W ik N e IEREWSAJIVE OF I

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2006 ?anE HILL
A

Saving the Internet

Open medium
threatened

The communications land-
scape has undergone a dramat-
ic transformation since Con-
gress enacted the 1996
Telecommunications Act.

The ways people work and
play today are fundamentally
different, in significant part
due to the growth and develop-
ment of the Internet and ways
to access it. As we welcome
these changes, a new regulato-
rv framework is now needed to
assure that the Internet makes
a continued contribution to
our economy and quality of life.

A critical uspect of that frame-
work is the need for astrong net-
work-neutrality provision. The
Internet developed as an open

medium  where consumers
could access uny lawful content,

d services, using
vices connect-
twork. However,
lans of'lust-mile
ihreaten
dity that
ed the Internet

new busine

to date.

Recently, executives at some
telephone companies have in-
dicated that their business
models for providing broad-
band service include not only
charging their end-user cus-

AS WE WELCOME THESE
CHANGES, A NEW REGULATORY
BAND FRAMEWORK IS NOW
NEEDED.

tomers for an Internet connec-
tion but also assessing a fee on
websites for users to reach
them more quickly. They claim
that to offer advanced content
such as multiple video-pro-
gramming channels in compe-
tition with cable they need to
prioritize their bits to deliver
quality programs. They then
propose that they will give the
same priority access to other
companies that pay them for it.

Essentially, what these execu-
tives are proposing is the cre-
ation of a two-lane Internet
where larger, more established
websites with financial re-
sources could squeeze out
smaller, emerging websites. One
clear victim will be the innova-
tion that has thrived on the open
Internet. Startups simply could
not afford to pay for fast-lane
treatment nationwide. One
must ask where the next Google
or Yahoo will come from if new
innovative companies can re-
ceive only inferior, slow-lane In-
ternet access.

Internet2, a nonprofit part-
nership of universities, compa-
nies and affiliate organizations,
including federal agencies and
laboratories, has been studying
this matter and has demon-

strated that a multitrack Inter-
net model is unnecessary to as-
sure quality of service. Inter-
net2 has for the past seven
years deployed an advanced
broadband network to more
than 5 million users and has
learned that in a network with
enough bandwidth there is no
congestion and no bits need
preferential treatment because
all of them arrive quickly
enough to assure excellent
quality, even if intermingled.

In countries such as Japan
and Korea, network speeds
over the last mile of 100
megabits per second (mbps)
are common. In the United
States, our typical speed is less
than 1 mbps. If broadband
providers would increase their
network speeds to approxi-
mate those in other countries,
all content would reach con-
sumers with assured quality.
No prioritization of bits would
be needed.

Sufficient network speeds can
be attained by building out
fiber to the home. Alternative-
ly. Internet2 has explained that
ders thatrely oa a bwisted
rwire into the home can
provide tiber to the neighbor-
hood and reprovision neigh-
heod  terminals  with

aough capacity for last-mile
connections of 100 mbps. Ac-
cording to Internet2, this ap-
proach {5 more cost-effective
than micromanaging the net-
work to prioritize bits..

Not all broadband providers
are building out fiber to the

.o, home or fiber to the
neighborhood with
reprovisioned termi-
nals, and until such
connections are
available everywhere
aninterim solution is
needed. A simple
rule would assure
that broadband
providers do not disadvantage
unaffiliated content while also
giving them the program quality
assurances they need to launch
their services. This result is
achieved through clear prohibi-
tions on broadband providers:
(1) blocking, interfering with or
impairing the ability of their
customers to access lawful con-
tent, applications and services
on the Internet or attaching
their choice of devices to the
network and (2) favoring them-
selves or their affiliates in the al-
location, use or quality of Inter-

net-accessservice. .
A broadband provider could

prioritize a category of its own
bits, such as video, if it also pri-
oritized all video bits traveling
over its pipe at no cost to other
service providers so that con-
sumers have a true choice be-
tween the broadband
provider's video service and
competing video services.
Broadband providers could
take reasonable and nondis-
criminatory steps to manage
the network for technical effi-
ciency, protect network securi-
ty and prevent illegal activity.
This simple, straightforward
approach would preserve con-
sumer choice and the openness
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that is the hallmark of the Inter-
net by preventing broadband
providers from erecting toll-
booths on the network, while as-
suring that they can offer a ro-
bust, reliable and competitive
video programming service.
These guarantees would facili-
tate innovative new Internet-
based products and services by
both broadband providers and
providers at the edge of the net-
work without creating a multi-
track Internet.

Achieving passage of a law
that accomplishes these goals
will prove challenging and re-
quire time and patience. I lock
forward to engaging in a dia-
logue with interested parties
and with my colleagues to de-
velop an approach that will en-
sure that the Internet remains
the open and accessible plat-
form that has been the hall-
mark of its success.
Boucheris a member of
Telecommunications and the
intemet Subcommiitee and the
House Intemet Caucus.
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Innovators like Google and Yahoo! have thrived in an open, free Intemet.



