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June 14. 20 12 

VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary 
Federal Communicat ions Commission 
445 12th Street. SW - Lobby Level 
Washington, DC 20554 

Rober t W. Q uinn, J r. 
Senior Vice Pn:~u.Jcnt 
Fcd..:ral Regulatory and 
Chief Privacy Officer 

AT&T Scnicei>. lnc. 
I 120 20'h St.. W. Suite 1000 
Wa\hlllgton. DC 20036 
T: 202 -157 385 I 
r· 202 457.2020 

Re : In The Matter Of Promoting lnteroperability In The 700 Ml/z Commercial Spectrum; 
lnteroperability Of Mobile User Equipment Across Paired Commercial Spectrum 
Blocks In The 700 MHz Band, WT Docket No. 12-69. 

Special Access Rates For Price Cap Local Exclum ge Carriers, WC Docket No. 05-25, 
Pacific Bell Telephone Company Petition For Pricing Flexibility Under Section 69.727 
Of The Commission 's Rules, WCB/Pricing File No. 12-04, Southwestem 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 lnc .. and I had a meeting with Commissioner Ajit Pai. Chief of Staff Matthew Berry, and Legal 
Adviser Gene Fu ll ano. During the course of that discussion, Mr. Stephenson made reference 10 the 
aforementioned proceedings currentl y before the Commission. With respect to the is.,ues contained in the 
interopcrability proceeding. Mr. Stephenson urged the Commission to focus it '> efforts on addressing the 
interference issues that ex ist between the Channel 5 1 broadcast users and the A Block licen~e holdero.;. 
Finding a path to clearing the Channel 51 spectrum early wi thout prejudicing the right '> of Channel 51 
broadcasters to fu lly participate in the incenti ve auctions could unlock the value and usefu lness of the A 
Block spectrum in the ncar term. Mr. Stephenson 's comments were consistent with AT&T's comments 
in this proceed ing (at pages 43-50) as well as the attached ex parte previously fi led in Applications of 
AT&T Mobility Spectrum LLC and Qualcomm Incorporated for Consent to the Assignment of Licenses. 
WT Docket No. 11 - 18. 

With respect to AT&T's pending pricing flexibility petition and the as<.ociated special access 
proceeding, Mr. Stephenson explained the difficult investment environment for wireline infrastructure 
and the need 10 transform the ex isting wireli ne in frastructure to more efficient IP in frastrucLUre. He 
explained that a path to retire the traditional POTS TOM architecture is necessary to make continued 
in vestment possible, particularly in rural areas. I lis comments were consistent with the substance of two 
previous AT&T Blog!-. on this subject that were previously filed in thi!-. proceeding and are attached here 
as well . 

tr you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Pursuant to section 1. 1206 of the Commission' :-. ntle:-.. this letter is being filed electronically with the 
Commission. 

Sincerely. 

~tW-Ir·~~ · 
Robert W. Quinn. Jr. 

Cc : Matthew Berry 



Gene Fullano 
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VIAECFS 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 

Jo11n Mars h 
V tee I' rcstdcnt -
Federal Regulator") 

December 22, 20 I I 

Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S W 
Washington , DC 20554 

t\ I & r Scrvtces. Inc 
1120 20'h Street, N W 
Suue 1000 
Washmgton, D C 20036 

202.457.3120 l'hone 
832.213.0172 Fa'< 
joan m:mcmnrsh@au. com 

Re: Applications of AT&T Mobility Spectrum LLC and Qua/comm 
Incorporated for Consent to the Assignment 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 5 1 and in the 700 MHz Lower E 
block create the potential for significant interference problems for L TE 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, if the 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 of the 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 Comm ission 
must, at a minimum, modify the rules governing service in Channel 5 1 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 pennitted in the 700 MHz Lower A and B blocks, 
to a llow 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 D 
and E blocks in the draft Order currently pending in this proceeding. AT&T reserves the 
right to ofTer 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 that will not disrupt existing 
services, strand existing devices or resu lt 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 rules, this letter 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 
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Rewarding Misbehavior ... 
Posted by~ Bob Quinn on June 8, 2012 at 1:05pm 

btrlicr thi-.. week. 1 \\rote <~bnttt the ~pecial accc-.'> order circulated at the Con11ni"'1nn anu 
e\plt~incd wh} a hack\\ ard" l<hll-lllg focu'> on legacy. pn-tctically-obsolete techll\.llng} ,,·ould lead 
to lc-.~ fiber inrra,tructurc mvc-;tmcnt. lc"' tnnovallllll. lc'~ 10h crcaLHln ,md would he complete!) 
contrar\ to the Ohama Admini!'>tratinn·-.. goal~ in each of tho .... e area .... Tudav. lam ~oine Llllulk a 

