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estimate there are about 240,000 of
these veterans—and the tax credits and
all the other counseling and assistance
is paid for in the bill. It appears now
that this bill—inspired by President
Obama’s jobs bill and added to it, I
might add, the work of the Senate Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee under Sen-
ator PATTY MURRAY—is likely to pass
on a bipartisan basis, and it should, in
time for Veterans Day.

Let me add another point, if T can. I
want to help these 240,000 veterans and
all veterans go to work. That is some-
thing we have a duty to do, a solemn
moral duty to see happen. But don’t
forget there are 14 million unemployed
Americans. President Obama’s bill goes
beyond veterans and says there are
many other people needing a helping
hand. Help the veterans first—OK, I am
for that; I sign up—but keep on the
topic, keep on the subject of putting
America back to work.

Unfortunately, now, on three sepa-
rate occasions we have called up Presi-
dent Obama’s jobs bill on the Senate
floor, and we could not get one single
Republican Senator to vote for it—not
one. Their reason is very clear, and
they are very explicit about it. Presi-
dent Obama pays for his jobs bill by
imposing a surtax on those making
over $1 million a year. In other words,
if someone is making more than $20,000
a week in income in America, they are
going to pay a little more—it is about
5 percent—for the money earned over
$1 million. The Republicans have come
to the floor and said clearly: No deal.
We will not agree to any jobs bill that
imposes any new tax burden on the
wealthiest people in America.

That is their position. They are very
open about that position.

Who disagrees with that? Virtually
everyone in this country. An over-
whelming majority of Democrats and
Independents and a majority of Repub-
licans and tea party members say it is
not unfair to ask the wealthiest to pay
a little more in taxes to get the Amer-
ican economy working again and to get
people back to work. That is what the
President proposes.

As we pass this Veterans bill this
week, remember it started in the Presi-
dent’s jobs bill. It is now bipartisan, as
it should be, and we should not stop
here. We need to continue the effort.
Last week we tried to put money into
rebuilding America, infrastructure
across America—roads, highways, air-
ports, mass transit. We could not get a
single Republican to support us—not
one. A week before that we said: Let’s
try to focus on teachers, policemen,
and firefighters who are losing their
jobs. Let’s try to make sure they do
not lose as many as might happen if we
do not act. We could not get a single
Republican to support that either.

They will not support any provision
in the President’s jobs bill that adds
one penny in new taxes to a millionaire
in America. That is their standard.
That is what they are using.

The Veterans bill does not do that, so
they said they will go along with it.
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But it begs the question: If we are seri-
ous about dealing with this recession
and putting people back to work, let’s
not stop with the veterans of America.
Let’s start with the veterans of Amer-
ica, and let’s do the right thing by
them and the rest of this country. A
payroll tax cut for working Americans
struggling paycheck to paycheck so
they have more money, more money to
get by, makes sense. They will spend
that money—they will need to—on the
necessities of life and the purchase of
goods and services that will create
more jobs; second, tax credits to hire
those unemployed; third, make certain
we invest in infrastructure, not only
what I mentioned, roads and highways,
but school buildings and community
colleges. Also, make sure we do our
best for the policemen, firefighters,
and teachers who are facing layoffs all
across America.

Those ought to be priorities. They
are the President’s priorities. They
should be our priorities in the Senate.
The President has strong bipartisan
support for what he is setting out to
do. The sad reality is we have little or
no support when it comes to votes in
the Senate.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island.

(The remarks of Mr. WHITEHOUSE
on the introduction of S. 1829 are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘State-
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint
Resolutions.””)

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. I thank the chair
and yield the floor and note the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Virginia.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

NET NEUTRALITY

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I
rise in opposition to S.J. Res. 6. This
resolution would basically roll back
the FCC’s compromise over what we
have all been debating: net neutrality.
This is a subject area I have more than
a passing interest in. It is a subject I
had the good fortune to be involved in
during the practice of my business for
over 20 years before I got involved full
time in politics and public service.

