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first place. The FCC regulates the
broadcast airwaves—and it should re-
main that way.

Perhaps most disturbing is the way
the FCC went about implementing this
radical new rule. First, it completely
ignored Congress’s bipartisan bill, the
Media Ownership Act, of which I am a
proud cosponsor. Then it ignored the
public. Indeed, the Chairman’s pro-
posed rule changes were first made
public in an op-ed he published in the
New York Times outlining the changes
for the first time—which might have
been helpful had the public comment
period not already closed the day his
column appeared.

Public comments are not merely a
formality, Mr. President—they are a
vital piece of the rulemaking process
and an integral part of responsive, open
government. Five years ago, more than
3 million Americans spoke out when
the FCC voted without any public
input whatsoever to allow a single
company to own up to three television
stations, a local newspaper, a cable
system, and as many as eight radio sta-
tions in a single media market. In
large part because of the public outcry,
the courts overturned the rules.

Mr. President, it isn’t more consoli-
dation and homogenization the Amer-
ican people want from their media—it
is less. No one can seriously argue that
the consolidation of the media in re-
cent years has been a good develop-
ment for the fourth estate. As coverage
has become increasingly superficial,
people wonder more than ever about
the quality of the information they are
receiving from the media. And quite
frankly, I do not blame them.

Must we act to ensure the strength
and vitality of the American media in
the 21st century? Absolutely. But that
should be accomplished within an open
and transparent framework as pre-
scribed in the Media Ownership Act—a
process that gives the public a voice in
this fight. As the Senator from North
Dakota has said, ‘‘Localism and diver-
sity of media ownership is vital in a de-
mocracy.”’

Indeed it is, Mr. President. It is time
to tell the FCC that this is no way to
maintain a free, open and diverse
media, and I urge all my colleagues to
support this resolution of disapproval.

Mr. STEVENS. I yield the remainder
of my time.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask the Senator from
Washington to use the remainder of my
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I
rise, obviously, to encourage my col-
leagues here. This is an issue we dealt
with before. While media consolidation
might be good for Wall Street, it is not
good for Main Street. The diversity of
voices has been a key component to
our society, and preserving them by
making sure we don’t have a consolida-
tion of media is very important.

I urge my colleagues to disapprove of
the FCC rule on media consolidation.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The question is on the passage of the
joint resolution.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 28)
was ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, was read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

S.J. RES. 28

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Federal
Communications Commission relating to
broadcast media ownership (Report and
Order FCC 07-216), received by Congress on
February 22, 2008, and such rule shall have no
force or effect.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote and I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the Senate now be
in a period of morning business with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

MEDIA DIVERSITY

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, for
those who may not have observed that
voice vote, it was a very positive result
for the voices of America supporting
diversity. I want to spend a few min-
utes talking about this issue, to make
sure we give it the due consideration
that is important.

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator from Washington will yield for a
question. I have to leave the Chamber
due to another event.

First, I thank the Senator from
Washington. Senator CANTWELL has
been unbelievably strong and sup-
portive in getting us to this point of
having passed the resolution of dis-
approval. We got it through the Com-
merce Committee. She was a leader in
that effort. We now have voice voted it.
It has passed the Senate.

I did want to say, as I said earlier,
the issue here is simple. We have far
too much concentration in the media.
The Federal Communications Commis-
sion, at least the Chairman and two
others who have been members, have
become cheerleaders of more con-
centration. That means less localism.
It means your local radio station, in
many cases your television station,
other media outlets, are run by some-
body living 1,500 miles away, running
homogenized music through a radio
station having nothing to do with cov-
ering the local baseball team or news
events. I think this moves in exactly
the wrong direction. I believe there
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needs to be more localism and I think
there has to be a procedure on localism
at the Federal Communications Com-
mission. There need to be public inter-
est standards with respect to broad-
casters that do not now exist. The
standards have been emasculated. We
have a lot to do to put this back on
track.

Suffice it to say, the FCC was anx-
ious to move in the direction of more
consolidation, allowing newspapers to
buy up television stations. We have had
a ban on that for three decades. We
prohibited the cross ownership in a
market. The reason we have done that
is pretty simple: We don’t want there
to be only one or a couple of dominant
voices in a market. We want there to
be many voices.