• - .I ~ ~ 

lillie hit ahuut prot:~''· We all ktww the buz7words ol thl'> Cnmmi,'>Hlll when it come.., 111 
prnce ....... : racl dri\('11. open and tran .... parenl. I \\UilliO conu·a..,L tho .... e word'> \vilh \\hal has occurred 
in thi-.. procccuing over the [a,tlcv. v.cek-.. Bear with me v.hik I give you '><lllk' background. 

The procet:!dmg lll're j.., prell) ..,tralg.htl'nn,ard. T\\Cive \Car ... ag.1.l. the Clinton-lTC. led by then 
Cluunnan Bill Kennard. -.ct forth a rralllC\\Ork th<ll would lc,td 10 pricing. de-regulation of then 
..,tate-or the-an data scrviL·c-. ( 1.5 l\.lbp-.l in markets \vhcrc there \\ere ..,uJTicient compctlli\e 
l'acililll''> heing built to compete with the kgae) tclcp1Hli1L ~:ompuny l'he tdcu \\<I' to rccognl/e 
the '1gnilicu11t inl'ra-.truc-ture itl\'c-.tment that hml been maue in the \\ake nf the 1996 Telecom 
Act Tn P''''ing that Order. the FCC explained that it recugni/cd tlwt it-. ..,eJec-tion or pricing 
flexibility lf·iggcr~ \\<1.., ·'not an exact ..,nencc:· I1L11 rmhcr a policy detcrminallon "ba'\cd on our 
agcnc; c>..pertisc-. nm imcrprctatillll llf the record before u:- 111 thi'> proceeding.. and our de..,1re Ill 
prm ide a bright-line rule tn guide the indu-..tr) .. In PthL'I Wllru .... the Order "i.h ha-.cd on a 
tactual record. Ltter. the FCC extended ih pru-imc,unent phi[o,ophy b) de-regulating fiber ,mJ 
packcl-ha..,eu -.el'\ icc-. 111 order to inLTill Ill:\\ inve,tmcnt in broadband tnl rastructure. I Belk\l 
me. the heart ol thi" particular debate '" the uc-.1rc nl cnmpctit1vc earner-. to rc -impo-.e the 
obligation to unhundk fiber at TELRIC rate .... But that 1-. ft>1 another blog l. 

The wmpctitin: carriL'r' and -..o -~.:<tlleJ public interc ... t grmtp' acti\c- in Lhi'> proceedint! ha\e tried 
Ill 1\~ \·er-.c th.tl pnt:lllg ne.xihiltt) dCCISillll ror 111\ll'e than I 0 year,_ Becau ... e the pnor Order \VU ... 

h:N:·d on a !'actual rccnrd. the Cll111petili\'C mdu-.tr) hear-. the burden of gnmg forward and 
demon-.u·at i ng the lack of L'lllllpetil inn in I he..,e market'> One or I he prohh~tm that poltc; maker-. 
hmc had, IHnVC\ cr. in anuly7ing wh<~l i..; gomg 111 thl'> market I'> that no nne rcall) has accurate 
data un wlwt competiti\e racilille'> cxi~t in the nwrketphtcc. J\.., -.trange as it 111.1} 'Cl!lll. dc..,pilc 
allllf the rep,1rt111g requircmenh 111 our indu!->try. cumpetnivc CtliTier.., ha,·c ne,·cr been rcqLIIred ,,, 
iuentif) hu\\ much liher and inl"ra .... tructure they h.tvc built in any gi' en market. And \\hen 
polic) maker' hme .lllL'lllptcd 111 .tddre..,.... thi-. lack lll data. the L'tllnpetiti\'L' wmntunity ha-. 
continually thrown up roadhlm:k' When the G \0 -.tudicu thi" market Ill 2006, it \\'a-. -.ty n11cd in 
ih ability to anal\;e the market be~au-.c L·ompellli\C ..:arrier-. refu-.ed Ill pnl\ ide d.tla. When the 
!\ RR I -.tudicd 1 he 1-.-..ue in 200X-09. the~ l11t the -.a me ..,tone wall V\ hen the I·CC a-.kcd the 
imlu-.try for data in 20 I 0. the contpL'li ti' c communi 1} once more rcru-..ed l.l' prO\ Ilk the data 
ncn:-..-.ary ft~r the l·CC to conduct 1h anctl y-.i!->. 

