carr 
coordinated his actions with political appointees at the White House or the U.S. De-
partment of Justice? 

Answer. The FCC was created by Congress as an independent, expert agency to 
implement communications law. However, an executive order released on February 
18, 2025, claims to eliminate the FCC’s independence and directs the agency to 
‘‘submit for review all proposed and final significant regulatory actions to the Office 
of Information and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) within the Executive Office of the 
President before publication in the Federal Register.’’ 

Question 3. This Committee’s Chair, Senator Ted Cruz of Texas, has been very 
critical of the FCC’s decision to take actions at the Bureau level, which appears de-
signed to avoid judicial review and sidestep the regular order of business. 

In June 2025, the FCC’s Wireline Bureau acted in just this manner, overturning 
a full Commission order which implemented legislation adopted unanimously in the 
Senate and overwhelmingly in the U.S. House of Representatives. 

a. Are you considered that Chairman Carr is empowering unelected and 
unappointed staff at the bureau level to block and overturn FCC rules necessary to 
ensure compliance with Federal law? 

Answer. In this instance, the Bureau waived the rules established by the full 
Commission in 2024. It is not uncommon for a Bureau to act on delegated authority, 
at the direction of a Chair. That is because the volume of decisions that the FCC 
must make in order to implement the law is vast and it would become prohibitive 
for the full Commission to gather to vote on every decision. However, a Bureau can-
not make new or novel decisions even on delegated authority. A Bureau implements 
the decisions that the full Commission has made, but does not have the authority 
to make new decisions. Similarly, a Bureau cannot reverse the decisions on which 
the full FCC voted. In this instance, the Bureau, at the direction of the Chair, 
waived enforcement of the 2024 rules, but eventually it was the full FCC that de-
cided to reverse the rule. I dissented from this reversal. 

b. Did Chairman Carr explain to the other Commissioners whether he directed 
the Wireline Bureau to take this action? 

Answer. My office received notice less than 24 hours before the Bureau’s decision 
was released. 

c. Are you troubled that Chairman Carr may abuse bureau level action to conduct 
major actions, such as merger approvals, in a secretive manner that undermines 
transparency and bypasses full Commission processes, policies and procedures? 

Answer. While it is common for a Bureau to act on delegated authority at the di-
rection of a Chair, a Bureau cannot make new or novel decisions or reverse the deci-
sions the full FCC has made. A Bureau’s role is to implement the full Commission’s 
decisions. However, I am concerned that a Bureau’s waiver of a rule posits a hurdle 
for stakeholders seeking recourse in court. Stakeholders can only seek review of a 
final Commission decision. Stakeholders cannot go to court to seek judicial review 
of a bureau order waiving a rule because itis not a final agency decision. This is 
a concern with bureau level decisions in the merger context as well. 

d. Have you requested that Chairman Carr ensure the FCC provides the parties 
impacted by his reconsideration of the FCC’s compliance with the Martha Wright- 
Reed Just and Reasonable Communications Act, with due process, including access 
to judicial review of the bureau level actions that reverse full Commission decisions? 

Answer. All stakeholders should have full access to judicial review and recourse 
through our court system. I am concerned that this Administration’s use of dele-
gated authority is leaving parties without recourse because they will have to wait 
for an agency to make a final decision on their requests, a process that can take 
years. Inaction can lead to a delay on accessing judicial review. And justice delayed 
is justice denied. 

Question 4. I am concerned that Chairman Carr has only paid lip-service to end-
ing the pernicious practice of kickbacks or site commissions in the procurement of 
contracts for carceral facilities. For example, while I welcomed the FCC barring site 
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commission payments, Chairman Carr paired this action with authorizing a new fee 
that appears to effectively be a site commission by another name. 

Answer. In addition to increasing per minute rates, Chairman Carr added two 
cents per minute to every phone and video call in the country. Supposedly these fees 
are to reimburse facilities for costs, but Chairman Carr failed to require providers 
submit evidence confirming the provider incurs costs necessitating reimbursement 
through a de facto site commission fee. 

a. Do you share my alarm that Chairman Carr’s new fee may result in facilities 
being reimbursed for costs that never actually occurred? 

Answer. Yes, I do. 
b. Can you elaborate on the threat of waste, fraud and consumer abuse that will 

likely result from forcing Americans to pay fees authorized under the pretext of re-
imbursing facilities for unsubstantiated costs that lack documentation? 

