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June 14.201 2 

VIA ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch. Secretary 
Federa l Communications Commissio n 
445 12th Street. SW - Lobby Level 
Washington, DC 20554 

Rnhert W. Quinn, .Jr. 
Senior Vice President 
r edcral Regulatory and 
Chief Privacy Orliccr 

AT&1 Services. Inc. 
1120 20111 St.. NW. Suite I (XJO 
Washingllln. DC 20(H6 
T: 202 457 .l!l'i I 
F: 202 457.2020 

Re : In The Matter Of Promoting Jnteroperahility In The 700 MHz 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 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/Pricing 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 M'>. Dortch: 

On T uesday, June 12, Randall Stephenson, Chairman Chie f Executi ve Officer and President of 
AT&T Inc., and I had a meeting with Commissioner Mignon Clyburn. Chief of Staff Dave Grimaldi, 
Legal Advisor Angela Kronenberg. and Legal Advisor Louis Pcraertz. During the course of that 
d iscussion. Mr. Ste phenson made re ference to the afore mentioned proceed ings current ly before the 
Commission. Wi th respect to the issues contained in the interoperabi lity proceeding, Mr. Stephenson 
urged the Commissio n to focus its e fforts on addressing the interference issues that ex ist between the 
Channel 5 1 broadcast users and the A Block license holders. Finding a path to clearing the Channe l 5 1 
spectrum early without prejudicing the rights of Channel 5 1 broadca~terl> to fully participate in the 
incentive auctio ns could unlock the value and usefulne~s of the A Block i!pectrum in the near rerm. Mr. 
Stephenson's comments were con l-. i ~ ten t with 1\T&T's comments in this proceeding (at pages 43-50) a.., 
we ll as the auached ex parte previously ti led in Applications of AT&T Mobi lity Spectrum LLC and 
Qualcomm Incorporated for Con!>ent to the Assignment of Licenses. WT Docket No. I 1- 18. 

With respect to AT&T's pe nding pricing fl ex ibility petition and the associated '>pecial access 
proceeding, Mr. Ste phenson explained the diflicult in vestment environment for wirelinc infras tructure 
and the need to transform the ex isting wircline infrastructure to more e fficient lP infrastructure. He 
explained that a path to retire the traditional POTS TOM architecture is necessary to make continued 
investment possible, particularly in rural area!>. His comment'> were consi!>tent wi th the '>Ub!>tance of two 
previous AT&T S logs on this subject that were previously fil ed in this proceeding and are attached here 
as we ll. 

Tf you have any questions or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
Pur!.uant to section 1.1206 of the Commissio n's niles, this letter is being filed electronically with the 
Commission. 

Cc : Dave Grimaldi 
Angela Kronenberg 

Si ncerely, 

~~ /(.~~-
Robert W . Quinn, Jr. 



Loui~ Pcraert7 
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VIAECFS 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 

.Jo11n i\lar$h 
V1cc l'tCSidCill
Fedetal Rcgul~lor) 

December 22, 2011 

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

1\ r& r 5CrVICt:S. Inc 
11 20 20'h S1rce1, N W 
Suuc 1000 
Washangton. 0 C 20036 

202.457.3120 Phone 
832.213 0172 Fax 
joanmanemnrsh@au com 

Re: Applicarions of AT&T Mobility Spectrum LLC and Qualcomm 
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 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 shou ld be addressed. 

AT&T fu rther 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 operati ng 
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 
theE block (provided further that Lower 700 MHz licensees are not responsible for the 
costs of any such relocations). AT&T will cons ider a shorter transition period if, in 
AT &T's view, it is commercially feasible. 

To fu lly address the interference challenges, AT&T believes that the Commission 
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 currentl y pennitted in the 700 Ml-lz Lower A and B blocks, 
to allow downlink only in the Lower E block and uplink onl y 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 simi lar limitations on AT &T's use of the Lower D 
and E blocks in the draft Order currently pending in th is 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 wi ll 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 rules, this letter is being tiled 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 

Earlier thi.., \\~ek. I \HOle about the ~pecial ucce~~ order circulated .tt the Comrni..,:-.ion i.ll1J 
c\platnct.l why .1 hackwurdo.., looking focu:-. on legacy. practically-oh~oletc tccllll(l]Og) would lead 
In lc..,..., fibc1 lnl"ra-.tructurc 111\C'-lment. lc:-,.., llliW\'<ttJon. lc..,.., 10h cremion ~111d would he complctcl) 
contrary L'' the Ohama Admini:-.tratinn·.., goab in each or tho..,c area.,. Today. I am going ID talk. a 
lillk hit ahuut prnce""· Vvc all klh'"' the buzzword~ of th1" Clllllllll'-.\1011 \\hen it come" Ill 
prncc-. .... : racl dli\ell. open and tran .... parenl. I \~ant to conu·a..,t lho-.c \\on.Js \\ ith \\hat ha-, llLl'urrcd 
111 thl" pron.:cding over the lu:--1 lc\\ weeb. Bear'' llh me vihik· I g1w you .... omc h<H.:h.}!round 

