BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Amendment of the )
Minimum Telephone Service Standards ) Case No. 00-1265-TP-ORD
As Set Forth in Chapter 4901:1-5 of the ) Case No. 05-1102-TP-ORD
Ohio Administrative Code )

COMMENTS OF THE OHIO TELECOM ASSOCIATION IN RESPONSE TO ENTRY
OF JULY 31, 2008

THE OHIO TELECOM ASSOCIATION, for and on behalf of its members (“OTA”),
hereby submits its Comments in response to the Commission’s Entry of July 31, 2008 (the
“Entry”), which proposed and requested comments on a revised Rule 4901:1-5-10 (the “Revised
Termination Rule™).

The OTA endorses and supports the Revised Termination Rule, which is an appropriate
resolution of issues raised in several rounds of pleading in this docket.! The Revised
Termination Rule correctly places all providers of local exchange service on the same footing,
and correctly avoids placing unnecessary and uneconomic costs on OTA members. Further, the
Revised Termination Rule serves the public interest by fulfilling the directive of the General
Assembly, by reducing the cost of service for the benefit of ratepayers, and by assigning those
costs fairly among customers. Finally, the OTA believes the Revised Termination Rule reflects
the only appropriate solution to the various issues debated in this proceeding since March of this
year.

Commenis

In light of the various pleadings that preceded it, the Entry proposed a Revised

Termination Rule that is much simpler than its predecessors: in effect, the Revised Termination

! See, e.g. Application of the Ohio Telecom Association, March 20, 2008; Entry, May 14, 2008; AT&T Ohio’s
Request for Waiver, May 28, 2008; Entry on Rehearing, July 9, 2008.




Rule permits termination of service for nonpayment of past due charges associated with any
package of local-exchange service. In the words of the Revised Termination Rule:

Subject to the provisions of this rule, customers may be disconnected from a
telecommunication provider's services for the nonpayment of past due charges. Subject to
the provisions of this rule, where two or more services are offered together under a
package price, a failure to timely pay the entire package price may render as past due the
charges for all of services included in the package and as such, may result in
disconnection of all services included in the package.

Most notably, this approach to service and to service termination is precisely the approach
exercised by unregulated competitors of the OTA’s members.” As a result, it is the only
appropriate and lawful result here.

a. The Revised Termination Rule correctly places all providers of local exchange

service on the same footing, and correctly aveids placing unnecessary and
uneconomic costs on OTA members.

The Revised Code reflects a clear statement of Ohio’s telecommunications policy, and of

the Commission’s concurrent obligation: to “[cJonsider the regulatory treatment of competing

and functionally equivalent services in determining the scope of regulation of services that are

subject to the jurisdiction of the public utilities commission,” and to “[nJot unduly favor or

advantage any provider and not unduly disadvantage providers of competing and functionally

equivalent services.” Revised code §4927.02(A)(6)-(7)(emphasis added).

Today, OTA members generally face competition from at least two “competing and

functionally equivalent services:” wireless telecommunications and various forms of VoIP
service.” Under current circumstances and as recognized in this docket, this Commission does

not (and arguably cannot lawfully) regulate the disconnection policies or practices of these

2 Indeed, as broadcast advertising makes clear, many VoIP providers {such as Vonage) offer nothing but packaged
services, promoting their “free” bundled ancillary services as an advantage over the (regulatorily-compelled)
unbundled offerings of incumbents. See hitp://www.vonage.com/features php?refer_id=WEBFEQ70501001W1 as
of August 20, 2008 (“Vonage 1s the clear winner with more features at no extra cost!”).

? See “Telecom Competition in Ohio — Biennial Report of the Ohio Telecom Association™ attached hereto.




competitors. Necessarily, then, to comport with the mandatory policy of Ohio, the Commission
must establish a disconnection rule for regulated companies that “considers” these circumstances
and that neither advantages nor disadvantages the respective competitors.

The Revised Termination Rule accomplishes just that result. It implements a
disconnection rule for incumbent LECs that is the same practice used by wireless carriers, ISP-
based VoIP providers and cable-based VoIP providers. As such, it is the best resolution of issues
associated with disconnection and local exchange service. Indeed, as noted below, OTA submits

the Revised Termination Rule is the only appropriate resolution of those issues.

b. The Revised Termination Rule serves the public interest by fulfilling the directive
of the General Assembly, by reducing the cost of service for the benefit of

ratepayers, and by assigning those costs fairly among customers.

