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Three observations for discussion

1. The goals of the social contract are unchanged in
an IP/broadband world.

2. What has changed is the government’s ability to
uphold its side of the social contract.

3. As aresult, the rights and responsibilities of
providers and consumers will be very different in
an IP/broadband world (for better or worse).
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* Limited jurisdiction over relevant providers
— Platforms
— Applications

e Limited jurisdiction over potential IP bottlenecks
— Peering
— |P-enabled pricing models

e Difficulty translating technology-based regulation
— Telco vs. cable
— Special access vs. IP transport
— Voice roaming vs. data roaming
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