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I strongly urge President Trump: Mr. 

President, don’t give Kim Jong Un any-
thing for free. North Korea is threat-
ening to cancel the summit over our 
joint military exercises with the 
South. That would be a mistake. It 
would be a mistake for the President to 
cancel this exercise, to begin making 
further concessions before Kim has dis-
mantled a single nuclear weapon or 
agreed to a single inspector. If we show 
weakness—if the minute Kim Jong Un 
threatens, we go along, he will con-
tinue to take advantage of us. We must 
show strength and fortitude. By con-
tinuing these military exercises, we 
will do just that. I urge the President 
to not even blink an eye but say we are 
going forward with these exercises. We 
have seen North Korea play these 
games before. When North Korea wants 
or needs something, exercises are a 
problem. When they don’t need some-
thing, the exercises are not a problem. 
Kim is clearly testing the United 
States and President Trump, trying to 
see if there is any weakness or despera-
tion or division on our side. We must 
be strong. We must be resolute. This 
exercise should move forward. 

The best way to head into these ne-
gotiations with the North is to make 
clear that we will not be bullied and to 
show strength. We have to be willing to 
walk away from an insufficiently ro-
bust deal, and making concessions be-
fore we even sit down at the table 
would send the opposite signal. To 
achieve an enforceable, verifiable, and 
enduring agreement to denuclearize 
the North Korean Peninsula, the 
United States cannot give away lever-
age before even getting in the room. 

RUSSIA INVESTIGATION 
Mr. President, on another matter, 

the Judiciary Committee report, this 
morning Republicans on the Judiciary 
Committee released the transcripts of 
interviews conducted as part of its in-
vestigation into Russian meddling. It 
was a perfunctory move, apparently in-
tended to signal the end of the Judici-
ary Committee’s on-again, off-again, 
halting investigation. 

Senate Judiciary Committee Repub-
licans are rushing to declare their in-
vestigation complete when they have 
barely scratched the surface. After 
more than a year of intermittent ef-
fort, Senate Republicans have inter-
viewed only 12 witnesses in total. 
Today they are releasing the tran-
scripts of the testimony of just five 
witnesses who were interviewed about 
the notorious June 2016 Trump Tower 
meeting. One of the witnesses, an infa-
mous, Kremlin-connected lawyer, was 
allowed to provide only written an-
swers—no followup questions, no prob-
ing. Astoundingly, our Republican 
friends decided not to even interview 
two of the other key participants in 
that meeting—Jared Kushner and Paul 
Manafort. 

To call the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee’s Trump-Russia investigation 
halfhearted is too generous. It has been 
no different from the effort taken by 

Representative NUNES. It is designed to 
let the President and his lawyers inter-
fere with the Mueller probe and to get 
a peek at any potential evidence. 

That is why the Democrats on the 
committee, led by Senator FEINSTEIN, 
have today released a document detail-
ing the open threats of the committee’s 
investigation—the interviews not con-
ducted, the leads not followed. The in-
formation Judiciary Committee Demo-
crats provided today shows one thing: 
Committee Democrats have made crys-
tal clear that committee Republicans 
are prematurely saying ‘‘pencils 
down.’’ There is much left to inves-
tigate, many witnesses still to be 
heard, and many facts left to follow. 

The message of Senate Republicans 
on this investigation is ‘‘Pay no atten-
tion to the man behind the curtain.’’ 
The American people will not be 
fooled. They know the difference be-
tween a genuine search for truth and a 
whitewash. 

I remain hopeful that Senators Burr 
and Warner are running down every 
lead and every thread, but there is no 
doubt that the Senate Intelligence 
Committee’s investigation will be the 
next target of the President’s talking 
heads on FOX News. 

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 
Mr. President, finally, on prescrip-

tion drugs, I read a headline in this 
morning’s Washington Post: ‘‘Trump’s 
drug price retreat adds to list of aban-
doned populist promises.’’ That head-
line is spot-on. The President has re-
peatedly talked like a populist but gov-
erned like a plutocrat. 

On taxes, the President said that his 
bill would be for the middle class. It 
turned out to be a trillion-dollar boon-
doggle for the rich and powerful. 

On prescription drugs, it is no dif-
ferent. After saying that pharma-
ceutical companies were getting away 
with murder and that he would bring 
down prices, President Trump proposed 
only the policies most palatable to the 
drug industry. 

Just today, I read about a company 
that proposed tripling the price of a 
widely used cancer drug. They ulti-
mately backed down after a public out-
cry, but it shows that this problem 
isn’t going away anytime soon. 

We Democrats have proposed an inde-
pendent group to go after egregious in-
creases in drug prices, such as the one 
mentioned about cancer drugs today. 
Where is the President on this issue? 
He has to walk the walk, not just talk 
the talk. 

As President Trump was giving his 
speech last Friday outlining his plan 
on prescription drugs, guess what the 
reaction was. The stocks of major 
pharmaceutical companies shot up-
ward. That says all you need to know 
about how tough President Trump’s 
plan on prescription drugs really is. 
Just like the issues of taxes, 
healthcare, infrastructure, and drain-
ing the swamp, on the issue of prescrip-
tion drugs, President Trump continues 
to fail to deliver for the middle class. 

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

today the Senate is finally voting to 
confirm a well-qualified nominee, BG 
Mitchell Zais, to serve as Deputy Sec-
retary at the Department of Education. 
I worked to get a time agreement for 
this vote because General Zais did not 
deserve to be subject to the Democrats’ 
unreasonable and unnecessary obstruc-
tions and delays. For example, General 
Zais was nominated on October 5, 2017, 
223 days ago, and the HELP Committee 
approved his nomination for the first 
time on December 13, 2017, 154 days 
ago. Because the Democrats forced his 
nomination to be returned to the Presi-
dent at the end of the session in De-
cember, the HELP Committee had to 
approve his nomination again on Janu-
ary 18, 2018, after he was renominated. 

It is time to confirm General Zais 
and give Secretary DeVos a Deputy 
Secretary. He has extensive experience 
working in education and in govern-
ment. From January 2011 to January 
2015, General Zais served as South 
Carolina’s elected State Super-
intendent of Education. Before that, he 
was president of Newberry College in 
South Carolina for 10 years. He also 
served as a commissioner on South 
Carolina’s Commission on Higher Edu-
cation for 6 years. Further, after 31 
years in the U.S. Army, he retired as a 
brigadier general. He graduated from 
West Point, has a Ph.D. from the Uni-
versity of Washington, as well as an 
honorary doctorate of education from 
the Citadel. 

As Deputy Secretary, his job will be 
to help the Secretary manage the De-
partment of Education, which includes 
implementation of the Every Student 
Succeeds Act. I am glad we are having 
this vote today. I support his nomina-
tion, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port him as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii. 

NATIONAL POLICE WEEK 
Ms. HIRONO. Mr. President, this is 

National Police Week, and I join my 
colleagues in saluting all of our law en-
forcement personnel and our brave men 
and women who have put their lives on 
the line every single day to keep our 
communities safe. 

