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February 5, 2015 

Via ECFS 

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C.  20554 

Re: Petition of US Telecom for Forbearance Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 160(c) from 
Enforcement of Obsolete Incumbent LEC Legacy Regulations that Inhibit 
Deployment of Next-Generation Networks, WC Docket No. 14-192 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

 On December 5, 2014, the undersigned filed comments highlighting the contrasting 
positions that Petitioner US Telecom Association’s (“USTA”) largest member, AT&T, takes 
inside the Beltway with the position that it takes in the real world, outside the Beltway. Garland
Connect is the operator of the telecommunications facilities in a data center building in 
downtown Los Angeles (the “Garland Building”). Petitioner and presumably AT&T assert to the 
Commission that “ILECs enjoy no advantages over other providers in deploying fiber to a 
wireless provider's cell sites or to any type of customer location.”1 This is simply untrue in the 
real world outside the Beltway.  The Petitioner makes this statement in support of its contention 
that “the high-capacity service marketplace is highly competitive.”2  In the Garland Building, 
AT&T does provide large volumes of high capacity service in competition with several CLECs, 
but nevertheless insists that because it is the ILEC in Los Angeles, it is entitled to free access to 
space, power, conduits, and penetrations for its fiber and high capacity circuits that its CLEC 
competitors (including AT&T’s affiliate, Teleport Communications Group) pay for.

 Garland Connect submits this filing to inform the Commission that USTA’s largest 
member, AT&T, has recently taken that position of entitlement in litigation with Garland 
Connect, seeking to persuade a California Jury that ILECs are entitled to substantial advantages 
over CLECs in competing for the fiber-based business of data centers and other customers in the 
Garland Building.  On January 14, 2015, AT&T attorney Andrew Z. Edelstein signed and filed a 
declaration asserting that an AT&T witness will testify to the “[b]ackground and evolution of the 

1 Petition for Forbearance of the United States Telecom Association at 103. 
2 Id. at 102. 
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telecommunications industry in general and relevant to the industry custom and practice of not 
charging [ILECs] . . . for the cost of space and power associated with their facilities used to 
provide services within a building.”3  As reflected by Mr. Edelstein’s Declaration, AT&T’s 
position in the litigation is that while CLECs, including AT&T’s CLEC affiliate TCG, pay 
significant sums for access to the data centers in the Garland Building, because AT&T is the 
ILEC in Los Angeles, it is legally entitled to the same access at no cost.  This would of course 
provide ILECs with a tremendous competitive advantage over CLECs in serving data center 
customers with fiber.  If what AT&T is telling the California Court and Jury is true, then the 
Commission must make every effort in this docket to ensure that CLECs continue to have the 
right to access ILEC fiber networks on the same terms that they currently access ILEC copper 
networks.

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Eric J. Branfman 

Eric J. Branfman 

Counsel for Garland Connect, LLC 

Enclosure

3 Defendant AT&T California’s Designation of Expert Witnesses; Declaration of Andrew Z. 
Edelstein at ¶ 4(a), Garland Connect, LLC v. Pacific Bell Telephone Company, d/b/a AT&T 
California, Case No. BC 513029 (Cal. Super. Ct., County of Los Angeles), filed January 14, 
2015.






























