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REAL ACCESS ALLIANCE 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . 

Charlton Research Company is pleased topresent this Executive Summ~lry of u survey conducted on behalf' 
of the Real Access Alliance. This study which WQS conducted from July 26 to August 4, 1999, consisted of 
316 intervie ws. Quesrionnairrs were mnstlv distributed and returned via facsimile, although a select f e w  
were distributed via rmail or conducted by telephone. The margin oferror for  a sanzple this size is 25.5%. 
Please refer to Appendix A for a detailed methodology. 

0 BJECTIVES 

Thc ovcrall objcctivc of this study was to gather information from real cstate owners, managcrs, and 
dc.cision makers on the issue of tclecommunications lcascs. Specific key ob.jectivcs of this study included: 

Assessing the level of access granted to competitive telecommunications services by 
real estate owners and managers. 

Effectively gauging the length of time ittakes to negotiate telecommunications leases. 

Determining the primary motivation for real estate owners and managers offering tele- 
communications services to tenants. 

KEY FINDINGS 
A numbcr of different key findings wcre uncovcred during the coursc 0 1  this study. Rcal cstatc owners and 
managers arc being inundated with solicitations lrom competiiivc Lclecommunications providcrs. How- 
ever, thc results of this study prove that owncrs and managcrs arc responding positively to Ulesc solicita- 
tions. In fact, most of the solicitations within thc past ycar havc cithcr rcsultcd in a signcd contract or arc 
currently in ncgotiation. Additionally, whilc thcsc ncw tclccommunications lcascs takc somcwhat longcr 
to ncgotiatc than traditional tenant Icascs, thcy gcncrally takc lcss than six months to fully ncgotiatc. 
Finally, thc d a b  show that abovc all elsc, icnant saiisfaction is h e  primary drivcr lor providing scrvicc in 
h e  cmcrging tclccommunications markctplace. 
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REAL ESTATE OWNERS AND MANAGERS ARE BEING HEAVILY SOLICITED 
Among thc 3 t 6 owncrs and mnnagcrs intcrvkwcd, altogcthcr thcy rccdlcd 805 total solicitnlions -.an 
uvuragc ol 2.5 solicitalions per rcspondcnt. Thc data collcctcd fn)m owncrs and managcrs also rcvcul thcy 
arc k i n g  solicilcd by a widc varicty ol companics. Whcn askcd which compctitivc tclccommunications 
providers havc contacted thcm in thc past ycar to offcr scrvicc, a list of 134 dif'fcrcnt scrvicc providcrs 
resuficd. Gjvcn such a largc numbcr of competitive service providcrs and thc Iinitc lcasablc space in dc- 
mand, owners and managcrs clearly cannot accommodate every solicitation thcy rcccive. 

COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS PROVIDERS ARE GAINING ACCESS, BUT SUPPLY EXCEEDS DEMAND 
Owners and managcrs are actively and positivcl y rcsponding to approximatcly two-thirds of busincss so- 
licjbfions. Among thc aforemcntioncd 805 solicitations, 522 solicitations resultcd cither in a final contract 
or are in cuntract negotiations. Furthcr, thc data rcveal that owncrs and managcrs are signing or negotiating 
with a plethora ofcompanies. In fact, thc 522 solicjtations ncgotiated or currently in negotiations span a list 
of I04 compctitivc companics. Thus, owners and managcrs arc activcly ncgotiating contracts with over 
thrce-lburths of the campetitivc tclccommunications providers activcly soliciting new busincss. While just 
over one-third of rcal cstate owners and managers have dcnicd access, they did usually did so ufler begin- 
ning negotiations with providcrs. In fact, most of those who have denied acccss believe i t  was bccausc of 
problcms on the providers bchalf. 

* 

In fact, the high volume of solicitations and the long list of companies seeking market entry within h e  past 
ycar indicatc that markct saturation may be a serious problcm within the teIecommunications industry. A 
reasonable conclusion is that this new industry has not yet stabilizd, and h a t  an equilibrium 01 supply and 
dcmand has not yct bcen reached. 

TRADITIONAL TENANTS ARE THE PRIMARY DRIVERS OF DEMAND 
When asked what motivates owners and managers to offcr telecommunications services io their tenants, 
thc responses overwhelmingly ccntcrcd around tcnant interests. In fact, 61 941 of owners and managers said 
somc form of tenant interest was thcir primary motivation for dfcring such scrvices. More spccilically, to 
offer tenunts options and amenities was the most rrcqucntly mcntioned answcr, citcd by 27% of respon- 
dents. Additionally, 20%; of owners and managers said tenunt demand was thcir primary rcason. Further, 
11  5% said their primary motivation was to ofsrr tenants better services. Finally, three percent said thcir 
main rcason for olfcring tclccommunications services to thcir tcnants is tu keep their tenants satisfied. 