I, and I know the Presiding Officer
and probably all of us in this body, rec-
ognize that the power of telecommuni-
cations and the power of the Internet
to transform people’s lives has been re-
markable. Demand for Internet use is
growing dramatically. Today, nearly 2
billion people use the Internet. By
2015—and that is a mere 4 years from
now—that number is expected to reach
2.7 billion.

S7167

That is pretty significant: 2.7 billion
people using the Internet out of a total
worldwide population of 7 billion folks.
We are rapidly hitting the point where
nearly half the world will use the
Internet in one form or another to
communicate, to effect commerce, to
socially interact. This is a tool. Mak-
ing sure this tool, this network, this
technology, this transformative field
truly remains open, free, and available
to all and is not unduly hindered by
government regulation is something we
all aspire to. Yet even as we see this
tremendous growth in the Internet, we
see constraints—constraints put on by
spectrum resources and access to high-
speed broadband. Mobile app providers
seem to be multiplying exponentially
day by day. There are already over
600,000 applications or ‘“‘apps’ for the
iPhone. Android—a more recent en-
trant into the market—mow has over
500,000 ‘“‘apps.”

One of the most incredible things is
that the United States lays claim to
inventing the Internet which was de-
veloped by government research link-
ing a whole series of computer net-
works back in the late 1980s and into
the early 1990s. While the United
States has been at the forefront of
Internet development, unfortunately
due to broadband constraints and spec-
trum constraints, the United States,
which used to be a leader, is no longer
in that leadership role. For example,
homes in South Korea have greater ac-
cess to faster, more advanced wireless
networks and broadband than we do.

So the question in the resolution we
are debating is: How do we make sure
we continue to grow access to
broadband? How do we make sure the
Internet, with all its wonderful new ap-
plications, is available in the most
open and technology-neutral way?

The FCC has wrestled with this issue
for some time, and the FCC is the ap-
propriate place to be wrestling with
this issue. Last December, the FCC
came out with an order—an order that
reached some level of compromise be-
tween a series of very strong com-
peting interests. By no means do I be-
lieve the FCC December 2010 order is
perfect. But it does represent a dra-
matic step forward in that a majority
of the players, candidly, in the indus-
try have reached some accommodation.

I do not believe this order in itself is
a sufficient answer. I do believe we in
Congress are going to need, at some
point, to come back and review the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. While
that offered great promise—and I was
someone who was still in the private
sector at that moment in time, some-
one who thought we were going to see
true interconnection opportunities for
truly local competitive access in terms
of telephone services—that did not
come to pass. As a matter of fact, I
have a number of companies that went
down the tubes that I invested in that
assumed that 1996 Act would open
those kinds of activities. It did not
come to pass.
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But having Congress revisit the 1996
Telecommunications Act is not what is
being debated today. What is being de-
bated is whether we go ahead and allow
the FCC’s compromise proposition to
move forward or whether we introduce
further politics into this issue when we
ought not let politics stand in the way
of technology and innovation moving
forward.

I know some of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle who feel other-
wise. They think the FCC’s com-
promise order puts too much govern-
ment regulation on innovation. I must
respectfully disagree. If we were talk-
ing about too much government regu-
lation of innovation, I would be strong-
ly standing with those colleagues say-
ing that is not what we ought to be
doing.

What we are doing, as we debate this
so-called net neutrality issue, is talk-
ing about the rights and responsibil-
ities of network owners and operators
to manage the Internet and, quite hon-
estly, to allow them to run successful
businesses in a free and open way.

We are also talking about the rights
of consumers to have access to lawful
content on the Internet without any
prejudice. Without having that net-
work provider choose one content pro-
vider over another in terms of who gets
first dibs, first access to their network.

This issue has been debated on and
off not just this year but for a number
of years. In many ways, the current
history on this issue goes back to 2005,
when both the Federal Communica-
tions Commission and the Supreme
Court determined separately that
broadband services should be reclassi-
fied as information services under the
1996 Telecommunications Act instead
of as telecommunications services.

For those who do not live within the
rather esoteric world of telecom regu-
lations, what does this mean in plain
English? Information services have al-
ways had a lighter touch of regulation
than have telecommunications serv-
ices.