NET NEUTRALITY 
Mr. President, turning to another 

subject, net neutrality, protecting a 
free and open internet is something 
every American should care about. Re-
storing net neutrality protections is 
about more than just what shows we 
can watch on Netflix and Hulu. We de-
pend on the internet for nearly every-
thing in our lives—from staying in 
touch with loved ones on social media 
to communicating with doctors and 
paying our bills. It is also about pre-
serving access to information in times 
of need. 

Over the past month, Hawaii resi-
dents have depended on the internet to 
access lifesaving information and to 
communicate with their friends and 
family during a series of devastating 
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natural disasters. On April 15 and 16, 
nearly 50 inches of rain fell on Hanalei 
on the North Shore of Kauai, setting 
the record for the largest rainfall in a 
24-hour period in American history. 
This storm destroyed many homes, 
triggered mudslides that closed Kuhio 
Highway, and damaged local busi-
nesses. That same storm also caused 
widespread flooding and damage on an-
other island in East Oahu. 

In an event that has drawn inter-
national attention, volcanic activity 
on Hawaii Island—including fissures, 
along the Kilauea east rift zone, 
around 100 earthquakes per day, lava 
eruptions, and significant ash fall 
events—has already destroyed 40 struc-
tures in the Puna community. More 
than 2,000 residents have been evacu-
ated as the lava continues to flow and 
toxic sulfur dioxide pollutes the air. 

Residents on Kauai, Oahu, and the 
Big Island have depended on a free and 
open internet to receive up-to-the- 
minute, lifesaving information from 
local media, as well as from Federal, 
State, and local governments. 

Rules on net neutrality established 
by the Obama administration pre-
vented internet service providers— 
ISPs—from discriminating against and 
blocking content. These essential pro-
tections help to ensure a level playing 
field for all content providers and con-
sumers, but under the leadership of 
Donald Trump’s handpicked Chairman, 
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion issued an order late last year that 
would completely eviscerate net neu-
trality protections. 

Internet service providers looking to 
maximize profits should not be able to 
restrict access to information or slow 
speed for providers unable to pay more, 
particularly during a natural disaster 
or other emergency. 

During the flooding on Kauai and 
Oahu and the ongoing volcanic activity 
on Hawaii Island, local news providers 
have been a critical lifeline for local 
residents in search of timely, accurate, 
and understandable information. Tradi-
tional newspapers like the Honolulu 
Star-Advertiser, the Garden Island, and 
the Hawaii Tribune-Herald, as well as 
online news sources like Honolulu Civil 
Beat, Big Island Now, and Big Island 
Video News have provided an essential 
service to the public. Through their 
websites and social media channels, 
these news sources have provided de-
tailed reporting about the precise loca-
tion of hazardous locations, where 
evacuees can find shelter and essential 
services, and where the public can 
make donations of clothing and non-
perishable food. Television stations 
like Hawaii News Now, KITV, and 
KHON have also used their websites 
and social media platforms to 
livestream news reports that have been 
a critical lifeline for local residents 
and for their families and friends. 

National and international journal-
ists have also drawn on the work of 
local Hawaii journalists to report their 
stories to a national and international 

audience. The good work of journalists 
at Hawaii News Now, KITV, and An-
thony Quintano at Civil Beat, for ex-
ample, is being seen by people across 
the country and around the world on 
CNN and NBC News, among others. The 
response of these local news outlets to 
natural disasters in Hawaii dem-
onstrates why they are so important to 
the communities they serve. These 
news outlets depend—depend—on a free 
and open internet to deliver their con-
tent to consumers where and when 
they need it. 

For an industry already facing a 
funding crisis driven by declining ad-
vertising revenue, the rollback of net 
neutrality would have a devastating 
impact on local news. A 2017 report by 
Adam Hersh at the Center for Internet 
and Society at Stanford University co-
gently summarizes what is at stake. 
According to his report, local news 
sources would be particularly hard hit 
if ISPs could charge access fees, block 
traffic from certain providers, throttle 
speeds, and charge fast-lane fees in ex-
change for preferential treatment. 
Huge media conglomerates would have 
little trouble paying for access, but 
local papers like the Star-Advertiser 
and nonprofit news sources like Civil 
Beat could be hard hit or even driven 
out of business. 

In addition to the impact on local 
news providers, repealing net neu-
trality could make it more difficult 
and expensive for relief organizations 
to collect donations for people affected 
by natural disasters. The Pu’uhonua o 
Puna community center, for example, 
is using social media to organize a 
community and statewide relief re-
sponse to help families affected by vol-
canic activity. Using their online plat-
form, the center is coordinating dona-
tions, identifying families requiring 
special assistance, and connecting 
evacuated residents with people who 
can help. 

Eliminating net neutrality would 
also have a negative impact on small 
businesses in Hawaii, including those 
hard hit by recent disasters and those 
affected by decreased visitor access. 
Small businesses depend on high-speed 
and high-quality internet to reach 
their customers and grow their busi-
nesses. We all know this. 

We had a Small Business Committee 
meeting hearing yesterday, where it 
was acknowledged that small busi-
nesses depend very much on the inter-
net and free and open access. These 
businesses don’t have the resources to 
compete in a pay-to-play system on the 
internet. 

It is because of stories like these that 
a bipartisan group of Senators is forc-
ing a vote to save net neutrality. An 
internet service provider should not be 
able to restrict access, especially—es-
pecially—during a major disaster, such 
as those being experienced in Hawaii, 
just so they can make more money. 

I encourage all of my colleagues to 
join this effort and pass this resolution 
to prevent the elimination of net neu-
trality today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague from Hawaii, and 
our sympathy is with the State of Ha-
waii as they respond to this volcanic 
eruption. I noticed on the news this 
morning that they were referencing it 
could be as bad as Mount St. Helens. 
Trust me, that had a devastating im-
pact on our State. I hope that all Fed-
eral agencies are helping in whatever 
ways they can with Hawaii’s natural 
disaster. 

I also thank her for talking about the 
importance of net neutrality. I, too, 
have come to the floor to defend the 
open internet. It is a pro-consumer, 
pro-innovation rule that we have to 
build on because it is worth 7 percent 
of our GDP and 6.9 million jobs. That is 
what the internet economy is. 

The net neutrality rules that we are 
fighting for today have four bright-line 
rules that help businesses, help con-
sumers, and help our internet economy 
to grow. They are these: No. 1, don’t 
block content; No. 2, don’t throttle 
content—that is, don’t slow it down— 
and No. 3, don’t create paid 
prioritization, which is like in the 
Burger King ad saying: If you want the 
next Whopper available, pay $15. I 
think they did a pretty good job of 
showing what would happen if you had 
every business operating that way. No. 
4 is transparency, to make sure that 
you know exactly what you are getting 
charged for. 

The Obama-era Federal Communica-
tions Commission adopted rules that 
basically protected consumers and 
businesses on those four things. Why 
did they do that? Because there were 
some who were trying to eke their way 
into making more money off of con-
sumers and businesses on what is basic 
service. 