Another important reason for offcring tclecommunications services is to kerp buildings competitive and 
marketable. Twcnty-one pcrccnt o f  owncrs and managers said this was thcir primary rcason for olfcring 
tclccommunications serviccs. Intcrcstingly, only nine percent mentioned rcvcnuc or incomc as their p i -  
mary motivation. 
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS LEASES ARE MARGINALLY LONGER TO NEGOT~ATE THAN TRADITIONAL TENANT LEASES 

C;jvcn thc miiturc industry i~l‘Iradition;il Icnaiit Xi11 c s t a k ,  m a n y  lcascs l’ctr tradition;rl Icnanls hrivc hccomc 
strcamlincd and uniform. Owncrs and managcrs wcrc askcd how long il  Lakcs LC) ncgotiatc i\ traditional 
Lcnant lcasc for thc purposc of mat ing a bcnchmark by which to  judgc tc1ccommunicalii)ns lcasus. Thc 
undcrlyinp assumption is that a traditional tcnant lclisc is thc lcasl amount ol’timc possiblc 10 ncgotiatc any 
kind of’ rcal cstatc, leasc. A corollary of that assumplion is that sincc compctitive tclccommunications leases 
arc rclativcly new, thcy havc nol bccomc unil’orm, and will t&c somcwhat longcr to ncgotialc than a 
traditional tcnant leasc. 

Nincty-onc pcrccnt of owners and managcrs said a traditional k n a n t  Icuc usually takes six months or Icss 
to ncgutiate. In comparison, 7 1 % said a telccommunications lcasc typically takes six months or lcss to 
negotiate. While there is still a gap bctween traditional tcnant lcascs and tclccommunications lcascs, closc 
io three-quarters said telecommunications leases takc half a year or Icss. 

Rcspondents were thcn asked to disclose the longest i t  has ever taken to ncgotiatc a telecommunications 
lease in ordcr to glimpse the worst-case sccnarios. The results wcrc splil Fairly evenly, with 41% saying 
ncgotiations still took less than half a year, and 35% saying ncgotiations took sevcn months or more. 
Almost onc-quarter were unablc to rccall the length of negotiation time. 

For a simplcr comparison among the thrce questions, averages wcre computed for each question. The 
avcragc lcngth of time for a traditional tcnant lease is three months, while the average length of timc for a 
telecommunications lease is almosl five months. The average lcngth of time to negotiatc an unusually long 
telecommunications is sevcn months. Hcncc, the lcngth of time it takcs to negotiate a typical telccommu- 
nications lcasc, a relatively new type of Icasc, is not much lonpcr than thc lcngth or Lime it takcs to ncgoti- 
ate a traditional tenant lease. Furthcr, cvcn among atypical ncgotiations, thc avcragc lcngth of timc taken is 
still significantly shorter than one ycar. 

1 

1 

A dctai1c.d mcthodology for this survcy is providcd in Appendix A. The key points highlightcd in this 
Exccutive Summary, as well as additional interesting research L‘indings, are augmcntcd with quantitativc 
data in Appendjccs B through G. 
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APPENDIX A: 
METHODOLOGY 

The research studv design consisted of u one page fm survey distributed to all nzembers of thr jhllnwing 
real estate associutions listed below: 

National Association of Real Estate Investment Trusts (NAREIT) 
Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) 
National Realty Committeemhe Real Estate Roundtable (NRCIRER) 
Institute of Real Estate Management (IREM) 
National Association of Industrial and Office Properties (NAlOP) 
International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC) 

. 

The questionnairc was limited to one page to avoid confusion among the retumcd surveys. A select l'cw 
were distributcd via cmail as per respondcnts' rcquest, and the initial thirtccn were conducted via telephone 
by professional inLerviewers. The telephonc intcrvicws were uscd to pre-test the questionnaire and to re- 
ccivc fccdback from respondenls. 

Thc rcspondcnts were faxcd thc qucstionnairc twice, with one Lo two follow-up faxes in bctwc.cn. The 
follow-up fax was a rcmindcr about the study and a rcqucst to complete and return the qucstionnairc. The 
data collection pcriod bcgan Monday, July 26, 1999 w d  cnded August 4, 1999. 

Thc qucstionnairc was sent to 6,21 I members among the various associations, and a total of 316 wcrc 
properly completcd and received. The collcctcd data was analyzcd on a personal computcr using Wincross 
for crosstabulations and thc Statistical Packagc for thc Social Scicnccs (SPSS) for multivariate analysis. 

