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June 14, 20 12 

VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 

M!-.. Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street. SW - Lobby Level 
Washington, DC 20554 

Robert W. Quinn. Jr. 
Senior V1cc Prc-.dcnt 
Fedeml Rcgulmory and 
Chief Pri' acy Officer 

AT&T Service~. Inc. 
1120 20'h St.. W. Suite I()()() 
Wa\hlngton. DC 20036 
I: 202 ~57.3851 
I·· 202 ~.57. 2020 

Re : In The MaJter Of Promoting lnteroperability In The 700 M flz Commercial Spectrum; 
lnteroperability Of Mobile User Equipment Across Paired Commercial Spectrum 
Blocks In 111e 700 MHz Band, WT Docket No. 12-69. 

Special Access Rates For Price Cap Local Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 05-25, 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company Petition For Pricing Flexibility Under Section 69.727 
Of The Commission's Rules, WCB/Priciug File No. 12-04, Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Company Petition For Pricing Flexibility Under Section 69.727 Of The 
Commission 's Rules, WCB/Pricing File No. 12-05. 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On Tuesday, June 12. Randall Stephenson. Chairman Chief Executive Officer and President of 
AT&T Tnc .. had a meeting with Chainnan Julius Genachowski. During the course of that discussion, Mr. 
Stephenson made reference to the aforememioned proceedings currently before the Commission. With 
respect to the issues contained in the interopcrability proceeding. Mr. Stephen!.on urged the Commission 
to focus its efforts on addressing the interference is.,ues that exist between the Channel 51 broadcast user., 
and the A Block license holders. Finding a path to clearing the Channel 5 I spectrum early wi thout 
prejudicing the rights o f Channe l 5 1 broadcasters to full y participate in the incentive auct ions cou ld 
unlock the value and usefulness of the A Block spectrum in the near te m1. Mr. Stephenson's commems 
were consistent with AT&T's comments in this proceeding (at pages 43-50) as well as the attached ex 
parte previously filed in Applications of AT&T Mobil ity Spectrum LLC and Qualcomm lncorporated for 
Consent to the Assignment o f Licenses. WT Docket No. 11 - 18. 

With respect to AT&T's pending pricing nexihility petition and the associated special access 
proceeding. Mr. Stephenson explained the difficu lt investment environment for wireline infra\tntcture 
and the need to transform the existing wireline infrastructure to more efficient lP infrm.tructurc. He 
explained that a path to retire the traditional POTS TOM architecture is neces.,ary to make continued 
mvestme nt possible, particularl y in ntral areas. IIi., comments were consistent with the substance of two 
previous AT&T Blogs o n this subject that were previously filed in this proceeding and arc attached here 
as well. 

Lf you have any questions or need additio nal information, please do nOt hesitate to contact me. 
Pursuant to section 1. 1206 of the Commission's rules, this lcuer is be ing fil ed electronically with the 
Commission. 

Sincerely. 

~~ )(. ~~ · 
Robert W. Quinn. Jr. 

Cc: Chairman Genachowski 



VIAECFS 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 

JoAn i\lard1 
v.ce rresldcnt­
Federal Rcgulalof) 

December 22, 2011 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

A r & T Serv1ccs. Inc. 
1120 20'~ Street, N W 
Suue 1000 
Washmgton, D.C. 20036 

202.457.3120 Phone 
ll32.213 0172 Fax 
JOilnmnriemarsh@att.com 

Re: Applicalions of AT&T Mobi/iry Spectrum LLC and Qualcomm 
Incorporated/or Consen110 lhe Assignmem of Licenses, 
WT Docket No. 11 -18 
NOTICE OF EX PARTE PRESENTATION 

Dear Ms. Dortch, 

The interference challenges into the 700 MHz Lower A block are significant. The 
high power broadcasts currently permitted in Channel 51 and in the 700 MHz Lower E 
block create the potential for significant interference problems for LTE deployments in 
the adjacent A block. Indeed, Band Class 17 was created in the 3GPP standards-setting 
process specifically to address these interference issues. AT&T agrees that these 
challenges can and should be addressed. 