Title II was the regulatory frame-
work that the Obama-era FCC used to 
make sure that consumers were pro-
tected. They were the strongest tools 
available, and they helped to make 
sure that there was not monopolistic 
behavior that would harm businesses. 

The rule that was established by the 
then-Federal Communications Com-
mission was an open internet with the 
FCC being the cop on the beat. That is 
to say, if you have these rules, you also 
have to have someone who is going to 
enforce them, someone who is going to 
look at the monopolistic behaviors of 
cable companies or providers and say: 
That is unfair to consumers and busi-
nesses. 

But under the Trump-era FCC, all of 
those rules were thrown out. That is 
why we are here today. I and my col-
leagues are saying that we want to go 
back to the protections of the internet 
that are called ‘‘net neutrality’’ to 
make sure that the FCC—instead of a 
passive entity that just OKs every 
charge that cable companies want to 
do—says: These are rules about not 
slowing down content, not engaging in 
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monopolistic behavior. These things 
are wrong, and we are going to be the 
policeman on the beat. 

The FCC can protect consumers and 
innovators, and they can make sure 
that internet traffic does not violate 
an open internet. But, as I said, the 
Trump-era FCC is trying to throw out 
these strong rules, and cable companies 
are already—already—starting to raise 
prices for higher speed. 

In Vancouver, WA, Comcast recently 
announced that higher speed tiers 
would be available but only to con-
sumers who purchase expensive paid 
TV-internet bundles. That is why we 
are here. Because while it sounds like: 
Why do we want to give cable compa-
nies the opportunity to throttle, block, 
or create paid prioritization, we also 
have to realize that today the internet 
economy is so much bigger than it has 
ever been; that it is a job creator and 
an innovator. In my State, it is 13 per-
cent of our economy, and thousands of 
jobs that continue to grow every day as 
new applications for the internet are 
created. 

It is so important that businesses, 
which are even using these apps to help 
run their businesses more efficiently, 
continue to get access to those tools. 
But what about an internet in which a 
cable provider decided to artificially 
slow down that website and thereby 
create a disincentive for the very 
things that are helping to make our 
businesses more efficient? 

So we want to make sure that the 
FCC does its original job. What is that? 
Well, they are there to promote devel-
opment and adaptation of communica-
tion networks in the public interest. 
They are serving consumers, and that 
is the center of their mission. 

The center of their mission should 
not be serving cable companies. That is 
why courts have said to the FCC: If you 
want to have the authority to protect 
an open internet, you have to do that 
under title II. Basically, the court ex-
plained that if enforcing open internet 
principles and being a watchdog 
against abuses is important to the 
FCC’s mission of promoting the deploy-
ment and adoption of communications 
in the public interest, then, those pow-
ers have to flow from title II of the 
Communications Act. So that is why 
the Obama-era FCC adopted those 
rules. 

Today we know that the internet is a 
basic necessity. It provides access that 
helps our healthcare delivery system 
work, our education system work, our 
banking system work, shopping, and 
all sorts of things that make it a nec-
essary tool in life today. 

When a service is that essential and 
critical to individuals and commu-
nities and their economic success, we 
need to make sure that consumers have 
protections and to make sure that it is 
not abused. 

In the United States, just three pro-
viders of internet access have about 70 
percent of consumers. In any market 
with only a few players, it is essential 

that we protect businesses and con-
sumers, and that is exactly what title 
II does. It helps to protect us from a 
cable company gouging and its close 
cousin—paid prioritization. 

Title II makes sure that the barriers 
to entry are not erected so that entre-
preneurs or startups that want to bring 
new products to market aren’t artifi-
cially slowed down and a larger com-
petitor that can pay more for it can 
continue the access. 

Just recently, we had an event with 
Redfin, a company that is changing the 
real estate market in the Pacific 
Northwest by helping to drive down the 
cost to consumers for real estate pur-
chases. They made it very clear that 
Redfin was able to develop today be-
cause it had an open internet and its 
consumers and business partners could 
connect to it. But in a world where 
they were just starting out new and 
they had to pay for prioritization to 
get good broadband service, they may 
not have been as successful. 

These rules—title II—give expert 
agencies the tools to look behind the 
curtain and make sure that cable com-
panies are providing the services that 
do not violate an open internet. 

There is a reason that cable compa-
nies don’t want to follow these rules. It 
is because they want to make more 
money. I get it. They want to make 
more money. But I would say that with 
40 percent of Americans having no 
choice in whom they buy internet serv-
ices from, we have to be much more 
vigilant. These companies have several 
vertically integrated companies at the 
top, and they are seeking to amass 
more and more content. That could 
give them the tools, again, to block 
content, to slow it down, or to x out a 
competitor if they so choose. I do not 
want to see the FCC sitting on the 
sidelines and not policing this kind of 
environment. 

I know that AT&T is now trying to 
merge with Time Warner. These large 
companies want to continue to amass 
content and to drive the marketplace. 
The American Consumer Satisfaction 
Index tracks consumer satisfaction, 
and these big companies are at an all- 
time low. Do consumers think they are 
going to do the right thing on their 
own? Do they think cable companies 
will do that? 

The cable industry ranks at the very 
bottom of 43 industries in consumer 
satisfaction. In fact, it has been in the 
dead-last position for 5 years. So does 
the public think they are doing the 
right things when it comes to them or 
their businesses? I think that survey 
says it all. They have great concern. 

One of the reasons cable companies 
give for why they don’t want to follow 
net neutrality rules is because they say 
it will hurt their investment in net-
works. Well, I guess I would ask the 
question: Did the Obama-era FCC rules 
slow down investment? No, they didn’t. 
The big cable companies continued to 
make investments in their networks. 

In the year immediately following 
the FCC rule that went into place, the 

entire industry showed that the total 
capital expenditures increased by more 
than $550 million above the previous 
year’s investment. For example, in a 
2017 earnings report, Comcast, the Na-
tion’s largest broadband provider, 
noted that its capital expenditures in-
creased 7.5 percent to $9 billion and 
that it continued to make deployment 
in platforms like X1 and wireless gate-
ways. 

Likewise, AT&T spent $22 billion on 
capital investments, up $20 billion from 
the previous year. 

In fact, 2016 represents the industry’s 
highest single-year jump in broadband 
network investment since 1999. 

So the notion that they are somehow 
going to slow down on investment is 
just not true. The historic growth 
came after companies had a full year to 
digest the impacts of title II and net 
neutrality rules being put in place by 
the Obama-era FCC. 

So where are we today? Well, these 
companies continue to make money, 
and they want a free pass on con-
tinuing to make more. That is why our 
goal is not the profits of big cable com-
panies. Our goal is to make sure that 
the internet economy continues to 
grow and the juggernaut of job cre-
ation and innovation continues to ex-
pand. 