SPECiFlC TASKS 
The survey methodology consistcd of a numbcr of different tasks, including: qucstionnaire design, sample 
dcvclopment, data collection, codc list development, and analysis. 

CHARLTON RESEARCH COMPANY - ReulAccess Alliance Page 4 



Questionnaire Design 
Thc qucstionnairc dcsigncd wiih conducted by C'harl~on Kcscarch ('onlpiiny. an indcpondcnt polling agcncy, 
with cxtcnsivc input from represcntativcs ol thc participating associations. 'Thc rcprcscnlativcs I'rom the 
rcal csiatc associatjons providcd additional arcas of  inquiry thal wcrc important in thc Jccision making 
process. Thcsc sub.jccts had bccn discusscd and rcvicwcd by rcal cstatc prolcssionals, Iawycrs spccialiing 
in real csutc, rcal cstate portfolio CEOs, and building owncrs and managers throughout the nation. Meet- 
ings wcrc hcld to discuss both thc subjccts and questions to assure that thc contcnts 01' thc dcsigncd qucs- 
tionnairc would meet the needs of thc National Real Eshtc Coalition. Charlton Rcscurch provided cxpcr- 
tisc in the ob-jectivity of lhe wording and ordcr of the qucstions. Charlton Rcscarch also ensurcd the qucs- 
Lions were undcrstandablc and answerablc. 

After extensive colIaboration and final consensus, thc qucstionnairc was prckstcd among thirtcen rcspon- 
dents chosen for their exknsivc knowledge on the subject. The prctest was conducted by two profcssional 
interviewcrs employcd by Charlton Rescarch Company. The prctcst rcvealed that only minor logistical 
changes were necessary, and wcrc includcd in the 3 16 surveys rcceivcd and acccpted. 

Sample Frame Development 
Anticipating a response rate between 2%- IO%, yuestionnaircs wcre f u c d  to all members of participating 
organizations to ensure an adequate numbcr or surveys wcrc complctcd propcrly and rcturned. Sincc mern- 
bers of some organizations are also members of scvcral othcr organizations, thc samplc was compilcd into 
onc database by Charlton Research, and purgcd of duplicate names. In addition, recipients were instruclcd 
rial to complclc thc qucstionnaire more than oncc. The headers on the returned surveys-which includc the 
rcspondcnt's fax number and often the company's namc and tclcphone numbcr-wcrc used to chcck lor 
duplicatc rcspondcnts. Due to the crossover mcmbcrship among thc various organizations, thc samplc was 
not stratified by association member. Additionally, thc sample could not statistically be prcdctcrmincd as i t  
was heavily dcpendent on thc willingncss of rccipicnts to accept, propcrly complctc, and rcturn the qucs- 
tionnaire. 

Data Collection 
Data collection consistcd of a survcy distributcd and retumcd by rax. Thc questionnaircs were faxcd to 
recipients by both h e  National Association for Real Estatc and Invcstmcnt Trusts (NAREIT) and the 
Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA). Thc numbcr of distributors was limitcd to two to 

minimixc logistical and technical problcms including fax machine capabilitics, phonc Iinc capabilities and 
pcrsonncl availability. BOMA dislributed the qucstionnairc solcly to its own mcmbcrs, and NAREIT dis- 
tributcd qucstiannaircs to i t s  members and the mcmbcrs 01. the rcmaining four associations. Thc return 

proccdurc for the surveys was also dcsigncd in this manncr. BOMArespondcnts faxed thcir survey hack to 
BOMA, and all remaining rcspondents faxcd thcir surveys back LO NAREIT. Thc rcturn proccdurc was 
designed in this manncr for Lhc samc rcasons as the distribution mchod. 

l 

l 

I 
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D;i~a ~*ollcction umimcnccd o n  Sunday night. July 75. I W9. witli the intcnt 0 1  iwmhcrs rccciving ~ h c  
qucslionnuirc Monday morning. On 'I'ucsday. J u l y  27, IY99, NAKI3'T x n t  rcniindci- laxc.4 IO their inem- 
bcrs. as wcll as mcmbcrs 0 1  NRC, IREM, NAIOP and ICSC, asking lhcrn to complctc and rcturn ihc 
qucslionnairc. On Wcdncsdny, July 28 ,  1999, all mcmhcrs ol' all participating ilssociaiions wcrc scnt rc- 
mindcr faxcs. 'Ihc dah  collcction pcriod cndcd on August 3, 1999. Thc total rcsponsc ratc ol'this study is 
cstimated at 5%, well within initial cxpcctations. 