Think about the original regulation
of telecommunications services going
back almost to the 1934 act, when we
had, in effect, one telecommunications
provider. It was Ma Bell. We could pick
our phone of any type, as long as it was
black, and everybody paid the same ac-
cess fee. When we had that kind of mo-
nopolistic situation telecommuni-
cations had to be regulated in a more
appropriate way to make sure the con-
sumers were protected.

As we saw the evolution of telecom
services and the breakup of Ma Bell
and a move to multiple providers,
telecom services still have required a
slightly heavier hand of regulation
than for information services.

Back in 2005, the Supreme Court and
the FCC said that because we have this
brand new area of broadband—an area
that in 2005 we did not fully realize the
potential of, frankly, even in 2011, I am
not sure we fully realize the poten-
tial—we are going to view this as infor-
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mation services and, consequently,
have less regulation. That should be
viewed as a good sign.

Contrary to what some in this debate
say, there has never been a time when
the management of the Internet or the
telecommunications networks—which
make up, in effect, the backbone of our
Internet system—has not been regu-
lated. Again, as I mentioned earlier,
networks—whether they are passing
voice, data, now video or others—all
have had some form of regulation going
back to the Telecommunications Act
of 1934.

The question we are asked here today
is: What kind of rules do we want to
have as a society to make sure every-
one can have free and unfettered access
to the Internet and to lawful content
in a way that is not biased or preju-
diced by the telecommunications pro-
vider in the background?

To me, that means Internet service
providers have the right to manage the
networks as best they can. That means
network providers have to have the
ability to manage some level of traffic
so they can generate enough revenues
to continue to build out their net-
works, particularly so rural commu-
nities can have access to these serv-
ices.

I know the Acting President pro tem-
pore knows of parts of northern New
Hampshire where there are still areas
that do not have full high-speed
broadband Internet access. I know in
my State of Virginia there are parts of
Southside and southwest that do not
have access to full high-speed
broadband connections.

While broadband connectivity does
not guarantee economic success, it is a
prerequisite for any community in the
21st century if they are even going to
get looked at as a possible location for
new jobs. So we have to make sure all
communities get access to broadband.
That means we have to allow the net-
work providers at least enough of a
rate of return to give them the incen-
tive to build out their networks.

But it also means that while they
have to be able to manage their net-
works, these Internet service providers,
cannot discriminate against content
providers’ access to networks. It does
not mean a network provider ought to
be able to say: I like this content more
than that type of content, particularly
if the network provider happens to own
that content and somehow moves it to
the front of the line. That goes against
the grain of everything that has been
about providing telecommunications in
this country since the 1934 Act.

If this was a simple matter, the in-
dustry, the FCC, and others would not
have been wrestling with it as dramati-
cally as they have over the last 5 or 6
yvears. The fact is, network manage-
ment is increasingly complicated. So
complicated that sometimes it is hard
to tell exactly what is going on behind
the scenes.

As a former telecommunications ex-
ecutive and somebody who spent 20
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years being involved in helping to try
to build out at least part of the wire-
less network in this country—but as
somebody who also is at this point fall-
ing behind on all the current techno-
logical innovations—I would like to
comment I was very current circa 1999,
which puts me a bit behind in 2011.
While behind, I do recognize and under-
stand that network management in
2011 is extraordinarily challenging.

New technologies that allow for
prioritization of network traffic, deep
packet inspection, and the increasing
use of metered services and usage-
based pricing—all these factors, com-
bined with an effort to make sure we
are technology neutral in how we get
this high-speed broadband informa-
tion—whether it is wired, wireless, sat-
ellites or otherwise. This all makes
these issues extraordinarily difficult
for policymakers to wrestle with.

It was in that vein that the FCC con-
ducted a 2-year process to address con-
cerns about maintaining competitively
neutral access to the Internet. So in
December of 2010, the FCC adopted an
Open Internet Order which is expected
to be implemented on November 20th of
this year, 2011. As I said at the outset,
the order they put forward is not per-
fect. There are many in the industry
who have a partial bone to pick with
various technical components. But the
fact is I give Chairman Genachowski
great credit for managing to thread the
needle in way that while no one is to-
tally happy, no one is totally unhappy.
The issue of net neutrality has been
dealt with by the order and we can
move on to the next step of the debate.
That is, we can turn to making sure we
actually complete the buildout of
broadband networks, particularly to
the rural communities around Amer-
ica.