We want the internet ecosystem that 
has doubled as a percentage of GDP 
from 2007 to 2017 to continue to grow. 
As I said, in my State it is about 13 
percent of our State’s economy, and I 
spend practically every day in the Sen-
ate hearing about another innovation 
from someone in my State. It might be 
the farm economy and more efficient 
ways to produce products or get prod-
ucts to market or manage their live-
stock. It might be in telemedicine and 
helping someone from one side of the 
State to the other to get access to 
care. It might be as basic as connecting 
people to their families and loved ones, 
but it is the internet that we know 
today that is so integral to our lives. 

I hope the commonsense legislation 
in front of us—the CRA—which would 
restore those Obama-era FCC net neu-
trality rules, passes. I hope our col-
leagues will understand that getting 
exorbitant internet fees from cable 
providers is not the direction the 
American people want to go. American 
entrepreneurs, innovators, and con-
sumers cannot afford to take that hit. 
What they want to see is an open inter-
net—one that continues to allow so 
much more of the internet economy to 
flourish. 

Let’s make sure that we say to the 
FCC: We don’t want you folding or sit-
ting on your hands. We want you to po-
lice the internet, and we want you to 
have the rules to do it. 

That is why we must pass the CRA 
today. I hope our colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle will join us, be-
cause there is just too much at stake 
in our innovation economy. 

I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Ms. HASSAN. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague from Washington for her 
leadership and her articulation of a big 
issue before us. I too rise today ahead 
of a vote that is of vital importance to 
protecting a free and open internet. 

Last week FCC Chairman Ajit Pai 
announced that June 11 would be the 
date when key net neutrality protec-
tions will officially end. This back-
ward, misguided decision from the FCC 
threatens the consumer friendly inter-
net that Americans know today—an 
internet that ensures equal access to 
content, regardless of which internet 
service provider you use. 

Ending net neutrality could impact 
all of our people. In New Hampshire, 
our citizens are rightly concerned, with 
thousands of Granite Staters con-
tacting my office to urge Congress to 
save these key protections. 

I am pleased to join my colleagues, 
both Republican and Democrat, to 
force a vote to do just that. 

Reinstating net neutrality is critical 
to promoting innovation, supporting 
entrepreneurs and small businesses 
across New Hampshire, and encour-
aging economic growth. By ensuring 
that our businesses can compete on the 
internet on an equal footing, we pro-
vide more opportunity for a wide range 
of businesses, from high-tech compa-
nies and startups to farming and agri-
culture. 

On Monday, I visited Stoneyfield 
Farm in Londonderry, NH, to discuss 
the negative impact that repealing net 
neutrality will have on their business 
and countless other businesses across 
our State. Stoneyfield is a New Hamp-
shire business that sells organic dairy 
products all over our country and re-
lies on the internet to reach their cus-
tomers. They also rely on the internet 
to connect with small businesses and 
dairy farmers that help source their 
products. 

When I met with representatives 
from Stoneyfield and farmers from 
around New England on Monday, they 
made clear that they are worried about 
what could happen if smaller farms are 
charged more for access to websites 
and services—a potential effect of re-
pealing net neutrality. 

Farmers are already operating on 
pretty small margins, and they could 
be hurt by having to pay even more to 
get the kind of speed on the internet 
they need in order to be competitive. 
This is particularly troubling in rural 
areas, where many communities still 
face challenges with access to 
broadband. 

It is not just rural communities and 
farmers. This decision would hurt 
small businesses in any number of in-
dustries across New Hampshire, all to 
give big internet service providers an-
other opportunity to raise their prof-
its. 

It would be unfair to all consumers 
to give internet service providers the 
power to discriminate against certain 

web pages, apps, and streaming and 
video services by slowing them down, 
blocking them, or favoring certain 
services while charging more for oth-
ers. 

Protecting a free and open internet 
means we are protecting the farmers 
who need the internet to sell their 
products. It means we are protecting 
the next great startup which needs a 
level playing field to compete against 
larger, more established companies. It 
means we are protecting the countless 
Americans who have used the internet 
as a mechanism to organize and 
civically engage online. 

There has been so much energy from 
Granite Staters and Americans who are 
in favor of reinstating net neutrality 
because they know how much is at 
stake. I am grateful for their efforts to 
speak out because they have helped us 
get to this point today. I am hopeful 
more of my Republican colleagues will 
join us today to put consumers and 
small businesses first and to show that 
the U.S. Senate is in favor of a free and 
open internet. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-

LIVAN). The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. President, I take 
this time to urge my colleagues to sup-
port S.J. Res. 52, which would reinstate 
the free and open internet. I thank my 
colleagues, Senator MARKEY and oth-
ers, for bringing this to our attention. 
It deals with the Congressional Review 
Act to block regulation which had been 
suggested that would repeal the protec-
tions we have on the free internet. Let 
me just give a little bit of background 
so we can put this in context. 

Internet service providers—known as 
ISPs—are basically utility companies 
that provide internet service to our 
constituents, to our businesses, and to 
America. Without the protection for 
net neutrality, these utilities have the 
ability to block or throttle content on 
the internet or charging what is known 
as being in the fast lane, charging 
more. So this is a debate between 
whether we are on the side of the big 
utility companies that provide internet 
service and their special interests or 
the individuals and small businesses of 
America to guarantee them equal ac-
cess to this critical service. Let me 
give one example, and there are many 
that can be given. 

I am sure, in every one of our com-
munities, we have a lot of small busi-
nesses. They recognize that they can 
now do business on the internet, and 
they have an opportunity to compete 
with the large companies that do most 
of their business through the internet. 

In Baltimore, in Maryland, I have 
small shop owners. One I am particu-
larly familiar with sells bikes. This 

shop owner now is using the internet in 
order to get to customers so he can 
show his wares on the internet and be 
able to compete against one of the 
large, giant retailers that does a lot of 
business on the internet. 

If a consumer in Baltimore goes onto 
that bike shop’s website, and if the 
product that consumer is interested in 
will not pop up within a couple sec-
onds, the consumer is gone. There has 
been study after study that shows that 
about 3 seconds is the maximum atten-
tion span of a consumer shopping on 
the internet. 

The large store that has access to the 
fast-service broadband will have an in-
credible advantage over our small busi-
nesses if we allow the utility that pro-
vides the internet service to discrimi-
nate against the smaller users. That is 
what this debate is about. It is about 
protecting individual consumers, and it 
is about protecting small businesses. 

There is a reason why, in 2015, the 
open internet order was passed to pro-
tect utilities that provide internet 
service from blocking or slowing down 
internet service. 

Broadband internet service is a pub-
lic utility. It is interesting that almost 
half of the consumers have no choice in 
whom they have to provide their inter-
net service. They have basically one 
internet provider to choose from. Com-
petition does not exist. So this is not a 
matter of competition; this is a matter 
of preventing discrimination. 

I have had the honor of being the 
ranking member of the Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship Committee, and 
I can tell you, on behalf of the small 
businesses of Maryland and around the 
Nation, on behalf of farm owners 
around the Nation, they need to have 
access to the internet, and they depend 
upon net neutrality. Fifty-six percent 
of the small business owners oppose the 
FCC’s repeal of net neutrality; 70 per-
cent of small business owners feel they 
are at a disadvantage compared to a 
large corporation due to their size and 
market power. The internet gives them 
that capacity to try to equalize that 
disadvantage. 