Code List Development 
Thc rcsponscs to 25% of thc survcys rclurncd wcre used as the foundation for thc codc lists. Thc dcveloped 
code lists dcfj'incd numerjcal codcs for all questions in thc survey, including opcn cnded rcsponses. Qucs- 

tionnaires wcrc marked with an identillcation code; oncc thcy had k e n  codcd and entered into thc data- 
base, h e  actual surveys could be matched with their concsponding data in the daiabasc. This cnablcs 
various crosstabulations and analyscs to be pcrformcd. 

Analysis 
Once the data quality had been verified and assurcd, various dcscriplivc slatistics wcrc computed using 
Wincross and SPSS. Survey rcsponscs wcrc compared to general industry d a h  including the following: 
business function, numbcr or buildings owncd and/or managed, and classification of buildings. All analy- 
scs conducted assume a confidcncc Icvd OI- 95%J. In genera), the characteristics were similar to the real 
estate indusw and the data vcrificd the decision not Lo stratify the samplc by association. 

CHARLTON RESEARCH COMPANY - R d A c c e s s  Alllance Page 6 



(3 HA R LTON 
RES EAKCH 
COMPANYU 
w n ~  .churltonrrrmmh.cum APPENDIX B: 

ACCESS GRANTED TO COMPETITIVE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE PROVIDERS 

Question 8 of !he survey asked respondents to recall which comprtitive teCecommunications service pro- 
viders contacted them in the past year, while Question 9 asked respondents which competitive telrcommu- 
nications providers were granted access. Additionallv. Questions ISA and 15R asked respondents if they 
have ever denied access to a competitive telecommunications provider and. if so. why. 

Owners and managcrs are actively and positively rcsponding to approximatcly two-thirds of business so- 
licitations (see figure B I ) .  Among 805 solicitations from a total of 134 diITerent compctitivc tclccommu- 
nication service providers (see figure E?), 522 solicitations rcsultcd eithcr in a final contract or we in 
contract ncgotiations. Further, the data reveal that owncrs and managcrs arc signing or negotiating with a 
plethora of companies. In fact, the 522 solicitations ncgotiated or currently in ncgotiations span a list of 
104 competitive companies (see figure B3). Thus, owncrs and managers arc activcly ncgotiating contracts 
with over thrcc-fourths of the compctitivc telecommunications providers activcly soliciting ncw busincss. 

PERCENT OF SOLtCITAnONS BY PROVIDER VERSUS 

PERCENT OF CONTRACTS AND NEGOTlATlONS BY PROVIDER 

Solicitation' Access** 

Teligent 17 17 
Winstar 14 16 
AT6T/TCG 8 6 
MCVMFSlWorldcwn 7 5 
Nextlin k 4 4 
ICG 3 2 
Sprint 3 4 
e.Spire 2 
Hyper ion 2 
Intermedia 2 
Level 3 2 
us West 2 
AmeritsCtl 1 
WIsOUth 1 
Brooks Fiber 1 1 
CellularOne I 1 
Cox Communication 1 1 
Cypress Communications 1 1 
GST 1 1 
U O X h l  1 * 
sauthwsstm 8611  1 1 
Other 25 28 jigure B I  

"Based on a of total 522 
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21 s t  Century 
A-Link 
ACC Net 
Acciel Risor 
ACS1 
Advanced Redio Telecom 
Air Touch 
Alvec 
A l l M  Riser 
Alllad Rker Corp 
Atltel 
American Metrocom 
American Telco 
Amerltech 

Belt 
Bell Atlantic 
Bell South 
Bestline 
Blueatar 
Brooks Fiber 
Cabtsvkion 
Capital Cabte 
CeWarOne 
Chicago 
Choice One 
Cholcecom 
Comcast 
Commco Tec 
Comco"  
Covad 
cox 
CSW Net 

3% 

CTCl 
Curient 
CYW- 
Data First 
Devnet 
Dlrect DIgital 
DTG 
ESpire 
Eclipse Caastal 
EO1 
Electric Lightwave 
ELI 
EMlU 
Enhanced 
Entergy Hyperion 
ExecutanelDatetel 
Express Tell 
Fibemet 
First World 
FmUer 
Geo Trans 
Global 
Gst 
GTE 
Hyperion 
IC0 
Infomedia 
InteJ 
Intefllcom 
intelligence 
Intellispace 
lnbtmedia 
In tern et Express 
Jones 

Klvexicom 
KMC 
Lahman Jnternet 
Level 3 
Lightpath 
loglx 
Lucent 
MCl Wortdcom 
MDG 
Media One 
Medlacom 
Metro Media Fiber 
Metrocall 
Metrocom 
Motorola 
N e m  
Net 2000 
Next Link 
Nextel 
Nextwave 
Nls Group 
Oceanic 
Omnloall 