Further, the Revised Termination Rule serves the public interest in at least three ways.
First, as established above, the Revised Termination Rule adheres to and implements the policy
of this State as set forth in Revised Code §4927.02. Perforce, adherence to the General
Assembly’s clear, stated direction serves the public interest.

Second, the Revised Termination Rule, in contrast to Rule 10(B) originally adopted in
this docket, serves the public interest by reducing costs of service that necessarily redound to
some body of ratepayers. With its filings in this docket, AT&T has established the magmtude of
those costs for AT&T Ohio; other OT A members report similar implementation costs.” By

eliminating unnecessary and unreasonable costs associated with the rule as originally adopted,

-
pa

he Revised Termination Rule inures to everyone’s benefit.

Third, the Revised Termination Rule fairly assigns costs among customers. As

established several times over in this docket, the costs associated with implementing Rule 10(B)

4 See Opinion and Order, February 7, 2008 at 5-8.
3 See, e.g. Cincinnati Bell Telephone Company’s Memorandum in Opposition, June 23, 2008 at 3; Application for
Rehearing of United Telephone Company of Chio, dba Embarg, March 9, 2007 at 4.




would be incurred to address circumstances of a very few customers — by OTA’s estimate, a
nearly-insignificant portion of customers billed each month.® To saddle all customers with the
significant costs, to adjust a process involving only a few, is at least problematic. The Revised
Termination Rule, by contrast, does not single out a small class of customers, and thus serves all
customers more effectively.

cC. The Revised Termination Rule reflects the only appropriate solution to the
various issues debated in this proceeding since March of this year.

While the Entry requested comments conceming “other suggestions for alternative
disconnection proposals to Rule 10(B) or alternative solutions to the billing system issues raised
by AT&T,” and while OTA diligently canvassed its members for such alternatives, two simple
facts emerged:

1. Any variance from the Revised Termination Rule imposes burdens on incumbent
LECs (and perhaps on CLECs) that simply do not (and arguable cannot lawfully)
apply to significant competitors — wireless and VoIP. As such, those alternatives
are unlawful under policies established by the General Assembly.

2. No “quick fix” or “easy patch” to the billing system of any OTA member is

available to provide an alternative to the Revised Termination Rule at a
reasonable cost.

® As stated by OTA in its Reply Memorandum filed April 17, 2008:
On average, 99.5% of customers pay their bills. Though subscription and nonpayment rates vary among
the Companies, the following principles are constant:

»  Among residential customers as a whole, perhaps 5% - 7% receive disconnect notices in a given
month, while only 1.5% - 2.5% are temporarily disconnected and only .5% - 1.5% are permanently
disconnected. Of course, only a small percentage of residential customers — at most 6% — actually
maintain multi-line accounts, and so they represent an even smaller number of disconnects.

» Nonresidential customers are even more diligent payors. No more than 1.5% receive
disconnection notices, while the number actually disconnected for nonpayment is well below .5%.
Notably, too, nonresidential customers are far less likely to pay partially than are residential
customers.

As a result, the Service Termination Rule, which modifies the treatment of non-basic regulated services,
along with partial-pay or non-pay on multi-line accounts, will directly involve only a trivial number of
customers, nearly all of them nonresidential.
Reply Memorandum Of The Ohio Telecom Association In Support Of Application For An Order Granting Waiver Of
Ohio Administrative Code Section 4901 :1-5-10, filed April 17, 2008, at 2-3.




It follows, then, that the OTA has no valid and lawful alternative to the Revised Termination
Rule to offer in response to the Entry.
Conclusion
For all the foregoing reasons, the OTA respectfully requests that the Commission
approve and adopt the Revised Termination Rule appended to the Entry.
Respectfully Submitted,
OHIO TELECOM ASSOCIATION
By: _/s/ Thomas E. Lodge

Thomas E. Lodge (0015741)
Carolyn S. Flahive (0072404)

Thompson Hine LLP

41 South High Street, Suite 1700
Columbus, Ohio 43215-6101
Telephone (614) 469-3200

Fax (614) 469-3361

Its Attorney
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Executive Summary

In 2006, the Chio Telecom Association issued a report that quantified
the impact of competition on telecommunications providers throughout
the state. This biennial update benchmarks changes to the industry over
the past two years. Information was gathered from the Federal
Communications Commission, state and national telecom associations,
and national research firms.