AT&T further agrees that, ifthe interference challenges described above are 
addressed to AT &T's satisfaction, AT&T will not object, assuming supply chain 
availability, to supporting interoperability in the paired spectrum in the Lower 700 MHz 
band no more than two years after the later ofthe effective date of new rules relieving the 
Lower A block of the interference concerns, the end date of any transitional operating 
period that is allowed for any spectrum uses that create Lower A block interference 
concerns or the date when any existing broadcast uses are relocated from Channel 51 and 
the E block (provided further that Lower 700 MHz licensees are not responsible for the 
costs of any such relocations). AT&T will consider a shorter transition period if, in 
AT&T's view, it is commercially feasible. 

To fully address the interference challenges, AT&T believes that the Commission 
must, at a minimum, modify the rules governing service in Channel 51 and in the 700 
MHz Lower E block to permit power levels, out of band emissions and antenna heights 
that are no greater than those currently permitted in the 700 MHz Lower A and B blocks, 
to allow downlink only in the Lower E block and uplink only in Channel 51, and to 
relocate any incumbent high power broadcast operations out of Channel 51 and the 



Lower E block. Indeed, to address interference concerns into the 700 MHz Lower C 
block, the Commission is proposing similar limitations on AT&T's use of the Lower 0 
and E blocks in the draft Order currently pending in th is proceeding. AT&T reserves the 
right to oiTer additional guidance in any rulemaking that may be initiated on these issues. 

In all events, AT&T reserves the right, in its sole discretion, to plan and manage 
Lower 700 MHz interoperability support in a manner lhat will not disrupt existing 
services, strand existing devices or result in unnecessary cost or delay. AT&T explicitly 
reserves the right to continue to support Band Class 17 at its sole discretion. 

In accordance with Commission ru les, this leuer is being filed electronically with 
your office for inclusion in the public record. 

cc: Louis Peraertz, Esq. 
Rick Kaplan, Esq. 
Best Copy and Printing, Inc. 
Kathy Harris, Esq. 
Ms. Kate Matraves 
Jim Bird, Esq. 

Sincerely, 

Joan Marsh 

2 



Rewarding Misbehavior ... 
Posted by: Bob Quinn on June 8, 2012 at 1 :05 pm 

i::dtlier thi..., w~c"-. I wmte ,tbout Lhe special accc~s order cin.:ulat~d at the Comnw ... .,H)Jl and 
e\plalllCU Wh) a hac"-warJ"'> lno"-mg focU'> 1111 lcg.ac). practical l y-ob~olete tedllloiOg) \\OUid lcaJ 
tn lc-..-. rihcr in fra~truclllrc til\ estmcnr. 1c.,., i ntwvat1on. lc:-.-.. .1nh creal wn wHJ would h~: complete I y 
contrur) to the Oh~1111a Admini!-.trati,,n·., goab in each or tho'>e area~. Todi.ly. I am g1ling tn talk a 
lillie hll Llhllll( proL:t:'>:-. We all knnv. the hlltLword'> or thi-. llllllllll'>'>ion \\'hen II come-. lo 
pnKe'>-..: ract dri\Cil, npen ,lnd trall'>JXlrent. [ \\tlllllo t.:lllllrasl tho'>e worJ.., \\ilh \\hat ha-.. occurr~d 
in thi., prnccctling over the la'>t rcw w~eb. lkar with me while I gi\~ )llll -,ome hackgnn111d 