John Duda is co-owner of Red 
Emma’s, a cooperative bookstore and 
restaurant in my hometown in Balti-
more. He summed it up best by saying: 

I don’t have the money to pay an internet 
service provider to guarantee my website 
will load quickly for all users, so I’m con-
cerned the end of net neutrality means cus-
tomers will buy from retailers that have the 
resources to pay for faster service. Addition-
ally, if my internet service provider slows 
load times for—or blocks access to—my web 
content, we’ll be up against more than just 
larger book sellers or restaurants—we’re 
suddenly competing against any website that 
loads quickly because those are the ones 
that will draw people’s attention. 

This is a matter of economic survival 
for small businesses. Everybody wants 
to make sure they have access and that 
we have superhighways for broadband. 
We have that in Maryland, and we need 
the last mile to make sure you can get 
connected. Absolutely, we have to do 
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more to make sure all communities 
have access to internet service, but, 
like healthcare, if you don’t have qual-
ity care, access is not going to help 
you. You need to be able to have reli-
able broadband service. 

Net neutrality has lowered the bar-
riers to starting and growing a small 
business, and that is undeniably good 
for our economy. We all brag about the 
fact that small businesses are the 
growth engine of America and more 
jobs are created by small business, in-
novation, et cetera. Let’s make sure we 
give small business what they need. 
Let’s preserve net neutrality. 

As FCC Commissioner Jessica 
Rosenworcel put it, ‘‘For the first 
time, small business could think big 
and consumers could shop small, from 
anywhere in the world.’’ Think about 
that for a moment: Small businesses 
can think big because they have access 
to the internet, and consumers can 
shop anywhere in the world and shop in 
small companies anywhere in the 
world. The loss of net neutrality jeop-
ardizes that progress. 

In every State, community, and 
home across our Nation, Americans ex-
pect the water coming out of their tap 
to flow on demand and be safe to drink. 
They expect the lights in their homes 
to go on thanks to the utility company 
that provides the electricity. And, yes, 
they not only want but need to have 
access to broadband internet in the 
very same way. This is a utility, and it 
needs to be regulated as such. 

These providers should not have the 
last word in what any American can 
see on the internet. Access to the infor-
mation vital for our democracy and our 
economy to function must be pre-
served. 

Congress has a chance to put con-
sumers and small businesses first and 
prevent the FCC from bowing to cor-
porate interests instead of serving the 
public interest. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for S.J. Res. 52. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, it is im-
portant for everybody to understand 
how things work today and what net 
neutrality is all about. What net neu-
trality is fundamentally about is that 
everybody gets a fair shake with re-
spect to using the internet. After you 
pay your internet access fee, you get to 
go where you want, when you want, 
and how you want. There are no special 
deals. There are no priority lanes for 
those with deep pockets to get more 
content and get it faster than every-
body else. That is not the way it works 
today. Everybody gets a fair shake on 
an open and free internet because of 
net neutrality. 

What Mr. Pai, the head of the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, and 
his allies want is something very dif-
ferent. Under their vision of how things 
would work online, there would be toll 
booths all over the internet, and those 
higher costs would, one way or an-
other, come out of your pocket. That 
would work a hardship on millions of 
Americans, on millions literally but es-
pecially on small businesses, seniors, 
and students. Everybody would be af-
fected by a new approach that would 
establish toll booths all over the inter-
net. 

My view is that there is no vote this 
body is going to take in 2018 that will 
have a more direct impact on the wal-
lets of Americans than the one that is 
going to happen in a few hours. This is 
the last chance to protect the free and 
open internet that comes about with 
real net neutrality. The fact is, if we 
don’t do it, the Trump Federal Commu-
nications Commission and Chairman 
Pai want to turn the lights out on the 
system I described today where, after 
you pay for your internet access, you 
go where you want, when you want, 
how you want. That is what we have 
today. Without what we are doing here, 
Chairman Pai at the Federal Commu-
nications Commission can change that 
and take money away from typical 
Americans to line the pockets of their 
friends at the big communications mo-
nopolies, Big Cable. 

If Republicans in Congress allow this 
administration to get away with re-
pealing net neutrality, Americans can 
certainly expect to be charged more for 
Netflix, for music services on Spotify, 
and for video game downloads—for ex-
ample, on PlayStation. 

This isn’t some academic policy 
question that is going to show up years 
from now. Certainly, there are matters 
we talk about where that could be the 
case. This is where the Trump Federal 
Communications Commission could 
hand big cable companies more power 
and take more money out of the pock-
ets of the American people next month. 

I am very appreciative of my col-
league ED MARKEY for the extraor-
dinary leadership role he has taken. He 
and I have enjoyed teaming up since 
the days when we began in public serv-
ice. Senator MARKEY was then Con-
gressman Markey, and he introduced 
the first net neutrality bill in the 
House. I had the honor of partnering 
with him when I introduced the first 
net neutrality bill in the Senate. Both 
of us said, literally, more than a decade 
ago, that we needed communications 
policies that were rooted in the prin-
ciple of nondiscrimination—trans-
parency, openness, and freedom for all 
online. Here we are, back in this fight 
once again, to pass the Markey resolu-
tion, which, in effect, will ensure that 
what my colleague has sponsored today 
and sought to do a decade ago, on 
which I partnered with him, will actu-
ally get done. 

Everybody understands that you 
have to pay a fee to get access to the 

net. The question at the heart of this 
debate that you have to keep coming 
back to is this: Once you pay that fee, 
shouldn’t everybody get a fair shake? 
Shouldn’t we be able to say in America 
that once you pay that fee, you ought 
to be able to go where you want, when 
you want, and how you want? As the 
Trump FCC wants to do, should you be 
able to say that the big cable compa-
nies should be able to hot-wire the sys-
tem—to rig the internet—for the ben-
efit of those who can afford to pay 
more? 

I would say, because I have been lis-
tening to my friend talk about this, 
that their vision is, really, something 
along the lines of an information aris-
tocracy, whereby, if you have deep 
pockets, you are going to have access 
to a technology treasure trove, but the 
typical American, with his vision, is 
kind of on his way to digital serfdom. 
That is why it is so important to un-
derstand what Chairman Pai and the 
FCC are up to, which is special deals 
for special interests and more power— 
significantly more power—for those 
with deep pockets. 

What the people who are opposed to 
real net neutrality have cooked up is a 
scheme called paid prioritization. I say 
to Senator MARKEY that I have called 
this effort that of erecting tollbooths 
online. What it means is that if you are 
among the fortunate few, you get fast-
er download speeds and more content. 
If you are a big, established company, 
guess what. You can stifle the competi-
tion. You can squash the competition. 
Those opportunities aren’t going to be 
available to an entrepreneur who is 
just starting out in his garage some-
where. For a family that is barely stay-
ing afloat, what it sounds like they are 
interested in is giving them second- 
rate internet service. I think Senator 
MARKEY and I remember that it was 
not that long ago when big chunks of 
America had dial-up, and people 
seemed to wait forever to get online. 