The 2008 report concludes that telecom competition in Ohio continues
to grow. Following are key findings:

= The number of broadband customers has more than doubled since
the last study, increasing from 1.8 million in 2006 to 3.9 million in
2008.

» Approximately 95% of homes in Ohio have access to broadband
service, available from 86 competitors across the state.

» There are now 8.7 million cell phone users in Chio, up 24% since
2005. This, the biggest sector of the telecom market, is served by 12
competitors.

» The average Ohioan reports paying $39 per month for local phone
service and calling features. Although basic rates vary across the
state, 25% of the total cost is for taxes, surcharges and mandated
fees.

= The 42 Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers in Ohio have lost 600,000
lines (11%) over the past two years and 2.1 million lines (30%) since
2001 to competition and alternative technologies.

» The 24 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers in Ohio have acquired
18% of the market-share for local telephone service, up from 15% in
2006. CLECs are present in 87% of Chio zip codes.

» Local phone service is also offered by cable television companies,
such as Time Warner, using a technology known as Voice Over
internet Protocol (VOIP). These companies are not classified as ILECs
or CLECs and are largely deregulated. There are 15.1 million “cable
telephone” customers nationwide.

For additional information, please contact Charley Moses, President,
Ohio Telecom Association, 614-221-3231, or moses@&chiotelecom.com

© 2008 Ohio Telecom Association




Overview of Telecom Competition in Ohio

There are hundreds of telecom providers across the state vying for local,
long distance, wireless, video and Internet customers. Advances in
technology have made it possibie for these providers to expand beyond
their traditional services and into each other's territories. Local
telephone companies now transmit television channels over phone lines
to compete with cable and satellite. Cable TV companies now provide
phone service over their television wires. High-speed Internet is
delivered over satellite, cellular, phone, cable and fixed wireless
networks.

Ohio consumers can choose from dozens of providers and technologies,
including:

= landline
= Cellular
=  Satellite
= (Cable

*  Voice Over Internet Protocol (VOIP)
»  Fixed Wireless

= Web Cams / Video Calling

= Text Messaging

= Email / instant Messaging

Table 1 — Telecom Service Providers’

Type of Carrier mm

lncumbent Local Exchange Carrrers (ILECs} 1,311}

_End-user VolIP Service Providers

The most notable developments since 2006 are the growth of the
wireless industry and the roll-out of landline voice services by cable
television providers. In the case of wireless, the number of subscribers

t Reporting to the FCC.
2 Estimate of system owners. The cable industry reports individual systems, not company ownership.
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has increased 700,000, and wireless revenues have risen 27%. Since
roliing out local phone service, cable companies have already acquired
15% of the market share, where available.

Telecom Revenues

Telecommunications in Ohio is now an annual $14.9 billion industry with
wireless leading the pack among all providers.

Table 2 - Annual Revenues

SERVICE YE2005 YE2007
Local Voice {ILEC and CLEC) §3.2 Billion $3.3 Billion
Long Distance 52.5 Billion $2.5 Billion Total telecom revenues
Mobile Wireless $3.3 Billion | $4.2 Billion have increased 18% over
Subscription Video $2.1 Billion | $2.4 Billion the past two years.
Internet and Broadband $1.5 Billion | $2.5 Billion
TOTAL $12.6 Billion | $14.9 Billion
Year after year, customers are spending more on telecommunications.
The average monthly bilf for those with all services is now $204.95
Chart 1 — Consumer Spending
$200.00
$150.00 4 Since 2008, household
spending on all
$100.00 - telecommunications
services has increased .
$50.00 A 10%, from 5186 to $205 }
per month, |
50.00 - r

2006 2008
MW local ®Long Distance = Wireless MVideo HInternet

Cellular and subscription video account for the majority of monthly
spending. The average consumer’s cell phone bill is more than local and
long distance combined. Internet spending has increased, due to the 2.1
million new broadband customers since 2006.

® 2008 Ohio Telecom Association 4



Local Telephone Companies

Telephone companies, also known as Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers
(ILECs) or telcos, provide local phone service to defined geographic
areas. In Chio, there are 42 ILECs. They are regulated by the Federal
Communications Commission {FCC) and the Public Utilities Commission
of Chio (PUCO).

Traditional home telephone service is in decline, rapidly being replaced
by wireless, VoIP and Internet communications. Since peaking in 2001,
Ohio ILECs have lost 2.1 million lines.