That is what our purpose is, to bring
this resolution of disapproval. It is un-
usual to do this, but we did it. It got
through the Commerce Committee,
now through the Senate. It says to the
Federal Communications Commission,
get things right, do things right, don’t
truncate these things and cut the
American people out of this process.

We have also said today we believe
this is moving in the wrong direction.
Everybody says there are more voices
out there in the Internet and cable
channels and so on. More voices but
the same ventriloquist. We had one
person testify from Los Angeles who
came and said in my office we have 48
cable channels. I went through who
owns the channels—42 of them are
owned by the same few companies and
that is the problem with concentra-
tion.

I again thank the Senator from
Washington. She has done a great job
and I am proud to work with her and
Senator SNOWE especially, on the other
side, and Senator Lott when he was
here, to accomplish this result.

Ms. CANTWELL. I thank the Senator
from North Dakota. The praise should
go to Senator DORGAN for his leader-
ship on this issue for the last year-plus
time, continuing to make sure the Sen-
ate holds the FCC accountable for their
actions, trying to pass a rule on media
consolidation when they know there
have been dissenting views all across
America about this issue. Certainly
there has been a dissent from the Sen-
ate.

The ownership of broadcast and print
media does touch on some of the core
values Americans hold for freedom of
speech, open and diverse viewpoints, to
have vibrant economic competition
from a variety of sources, and local di-
versity.

Attention to diversity and localism
has served our economy well and has
also provided us a good civics lesson.
These opportunities—when we hear
from small companies, when we hear
from minorities, when we hear from
women—are the types of diversity we
want to protect. We did that tonight.

The diversity in media does energize
our democracy. Viewpoint diversity
that comes from the various views that
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can now be expressed are key to mak-
ing us a stronger nation.

Having independent sources of news
helps citizens to take opinions, not just
locally but nationally and even glob-
ally. That is why I am glad we stopped
the FCC from moving forward on their
media consolidation proposal.

I remind my colleagues of the history
here because I have a feeling this issue
may come up again. Back in 2002, the
FCC initiated its biennial review proc-
ess, announcing the agency would ful-
fill and review the full range of broad-
cast ownership rules, but the an-
nouncement of the review was the only
thing that was truly conducted in pub-
lic.

On June 23, 2003, on a 3-to-2 party
line vote, the FCC issued its new rules
on media consolidation. Then-Chair-
man Powell did not issue the proposed
rule for public comment prior to the
vote.

The reason I am bringing this up is
because what ensued is millions of peo-
ple sent e-mails and weighed in with
postcards and petitions to oppose the
rule. In fact, the Senate sent a very
clear message to the FCC at the time
invalidating that proposed media con-
solidation proposal.

The Third Circuit Court of Appeals
reviewed the FCC decision from 2003
and they determined it was ‘‘not sup-
ported by reasonable analysis.”

What happened after that? Obviously
there were a lot of people in loud cho-
rus saying they disapproved of the
FCC’s action to further concentrate
the media in this country. In 2007 the
FCC passed the new media ownership
rule, barely a month after it was pro-
posed, allowing for little public com-
ment and for even less time for consid-
eration of the comments that came in.
I know Chairman Martin likes to talk
about allowing public comment for
over 120 days and 6 hearings around the
country, but all of that was done before
the rule was even out there in public,
what the actual changes would be.

In one example, they came to Seattle
on November 9 and I think we had a
mere 1-week notice for that. They had
the meeting on a Friday afternoon. I
think it was a 3-day weekend. Maybe
they thought no one would show up,
but it does not take a lot of notice in
Seattle to get people to show up for a
hearing about media consolidation, so
800 people showed up and spent 9 hours
letting the Commission know their
thoughts on what they thought the im-
pact of increased media concentration
would be.

It would hurt competition. It would
lessen diversity. It would impact local-
ism and was not in the broader public
interest. I know Chairman Martin re-
ceived an earful in Seattle, but clearly
he didn’t pay much attention to what
we said, because a few days later he
proposed new media ownership rules.
They were released in a November 13
op-ed piece, I think in the New York
Times, in a Commission press release.

