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  Abstract— With net neutrality currently being challenged and 

possibly facing extinction, I chose to briefly explain the concept of 

net neutrality and the effects it would have on both the web and 

the consumers who use it on a regular basis if 

regulations/restrictions were to be placed. Net neutrality is the 

idea that the internet should be accessible to anyone who feels to 

free to use it and Internet Service Providers should not be able to 

limit speeds and provide faster/more efficient service to certain 

parts of the web. With Comcast and other ISP’s recently stating 

that Netflix is starting to take up a larger amount of their 

bandwidth, they insist that Netflix should be the ones who have to 

pay for the future updates their systems will need to keep up with 

them. Should the government be able to control internet or the 

ISPs? How would this impact consumers and companies? What 

could it mean for the internet if net neutrality was abolished? 

Index Terms— Censorship, Computers, Development, Internet, 

Internet Service Provider, Laws, Net Neutrality, Network, 

Neutrality, Technology  

I. INTRODUCTION 

We live in a world where everyone is sought to be treated 

equally no matter their age, race, color, or sex so that shouldn’t 

be any different in our digital world right; of course not, but does 

your internet service provider feel the same way? ISP’s (Internet 

Service Provider) and telecommunication companies want to 

soon begin charging both big companies and consumers based 

on the type of services they’re using the internet for, such as (but 

not limited to) sending emails, online data storage, entertainment 

streaming, social media etc. If you’re one of the 3 billion people 

who use these services on a daily basis this may affect you. 

Nonetheless, net neutrality is on your side but as lobbyists and 

the FCC (Federal Communications Commission) continue to try 

implementing laws against it, could doomsday for the open 

internet actually be near? 

“Net neutrality” is based on the concept that all internet based 

traffic should be treated equally, ISP’s should not be able to limit 

bandwidth speeds for one website over the other, and no 

particular web services should be discriminated against. The 

internet can be seen as a world on its own especially with 

technological growth on the rise now more than ever before. 

During the early 2000’s, the internet and dial up/broadband 

networks were now becoming more available and used in the 

United States. The man credited for creating the term, Tim Wu, 

(at the time) an associate professor at the University of Virginia 

Law School published an article in 2002 titled: “A Proposal for 

Network Neutrality” saying “it would forbid broadband 

operators, absent a showing of harm, from restricting what users 

do with their internet connection, while giving the operator 

general freedom to manage bandwidth consumption and other 

matters of local concern. [1]” Regulation isn’t the issue here, for 

that we have the government. The issue lies on telecom 

companies battling one another to see who could reel in larger 

dollar signs, all of which who are probably capable of offering 

the same overall bandwidth speeds to consumers but choose not 

to. 

II. INTERNET SERVICE PROVIDERS & THE GOVERNMENT

Although there is no single person who has ownership of the 

internet, there are telecommunication companies who we rely on 

to keep it alive. A “new” set of laws were approved in February 

2015 by chairman Tom Wheeler, stating that ISP’s are not 

allowed to control how fast or slow certain websites and services 

can perform, therefore no “fast lanes”. In the conclusion of the 

“new” laws report the Commissioner’s duty is to “preserve and 

promote the vibrant and open character of the Internet as the 

telecommunications marketplace enters the broadband age. To 

foster creation, adoption and use of Internet broadband content, 

applications, services and attachments, and to ensure consumers 

benefit from the innovation that comes from competition” [2]. 

This shows the FCC under Obama’s administration encouraged 

competition between ISP’s and felt both consumers and the 

internet itself could benefit from it in the long run. During the 

next two years, ISP’s fought to challenge the FCC. Major 

companies such as Comcast, Verizon, and AT&T spent an 

estimated (a combined) $570 million dollars in an attempt to put 

an end to net neutrality laws from 2008-2017.  

Fig 1. shows the millions of lobbying dollars spent from 

ISP’s trying to influence the FCC from 2003-2013. 

Fig 1. ISP FCC Lobby Spending 2003-2013 
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After Donald Trump was elected president in 2016 ISP’s 

seemed to finally have the chance now more than ever before. 