Chart 2 — ILEC Lines in Ohio {in Millions)
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According to a recent study by the Organization for the Promotion and
Advancement of Small Telecommunications Companies, (OPASTCQ),
ILECs are losing lines at a rate of 6% per year. Continuing at this rate,
ILECs will lose an additional 20% of their lines by 2011.

Ohio ILECs were formed long before the Internet, wireless and video
revolutions. Many have been around for more than 100 vears. The
larger phone companies are familiar names and provide phone service to
major cities. The smaller telcos are less known and were formed to
provide phone service in rural areas and small towns.
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Ohio ILEC Stats
42 ILECs in Ohio.
7 farge, regional telcos.

35 small, mostly rural,
independent telcos,

53.3 biltion in annual
revenues.

Customers report
spending $39 a month on
local phone service, 25%
of which is for
taxes, surcharges and
mandated fees.

30% of lines have been

lost to competition and

alternative technologies
over the past 7 years.

Telcos are diversifying
with video and
broadband to survive
landline losses.

70% of telcos are also
video providers.

97% are Internet and
broadband providers.

ILECs are regulated by the
Prhifc-Utilitie
Commission of Ohio and
the Federal

Communications
Commission.




Small ILECs in Ohio

The 35 small ILECs serve approximately 5% of the population throughout
rural areas and small towns in Chio. Also known as the “independents,”
these ILECs range in size from 500 to 30,000 access lines.

Small Incumbent LEC’s in Ohio

vl

. ”w & 1;5&; ,, Ly
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o

With the demand for local phone service declining, the small ILECs are
diversifying to compete as wireless, video and broadband providers. A
recent survey by the Ohio Small Local Exchange Carriers Association
reports the percentage of the small ILECs offering other telecom
services:

Chart 3 — ILEC Lines of Business
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Ohio Small ILEC Stats
35 Small ILECs in Ohio.

Serve primarily rural
areas and smalf towns
throughout Chio.

Spend 5550 per year per
access line on network
maintenance and
upgrades.

Total annual
infrastructure investment
is $135 miflion.

The average independent
serves 1,300 access lines
{excludes Horizon Telcom,

with 30,000 lines.}

Average annual revenues
are 51.3 million {again,
excluding Horizon).

Three of the small tefcos
have formed CLECs {see
next section) and have
expanded their service
areas, as a business
diversification strategy.

The small independent
ILECs are also regulated
by the Public Ut:!mes

Commissio
the Federal
Communications
Commission.




CLEC Competition

Competitive Local Exchange Carriers (CLECs) are phone companies that
were formed after the 1996 Telecom Act to provide local telephone
service in competition with an incumbent provider.

Ninety-seven percent {97%) of all zip codes in Ohio are served by at least
one CLEC, up from 94% in 2006. One-third of Ohio zip codes have 10 or
more CLECs present.

Unlike ILECs, CLECs are not required to provide universal service to a
community and can target only the customers they want to acquire. As
a result, the average CLEC is composed of 80% business customers and
only 20% residential customers, an almost direct inverse of ILECs, which
are required to make service available to all residents and businesses
within their service areas.

Table 3 — ILEC vs. CLEC Customer Comp

In Ohio, CLECs have grown from 15% market share in 2005 to 18% in
2007. This is trending with the national average of CLECs serving 18% of
all access lines across the United States.

Chart 4 — Growth of CLEC Market Share in Ohio
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Table 4 — End-user Access
'%
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Ohio CLEC Stats

Over 1 miflion
CLEC customers.

CLECs in 87% of all Ohio
zip codes.

18% market share.

20% of CLEC lines are
provisioned by cable
television companies.

CLEC market share
continues to grow,
increasing by 20% in the
last two years.

ILECs have lost 23% of
lines to CLECs and other
competitors.

Ohio CLFC market share is
trending with national
averages.

24 CLECs, including Time
Warner and Comcast.

The average CLEC is 80%
business customers and
20% residential
customers — an inverse of
the typical ILEC.

to pravide universal
service. CLECs can cherry-

pick the high-dollar
customers and bypass the

rest of a community.




Wireless Competition

Mobile wireless (cellular} is an annual $4.2 billion industry in Ohio — $138
billion nationwide. There are an estimated 8.7 million wireless users in
Ohio and more than 250 million users across the United States with 22
million new subscribers added in 2007 alone.

Wireless is bigger than landline — both in Ohio and the U.5. —in terms of
number of users, minutes-of-use, customer spending and total company
revenues. Nationally, there were over 2 trillion minutes of use on the
wireless network in 2007, up 18% from 2006.