Answer. I am concerned that the October 2025 Order will result in adding costs 
to the IPCS rate caps for functions that have nothing to do with the provision of 
IPCS. In 2024, the Commission allowed costs for CALEA compliance and Commu-
nications Security Services to be incorporated into the rate caps.14 In the 2025 
Order, the FCC expanded the types of costs that providers can recover from the 
families of incarcerated persons and included five additional categories: Law En-
forcement Support Services, Communication Recording Services, Communication 
Monitoring Services, Voice Biometric Services, and Other Safety and Security Meas-
ures. 

Based on information provided by IPCS providers themselves, the Law Enforce-
ment Category includes expenses for ‘‘search warrant processing’’ and ‘‘FOIA re-
quest processing.’’ 15 The Communications Recording Services Category includes ex-
penses for ‘‘storing recorded communications, transcribing such recordings, and con-
verting recordings into digital formats to support investigation and litigation activi-
ties.’’ 16 And the Communications Monitoring Services Category is now predomi-
nantly ‘‘used to aid investigations related to detention facilities,’’ ‘‘aid corrections 
and law enforcement agencies in investigation and litigation activities,’’ and ‘‘pro-
vide for skilled investigators.’’ 17 None of these functions serves to facilitate the ac-
tual provision of IPCS. 

Additionally, in September of 2025, the FCC adopted a Notice of Proposed Rule-
making (NPRM) that proposes to allow correctional facilities to use jammers to 
block communications from contraband phones. The policy goal for this NPRM is to 
combat criminal activity aided by contraband phones in correctional facilities. While 
I support advancing this policy goal, should this proposal become a rule, I am con-
cerned that the expenses that a correctional facility will incur in order to jam sig-
nals from contraband phones will inevitably be incorporated into the IPCS rate caps 
and thus passed on to the families of incarcerated people. Once again, asking the 
families of incarcerated people to cover the costs of functions that are unrelated to 
the actual provision of IPCS. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. JACKY ROSEN TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. What is the threat to free speech and our democracy if journalists and 
broadcasters do not have a clear understanding of what is a violation of the public 
interest standard under this FCC? 

Answer. The First Amendment to the Constitution provides (emphasis added): 
Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohib-
iting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; 
or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government 
for a redress of grievances. 

A key way in which broadcasters serve their local communities is through the pro-
vision of local news. Local broadcast journalism is a central element of the United 
States’ civic infrastructure that keeps our democracy strong. 

This FCC appears to be initiating investigations into potential violations of the 
‘‘public interest’’ standard without defining what that means by making vague ref-
erences to the Commission’s news distortion policy as potentially applicable to any 
reporting that is critical of the Administration. 
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A violation of the Commission’s news distortion policy ‘‘must involve a significant 
event and not merely a minor or incidental aspect of the news report.’’ In weighing 
the constitutionality of the policy, courts have recognized that the policy ‘‘makes a 
crucial distinction between deliberate distortion and mere inaccuracy or difference 
of opinion.’’ As a result, broadcasters are only subject to enforcement if it can be 
proven that they have deliberately distorted a factual news report. Expressions of 
opinion or errors stemming from mistakes are not actionable. 

The fear of an FCC investigation or threats to revoke a license will chill free 
speech because they likely cause the license holder to instruct their employees to 
‘‘be careful’’ or ‘‘not provoke’’ the Administration. This is because revoking a broad-
caster’s license will end the broadcaster’s business, including the provision of local 
news, as it cannot broadcast without a license. Additionally, litigation can be finan-
cially debilitating even if the broadcaster ultimately prevails. 

Question 2. Is there statutory authority or legal precedent for the FCC to revoke 
broadcast licenses because a station reported on law enforcement activity? 

Answer. No. The Commission’s authority to revoke broadcast licenses is con-
strained by the First Amendment and Section 326 of the Communications Act, 
which specifically prohibits the Commission from censoring broadcasts. 

Question 3. As a member of the USF Working Group, I’m interested in how we 
can ensure people not only have access to a reliable Internet connection, but that 
they can also afford it. What parts of the Affordable Connectivity Program were suc-
cessful, and what should Congress consider when reforming Lifeline, the afford-
ability component in USF? 

Answer. Affordability has been one of my top priorities since I became a Commis-
sioner over two years ago. The Universal Service Fund (USF) is a key part of ensur-
ing both access and affordability. The USF has become all the more important in 
the absence of funding for the Affordable Connectivity Program (ACP). The USF 
must be reformed to ensure long-term sustainability of the fund and its programs. 

The ACP was the most successful tool our country has ever had to address the 
digital divide. There are a few aspects of ACP that the USF Working Group should 
consider adding to the Lifeline program as it develops a proposal. The Lifeline sup-
port amount was set at a level sufficient to support plain old telephone service and 
is simply insufficient for broadband. While Lifeline provides a crucial benefit, $9 a 
month is not enough for families struggling to afford broadband. This subsidy 
should be increased to match the ACP’s offering of $30 per month per household. 