The pwceedmg here i-.. pretty !'-ltraightfiHward Tv•eh e year" ago. the Cl111tnn-FCC. led h} then 
Chairman Bill Kennard. '>Ct runh a lramcwmk that W\1Uld lead tll pricing de-regulation of then 
'>t.ttc-ol -thc-an data -..crvll'C'> ( 1.5 Mhp"l in 111arl-eh when: there \\en: ..,uJTicient cnmpetiti\e 
raclllliC'> hetng built to compete \\ith the legal') tcleplwne cnmpan). The tdca \\<1'> to recogni;e 
the .... igniricanl infrastructure investment that h,td been made in the \\al-.e of the 1996 Telecom 
Act In pa'-!-.lllg that Order, the FCC explained that it n:wgn11ed that ih "election of pricing 
flexibility trigger-; \\a.., .. not an e\act -.ctcncc,'· but rarhet a policy determination .. ha'\ed on our 
agcncv c>.pcrlt~e. 11ur intcrprctali\Hl 111" the record herore ll'> in thi"'> pnKet'dmg. anJ our de..,irt.: to 
pnnide a hnght l1ne rule l<' gu1de the tmlu"try:· In nthcr wnnJ:.... the Order vva., ha!-.ed on a 
factual record. Latet. the FCC exll:nded ih pn> imc:...Lmcnt philo:-.oph) hy de-rcg.ul.tting fiber and 
pal·l-et -ha..,ed st.:n1ce" in order 1\) inccnt ne\v 111\c..,tmcnt 111 broadband tnfra-..tructurc (Bellc\e 
me. the heart or thi.., particular Jch.lle I" the Jc..,ire or CllllljlClltive <.:<trrier-. Ill re llllj10'>e the 
,lhligallllll to unbundle fiber at TELR IC' rate,. But that j., f\lr another blog ). 

The cumpetitive carr1cr..., and "o-callcJ puhlk 111tcn:..,t group!-. acti\C in thi!-. proceeding have tried 
Ill n:n:r'>l. that pricing llcxihilit) dcci .... IOil rN more than J() year"> . Becau~c the pri<lr Ordcl \\'i.l!'l 

ha:...cd on a factual record. the competitive indu:-.tr) hear" the burden ul going fom.trd and 
demon!'-ltraung the lad l)r l'\)ltlpclltinn in tiJc..,e marl--eto, One or the prohlclll"'> that polll)'ll1akcr-. 
ha\L~ had. huwevcr. in analy;ing \\hat 1.., gomg in thh llli.lrkct i"'> that no une re.tlly has accurate 
data on v\h.tt <.:tli11J1Ciiti\e l.1ctlitic" cx~-;t 111 tht: mmletpl.tce A" '>lrange a .... 11 llM) -,eem. dc-..pilc 
all of the rcp,,rting requtrcmcnt~ in our tndu"'>try. competitive C<IITter" hav·e never heen required to 
identiry llli\\ much fiber anJ inrnt'>Lructure they ha\c built in an} given nwrk.et. And \\hen 
pnlicymal.cr"'> ha\·e attempted (ll .tddrC"'>'- lhts lack or data. the Clllllpctill\'C communll) IHI'> 
cuntinuall) thnnvn up madhlm.:ks. When the (J,\0 -..tudicJ thi-. marl-.ct in 2006, it \\Lt.., -..tymied in 
ih ability to analytc the market hecau"e competitive t.:<liTier" rdu-..ed tl' pnl\ ide data When the 
1\RRI ...;tudied the 1\:0.lll.! 111 200X-09. the) hit the "amc '-lone \\'all. When the FCC a-.1-.ed the 
indu.,tr~ for data in 20 I 0. the compdiUH.: comnHtllll) llnce more rdu...,ed tll prm ide tilt' Jata 
ncCC'\..,<11)' f\ll' lilt' rCC to conduct lh an<tly"'>l'-. 

Ju-.1 la..,t ~\.'<lr. in .1 federal court proceeding.. the FCC ag<~in called out l'umpctitor..; for !'ailing to 
'>Uhtnll data conccrntng thei1 experience in the ..,pcciul acl.:L'"" marl.ct -.taring that only '>C\'Cn out 
of 90 COM PTEL member" had rt:'-PlH1dl..'d to tht: FCC.., 20 I 0 Rcl)uc..;t for Data ~even out or 
lJ(). \ouml" more like my ( uh.., · winning lX'rccntagc tim year than It tll1e.., like the re'-)1\ill~c rate 
yuu \\'uuld c\peet from a gruup th.tt \\tuHs tn u>n\ incc pnlicyrnakcr-. to lhange the '-l<tllt"'> quo. 