One Network 
One Point 
Onsite Access 
Upbl 
Pacifk Bell 
Pagemart 
Powers Court 
Pawertel 
Quantum 
Quest 

dmnipokrt 

RCN 
Riser 
Satellite Choice 
Shared Technologies 
Shell 
Skytel 
Snet 
Soho 
Southwestern 8ell 
Sprint 
TCG 
TCI 
Telco 
Teledate 
Telephone Exchange 
teleport 
Teletrade 
Tellgent 
Thorne 
Tlme Wamer 
United Cellotar 
US LEG us Realtel 
US West 
US Onllne 
WCI 
Wedgewood 
Western Wireless 
Wil l iam 
Winstar 
Worknet 

linurr 8.2 

The following telecommunications servicc providcrs who wcrc grantcd contracts or currently ncgotiating 
contracts arc listcd bclow. 

21 st Century 
Acciel Rlsor 

Advanced Radio Tekcom 
Ai r  Touch 
Atlied Riser 
Alitel 
American Telco 
Ameritech 

AC8i 

Bell Atlantic 
Bell 
Bell south 
BestJ in a 
Bmoks FSber 
Cableviskn 
Cellular One 
Chioago 
Corecomm 
Covad 
cox 
Csw Net 
ctsi 
Cypress 
Oevnet 

ESpirr 
Ectipse Coastal 
Egi 
Electric Lightwave 
Enhanced 
Enbrgy 
ExmtondDatatel 
Fibernet 
First Workl 
Fmntler 
Geo Trans 
Global 
b s t  
G te 
Hmerion 
IC-g 
Inteiltgence 
lntetlispace 
intermedia 
Intemet Express 
Jones 
Kivexicm 
Kmc Telecom 
Level 3 
Lightpath 
Logix 

Lucent 
Mci Worldcwn 
Media One 
Mediacom 
Metm Media Fiber 
Metrocall 
Metmcom 
Net 2000 
Nextel 
Nextlink 
N extwav e 
Oceanic 
Omnicall 
Omnipoint 
One Network 
One Point 
OnSite 
Optel 
Pacific Bett 
Pagemart 
Powem court 
Quantum 
Quest 
Reg 
Rcn 
Riser 

Rooftop 
Satellite Choice 
Shared Technologies 
Skytel 
Snet 
Soh0 
Southwestern Bell 
Sprint 
TCG 
Telephone Exchange 
Teleport 
Teletrade 
Tellgent 
Thorn Communkations 
fkne Warner 
U.S. West 
Unlted Cellular us. Lec 
U.S. Realtel 
USonline 
Western Wireless 
Wlnstar 
Worknet 

Jigure B3 
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Wliilc 1 1 1 0 1 ~  h r n  r rnc-~hr~d 0 1  rcsponiJcnts I ILIVL'  dc- 
nicd acccss to a compclitivc IclcL.ommuniclitic)ns 
providcr ( s c c j i g u w  R4) ,  thc data I'rom il li)Ilow u p  
qucstion reveal that most of thc dcnials wcrc thc 
rcsult oi' problcms on thc part of thc scrvicc pro- 
vidcr (srefi8ur.e 8.5). Additionally, many ol'lhc rc- 
sponscs to thc follow up qucstion clcarly indicatc 
h a t  in most cilscs of denied acccss, rcal estate own- 
crs and managcrs had lirsl entercd into nc_potiationS 
with the scrvicc providcr. 

DENIED ACCESS 
Yes 
37% 

7% 

No 
56% 

jigure 84 

Interestin_el- 
provider. 74% of those respondents havc. in fact. e rantcd access to othcr competitivc prov' idcrs, 

Further, cxcepl for thc category Breakdown in Contract Negotiations, the rcaons providcd for dcnying 
access are business rcasons. In fact, cven using a Pair cstimate that half of thc 33% who cited Breakdown 
in Contract Negotiations were being unreasonable, over 70% said they dcnicd access for entirely sound 
busincss reuons relating to the building, thc providcr, or demand for thc scrvicc. 