Wireless data services are also driving up cellular revenues. According to
CTIA (the leading national cellular telephone association}, revenues from
data services were up 53% over 2006, coming in at $23 billion for 2007.
Over 1.5 billion text messages are sent every day in the U.S.

The number of wireless subscribers is growing as well. According to the
FCC, the addition of 28.8 million subscribers nationally in 2006 was the

largest absolute yearly increase in the number of subscribers ever,

Currently, 76% of all Ohio residents have a wireless phone compared to
84% nationwide.

Chart 5 — Wireless Subscribers in Ohic (in Millions)

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Further evidence of the competitive impact of wireless services:

= According to the latest FCC report on wireless, one in four adults
aged 18-24 years lived in households with only wireless telephones,
and nearly 30 percent of adults aged 25-29 years lived in wireless-
only householids.

® 2008 Ohio Telecom Association

OChio Wireless Stats
&.7 million users.

24% increase in
subscribers over the past
two years.

54.2 billion in annual
reverues.

Average 563 monthly
consumer expenditure.

Average 883 minutes per
month per user.

There are now 3.7 million
more wireless subscribers
than landline.

& billion minutes per
month in Ohio.

76% of all Ohio residents
have a wireless phone.




= Wireless replacement of landlines is increasing rapidly. An
estimated 18% of homes no longer have landline service and are
wireless only - a three-fold increase since 2004,

»  Wireless data is also a growth business, with revenues up 53% since 18% of homes are
last year. There are now 1.5 hillion text messages sent daily in the

: wireless only, a three-
United States.

fold increase since 2004.
» Nationwide, minutes of use have increased 40% over the past two
years, totaling 2.1 trillion minutes in 2007. Much of the increase is
attributed toc a more extensive wireless network. There are now
approximately 213,000 cell towers nationwide - 29,000 new towers
have been built since 2005.

Chart 6 — Minutes of Use (in trillions)
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Chart 7 — Cell Towers

250,000

J

200,000 184,000

213,000 towers

150,000
nationwide

100,000 as of June 2008

50,000

2000 2005 2007

© 2008 Ohio Telecom Association 9




VolP Competition

Another classification of telephone service is Voice Over Internet
Protocol (VoIP). Until 2004, Vonage had the lion’s share of residential
VolP customers, but in 2005, the market lead was overtaken by cable TV
companies. There are now 15.7 million cable telephone customers in
the U.S.

in 2006, the world’s largest VolP provider, Skype, with over 100 million
subscribers worldwide, was acquired by eBay. That was also the year
Microsoft and Apple and Internet giants Google, Yahoo and AOL entered
the VolP market. VolP has quickly become one of the most competitive
sectors of telecom.

VolIP gives customers with a broadband connection unlimited local and
long distance calling by converting voice into data packets and sending
them over the data network. VolP does not utilize the traditional public
switched network on the outbound call, but it has connectivity with the
PSTN to make and receive calls to and from any telephone number.

Although many policy-makers have attempted to define VoIP as a
telecommunications service, subject to state and federal regulation, VoIP
providers have been successful at positioning it as an information service
— no different than accessing a web site. As a result, VoIP has the
capabilities of traditional telecom - phone calls, long distance, calling
features — without the corresponding regulatory requirements.

Table 5 Summar of Telecom Regulatory Reqwrements
5 BT t W

Su pport of TDD, etc. programs

@ 2008 Ohio Telecom Association

According to the Yankee
Group, VoIP adoption
grew more than 125% in
2006, reaching more
than 9 million

subscribers.

Unlike ILECs, VoIP
providers are not subject
to most FCC or PUCO

regulations.
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Subscription Video Competition

The lines between phone companies and cable television companies are
blurring. Nationally, the growth of telephone subscribers served by
cable television companies increased 59% in 2007. According to the
National Cable Television Association, as of December 2007, there were
an estimated 15.1 million cahle telephone customers.

More than 70% of the phone companies in Ohio now offer subscription
video service, several of the small telcos as owners of the cable
television companies in their communities. Some of the larger telcos are
now sales agents for DirecTV and Dish Network, having struck bundling
deals with the satellite industry.

Chart 8 — Telco Video Delivery

# Copper
® Coax

o Fiber

Despite their entry in the market, telcos newly offering video have not
had the same success at acquiring video market share as the cable
companies have had acquiring telephone market share.