'-\nd. accnrding ll' an April 17 TRDailv anidl:. th~ Fcc·.., own Shanm Ciilktt recent!\· . . 
rcmarl-.cd l)fl the "int.'n.·dihk· tkanh lll data'' rrlllll ClllllpCtitur-.. and till' Conlllli ...... ion·-.. inal:lilll) to 
·Jo tht .tn.th -..i-.. with11ut the data:· . 
W11h that, (lflL' miglu tlunl-. that the FCC \\otdd k:l\e in plac.:c it-.. de-regulatory polkic~ until it 
had adequate data 1111 "hich tu re\'i-..e llr create new polirit·!-. Not -..o. a-..'' e JcanlL·d ~·londa). l'hL' 
FCC. ,k-..pill: it-.. a""t'rlt'd lad: of data. cirnllatcJ an Onkr to -..u-..p~nd thc pm-JO\ c-..tmcnt price 
lk-n:gul:ui,,n framew,,rl-. :tppnl\t:d 12 year!- ago until the FCC L·ould make comtx·titor-.. re:-.pond 
'''a lll:tnd:lllll') data n:que"l. \kam\hik. AT&T and many other c.:unier-.. ha\e -.uhmillcd ream-.. 
ol' data dl'lllPthlrating the e:--..ten..,t\C L"111llpt:tition thalt'.\ish in thew rllarkeh. And -..o \\.C.re clear. 
that lllandatm) data requc-..t i-.. not in the 11cm that \\.J" cin:ulalL'd ~londay. It i-.. a :-.tatcmcnt that 
at -.,orw: pornt in the future the ICC will -..ubmit a llland.Jtor} d<il<l rl'lJLIL'"I to CLEC-... lnterc-.ting 
Jlf'<lL'C..,.... 

The 11IIH.:r -..hilL' dr11pped Tuc-..day when FCC' ..,tall annotlllCCd in a PuhiiL t\utin: that it W<h 

-..uhmitting <Jl) docUillL'Illo.;- cumpri-..ing mnn: than 10.,00 page:-.,,(' IlL'\\ e\llkncc- int(l the 
record in thr prPe~eding. One prc-..umc-.. that thL· rc<t-..illl thi-., data llt't'ded tu he :-.ubmillcd in the 
reL·onl i-.. that the -..tatf in nailing thl.' Order ''11 citnrlation al.'tually relied 1111 thi-.. C\ tdcnce (and 
L'itL·d C.'\lL'll"-iH!I~ l'rllm the evidcnc.:l.') in it-.. prop<"''-'" Onkr. II' thi-. i-.. true. why'' a-.. thee\ idencl.' 
nlll -..uhmllted into the rec11rd until t{fter the Onkr \\~Ill illl L'in..:ulatton'! lndrL·d. "hy wa-.. it not 
-..ubmillcd inh1 the record monLh-. ago'! t\t lca"l then t\T&T :md other:- cnu!J ha'e rc-..pnnJcd to 
the l'\'idcncc and had th''"'.: replie-.. ctm-..idercJ hL·forc a final Order wa-.. cirnrl.ttcd. 