Trump, whom was widely known for being against Obama’s 

Administration for net neutrality. In January 2017, President 

Donald Trump appointed Ajit Pai as the new chairman for the 

FCC. Pai previously worked as a corporate lawyer for Verizon 

from 2001-2003 following more legal work for the DOJ and 

Senate Judiciary Committee. He was originally appointed as a 

commissioner for the FCC by President Obama in 2012. The two 

of them shared very different views on neutrality, and would 

have never chosen Pai to fully represent the FCC as their 

chairman. In December 2017, less than one year after being 

appointed chairman, the FCC repealed the 2015 laws set under 

Obama’s administration. Pai addressed the FCC’s Open Internet 

Order at ACA’s (American Cable Association) Annual Summit 

on March 21, 2018 saying “Overregulation is a major threat to 

investment. And there was no better example of overregulation 

than the FCC’s 2015 Title II Order. This regulatory 

misadventure resulted in 1930s utility-style regulation…” [3] 

comparing Obama’s regulation on ISP’s to household utility 

companies stuck in 1930.  

FCC chairman Ajit Pai believes that net neutrality jeopardizes 

internet development by not allowing smaller ISP’s and wireless 

companies to grow because they didn’t have the necessary 

economic backing that some of these bigger companies had; 

therefore, rural areas in America were the ones suffering to get 

working network systems given no room for expansion. 

However, there was no data to support Pai’s statements 

regarding these smaller ISP’s. Whereas, a group of 30 smaller 

providers originally sent a letter to chairman Pai in June 2017 

stating that they were indeed in support of the Open Internet 

Order and haven’t encountered any additional investments as a 

result of the 2015 decisions referring to net neutrality as “a core 

principle for the deployment of networks for the American 

public to access the Internet”. [4] When the advocacy group Free 

Press looked into the “small companies” Pai noted in his repeal 

as being affected by net neutrality they found that “these 

providers’ deployment filings show them either greatly 

expanding their service territory, expanding it somewhat more 

modestly, or deploying new technologies and faster speeds.” [5] 

Companies such as AirLink Internet Services, a small provider 

operating out of Oklahoma seen “more than doubled the number 

of Rural Census Blocks in which it offered service after the 

adoption of the 2015 decision it criticizes. As of year-end 2014, 

AirLink reported service in 1,482 rural blocks, but by mid-year 

2016 it had increased that figure to 3,020 rural blocks – nearly a 

104 percent increase.” [5] Three other companies in this report 

also showed a block increase anywhere from 20-42 percent, with 

the fourth one Amplex Electric showing an increase in its speeds 

now implementing gigabit services to their customers. In 

February 2017, Pai announced that broadband deployment was 

finally “back on track” after net neutrality repeals but we know 

the changes from that repeal won’t take effect until after April 

23, 2018.   

Fig 2. SpeedTest results: August 2015-January 2016

In February 2017, N.Y. Attorney General Eric T. 

Schneiderman filed a lawsuit after a 16-month investigation 

against Charter Communications Inc, saying that their company 

Spectrum/Time Warner Cable were not providing the advertised 

speeds for those 2.5 million customers they serve in New York. 

Schneiderman also continued by saying TWC were not capable 

of delivering higher speeds due to the older generation of 

modems they leased to over 900,000 customers. Customers 

paying $109.99 a month for “premium” plans guaranteeing 

speeds anywhere from 100-300 Mbps were actually receiving 

anywhere from 40 to 80 percent lower than what was being 

advertised. A 2013 internet speed test conducted by the FCC 

found that older generation modems were barely capable of 

producing 20 Mbps. Speedtest.net, a popular website allowing 

people to test their internet speeds by downloading data from 

their server. Fig 2 shows the results of speed tests conducted by 

SpeedTest from August 2015 to January 2016 for customers 

being promised 100, 200, and 300 Mbps. Although the speeds 

tested were above 20 Mbps, they were still considerably low for 

those paying extra fees for 200+ Mbps. To make matters worse, 

TWC continued by failing to make the necessary adjustments to 

their systems to provide for faster internet speeds. Schneiderman 

states that TWC “cut corners by packing too many subscribers 

in the same service group, which resulted in slower speeds for 

subscribers, especially during peak hours. It also failed to add 

more channels for each service group, which similarly resulted 

in slower speeds” [6]. While the solution was obvious TWC still 

continued to push their “high speed” packages, promising and 

delivering two different things. Charter has claimed that 

Schneiderman’s allegations come without proper investigation 

of their company and are based on the recent net neutrality 

repeals. Charter filed an appeal to the lawsuit, which was denied 

by the New York Supreme Court on February 16, 2018. 