3

i
fiia

There are 21 cable television companies in Ghio, compared to 42 telcos.
The country’s four largest — Comcast, Time Warner, Cox and Charter -
are ail present in Chio. There are only two Direct Broadcast Satellite
(DBS) providers, DirecTV and Dish Network, accounting for almost 30%
of the video market share.

& 2008 Ohio Telecom Association

Ohio Video Stats

52.4 billion in annual
revenues.

85% of homes are video
subscribers.

3.8 million residential
customers.

Cable has 68% of video
market share.

Satellite has 29% of video
market share.

Telcos and others have
39% video muarket share.

Average 554 monthly
consumer expenditure.

10% increase in customer
spending over the past
two years.

Increasing revenue with
premium pockages,
digital video recording,
video on demand, and
HDTV.

15.1 million cable
telephone customers
nationwide.

359% increase in cable
telephone customers over
the past two years.

i1




Videc Revenues

Subscription video is a growth industry. New content and digital services
are driving up average revenue per user (ARPU). Digital video recording,
video on-demand and high-definition television can add an additional
$25 per month to the consumer’s video bill.

Chart 9 ~ Homes Subscribing to the Service, Where Available
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Franchising Changes

On June 25, 2007, Governor Ted Strickland signed Senate Bill 117, which
created the one-stop, statewide video-service authorization (VSA)
pracess. Previously, companies had to negotiate local franchises with
each municipality or township.

The law authorizes the Director of the Department of Commerce to
administer the program and investigate allegations of violations or
failures to comply with the law. To date, 32 telecommunications
companies have applied for and received approval to provide video
services in Chio.

Statewide VSA is expected to accelerate infrastructure investment to
deliver more video and broadband services to Ohioans. For example,
AT&T has announced plans for a $500 million investment in video
deployment.

Barriers to Video Competition

Discriminatory pricing and availability of video programming and content
to small providers is a competitive impediment to video market entry.
New entrant video providers find that nearly 100% of their operating
revenues are spent on video content fees and that content rates
increase an average of 15% per year.

® 2008 Ohio Telecom Association

30% of all U, 5. households
have at least one HDTV.

32 companies have received
video service authorization
and are now approved to
compete as video providers

in Ohio.

One of the greatest
barriers to effective
video competition is

content pricing.

Small ILECs do not have
the leverage of a large
customer base and end
up paying much higher
rates for content than
incumbent cable

companies.
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Broadband Competition

Internet access is becoming as common as the telephone. High-speed
connections can now be found in 54% of househalds, compared to 33%
just two years ago, resulting in 2.4 million residential broadband
customers. There are an additional 1.5 million business customers.

According to the FCC, 95% of Ohio homes have access to high-speed
Internet service. Cable companies have a competitive advantage over
telcos in residential broadband market-share.

Chart 10 — High-speed Market Share by Technology in Ohio
1%

B0ther

mDSL

OFiber

mCable
Modem

Table 7 — High-speed Residential Counts in Ohio

DSL 967,992
Fiber to the Home 15,876
Cable Modem 1,405,888
Other 13,537

TOTAL 2,403,293

The “other” category is satellite, fixed terrestrial wireless, broadband
through power lines, wireless high speed Internet, and other non-DSL
landline broadband services.

In Ohio, the total number of broadband customers (residential and
business) has increased by three million over the past four years.

Table 8-G wth of Hr h Speed Llnes in 0h|o {mcludes busmess)
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Ohio Internet and
Broadband Stats

An estimated 2.5 bilfion
annual industry.

Broadband already in
54% of Ohio homes.

95% of homes can
receive broadband.

86 broadband providers
in Ohio.

3.9 million high-speed
customers.

Cable providers have 58%
of broadband market-
share.

DSL has 40% of
broadband market-share.

Less than 1% of
customers are served by
Fiber-to-the-Home.

Alternative technologies,
such as fixed wireless,
have <1% of broadband
market-share.

3 million new customers
in the past four years,

S38 monthly consumer
expenditure; S75 business
expenditure.
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Sources

Data was collected from the websites and various research reports of the
following organizations:

= CTIA (formerly the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association)

»  Cronin Communications {a national telecom research and consulting firm)
»  Federal Communications Commission

s National Cable and Telecommunications Association

= National Exchange Carriers Association

= National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative

= Qhio Telecom Association

»  Public Utilities Commission of Ohio

»  Wall Street Journal

=  Yankee Group

@© 2008 Ohio Telecom Association
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