A-.. it \land". thi.., la:--.1 minute -..uhmi..,..,ion ... eem-.. inte1Hkd 111 thw;1rt th.ll '- cr~ ... on ,,f ,,ppnnunit). 
which "l'L'Ill" at ndd-.. with the -..pint. tl Jlllt the lcller. 111' tilt' AdnHni-.,trati\C ProccJure Act In 
-..hurt. thi-.. pt<ll'l.'"" i:-- un-..eeml: anJ rai:-.c!'> quc:-.tiorh .1:-. tn \\hat'-.. rc.dl) .tflllll .11 the Cnmmt..,..,Jiltl. 

lhi-.. I·CC ha-.. l~:\plaincd f, 1r year-.. that thl'y ha\ c in .... uflkiL'nl data on \\ hich tu h;N.: a -..pcci.tl 
aL'L'C"" deci-..fllll, YL~t they now c•rculatt' an Order dc..;pitc th.tl liid 111' daw. They dump 10.000 

P<l!!e-.. into the record after theu Order i.-.. cin:ulated. l!ivinu 1111 tilllt' l'or an\·onc Ill con,idcr that 
'- "- '-" . 

t•vidence. let alorll' n:..,pnnd. I hen tiH!) L'OIIL'Iudc that tlwy llllW ha\L' a ... ullicicnt ho~..,i-.. to o\erturn 
a wcll-c ... tahlbhcd, judiL'Iall) allmncd dercgul.1tory dcl'io,;iun th~tl """ h;~ ... cd on a lar more 
c:--..tcrhi \ L' record Ill\ ul \'i ng actual 1 a~ oppo:--cd Ill mi-.,~ing) data. 

From a pn'L'C"' pcr-..pectivc. thi-.. dlle-. not rcprt''L'Ill tht• gnld -..tandarJ for ilJ1L'llllC''- and 
tran-..p:1rency. \\'e h;l\ c argued 1'111' nothing more than a f:rL't-dl'l\l.'n. 11pen and tran-..parent 
J11'1lL'L'"'· We <Ill' C(lf1lidem that when pnlicymakcr-., "CL' tilL' <1111\lllnl or cnmpctithc lihcr dcplo)ed 
in n1Cirl1)1\llitan marl\l't!-. it '' 111 be ea~~ to C.:llndttdc that the nght pw-im t''>IIHL'nt .... trateg~ j, to 
inn::nt carrier-.. to C\lcnd their C\i-..ting liher mt'ra-.tniCllll\ 1n1u the 111any commercial onice 
huildin!!-.. HL'I'O:o.' th~ countrv: to lran-..itinn from th~ k!!:tL'\ lDr-.1 teduwlo~v of \C-..tL·rJa\ tl) the 

~ ~ - ., ... .. .. . 
aii-IP \\<H'Id the indthlf') need-.. (!) aducve thL' t\dmini-..trati<ill .., ~.~at.... The Cl"llJll)lll) need-.. thi-.. 
kind or int'ra-..tructtfi'L' infu-..ion and thL· L·urrcnt policic-., arl! tl(ll taking th tht•re fa,t enough. 
Jn-..tead , thl' :tgl'llL'~. dc:-.pil~ the lac!.. oJ" Jata. :-.t:CIIl" itliL'Ill ll) rL'\\ Hf'd lhL' -...llliC I'L"lilil'llL'h \\ lw for 
)t'ar'> h,l\ c tht1111hcd their rH"''-'" at the Fcc·.., dat:1 n:quL·-..ts. It thi-., Onkr goe.., f(ln\ arJ under 
tlll'"t' circum-..talll'L'"· it will fllll he thl: I-cc·, linc-..t hour. 



Repealing De-Regulation: 
How Not to Build a Roadmap 
Towards an AII-IP World 
Posted by~ Bob Quinn on June 5, 2012 at 7:55am 

The FCC has circulated an order that would undo more than 12 years of Clinton-era, 
deregulatory pricing policy on legacy non-packet serv1ces. The services in question are 
called "special access" services - 95% of which are slow 1.5 megabits per second 
(Mbps) TOM (think POTS) serv1ces. That is not a misprint. We are not talking about 
100 Mbps connections - services we should actually be figuring out how to get to more 
people in more places. We are not even talking about fiber. We are talking about 
legacy. copper-based serv1ces that are so slow the services would not qualify for a 
single dollar of Universal Service Fund (USF) support if they were deployed to homes 
throughout rural America under the Commission's recent USF order. 