III. COMPANIES AND ISP’S

Many companies will be affected under the new net 

neutrality repeals, both big and small. At the end of the day 

whether or not they will be able to win the battle, depends on 

the amount of money they are willing to spend to keep their 

services running in the “fast lane”. This is one of the biggest 

problems, unlike the big guys such as Netflix and Google who 

can afford such costs, smaller companies will be the ones who 

take the hardest hit. As mentioned earlier, it can be seen that 

smaller ISP’s still have the ability to continue growing and 

expanding with or without net neutrality, but with bigger 

providers such as Comcast and Verizon promising not to 
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throttle or block content where will the competition stand? This 

allows them to be the only companies who can guarantee the 

most reliable internet service, slowly causing smaller ISP’s to 

be phased out over time. If smaller companies cannot afford to 

provide customers with the same speed and quality of internet 

experience as the bigger companies, consumers will obviously 

pick the better of the two.  

In September 2012, AT&T began blocking the popular video 

chat made by Apple. AT&T would only allow you to use the 

app if you bought into a new shared data plan which required 2 

or more lines. More lines equal more data spent; more data 

spent equals more revenue gained. This ban came after AT&T 

was afraid that FaceTime would deter the amount of calls made 

through their cellular network and congest their internet 

networks. The ban lasted no more than 10 weeks, when in fact 

the FCC had stated no wireless company were allowed to block 

a video or voice application they felt competed with their 

wireless service. This is one of the many prime examples of 

how big ISP’s could force consumers to buy into their “fast 

lane”.  

Comcast complained that Netflix was using up a large 

portion of the bandwidth on their network driving Comcast to 

undergo future system maintenance due to the heavy amount of 

internet traffic being brought to their servers. In fig. 3 you can 

see a decline of 27 percent in Mbps from September 2013 to 

January 2014. Comcast begun placing Netflix in their “slow 

lane” which soon brought both companies to a multi year 

agreement in February 2014. A joint statement was released 

mentioning Comcast promising a “high-quality Netflix video 

experience for years to come” and also saying that Netflix isn’t 

receiving any preferential network treatment.   The internet is a 

place where people have been making a living from their small 

online businesses for years. While bigger companies can handle 

the ridiculous overhead fees, the smaller companies will have 

no room for survival. To compare the ISP’s to the “king of the 

jungle” would not be an understatement (jungle referring to the 

internet). If the average consumer visits a small business or 

startup online and notices poor performance on their webpage, 

the consumer may consider switching to a company that seems 

to run a little more smoothly. Usually, the company preferred 

by your ISP will soon experience a wave of new clientele based 

on the simple fact that they have a website that works. This 

jungle will only have a few big players, who may or may not be 

open to partnerships. The only way  for small businesses to 

survive in this ever growing expansion is

      Fig 3. Comcast- Netflix Speeds: January 2013-March 2014

by having them become affiliates to the bigger guys, but that 

also means one more person to pay and less revenue for them. 

This does not mean that small businesses will be wiped out 

come April 23rd, it does however mean that they will either have 

to pay higher fees to the ISP’s allowing them to run in the fast 

lane or formulate a business plan to combat with slow lane 

speeds, possibly leading to higher incentives for consumers 

choosing the smaller guys. 

IV. EFFECTS ON THE CONSUMER

Comcast has repeatedly stated that they have no plans to 

throttle, block, or discriminate against any lawful content on the 

web, therefore customers have nothing to worry about. Higher 

costs are definitely a possibility. ISP’s would now be able to 

create internet packages geared for certain areas of interest. An 

example of these packages could be “entertainment”; a package 

that would include high quality access to YouTube, Netflix, 

Spotify, and Pandora. More than likely this type of package 

would be added to your monthly bill along with you having to 

pay for internet connectivity on top of that. I can see how this 

would drive ISP’s to offer competitive packages against the 

competition, but in reality would still result in us paying for 

services that were originally given to us at little to no costs. This 

would also force the companies that back these ISP’s with higher 

exposure, and likeliness to grab more customers since the level 

of advertisement would be at a higher rate.   

Millions of gamers across America will also be high affected, 

both console and especially PC. Since all we know are the 

possible effects of the net neutrality repeal, gamers can’t help 

but think their connections will be throttled and controlled just 

like everything else. The popular gaming company Electronic 

Arts believes that over the coming years games will be digitally 

downloaded at a 70% rate, compared to todays 35% rate. The 

average game could range anywhere from 25 to 55 GB. With 

ISP’s soon being in control, this would greatly affect the cost of 

hosting these servers, ultimately falling back on consumers 

having to pay higher membership costs and/or subjected to fees 

from their ISP to guarantee smooth gameplay. This would also 

create another incentive for ISP’s to throw in, giving consumers 

all the more reasons to upgrade. If ISP’s begin creating plans 

based on what the customer uses most it would only create a 

better market for themselves. The average gamer would rather 

choose a plan that best guarantees they won’t experience any lag 

or connectivity issues over a video and gaming plan which 

shares a certain amount of data between the two services. 