What does the FCC order do? It basi-
cally sets three basic rules for how net-
work owners, ISPs, must handle Inter-
net traffic.

First, it offers greater transparency
about fixed and mobile network man-
agement practices to both consumers
and content providers. This is terribly
important. Without that transparency,
without that knowledge, to see what
we are getting as a consumer—or if you
are a content provider, making sure
your traffic is not being bumped out of
line by some large network operator—
is terribly important.

Second, it prevents fixed and mobile
network providers from blocking traf-
fic generated by competitors to vary-
ing degrees. What does this mean? It
means if you are a network manager, if
you are a network provider—and many
network providers are now starting to
also own content as well—you have to
make sure that competitors are treated
fairly. If you are a competitor in terms
of being a content provider, you want
to be sure the network you may be put-
ting your traffic on that has its own
set of content is not allowing its net-
work-owned content to get priority, to
get an unfair advantage.
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If the networks are going to be open
and accessible, neutral networks that
we have all come to expect from our
telecommunications networks in the
past, we have to make sure there is no
bias.

The second part of the FCC order
tries to make sure these fixed and mo-
bile network providers aren’t able to
block traffic and give their own con-
tent priority.

Third, it prohibits fixed broadband
providers from unreasonable, discrimi-
natory practices. Again, this is about
content, but it also tries to get at that
issue of how do we deal with those
folks who have huge amounts of con-
tent that can clog the network. We
have to make sure that we have open
access, but we cannot have people over-
whelm the network with their par-
ticular content without the ability to
price that into the network provider’s
basic service offerings.

I know many of my colleagues’ eyes
are starting to glaze. I even see some of
the pages’ eyes are starting to glaze as
we dive into some of the intricacies of
telecommunications practices. But at
the end of the day, what the FCC did in
2010 will be implemented later this
month—unless the Senate rejects it
and throws all the work out the win-
dow and says let’s go back to square
one. I think would actually do great
harm to the progress made and provide
even greater uncertainty to one of the
fastest growing areas of our economy,
telecommunications and broadband.

If we reject this S.J. Res. 6, which I
hope we will, and allow this com-
promise that the FCC worked out to
move forward, I believe it will allow
the kind of broadband growth, the kKind
of Internet growth we have all come to
expect. And it will help create new jobs
in this country.

A couple final points. The wireless
issues are a particularly challenging
policy area still to be addressed. Wire-
less is a newer technology. The FCC de-
cided in the Order to adopt a lighter
hand of regulation rather than the
more strict, full telecommunications
regulation of the 1996 Act. This is be-
cause of the tremendous growth in the
nascent area of mobile services. As of
December 2010, 26 percent of U.S.
households were wireless only, com-
pared to about 8 percent of the house-
holds 5 years ago. The point here is a
dramatic one. I think about my kids
who, as they start to move into their
own homes or even into college, don’t
even have a phone in their apartment
at college. They rely entirely on wire-
less. We have to make sure we can con-
tinue to build out these wireless net-
works in the most robust way possible.
I think the FCC basically got it right
by not putting any more heavy-handed
regulation on wireless.

In closing, the real issue is how do we
ensure that consumers and content
providers are treated fairly. The Inter-
net was designed as an open medium,
where every service and Web site had
an opportunity to gain a following and
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to be successful. This philosophy al-
lows bloggers to compete with main-
stream media and entrepreneurs across
all sectors to compete globally. Small
and medium businesses that rely heav-
ily on Web technologies grow and ex-
port two times as much as businesses
that don’t, according to McKinsey.

Some have argued that neither the
Congress nor the FCC should do any-
thing in this area because there isn’t a
widespread problem currently. It is im-
portant to remember that the reason
the Internet has been so successful has
been the fact that no one has been able
to control it—mo mnetwork provider
alone, no content provider alone. I
hope that never changes.