Mr. Pai is going to tell you with a 
straight face that these big cable com-
panies have the best of intentions and 
that they are sort of going to go along 
with all of this voluntarily because it 
is just the right thing to do. Yet my 
question is this: If the cable companies 
are just going to go along with net neu-
trality, why is Mr. Pai working so hard 
to get rid of it? It doesn’t really stand 
up. I always say at home, because peo-
ple ask what it means for us—and they 
have gotten to meet the charming Wil-
liam Peter Wyden, aged 10—that there 
is about as much chance that the cable 
companies will voluntarily go along 
with net neutrality as the likelihood 
that William Peter Wyden and his sis-
ter will voluntarily limit the number 
of their desserts. It is just not going to 
happen. In particular, if Mr. Pai says 
he believes in real net neutrality, the 
Markey resolution will give him a 
chance to actually show that. But we 
all know that he doesn’t see it that 
way. 
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I just opened all townhall meetings 

in Oregon, most of them in rural com-
munities, and I know the distinguished 
Presiding Officer of the Senate rep-
resents a lot of rural terrain. I am tell-
ing you that people in those rural areas 
understand what is at stake for rural 
America here. For rural America, with-
out the Markey resolution, it will 
mean the net will move along at snail’s 
pace. It will mean that rural businesses 
could have a harder time in getting off 
the ground and reaching customers. I 
talked to ranchers, for example, about 
just this issue. It will mean rural 
healthcare could miss out on techno-
logical marvels that could have the po-
tential to save lives. 

This is particularly important be-
cause Senator MARKEY and I have 
teamed up on a lot of the efforts to im-
prove American healthcare. We have 
led the fight to show that we are up-
dating the Medicare guarantee so that 
it will not be just an acute care pro-
gram but will focus on chronic ill-
nesses. Senator MARKEY and I have led 
the effort for more care at home and 
for greater access to telemedicine. All 
of those technological marvels really 
depend on rapid access to the net. If 
you are in rural America and you have 
had a stroke, rapid access to the net 
may be something that will saves lives 
and that will ensure those rural pro-
viders will be able to get connections 
to parts of the country that will have, 
for example, a neurologist available 
who will be able to help. 

The Markey resolution and its pas-
sage should not be an issue seen along 
partisan lines. I don’t see it as a polit-
ical question. The bottom line of the 
debate is that if the resolution goes 
down, the stuff Americans do on the 
internet today is going to cost them a 
whole lot more tomorrow. It is not 
going to take place years from now and 
be some kind of an abstract question. 
It is going to be on Americans. Those 
extra costs will come out of their pock-
ets, and it will cost them a lot more in 
a hurry. 

I close by thanking my colleague 
from Massachusetts for all of his lead-
ership. It has been my privilege to 
team up with him. I guess it becomes 
almost bicameral since the two of us 
started this in the House and the Sen-
ate. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Markey resolution and do the right 
thing. Support the consumer and small 
businesses. Let’s not hand more power 
and profit to the big cable companies 
at the expense of Americans, from sea 
to shining sea, who cannot afford more 
money to come out of their wallets and 
go to the big cable companies. 

I see my friend on the floor. 
Mr. MARKEY. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. WYDEN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. MARKEY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I wanted to follow up 

on that very important point that the 
Senator was making, which is that 
these big companies are all saying: You 

don’t have to worry because we don’t 
have any intention of discriminating. 

Then we say: Well, that is what net 
neutrality says, that you should not 
discriminate, that you should treat ev-
erybody equally. 

Then they turn around and say: Oh, 
you can trust us, but take the rules off 
the books that we say that we agree 
with and that we are going to abide by. 

From my perspective, they are trying 
to have it both ways, but the way they 
really want to have it is with no rules 
at all. Then, they will be free to go 
back to displaying conduct which we 
know, in the past, they have engaged 
in. 

Does the Senator agree with that as-
sessment? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, my col-
league from Massachusetts is probably 
being too logical for a lot of this dis-
cussion, whereby the special interests 
continue to shroud their real agenda, 
which is what my friend from Massa-
chusetts has described. Clearly, with 
this effort the big cable companies, 
with their hopes riding on Mr. Pai, 
would like to go back to yesteryear, 
when they could gouge the consumer, 
when they could stick it to the person 
of modest means. 

I think my colleague has summed it 
up very well. If Mr. Pai and his allies 
were really going to present us with a 
real net neutrality plan, I know we 
would be interested in hearing about it, 
but they have never been interested in 
that. What they have been interested 
in is taking a whole lot of legalisms 
and murky language to try and fool the 
American consumer. The bottom line is 
Mr. Pai and his allies would like to set 
up these tollbooths across the country 
and start with a policy that, one way 
or another, is going to cost the typical 
consumer more. 

I look forward to my colleague’s re-
marks. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator because, I think, that is 
what he identified 12 years ago when he 
introduced a net neutrality bill here in 
the Senate and what I had identified 
over in the House. We worked together 
on it at that time, and the need just 
continues, especially as we get deeper 
and deeper into this internet era. It is 
almost like oxygen for somebody now, 
especially for young people, young en-
trepreneurs. They need to know that 
they can gain access to the web in 
order to start up their new software or 
internet companies, but they shouldn’t 
have to first raise money to pay exorbi-
tant fees to the big broadband compa-
nies. First, they should be free to inno-
vate and not worry that they be can be 
discriminated against. 

Whether it is in Portland, OR, or in 
Springfield, MA, it is the same prin-
ciple for which we have been trying to 
stand up for all of these years. It was 
the law until December of 2017, when 
Ajit Pai and the Trump FCC took it off 
the books. That is what the debate is 
about today: Are we going to put those 
rules, those nondiscriminatory rules, 
back on the books? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, my col-
league has said it very well. It is what 
I saw last week in these nine townhall 
meetings, and almost all of them were 
in rural Oregon. 

People joked and asked: RON, why are 
you here? We have more cows than peo-
ple. 

I said: My hometown is Portland. I 
love Portland. 

My only frustration, as my friend 
knows, is I didn’t get to play for the 
Trail Blazers. 

I am not a Senator from the State of 
Portland. I am a Senator who rep-
resents every nook and cranny of Or-
egon, however small. What I would say 
to my friend and, I hope, to my col-
leagues—because the Senate represents 
a lot of rural terrain—is what I heard 
in places like Burns and Prairie City 
last week. If they have to pay more for 
less content, which, I think, could eas-
ily happen under these trickle-down 
telecommunications policies of Mr. 
Pai’s, then it is not just going to be 
Portland, OR, and Springfield, MA. It 
is going to be rural America—literally, 
from sea to shining sea—that is going 
to wake up very soon and find its bills 
going into the stratosphere. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, by the 
way, whether it is Burns or the Berk-
shires, there are rural parts in every 
State. We have them, as well, in Massa-
chusetts. They have the same right of 
access to a free, unfettered internet as 
do the people who live in Cambridge, 
MA, or in Portland, OR. The rural 
parts in every State are entitled to it. 
The rural businesses, the farmers 
should all be able to rely upon—have a 
guarantee—its being free, open, and 
that they are not going to be discrimi-
nated against. 

