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Yesterday's decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals in the Comcast case has
changed dramatically the context and contours of this proceeding.1 The unanimous holding
that the FCC lacks jurisdictional authority under the Communications Act to regulate
broadband Internet providers' network management practices sends the Commission an
unmistakably strong signal that the net neutrality regulations the agency has proposed rest on
extremely shaky ground. The purpose of these comments is not to provide a legal analysis of
the Commission's authority in light of the court's decision. Rather, the purpose is to suggest a
way forward for the Commission that acknowledges, even though thus far there is no proven
market failure in the broadband Internet market that conceivably would justify imposition of
the overly broad anticipatory regulations envisioned by the Commission's Notice,2 it may be
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appropriate for the Commission to have authority, in relatively rare instances, to remedy any
instances of demonstrable consumer harm caused by Internet providers that possess
substantial and non-transitory market power. What the Commission should do in the wake of
the D.C. Circuit's decision, assuming a Commission majority believes there is a need for some
form of regulatory authority over Internet providers, is to suspend its current rulemaking
proceeding and avail itself of the opportunity to work with Congress to fashion a proper
statutory regime. What the Commission should not do is to embark on a foolhardy, and
legally highly suspect, course of trying to classify Internet providers as common carriers.
With the Commission's participation and leadership, and given some time for
consultation and fresh thinking, a significant consensus could emerge in support of a sensible,
market-oriented legislative framework embodying a narrowly-circumscribed regulatory
approach appropriate for today's technologically dynamic, competitive, ever-evolving digital
age Internet ecosystem.
The core of the new legislative framework would be a provision granting the FCC
authority, upon a complaint filed and after an on-the-record adjudication, to prohibit
broadband Internet Service Providers from engaging in practices that are determined to
constitute an abuse of substantial, non-transitory market power and that cause demonstrable
harm to consumers. Such a carefully-circumscribed market-oriented rule would provide the
FCC with a principled basis for adjudicating fact-based complaints alleging that ISPs are
acting anti-competitively and, at the same time, causing consumer harm. 3 Using antitrust-like
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jurisprudence that incorporates rigorous economic analysis, the Commission would focus,
post hoc, on specific allegations of consumer harm in the context of a particular marketplace
situation. 4
In today's competitive environment, when consumers increasingly have a choice of
multiple Internet providers, it is unlikely there will be instances of ISP practices that abuse
market power and actually harm consumers. 5 Indeed, the Commission's Notice initiating this
proceeding and the record compiled thus far point to only two isolated instances of allegedly
abusive practices. Surely, this is not a sound basis for constructing an unbridled regulatory
regime that could easily stifle the broadband Internet investment, innovation, and consumer
welfare gains that have occurred in the current deregulatory environment and which were
described in detail in FSF's initial comments.
Even though the likelihood of abuses in the broadband Internet market is minimal, the
suggested legislative proposal nevertheless would provide a framework that recognizes, in the
relatively rare instances when there may be a proven market failure, it may be appropriate for
the FCC to take some remedial action upon a showing that an ISP practice has caused
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demonstrable consumer harm. It is important to emphasize the proposed provision would
require an evidentiary showing of the exercise of both substantial and non-transitory market
power before any relief could be granted. In a dynamic marketplace driven by rapid
technological change, it is essential to require a showing of both elements – substantial market
power and market power that is more than merely transitory. And the showing of consumer
harm is an essential element as well, so the focus will remain where it should -- on consumers
and not the protection of particular competitors. Importantly, a legislative framework along
the lines suggested here would eschew the FCC's traditional approach in which it adopts
broad-brush anticipatory regulations that, almost invariably, are overly broad, designed as
they are to anticipate all conceivable harms. Instead, it embodies a market-oriented rule that
would allow complaints to be filed and adjudicated on a post hoc basis with reference to the
particular competitive marketplace situation and specific alleged consumer harms.
I understand that the legislative approach proposed here is quite different than what
the most rigid net neutrality advocates may prefer, as well as perhaps what a majority of the
Commission might prefer, if a majority of the Commission constituted Congress rather than
an agency created by Congress. But especially in light of the D.C. Circuit's Comcast decision,
this approach offers a basis for a constructive, consensus-building way forward.
Apart from the all-important fact that such a legislative framework would give the
Commission a jurisdictional basis for acting, the market-oriented provision proposed here has
distinct advantages over the anticipatory approach proposed in the Commission's Notice.
While providing a means for remedying specific abuses, it is much less likely to deter
investment on a broad scale, and less likely to constrain the development of innovative
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Internet business and social models responsive to evolving consumer demands. And by
eschewing a priori blanket mandates tied explicitly to the treatment of Internet content, it has
the advantage of being more First Amendment-friendly. 6
CONCLUSION
The Commission should immediately suspend its efforts to adopt net neutrality
regulations and, instead, begin preparations to work with Congress to develop appropriate
amendments to the Communications Act to embody the legislative approach suggested here.
Respectfully submitted,
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This does not mean that I might not still have First Amendment concerns about actions under the legislative
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