We are concerned about the impact the proposed action is going to have for the overall 
transition to IP technology that the FCC had begun 111 that USF order. The transition to 
IP cannot happen fast enough. The Industry needs to move to a more cost-effective, aii­
IP Infrastructure if we are going to remain a globally competitive econom1c force. In 
regulatory time, that transition must occur with incredible speed. Once subsidies are 
removed from TOM/POTS mfrastructure. carriers will need to nimbly move to retire that 
infrastructure to make way for an aii-IP world. In the USF order. the FCC took a great 
step in that direction by declaring the obsolescence of TOM/POTS. 

To make those investments work, however, there must also be a path away from the 
costs of the legacy infrastructure. AT&T itself is 1n the process of evaluating how we are 
go1ng to address the overall rural investment issues in our own footprint. Today's 
announcement by the Commission will have a s1gnificant impact on those calculations 
and the feasibility of long-term rural investment. Simply put, if there is no clear path to 
migrate to an aii-IP Infrastructure, that investment calculation looks much more 
challenging. 

The FCC should be creating a parallel path for these services like it created in the 
consumer market In other words, we should be crafting a plan to ret1re these services 
and get busmesses and competitive earners on the path towards deploying fiber-based 
broadband serv1ces that are much faster than 1 5 Mbps. 

Some competitors may argue that they can't build more fiber to businesses. But the 
reality is that many of them do exactly that. Level 3 says it has fiber within 500 feet of 
more than 100.000 ··enterprise" office buildings. Sprint JUSt conducted a huge RFP tor 
fiber-based backhaul services and awarded contracts to between 25 to 30 different 
backhaul vendors across the U.S. all willing to build high-capacity Ethernet backhaul. 

Cable companies have been aggressively compet1ng for years by building out the1r own 
footprint. Verizon builds fiber to three homes in the hope that that one customer of 



three chooses to buy video. voice and broadband service from them. Clearly this is not 
a "natural monopoly" where investment is impossible. 

With the right polic1es. we could have this type of significant investment in every area on 
the path to an aii·IP world That IS what the Obama Administration called for in its 
m1ssion to get high speed wireless broadband to 98% of Americans and 1ts renewed call 
earlier this year to create jobs by upgrading the nation's infrastructure , including its 
communications infrastructure And this is exactly the kind of wide·scale infrastructure 
mvestment that can create jobs, keep the economy moving and keep America globally 
compet1t1ve. The mission is clearly articulated and appears to have universal bi·partisan 
support - broadband infrastructure investment creates JObs But we need a plan to get 
there and. unfortunately. that does not appear to be the road the FCC has chosen to go 
down. The rhetonc 1s good . but at some po1nt we have to walk the talk. Right now, 
it's all just talk. 

So. what are we going to do instead? Apparently. we are going to go backwards and try 
to figure out the perfect way to price·regulate a technology that is fast becoming 
obsolete. The one thing guaranteed is that the stable pricing regimes that have been in 
place for 12 years will be challenged in litigation by competitive carriers across the 
country - all arguing for lower rates. none explaining how lower rates on yesterday's 
technology will actually spur investment in fiber·based IP technologies Who will 
benefit? Those companies who are clinging to yesterday's technology so that they do 
not have to invest in Amenca s future 

Instead of creating a path to fiber, significant infrastructure investment by all carriers. job 
creation and achieving the nation's broadband goals, we are going to instead pursue 
policies that will result 1n less fiber, less infrastructure investment, less job creation , and 
less broadband. It's not that we haven't pulled this kind of transformation before. We 
managed the move from l1orse and buggy to automobile and became the world's 
automot1ve leader in the process back then. But 1f we pursued policies early in the 201

tl 

century with the same game plan we are pursuing broadband poilc1es today, we'd have 
a lot of cars still be1ng pulled around by horses. 