REASONS FOR DENIED ACCESS* 

act Ne ti tion - 33 az 
N = 107 
f l f l  

Provkler refused to pay competitve rentMees 20 23 
Could not agree on contract terms 13 15 

Net: Provider Pro biemp 22 24 
Provider not credibleho history 8 10 
Unethical negotlatlon tactlcdmarkettng 5 6 

Provider would not adhere to codehgulations 
Provider wanted excluslve rights 
Provider would not assume liability 
Provider attempted to bypass building management 

Net: Lack of SD acelSecurity Issues 
LlmitecUno room 

Aesthetlcslequlpment too big 
To Maintaln controlbuilding security 
No t e m t  demandhot en ouah 

3 
2 
2 
1 

E! 
15 

2 
2 
- 15 

3 
2 
3 
2 

21 
16 

4 
3 
u2 

12 15 I Other 

Jipm R5 'Base is those who have denied access; N407 
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l--indly, almost [wo-in-tcn say that cim7pctilivc k l o -  
communications scrvicc providcrs hrrvc in thc past 
I'ailod to mcet contractual or  tcnant scrvicc obliga- 

tions (srrjigtrrr R6) .  Intcrcstingly, whcn askcd spc- 
cifieally about what wcnt wrong, onc-quancr say 
ihc providcr cithcr nevcr installcd thc cquipmcnt or 
ncvcr providcd scrvicc (see figure R7). Also, thc 
data indicatc problems with installation praccdures, 
including mistakes, failure to mccl regulations, and 
installation of illegal equipmcnt. jig1tre nt, 

PROVIDER FAILURE TO MEET OBLIGATIONS 
Yes 
18% 

No ~ 

54% , 

- 
REASONS FOR FAILURE TO MEET OBLIGATIONS* 

N=45 
Never installedlprovidd service 

Poor servicelpoor technology 18 20 

Failure to meet regulations 9 9 

Errordmistakes with installation 4 4 

Bad management 2 2 
Installed equipment not agreed upon 2 2 

Slowluntimely installation 18 18 

Other 29 29 

*Base is those who have had providers fail to meet obligations; N=45 
finure 87 
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APPENDIX C: 
REQUESTED SERVICE DENIALS 

Questions 17A asked respondents if they have ever requested UCC'PSS from a competitive telecommunica- 
tions service provider and been denied. Question 17B is  an open ended follow np question which asked 
respondents to recall the provider S reason for denying service. 

Morc than tcn percent of respondents say they have 
contacted competitive telecommunications service 
providers only lo be denied scrvice (see figure Cl). 
The providers predominantly gave three reasons for 
denying scrvice: insuficient building structure, pro- 
vider did not want building or urea, and building 
not big enough (seefigure C2). 

PROVIDER REASONS FOR DENYING SERVICE" 

Provider didn't like our buildln@'w*a 
Building not big enough 
Other 

28 29 

15 15 

27 27 

'Base is those who have been denied service upon 
request; k-34 

Jigure C2 

DENIED SERVICE BY PROVIDER 

Yes 
13% 

No 
02% 
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APPENDIX D: 
REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSIVE CONTRACTS 

Question IO asked responden.ts what percentage of providers who contacted them requested exclusive 
contracts. This question was open-ended. 

While threequarters of respondents said that none 
of the providers who contacted them rcquested ex- 
clusive contracts, one-quarter said that providers had 
rcquested exclusivity (seefigure DI). In fact, 15% 
said of the providers that contactcd lhem re- 
quested exclusivity. 

REQUESTS FOR EXCLUSIVE CONTRACTS I 

I Exciurlvtl y I I LIU . .. 

figure D l  
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APPENDIX E: 
LENGTH OF NEGOTIATION PER LEASE TYPE 

Questions 18,19 and 21 of the survey asked respondents to estimate the length of time it takes to negotiate 
specific kinds of leases. 

The time it takes to negotiate a typical telecommu- 
nications lease-a relatively new type of lease-is 
not much longer than the negotiation time for a tra- 
ditional tenant lease. The average negotiation time 
for a traditional tenant lease is three months, while 
the average amount of time for a telecommunica- 
tions lease is almost five months (see figure EI ) .  
Further, the average negotiation time for an unusu- 
ally long telecommunications leases is seven 
months. Thus, even among atypical negotiations, the 
average length of time taken is still significantly less 
than one year. 

LENGTH OF NEGOTIATION PER LEASE TYPE 

7 
Lo 

Tenant 
LeaM 

figure E l  

Respondents wcre given categories to choose from and asked which time frame best reflects the amount of 
time it takes to negotiate certain typcs of leases: a traditional tenant lease, a typical tclccommunications 
lease, and the most time-consuming telecommunications lease rcspondcnts’ have evcr negotiated. Each 
category was given a value equal to the midpoint of that category. The category Over One Year was as- 
signed a value of 24 months to ensure a conservative average. Don ’t Know responses were excluded Irom 
his computation. The categories and midpoints are as follows: 

Q” 
1 - 3 Months 
3 - 6 Months 
7 - 11 Months 
Over 1 Year 

Midpoint Value 
2 Months 
4.5 Months 
9 Months 
24 Months 

CHARLTON RESEARCH COMPANY - RealAccess A b c e  Page I3 



Ncxt, thc numbcr of rcsponscs for cach calcgory wcrc multiplied by Ihc Midpoint Valuc. An cxamplc is 
providcd using the data from question 18. Thc numbcr of rcsponscs wcrc lhcn multiplied by thc Midpoint 
Valuc to obtain a Wcighted Scorc. Thc Sum of h c  wcightcd scorcs was lhcn divided by thc sum ol' rc- 
sponses to obtain the computed avcrage. 