Ju-..l la-..t year. in a fec.leral court proceeding. the r·CC again calleu PUt l'llllll)('(l!llh rnr railing tn 
-.uhmit data conccrn1ng thc11 experience 111 rhc -..p~..xial acce-;s market -.tating that nnly -.c\en olll 

oft)() COM PTEL member-.. had rc-.pundcd to the FCC-.. 20 I 0 R~quc't fm Data Se\cn out pf 
lJO. ~~~und.., 111ore like Ill} Cuh< \\ inntng pcrn:ntagc 1111" year th.tn 11 due-. ltkc the n: .... pon..,e rate 
ynu w~.,uld c\pcct lrnm a gn,up that W411lh 111 curl\ incc (1lllicymakcr' Lo change the -.taw ... L(llll 



J\nJ. acconJing Ill an April 17 TRDaily mticlc. the FCC.., 0\\11 Sharon Gillett recently 
remarked on the .. IIKrcdihle Je<~rth of data .. rn~m competitor-. and the Commi..,..,llm·-. inability to 
''do the anal) "I" \\'llhnut the data." 

With that, nne might thin"- that the rcc \\OUILI leave in place ih uc-rcgul.tiOI') polil:ic-. until it 
had adcLJuatc data on \\ hich to n.'vi'>c nr create nC\\ pol ic1c'>. Not '-O. a.., \VC learned Mondav. The 
fCC. Jc-.pilc lh 1.1'>\CI'lcd l<tL"- or data, circul.tted i.lll Ordel Ill :-.u:-.pend the pro-invc~trnent pnce 
de-regulation framcwnr"- appro\cd 12 year'> ago until the FC(' could nwkc cnmpctittll''- re,ponu 
ltl u mandaLtlr~ Jata n.·que:-.t. Mean\\ hi le. AT&T and many other L'arrier" ha,·c 'uhmlltcd ream-; 
of data tknwthtr.tting the e\tcn:-.1vc l'llmpctllion that C\1!-.1\ 111 theo.;c markch. And :-.n we're dear, 
that mandatury data reque ... t i' not in the item that \\a'> circulated Monday. It 1' d o.;tatcmcnt that 
at ... orne p01nt in the future the FCC v.ill 'uhmit a mandator) dat.t reque'>t tu CLEC~. lntere,ting 
proce""· 

The nther -.hlle drnppcd 'lue,lht) when FCC '>tarr announced in a Public Nut1ce that it v.a.., 
-.uhmiuing l)C) document~ cmnpri,mg more than IO.JOO page' nt new C\ idence - intt) the 
record in the pmn:cJing. One prc ... ume' that the rc.t,tlll thi.., data nt!cdcd Lo he '>llhmiucJ Ill the 
record • .., that the 'tall in craftmg the Ortkr on circulatil'n actual!~ rel1ed on thi-. e\idcnc.:c (,md 
1.:itcd cxlcn..,i\el) lrom the evidcnL-c) Ill it... pn1pn~ed Order. Tl thi'> 1' lntc. why \\a:-. the evidence 
nul -.uhmllted intt' the record until ajrer the Order went 1111 circulation'! lmlced. why W<l'-. it not 
~uhmilletl into Lhe record month~ ago'! At lc.t:-.L then AT&T and other~ cnultl h;ne rc'P'lndcJ to 
the C\ idenc..:e .tnd h.1d tht,'>e repl1e.., L'tlll..,ldereJ heltlre a final Order\\'"' cirLulatcd. 

A,, il '>lamb. thi.., lo~-.t minute :-.uhmi.....,ion ..,ccm.., intended to tlm.1rt that \·er) '-Uri tll' opportunity. 
\\'hich 'cc1m at odd:-. with the "lmit. 11 not the lcllcr. nl the Admini~trativc Procedure Act In 
... lwrt. thi.., pmcc ... .., i'> Ulbeemly and rai!-.C'> que:-,Lion:-, a!-. to what·, really afoot al the ('nnHni!-.'>iun. 