I do believe the FCC Order should be
allowed to be implemented. It helps set
minimum rules of the road that will
allow Internet growth, broadband
growth, mobile growth, all areas where
the United States can regain the lead
and continue to create jobs and ad-
vance prosperity.

With that, I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TESTER). The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

————

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES

SPECIALIST SARINA BUTCHER

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, we are
considering some veterans legislation
this week. I rise to recognize the men
and women who have selflessly served
our Nation as part of the Armed
Forces.

Veterans Day is approaching. It is
one way to remind ourselves of the sac-
rifices so many have made and con-
tinue to make for our country.

We pay tribute to individuals such as
SPC Sarina Butcher. For the past 18
months, she served with valor and dis-
tinction in Afghanistan as an auto-
mated logistical specialist with the
Army National Guard. She earned
awards, including the National Defense
Service Medal, Army Service Ribbon,
and the Oklahoma Good Conduct
Medal. She dreamed of becoming a
nurse, joining the Guard to help her
along that path to support her 2-year-
old daughter.

Last week, at 19 years old, Specialist
Butcher paid the ultimate sacrifice.
Specialist Butcher was the first female
Oklahoma National Guard soldier to be
killed during wartime and the young-
est Guard member to die in combat in
Iraq and Afghanistan. I spoke to her
mother, a resident of El Dorado, AR,
and she stressed how her daughter
loved serving our Nation. All our pray-
ers are with this family.

CORPORAL DAVID BIXLER

I also wish to recognize CPL David

Bixler of Harrison, AR. I recently had
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the chance to meet David, one of five
servicemembers chosen by the USO for
bravery and sacrifice. While on foot pa-
trol in Afghanistan, Corporal Bixler
stepped on an explosive device while
saving the lives of his team members.
The explosion resulted in the loss of
both his legs. He was awarded the Sil-
ver Star for his actions. I was moved
by his unwavering strength and cour-
age. I spoke with his young daughter,
and it was easy to see the pride she has
for her father.

These two heroes, Sarina and David,
are part of a long list of Arkansans
throughout our State’s history who an-
swered the call to serve. Their re-
solve—that same dedication and love of
country that brought down Osama bin
Laden—was passed down through gen-
erations before them. They join the
ranks of 2LT John Alexander of Hel-
ena, the second African-American grad-
uate from West Point; BG William
Darby of Fort Smith, the first com-
mander of the U.S. Army Rangers; and
Captain Maurice Britt of Carlisle, the
first to receive the military’s three
highest medals for bravery for a single
conflict.

Arkansans serving in the military
have never wavered when their country
called. Whether Active, Guard or Re-
serves, they have participated in our
current efforts abroad and countless
previous ones. These efforts continue
to this day. For example, the Arkansas
National Guard’s Agriculture Develop-
ment Team works with the farmers and
herdsmen of southern Afghanistan. The
T7th Theater Aviation Brigade worked
in Iraq with command and control as-
sets in the south. Little Rock Air
Force Base continues to support tac-
tical mobility operations around the
globe while training our future
airlifters.

Today, our country is facing many
challenges, from rising unemployment
among veterans to ever-tightening
budgets. We should not let our current
financial difficulties take away the
support we owe those who serve. When
looking for DOD savings, we must keep
in mind that when these individuals
joined the service, both sides made a
commitment. We must honor these
commitments.

When looking for ways to save, we
should put our focus on improving
processes and capitalize on efficiencies
where we can. For example, I recently
introduced the Veterans Relief Act, de-
signed to reduce the backlog at the
Court of Appeals for Veterans Claims. I
will continue to look for similar ways
to streamline processes, improve effi-
ciencies, and honor the obligations of
those who have served.

Today, I look at veterans and say:
Thank you. Thank you for your serv-
ice, thank you for your sacrifice, and
thank you for your dedication to our
country. It is impossible for me to ar-
ticulate the scale of my gratitude, and
I will continue to support measures
that honor the veterans of yesterday,
today, and tomorrow.
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