CatePorv Number of PeoDle Midnoint Value Weiyhted Score 
1 - 3 Months 118 X 2 
3 - 6 Months 101 X 4.5 - 
7 - 11 Months 32 X 9 - 

11 X 24 - Over 1 Year - 

236 
454.5 
288 
264 

- 
- 
- 
- 

262 1242.5 

1242.5 + 262 = 4.7 Months 
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C HA R LTON 
RESEARCH 
COMPANYLI APPENDIX F: 

MOTIVATION FOR OFFERING 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 

Question 24 uskrd real estate owners und tnunngvrs why they provide telrcommunicotions services to their 
tenants. 

Whcn asked what motivatcs owners and managers 
to offer klecommunications serviccs IO their ten- 
ants, the responses overwhelmingly ccntered around 
tcnant intcrcsb (seefigure FI). In fact, 61 5% ol'own- 
crs and managers said somc form of tcnant intcrest 
was thcir primary motivation for olfcring such scr- 
viccs, including: to offer tenants options and ammi- 
ties, tenant demand, to offer tenants better services, 
and to keep tenants satisfied. Finally, three pcrccnt 
said their main reason for olfcring telecommunica- 
tions scrvices to thcir tenants is to keep their ten- 
ants satisfled. Many also said they offcrcd thcsc 
service to keep buildings competitive. Intcrcstingly, 
less than tcn pcrccnt mentioncd rcvcnuc as thcir pri- 
mary motivation. 

REASONS FOR OFFERING 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES TO TENANTS 

Nd45 

lo offer tenants choicdoptiondanmnities 

Tenant r.queslldemand 

To Mer lenants beet srwkedimpmve services 

To keep tsnnanWo keep tonants satisfied 

-dincome 
RQnumx 

E l 6 9  
n a  
2 0 2 5  

11 13 

3 4 

1 1 3 p  
! a 2 1  
!a P 

figure FI 
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CHARLTON 
RESEARCH 
COMPANYE 
w.w.n.chur~onrrrcarch.ccn APPENDIX G: 

MOTIVATION FOR OFFERING 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES 

Questions 25A and 25B usked real estate Owners and munagers what costs and inconveniences ore nssoci- 
ated with installing new wireless and wired services. 

Real estate owners and managers revealed there are a widc varicty of costs and inconveniences associatcd 
with installing new telecommunications serviccs (see figures G1 and G2). Whilc the installation costs are 
often times absorbed by the provider, the data rcvcal many indircct and secondary costs assmiatcd with 
any new installation. In particular, managcmcnt time and construction inconvcniencc comprise about half 
of the gcncrai costs and inconvcniences. 

COSTS AND INCONVENIENCES OF INSTALLING 
NEW WIRED TECHNOLOGY 

1 1 9 1  
17 26 

8 14 
9 1 

figure GI -- 

COSTS AND INCONVENIENCES OF INSTALLING 
NEW WIRELESS TECHNOLOGY 

2 8 4 1  
1s n 
11 20 

2 5 

4 7 
3 I 
2 4 

1 2 

7 2 

B 2 . Q  
3 I 

I I 
2 I 
1 3 

1 1 

1 1 5  
l z l z  
9 9  

figure C2 
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CHARLTON 
RESEARCH 

REAL ACCESS ALL~ANCE 
MEMBERSHIP SURVEY 

AUGUST I999 

I . What is your  company's o r  ol'licc's primary business function? 
N=314 

3.  Arc you thc pcrson rcsponsible lor ncgotiating conlrwts with telecommunication scrvicc pro- 
viders for your building or organization? 
N=310 

3 .  



4. How many buildings do you own or manage'! 
N=2Y2 
Open ended question 

Average number of buildings per respondent: 50.6 
---- - - - ~  

5 .  What is thc total squlue I'oohge of your buildinp(s)? 
N=30Y 

* This sample represents an estimated aggregated total of 619.1 million 
square feet. 