Smaller gaming companies will also be affected, now having to 

fight for their right for server distribution as well. The 

development of gaming itself is also at risk, making it harder for 

freelancers who make a living uploading and downloading 

different gaming components from a cloud based storage 

system. Limiting what developers and consumers can do in the 

world of gaming could possibly lead to failures in new 

technological advances such as virtual reality (VR) and creates 

a market only benefiting the big guys.  

“Cryptocurrency” is also a topic that gained much exposure 

over the past 5 years. Ending net neutrality would definitely 

create a strict, more open world for cryptocurrencies and limit 
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the ways people are choosing to use them. This wouldn’t put an 

end to crypto, but may force companies such as Bitcoin and 

Ethereum to pay higher fees to allow for more reliable 

transactions. Consumers using these crypto services could also 

be subjected to charges based on their average transactions per 

month, all of which could be placed under a standard limit. 

Although ISP’s promise little change to the way consumers use 

and enjoy the internet, nothing is set in stone therefore we won’t 

actually know what’s in store for consumers until the roll out by 

ISP’s begin. 

Being a retail manager at a small brick and mortar location in 

my neighborhood, we’ve drastically noticed the decline of 

internet speeds and the choice of network distribution over the 

past three years. With some business plans rising to almost triple 

the cost of residential plans, Verizon can charge more for lower 

speeds and can influence the growth of startups and online 

businesses. Many ISP’s have noticed an increase in wait times 

for customer service and a decrease in response time for 

technicians. A simple solution for Verizon would be replacing 

your router with the latest router they have to offer, which means 

you can also expect an extra fee on your bill this month. Without 

contacting Verizon to replace your older router, you may be left 

with hardware that is incapable of delivering the advertised 

speeds.  As we previously seen with TWC, ISP’s will pick the 

side of the table that better favors their pockets, even if that 

means leaving customers with outdated hardware.  

V. INTERNET DEVELOPMENT 

For years now the internet has continued to grow due to the 

amount of freedom given by previous net neutrality laws. Some 

argue that putting ISP’s in control will only jeopardize the 

growth and future development of the internet placing barricades 

on consumers and businesses. The internet gave both small 

businesses and even people, such as YouTube sensations, the 

power to grow their market on a level which wouldn’t be 

possible if regulations were placed on the basic services we have 

access to.  

Ajit Pai announced that the repeal for net neutrality will 

actually increase network development for rural states in 

America lacking the same internet access we do. By all means, 

I think it’s a given that everyone should be able to access the 

internet if they choose to, but at the end of the day it is a privilege 

and not a necessity for some parts of the world. “According to 

the FCC’s latest available data, more than 24 million Americans 

still don’t have terrestrial fixed broadband access at 25/3 Mbps. 

That’s 8% of the country. And it’s largely a rural gap. While 2% 

of urban households can’t get high-speed home broadband, 30% 

of rural Americans can’t.” [3]. I do feel that rural areas should 

be given the research and development needed to connect them 

to the internet at reliable speeds; however, that doesn’t give the 

internet anymore growth than it already has, just 24 million more 

people added to the already congested networks. Prioritizing 

websites and applications does nothing but benefit the 

companies paying for faster speeds, and ultimately gives ISP’s 

the upper hand with an onslaught of new customers due to the 

fall of less competitive ISP’s. 

ISP’s have been labeled as the new “gatekeepers” of the 

internet, deciding what stays and what goes. Personally, I 

believe that the development of the internet would not be where 

it is today if it wasn’t for the millions of consumers using it on a 

daily basis. Forcing companies to pay an extra fee to place their 

content in a prioritized lane limits the amount of users the less 

prioritized websites can gain exposure to. Growing up I can 

remember when the internet was all about Yahoo.com. Almost 

every Internet Explorer was automatically set to open “Yahoo!” 

as their homepage, helping them gain the exposure to build a 

dominant search engine for the years to come. At the time, net 

neutrality laws favored consumers, allowing them access to any 

website at equal performance to one another. If “Yahoo!” had 

the ability to pay for faster service than competitive search 

engines such as the now popular, Google and Bing, then maybe 

they would have never fell off the map. Not to say that one is 

better than the other, but the open internet allowed for more 

competition at a rate that wasn’t influenced by companies but by 

the amount of consumers using the service. Some users, 

including myself felt Google catered to results that were more 

relevant to whatever was being searched and eventually made 

the switch full time by finally switching those homepage 

destinations to Google.com. As time went on, major companies 

also took notice of Google’s magical algorithm, spending 

millions of dollars for advertisements and relevancy in an 

attempt to create one of the most powerful search engines known 

to man. No matter the size of the company when it originally 

starts, the room for growth is beyond belief due to services like 

the internet. Google didn’t stop at being just another search 

engine, their earnings were furthermore used to develop popular 

services such as Gmail, Google Maps/Earth, Android, Google 

Glass, and Google Fiber. Google is just one of the many prime 

examples how preserving an open internet can shape both 

research and development for the internet now and in the future. 