So what we are saying is we do not
like the process which the FCC pursued
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in not having the broadest public com-
ment in this, and also when it looks at
some of the issues that were discussed
in trying to validate why the Commis-
sion continues to try to push for media
consolidation.

I think it is very important. We have
seen a pattern emerge. We see eco-
nomic studies from the Commission
where they cannot hold up to peer re-
view, where data are not supportive of
the predetermined conclusions that the
FCC had, and that maybe they were
‘“‘checking the box’> when it comes to
these public hearings and maybe giving
mere lip service to localism and to
women and minority ownership issues.

So all of those issues are going to
continue to be duly noted by the Com-
merce Committee, and certainly we are
going to continue to fight on this issue.
The FCC media ownership rules were
created decades ago to foster these
longstanding goals that our country
has to promote competition, to pro-
mote localism, to have diversity of
voices.

The courts and industry experts and
elected officials of all ranks across
America have come together in an
overwhelming chorus saying ‘‘no’” to
the FCC move to try to further consoli-
date the media.

I am glad my colleagues tonight as
well disapproved of their action so we
can continue to have the diversity of
voices in America that I believe my
constituents and Americans all across
this country deserve.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIA-
TION

Mr. CARPER. Mr. President, I want
to say a few words on the 100th anni-
versary of the National Governors As-
sociation.

I especially want to thank my friend
and colleague Senator DURBIN for
yielding to me to speak first this
evening.

It was 100 years ago today that the
first meeting of our Nation’s Governors
took place. In recognition of the Na-
tional Governors Association’s Centen-
nial today, I, along with a number of
my colleagues, including Senator
VOoINOVICH of Ohio and Senator ALEX-
ANDER of Tennessee, have submitted a
resolution commemorating the 100th
anniversary of the National Governors
Association.

It is my hope we will be able to clear
this resolution honoring the 100th an-
niversary this evening. As former Gov-
ernors currently serving in the Senate,
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Senators BAYH, BOND, GREGG, and BEN
NELSON will also be joining myself and
Senator ALEXANDER, along with Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER, in sponsoring this
resolution.

If you think about it, that is all of
the former Governors who now serve in
the Senate and who were at one time
members of the National Governors As-
sociation. I was privileged to serve,
along with Senators VOINOVICH and AL-
EXANDER, as chairman of the National
Governors Association at one time.

It is a special privilege for me to
take a moment to reflect on the orga-
nization’s growth and its accomplish-
ments over the last 100 years. On May
15, 1908, 100 years ago today, President
Teddy Roosevelt hosted the first meet-
ing of our Nation’s Governors at the
White House. They gathered to discuss
conserving America’s natural re-
sources.

Now, 100 years later, the Federal
Government is still working with our
Nation’s Governors in an ongoing ef-
fort to protect America’s natural re-
sources through conservation provi-
sions such as the farm bill that we
adopted here today or addressing cli-
mate change or protecting our air
through legislation such as the Clean
Air Planning Act.

Today, 100 years later, the National
Governors Association serves as the
collective voice of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors and remains one of Washington,
DC’s most respected public policy orga-
nizations.

Through this bipartisan organiza-
tion, Governors are able to identify and
discuss a broad range of issues relating
to public policy and to governance. I
have long said the 50 States are labora-
tories of democracy, and we should use
them as such, and we do.

Today we do that. From the redwood
forests to the gulf stream waters, ini-
tiatives and policy recommendations
that have come from the Governors
often serve as catalysts for change
both in the States and at the national
level.

I was Governor of Delaware back in
1995 when Congress was actively debat-
ing how to reform a failing Federal
welfare program, trying to decide how
do we make work pay more than wel-
fare. Without solutions coming from
the Congress, the States had already
begun taking reform efforts into their
own hands. Over half the States, in-
cluding my own State of Delaware, and
I believe the State of Vermont, had
made significant changes to their own
welfare programs by seeking waivers
from the Federal rules.

Many of the welfare policies and
practices tested by States were ulti-
mately adopted by the Federal Govern-
ment in the sweeping 1996 welfare re-
form legislation passed by the Congress
and signed by President Clinton, which
the Governors helped to write.

As with welfare reform, the National
Governors Association has played and
continues to play a key role in devel-
oping national policies ranging from
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