That is why I wanted to get up and 
thank the Senator for his historic lead-
ership on this issue. He was there at 
the dawn of this whole era, and he con-
tinues to ensure that the internet is in-
fused with the values that, I think, our 
Nation wants to have reflected. 

Mr. WYDEN. It has been a privilege 
to work with my colleague. This has 
been bipartisan—especially making 
sure the kinds of policies that can 
come about with real net neutrality 
and making sure rural communities 
get a fair shake complement other 
work we are doing that represents the 
future. My colleague and I have talked 
about the fact that in our efforts to up-
date the Medicare guarantee, for years 
and years both political parties have 
missed what Medicare has become. 

Back when I was director of the Gray 
Panthers—the senior citizens—Medi-
care had two parts, Part A for hospitals 
and Part B for doctors. If you broke 
your ankle and went to the hospital, 
that was Part A of Medicare. That is 
not Medicare any longer. Today, Medi-
care is cancer, diabetes, heart disease, 
strokes, and chronic pulmonary dis-
ease—all of these chronic conditions. 
What my colleague has done—and I am 
so appreciative of the fact that we can 
work together on this. We said: Let’s 
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update the Medicare guarantee. Medi-
care is not a voucher, a slip paper you 
give to people. It is a guarantee of 
basic services. So Senator MARKEY and 
I and others of both political parties 
have come along and said: Let’s give 
people more care at home. Let’s expand 
the role of telemedicine so that if you 
are in Burns or Prairie City, OR, or 
other small towns in America, you can 
have access to these technological 
marvels when you don’t have a neu-
rologist or a specialist. 

Make no mistake about it, what Mr. 
Pai is looking at is a prescription for 
trouble for rural healthcare because 
they, like so many of the people they 
serve, are going to face the prospect of 
those toll booths, and they are going to 
pay more, in many cases, for less. 

So I look forward to working with 
my colleague and listening to his re-
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. President, as we 
conclude this part of the debate, I will 
just take note of the fact that the 
American Association of Retired Peo-
ple today has come out in favor of the 
open internet order, which is the re-
storing of net neutrality principles, 
which follows on what the former head 
of the Gray Panthers, the Senator from 
the State of Oregon, Mr. WYDEN, raised 
today—the need to ensure that every-
one gets the full protection of net neu-
trality rules. 

The votes we are about to cast are 
nothing short of the most consequen-
tial votes on the internet in the his-
tory of this body. We will take the im-
portant step to reaffirm the principles 
of nondiscrimination online or we will 
allow a few companies to control how 
we access the internet. We will stand 
up for the small app developer with a 
bright idea to change the world or we 
give another gift to the powerful cor-
porate interests and their lobbyists in 
the District of Columbia. We will take 
a stand to protect our online economy 
or we will say goodbye to the internet 
as we know it. 

In 2018, essentially every company is 
an internet company. In my State of 
Massachusetts and in every other 
State, tech underpins the economy of 
the United States today. In 2017, al-
most half of all venture capital in the 
United States was invested into inter-
net and software startups. That is over 
$34 billion. 

This is working. This is capitalism at 
its best. This is small business being 
able to receive the capital it needs in 
order to start new companies in our 

country. Small businesses are the ones 
that hire new people who do innova-
tion. That is what the venture capital 
industry is indicating by pouring 
money into these smaller companies 
under a regime of net neutrality. 

So we found the secret recipe. When 
we take a democratized platform, with 
endless opportunity for communica-
tion, and add American ingenuity, the 
result is economic growth and innova-
tion. What we are doing is working. 
With net neutrality protections in 
place, there is no problem that needs 
fixing. 

This fight began when Senator 
WYDEN and I introduced net neutrality 
as legislation back more than a decade 
ago. I introduced it, Senator WYDEN in-
troduced it, because we knew then the 
internet was the most powerful and 
pervasive platform in the history of the 
world. Since then, the importance of 
the internet has skyrocketed, and the 
movement to protect it has followed 
suit. Millions of Americans are raising 
their voices for net neutrality because 
they know the power of the internet. 
They know it can categorize staggering 
commercial growth, they know it can 
create endless connections, and they 
know it can change the course of civili-
zation in fractions of a second. 

A vote against net neutrality is a 
vote to change the fundamental char-
acter of the internet. A vote for net 
neutrality is a vote for America’s fu-
ture. I urge each and every one of my 
colleagues to vote yes on this resolu-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I have been recognized to close the 
debate on this motion. In a few mo-
ments, we will be voting on the motion 
to proceed to this resolution. I will be 
voting no and urge my colleagues to do 
so. 

This debate is about a free and open 
internet, and it is also about a thriving 
and innovative internet. We can have 
both. For decades, we have had both, 
and we can continue to do so if we are 
smart about this. 

Does every Senator in this Chamber 
believe in a free and open internet? 
Yes. 

Does every Member of this body want 
to prevent blocking and the throttling 
of the internet? The answer is a re-
sounding yes. 

Does any Member of the Senate advo-
cate, as my friend from Massachusetts 
just suggested, that a company or two 
gets to set the rules for the entire 
internet? Absolutely not. 

Do all Senators and all Congressmen 
want the internet to be a source of in-
novation and job creation and pros-
perity as it has been for a quarter cen-
tury? I hope so. 

I hope we all want this information 
superhighway, this technology super-
highway to continue its success. I hope 
we all want the internet to continue 
being that phenomenal platform for 

market competition, health advance-
ments, investment, technological 
progress, efficiency, and safety. I hope 
we all want this. 

If we all want this great engine to 
keep going, it is important to ask how 
all this happened in the first place. 
How did we get here? How did we arrive 
at this point in our Nation’s history, 
with a dynamic internet economy that 
is truly the envy of the world? 

The answer lies in the creativity and 
ingenuity of the American spirit. This 
has allowed the internet to thrive 
under the light-touch regulatory 
framework that has governed the inter-
net for most of its history. 

Let’s revisit a little of that history. 
It was in 1996. I was a freshman Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives at 
this time under a Democratic Presi-
dent, under a Democratic administra-
tion. Our country was at a crossroads 
on how to govern this new thing called 
the worldwide web, the internet. No 
one could have imagined the success of 
the internet we have today, but policy-
makers had the foresight not to regu-
late these new emerging information 
services like the services of a bygone 
era. 

Instead, in 1996, during the Clinton 
administration, a very deliberative, 
thoughtful decision was made not to 
impose title II rules—the same rules 
from the 1930s that were modeled for 
the Bell monopolies, that were modeled 
for a time during the Great Depression. 
That was the pivotal decision that al-
lowed this great internet economy to 
thrive and to be the success it is today. 

Now let’s fast-forward to recently, to 
2015. That was the year the FCC made 
an ill-advised decision to change all 
that. Despite explosive growth, new ap-
plications, services, and consumer 
choice that the internet was delivering 
to Americans, the FCC imposed these 
title II rules, and that is what we are 
debating today. Almost immediately 
we saw a chilling effect on investment 
and innovation. U.S. companies were 
right to be uncertain about the archaic 
title II regulations and how they would 
apply to modern technology. 