6. Where is (arc) your buildin&) g~ncrally locatcd? 
N=307 



8. Which competitive telecommunications providers have contacted you in the past year to re- 
quest access to your building(s)'? 
N-size not applicable 
Open ended question 

Totat solicitations: 805 
Average solicitations per respondent: 2.5 

17% 
14 
8 
7 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

25 
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9 .  Of those who contacted you, to whom did you provide access or are in current contract ne- 
gotiations? 
N-size not applicable 
Open ended question 

Total provider offers negotiated or in negotiation: 
Average provider offers negotiated or in negotiation per respondent: 

522 
1.65 

17% 
16 
6 
5 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

25 

* 65% of all provider offers resulted in either a contract or are current nego- 
ti a tion s 

10. Of those who contacted you, what percent requested exclusive contracts? 
N=256 
Open ended question 

75% of respondents said none of the providers that contacted them in that past 

10% of respondents said some, but not all of the providers that contacted them 

15% of respondents said 

year requested exclusive contracts. 

in that past year requested exclusive contracts. 

requested exclusive contracts. 
of the providers that contacted them in that past year 

. . .. , . . . . , .. . -. . . . . . . .- - - ._ _. .- - . . . . . . . . . .. . _. ._ .- ._ _.  . .. .. . - . .  . 
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-le-building u w ner/munapers: answer I I &  12, then skip to 15 

1 1 .  For each company in Question 8, please provide the number of buildings, percentage of portfo- 
lio, and picentage of tenants the competitive telecommunications provider proposed to serve. 

Average number of buildings per provider offer: 8.04 

46% 
15 
7 
6 

14 
6 
5 
1 

13. For each company, what percent of those buildings were: 
Average provider offer based on 543 aggregated provider offers 

14. For each company, what percentages of those buildings were: 
Average provider offer based on 530 aggregated provider offers 

15. Has your building or organization ever denied a competitive telecommunications provider ac- 
cess? 
N=304 

. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . .  .... - . . . .  - .  



15b. II' so, why? 
N=107 
Base is those who have ever denied access to any service provider 

6 

3 
2 
3 

2 

21% 
16 
4 
3 

16. Have competitive telecommunications providers failed to meet contractual or tenant service 
obligations? 
N=287 
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16b. If so, why'? 
N=45 
Base is those who have had providers fail to meet obligations 

17, Have you ever contacted a competitive telecommunications provider to request service for 
your building or organization, and been denied? 
N=304 

17b. If so, why'? 
N=34 
Open ended question 
Base is those who have been denied service upon request 

. 18. How long would you say it usually takes to negotiate an agreement with a competitive tele- 
communications provider? 
N=307 
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19. What is the longest it has ever taken to negotiate an agreement with a competitive telecommu- 
nications provider'? 
N=297 

- 9% 
5 
4 
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2 1. How long does it usually take to negotiate leases with trnditional tenants'? 
N=302 

22. How long does it usually take to negotiate leases with rooftop tenants that are NOT competi- 
tive telecommunications providers ? 
N=296 

Comparison of average length of negotiaton per lease type 

Average telecommunications lease .................... 
Average longest telecommunicatios lease ------------ 

3 months 
4 months 
7 months 

Average traditional tenant lease ___________________-____ 
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23. How many service providers currently serve your tenants, or use your building(s) as a plat- 
form from which to serve others, for: 
N = 2 7 S  
List provided for open ended percentages 
Percentage of respondents who currently serve below providers: 

82% 
63 
57 
46 
46 
43 
40 
35 
22 

To keeD buildinp competitive/marketable ------------ - 21% 
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25. What costs or inconveniences, if any, are associated with installing a new competitive tele- 
communications provider using: 

Wireless Technology 
N=194 

Total 
Mentions 

41% 
21 

20 
5 

No Direct Cost/Provider Absorbs Cost ------------- - 24 % 25% 

8% 
Professional costidlegal fees/A&E fees ------------ 3 
Repairs to buildinghuilding damage --------------- 3 
Must provide more power/HVAC ----------------- 2 
Traditiodvaluable space lost ---------------------- 1 
Provider does not absorb cost----------------------- 1 

'_--_-----_---_------------------------- Net: Direct Costs. 2B.k 
8 
8 
4 
3 
1 
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lzh Net: Direct CQSQ -------------_-------------------------- 
Repairs to buildingibuilding damage --------------- 6 
Professional costdlegal fees/A&E fees ------------ 3 
Must provide more power/HVAC ------------------ 2 
TraditionaVvaluable space lost ---------------------- 1 
Provider does not absorb cost----------------------- 1 

Total 
Men tiom - 47 9% 

26 

22 
8 

- 35% 
8 
9 

12 
6 
6 
4 

Wz2 
10 

Optional Name: 

Optional Phone: 

Optional Title: 

PLEASE FAX BACK YOUR RESPONSES TO 202.739.9449 BY JULY 30,1999. 
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