VI. CONCLUSION

Net neutrality has done nothing but protect consumers by 

limiting the control the government and major companies have 

on the content they access and their internet freedom. As time 

draws near nobody is certain what the fate of the internet will 

be, however some ISP’s have claimed that customers have 

nothing to worry about as they can continue using the internet 

as they have for all these years. The internet should not be 

regulated by ISP’s because it allows them the power to choose 

what content is available to its consumers based on how much 

money that company is able to pay for fast lane speeds. 

Limiting speeds would only create a monopoly for ISP’s 

forcing customers to opt into packages offering them the same 

services that are freely accessible now, except at a higher cost, 

with data caps being a possibility. The internet has continued to 

grow and develop after all these years due to the preservation 

of net neutrality, which goes back to the old saying “if it isn’t 

broken, don’t fix it!”. 

The debate on net neutrality is far from over. States across 

the country are beginning to take initiative combatting the new 

repeals by taking it upon themselves to create individual state 

laws to protect and preserve net neutrality. Washington state 
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Governor Jay Inslee was the first to sign off on preserving the 

open internet on March 5, 2018. House Bill 2282 ensures that 

Internet Service Providers in the state of Washington are not 

allowed to block and/or slow content for services due to lack of 

compensation by that company; the bill does not go into effect 

until June 6, 2018. No change comes overnight, we will have to 

see what ISP’s choose to do once the repeals become effective 

on April 23, 2018. 

VII. REFERENCES

[1] T. Wu, “A proposal for network neutrality”, 2002. [Online] 

Available: http://www.timwu.org/OriginalNNProposal.pdf. 

[Accessed February 20, 2018]. 

[2] FCC, “FCC 05-151 policy statement”, 2005. [Online] Available: 

https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-05-

151A1.pdf. [Accessed February 22, 2018] 

[3] A. Pai, “Remarks of FCC chairman Ajit Pai at the American 

Cable Association Annual Summit”, 2018. [Online] Available: 

https://transition.fcc.gov/Daily_Releases/Daily_Business/2018/d

b0321/DOC-349825A1.pdf. [Accessed March 26, 2018] 

[4] Electronic Frontier Foundation, “Letter to Ajit Pai”, 2017. 

[Online] Available: 

https://www.eff.org/files/2017/06/27/isp_letter_to_fcc_on_nn_p

rivacy_title_ii.pdf. [Accessed March 18, 2018] 

[5] FreePress., “RE: WC Docket No. 17-108.”, 2017 [Online] 

Available: https://cdn.arstechnica.net/wp-

content/uploads/2017/12/FP-NN-Investment-ex-parte-notice-

Dec-11-2017.pdf. [Accessed March 27, 2018] 

[6] E. Schneiderman, “Case of NY v Charter”, 2017 [Online] 

Available: 

https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocument?docIndex

=dJY_PLUS_yretXYSY8msX1l3vXQ==. [Accessed April 20, 

2018] 

D9-5

http://www.timwu.org/OriginalNNProposal.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-05-151A1.pdf
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-05-151A1.pdf
https://www.eff.org/files/2017/06/27/isp_letter_to_fcc_on_nn_privacy_title_ii.pdf
https://www.eff.org/files/2017/06/27/isp_letter_to_fcc_on_nn_privacy_title_ii.pdf
https://cdn.arstechnica.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FP-NN-Investment-ex-parte-notice-Dec-11-2017.pdf
https://cdn.arstechnica.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FP-NN-Investment-ex-parte-notice-Dec-11-2017.pdf
https://cdn.arstechnica.net/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/FP-NN-Investment-ex-parte-notice-Dec-11-2017.pdf
https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocument?docIndex=dJY_PLUS_yretXYSY8msX1l3vXQ
https://iapps.courts.state.ny.us/nyscef/ViewDocument?docIndex=dJY_PLUS_yretXYSY8msX1l3vXQ