Fortunately, this misguided action 
was reversed last year. The FCC lifted 
the 2015 regulations and restored the 
light-touch regulatory framework that 
has benefited consumers for almost two 
decades and has resulted in this great 
success. Today, some in Congress are 
trying to give the government more 
control again, applying utility-style 
regulations that would threaten the 
internet as we know it. We should re-
ject these efforts. 

Let me say this: Many of my col-
leagues correctly, on both sides of the 
aisle, have been calling for bipartisan 
legislation to enshrine the net neu-
trality principles into law—legislation 
which I support, legislation which 
Members of the minority party have 
supported. If this resolution passes 
today, it will amount to merely a 
statement, nothing more. 
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Senator THUNE will give Senators an 

opportunity to pass bipartisan legisla-
tion today. I hope we will do that. I 
hope, once this statement is made, we 
will move on to enshrining net neu-
trality principles into a law that pro-
tects consumers and promotes innova-
tion. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
ERNST). Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume legislative session. 

The Senator from Massachusetts. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE FEDERAL COM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION—MO-
TION TO PROCEED 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I 
move to proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of Calendar No. 406, S.J. Res. 
52. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 406, S.J. 

Res. 52, a joint resolution providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the Federal Communications Com-
mission relating to ‘‘Restoring Internet 
Freedom.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CORNYN. The following Senator 

is necessarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 96 Leg.] 

YEAS—52 

Baldwin 
Bennet 
Blumenthal 
Booker 
Brown 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Coons 
Cortez Masto 
Donnelly 
Duckworth 
Durbin 
Feinstein 
Gillibrand 
Harris 

Hassan 
Heinrich 
Heitkamp 
Hirono 
Jones 
Kaine 
Kennedy 
King 
Klobuchar 
Leahy 
Manchin 
Markey 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Murkowski 
Murphy 
Murray 

Nelson 
Peters 
Reed 
Sanders 
Schatz 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Smith 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall 
Van Hollen 
Warner 
Warren 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—47 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Blunt 
Boozman 
Burr 
Capito 

Cassidy 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Cotton 
Crapo 
Cruz 

Daines 
Enzi 
Ernst 
Fischer 
Flake 
Gardner 

Graham 
Grassley 
Hatch 
Heller 
Hoeven 
Hyde-Smith 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johnson 
Lankford 

Lee 
McConnell 
Moran 
Paul 
Perdue 
Portman 
Risch 
Roberts 
Rounds 
Rubio 

Sasse 
Scott 
Shelby 
Sullivan 
Thune 
Tillis 
Toomey 
Wicker 
Young 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF A RULE SUB-
MITTED BY THE FEDERAL COM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 52) providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Federal Communications 
Commission relating to ‘‘Restoring Internet 
Freedom.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the provisions of the Congressional 
Review Act, 5 U.S.C. 802, there will be 
up to 10 hours of debate, equally di-
vided between those favoring and op-
posing the resolution. 

Who yields time? 
If no one yields time, time will be 

equally divided between the sides. 
The Democratic leader. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, as 

the minority, we typically cannot 
move legislation on the floor without 
the consent of the majority leader. But 
under the rules governing congres-
sional review, any group of 30 Senators 
can petition to discharge a CRA—a 
Congressional Review Act—from the 
committee and bring it to the floor 
subject to a majority vote. That is 
what Senator MARKEY has just done 
with the CRA on net neutrality, and 
the vote that just concluded means the 
full Senate will now consider it, be-
cause I believe there were 52 votes in 
favor. 

For the first time in this Congress, 
the majority will be called to vote on 
an issue that I suspect they would 
rather avoid. 

Net neutrality is a complex issue, but 
an incredibly consequential one. At 
stake is the future of the internet, 
which until this point in our history, 
has remained free and open, accessible 
and affordable to most Americans. 
That fundamental equality of access is 
what has made the internet so dy-
namic—a catalyst for innovation, a 
tool for learning, a means of instant 
and worldwide communication. 

To ensure the internet stayed that 
way, the Obama-era FCC instituted net 
neutrality rules to prevent large inter-
net service providers from segmenting 
the internet into fast and slow lanes, 
from selling faster service to folks who 
could pay and slower service to oth-
ers—we didn’t want that—and from 
charging customers more for their fa-

vorite sites, divvying up the internet 
into packages like cable TV. 

Why was this so important? Because 
if large cable and internet companies 
were allowed to do this, the internet 
wouldn’t operate on a level playing 
field. Big corporations and folks who 
could pay would enjoy the benefits of 
fast internet and speedy delivery to 
their customers while startups and 
small businesses, public schools, aver-
age folks, including communities of 
color and rural Americans, could well 
be disadvantaged. Net neutrality pro-
tected everyone and prevented large 
ISPs from discriminating against any 
customers. 

That era—the era of a free and open 
internet—unfortunately will soon come 
to an end. In December, the Repub-
lican-led FCC voted to repeal the net 
neutrality rules, and on June 11 of this 
year, that repeal will go into effect. It 
may not be a cataclysm on day one, 
but sure as rain, if internet service pro-
viders are given the ability to start 
charging more for preferred service, 
they will find a way to do it. 

So the Democratic position is very 
simple: Let’s treat the internet like 
the public good that it is. We don’t let 
water companies or phone companies 
discriminate against customers. We 
don’t restrict access to interstate high-
ways, saying: You can ride on the high-
way, and you can’t. We shouldn’t do 
that with the internet either. That is 
what the Democratic net neutrality 
CRA would ensure. 

We appreciate that three Republicans 
joined on the motion to proceed to our 
resolution. We hope more will come 
with us. 

Where do Republicans stand on this 
issue? Why haven’t we heard much 
from them on this issue, when it is a 
typical issue that protects the middle 
class, working families, and average 
Americans from big special interests 
taking advantage of them? 

I suspect our colleagues are kind of 
quiet on this issue because the argu-
ments made by opponents of net neu-
trality aren’t very convincing. Some 
opponents say that net neutrality is an 
unwarranted and burdensome regula-
tion—something that hampers the 
internet. I would remind those critics 
that net neutrality has been on the 
books for several years and the inter-
net is working just fine. Furthermore, 
the net neutrality rules were upheld by 
the courts as appropriate consumer 
protection. 

Yet we will hear too many of my Re-
publican friends say that we shouldn’t 
restore net neutrality through this 
CRA because we need bipartisan legis-
lation to deal with this issue. That ar-
gument is a duck. It is a dodge. It is a 
way for my Republican friends to 
delay. 

Democrats are happy to do bipartisan 
legislation to enshrine net neutrality 
into law, but the legislation is going to 
take time. In the meantime, we must 
ensure consumers have a safety net 
right now, and this CRA is the quickest 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 01:27 May 17, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G16MY6.017 S16MYPT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-09T21:45:13-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