Further, many broadband providers currently do not qualify for Lifeline support 
because they are not considered ‘‘Eligible Telecommunications Carriers.’’ This re-
quirement stands in the way of more providers being able to offer an affordability 
support to the consumers that need it. 

And most importantly, any reforms made to the USF contributions base should 
not increase costs for consumers. 

Question 4. How do demand-side support programs ensure the success of 
broadband deployment programs like BEAD? 

Answer. When it comes to broadband, access is only one piece of the puzzle. Af-
fordability and digital literacy are the others. The pandemic highlighted the impor-
tance of affordability, a lesson we cannot forget now. Failure to ensure affordability 
would disproportionately impact those who need connectivity the most, deepening 
economic and social inequalities. And to participate in the AI economy, digital lit-
eracy skills will be paramount. 

Through the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, Congress invested billions of dollars 
in broadband infrastructure. Now, support for affordability and digital literacy are 
key to ensuring that this massive investment in infrastructure is put to its best use. 
Even if we build the fastest, most efficient network we possibly could, our efforts 
to close the digital divide will fall flat without support for affordability and digital 
literacy. And without this support, we risk having stranded investments and an 
unsustainable network. For these reasons, demand-side support programs are a cru-
cial complement to BEAD. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. BEN RAY LUJÁN TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. In the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 Congress set the na-
tional audience reach cap to 39 percent. Congress set this limit, not the Federal 
Communications Commission, yet recently the FCC sought comment on whether to 
modify the national ownership cap. In November, President Trump posted on Truth 
Social said he ‘‘would not be happy’’ if the FCC lifted the national ownership cap 
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to ‘‘allow the Radical Left Networks to ‘enlarge’ ’’. Does the FCC or Congress have 
the power to raise the national ownership cap? 

Answer. Only Congress has the power to raise the national ownership cap. As you 
correctly note, the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2004 (2004 CAA) set the na-
tional audience reach cap at 39 percent and did not provide the Commission with 
authority to modify the cap. 

The Telecommunications Act of 1996 created both an initial national audience 
reach cap and a process that required the Commission to consider whether such cap 
continued to be in the public interest. In 2003 the Commission raised the national 
audience reach cap to 45 percent as part of the required review. In response, in the 
2004 CAA, Congress modified the relevant sections of the Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 in three key respects. First, it directed the national audience reach cap be 
set to 39 percent in the Commission’s rules. Second, it removed review of the na-
tional audience reach cap from the required, now quadrennial, review. Finally, it 
prohibited the Commission from forbearing from the national audience reach cap. 
The forbearance prohibition language makes clear that the other two actions, low-
ering the audience reach cap and removing it from the established review process, 
were intended to prohibit the Commission from modifying or otherwise relaxing the 
39 percent audience reach cap. 

RESPONSE TO WRITTEN QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY HON. LISA BLUNT ROCHESTER TO 
ANNA M. GOMEZ 

Question 1. Commissioner Gomez, Chairman Carr ended the FCC’s promotion of 
DEI in January, 2025. Since then, the FCC has approved mergers and major trans-
actions conditioned on companies eliminating internal DEI programs, an approach 
Chairman Carr has publicly celebrated. DEI initiatives have long supported opportu-
nities for women, veterans, people with disabilities, and religious minorities. Vet-
eran hiring preferences in the Federal government are one clear example. 

Commissioner Gomez, can you explain how conditioning FCC approvals on the 
elimination of DEI programs undermines job opportunities and weakens America’s 
long-term economic competitiveness? 

Answer. Conditioning FCC approvals on the elimination of voluntary Diversity, 
Equity, and Inclusion programs risks undermining job opportunities by discouraging 
lawful, good-faith efforts to promote fair access to employment and to recruit from 
the broadest possible pool of qualified workers. Diversity and inclusion initiatives 
are fundamentally about fairness and equal opportunity, and many companies adopt 
them voluntarily to reduce barriers and reflect the communities they serve. When 
companies are pressured to abandon such efforts as a prerequisite for regulatory ap-
proval, particularly without any finding of unlawful conduct or failure to meet a de-
fined public interest obligation, it sends a troubling signal and chills legitimate 
workplace practices. 

This approach also raises concerns about the appropriate scope of the Commis-
sion’s transaction review authority and its implications for long-term economic com-
petitiveness. Using FCC approval processes to influence internal workplace policies 
unrelated to the transaction at hand introduces uncertainty, deters investment, and 
risks politicizing routine regulatory decisions. 
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