Thi-. FCC Ita.., explained for year-. that they ha\ c in ... u!Ticielll data on v,:hich tu ba,e a -.pccial 
acce..,.., dcLI'>ion. yet they now circulate an Order dc:-,pitc that la~..·k of data. They dump I 0.000 
page-. llllt) the record after rhcu Onkt i-. circulated. gl\ ing no time fnr .tnyonc tP cnn-.tdcr that 
e\ idence. let alone n:..,pond. Then they ~,.·,,ndude lh~tt they IHl\\ have ,t 'uiTiL ient ha'1' toO\ erturn 
a well-e..,tahlt,hed, judit.:i<dl; afrirmed dcregulator) deli..,iun that wa-. h<N:-d on a far more 
c>.ten..,i\e record in\llhing aciUal (a.., opp<bed lo mi~~in~l data. 

Frottl u pn1t.:e..,., pcr ... pcuivc, thi' doc" nut rcpre,ent the gold .. ;tandard for opcnne..,., and 
trathparenL \ \Yc ha\c argued fur nothing more than .1 faL·t -driven. 11pen and tn.ul"'parent 
pmcc-. .... \\ c .tn~ L'llnrident tlwt ~Nhcn policyma!,cr' -.cc the amnum of' n>mpettli\'t: fiber deployed 
in melrnpolitan rnarkeh. it \\ill he easy to wnL'Iude that the right prtHil\ c:-.tmcnt '>truteg) b lo 
111c.:cnt earner-. tu e\tend their exi-.ting lihcr 1111 ra!-.lrttcturl' into I he many cnmmcn.:ial oflice 
building-. aero-., the country: to tran~itinn from the legaL\ TOM technology or ye,tenJay tu the 
aii-£P '"·orld the indu~tn need' In achieve the t\dmini..,tratiun·, g.oak The ectH1nllly need ... thi'> 
kind tlf infra..,tructllre mfu..,inn and the CliiTent policic..; dl'C IHlt taking u' there fa:-.t CIH'ugh. 

lthtcad. I he o.~gcnc~. tk:-.pite the lack of Jaw. ~Ci..'lll" lnlelll h.l reward the '>:.tllll' pel it inner" \\ hn i'or 
ye.u·.., hmc thumbed thctr no,es at the Fcc·.., data reque'h II' lhh On.kr goc~ ft1rward under 
thC"l' circtlln..,tancc'. II will not he the (·('(''.., fine-.! 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 serv1ces in quest1on are 
called "special access" services - 95% of which are slow 1.5 megabits per second 
(Mbps) TOM (think POTS) services. That is not a misprint. We are not talking about 
1 00 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 services 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 in that USF order The transition to 
IP cannot happen fast enough. The rndustry needs to move to a more cost-effective, aii
IP Infrastructure if we are going to remain a globally competitive economic force. In 
regulatory time, that transition must occur with incredible speed. Once subsidies are 
removed from TOM/POTS infrastructure. 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 rn 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 in the process of evaluating how we are 
going to address the overall rural investment issues in our own footprint Today's 
announcement by the Commission will have a srgnificant Impact on those calculations 
and the feasibility of long-term rural mvestment. Simply put, if there is no clear path to 
migrate to an aii-IP Infrastructure. that investment calculation looks much more 
challeng1ng. 

The FCC should be creating a parallel path for these serv1ces like it created in the 
consumer market. In other words, we should be crafting a plan to retire these services 
and get businesses and competitive carriers on the path towards deploying fiber-based 
broadband services 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 for 
fiber-based backhaul serv1ces and awarded contracts to between 25 to 30 different 
backhaul vendors across the U.S all willing to build high-capacity Etl1ernet backhaul 

Cable companies have been aggressively competing for years by build1ng out their own 
footprint. Venzon builds fiber to three homes 1n 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 policies, 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 
mission to get high speed wireless broadband to 98% of Americans and its 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 
competitive. The m1ssion is clearly articulated and appears to have universal bi-partisan 
supp011 - 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 rheto1 ic is good. but at some point 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 f1gure out the perfect way to pnce-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 America's future. 

Instead of creating a path to fiber, significant infrastructure investment by all earners, JOb 
creation and achieving the nation's broadband goals, we are going to instead pursue 
policies that will result in 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 horse and buggy to automobile and became the world's 
automotive leader in the process back then. But if we pursued policies early in the 201

h 

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