The prm:eeding here I' pretty ..,traighlflliWan.l. T \\elve year" agl1. the Clinton-FCC. led by then 
Chairman Bill Ken nard . ..,el lorth a framcw~>rk that \\'llldd lead w pricing de-regulation l)f' then 
..,tate-ol'-tlle-•trt data :-.en 1cc.., ( 1.5 l'vlhlh) in market'> ''here there ''ere -,uiTicienl ~omp~titivc 
laL·II it i~.., hei ng hu i It to compete w llh the lcgac y telcphllnc cum puny Th~ ideu "'a" It' recogn 11c 

the 'ignil'icaJll infra-.tructurc invc~tmcnl that haJ been made In tht:: \\ aJ...c uf the 1996 Telecom 
Act. In pa..,:-.ing thai Order. the rcc explained thai 1t recogni1ed that ll" "election of pricing 
llt:xibility trigger:-. \\ "' ··not an exact ..,c1encc:· hUT rather a policy determination "hao.;cJ on our 
<~gcncy C\j1Crll:--e. \lUI llllerprelation ol' the rCL"Ilrd hdorc Ll'> in tht:-. proceeding. anJ our dc.,lrc lo 
pnn Ilk .t hng.lu -lmc rule to guide the indu<..tr) .. In other wPnl..,, the Order wa..; ha..,ed on ~~ 

factuul nxord. Later. the FCC ~x.t~nJed ih pru-invc~tment phillNlphy h) Lk-regulating l'ihcr and 
pad.ct-ha..,ed 'en1ce.., 111 order Ill 111cen1 llC\\ in\'c..,uncnt 111 broadband lnlra..,tructure. tlklle\C 
me. the heart or thi' particular debate ,.., the de,u·e or cumpctuive carrier" tn rc-impo-,c the 
llhligatilln lo unhundk fiber at TELRIC mil:.,. But thai 1.., I'll!' another hlog ). 

The compctiti\"L carrier" and "lH.:alled puhl1c 1nlcr~'t gn1up:-. acli\c in th1:-. proceeding haw tried 
to n.::vcr..,e that pnc1ng lkx1hllny decl..,lon lm more than 10 year.,. Bccau..,c the pri(1r Order \\:t~ 
ha-.cd un a factual n.:con.J. thc competitive indu:-.tr) hear" the burden ol g,1ing l'tll'\\ard and 
dcJnnn..,traling lhe lack or t:nmpeliti,,n in the"c market" One ol the prohlc1m thai polll')lll<tk~r:-

havc had. hllWC\t:l. 111 analy;ing \\hat i-. going 111 thi.., market 1' that nu one reall)' ha' accurate 
data on \\hat competlll\e f.tcilitic..., e'i"t in the markclpl,ace A:-. ..,lrangc "" 11 llli.l\ ":em. dc..,pll~ 
allllf the repllrllng requirement" 111 nur 1ndu..,u·y. competitive carria.., have never been reyui1ed tn 
iJcntifv ho" much II her and infr.t...,lllJCLure they have built in all)' giH~n markt:t. And ''hen 
pollc.J maker:-. ha\ e <tllemptcd 111 addr~'" 1h1' la~.:k nl· data. the cllmpctlll\'l' commumty ha.., 
cominually !hr(l\\ll up rumlblock..,. Wh~n the GAO 'tudicJ thi.., m;u·ket in .2006, it \\a:-. 't;mied in 
ih .tbility Ill analy;e thl' Jll.llkt:l hecau..,c L'tlll1J1Clltl\e earner" n:ftN!d l\1 prm 1de data. When the 
'\JRRI stud1ed the '""ue 111 .200X-OtJ. they hit the ..,wm: "tone ''all. When the ICC a'kcd the 
mdta....Lr) for t.lata in 20 I 0. the ~tHnpdlll\C l'llllllllUnity nnce more rcru..,cd t\l prm ide tilL' dat<J 
lh:'L'eS'ill"} rllr the n·c tO COJH.Itll'l ih analy'l" 

Ju-.t hhl )1.'<11'. in " retlend court proceeding. the I ('C again L'allcJ \lUI compctillll''\ t'llr railing Ill 
..,uhn111 data cnnccrntng their experience 111 the ..,pccJ<tl accl.:'' market -.tating that only ..,c,cn out 
of 90 COMPTEL member~ had rc,ptnldcd to the rcc.., .2010 Rcyue"l for Data Sc\en out 111· 
90. ~otuld.., mon: l1kc my ( uh' · \\ 11111111g pc1Tcn1age th1.., vcar than 11 dl'C' like the rc..,pnno..,e rate 
)\Ill \\'llllld L'~pcct from a group th.tl \\<.Hlh l11 l'llll\ in~.·e plllicymak.cr., ll' l'hangc the -.tatu" lJULl . 



AnJ. accorJing to an April 17 1 RDail) anick. th~ FCC.., o\.\n Sharon Gilktt recently 
remarked on the .. incrcdthlc tkanh or data"' ln1m compclllllrs anJ the CummissltHl·s inuhilil) to 
'\In the una I) 'i' '"' itlllllll the data ... 

With thai. one might think that the FCC would leave in place it... Lle-rcgulallll") policies until it 
had adequate data nn whtdl to IT\ ,..,cur create new policies. Not ..,o. us we learned Mondav. The 
FCC. JcspiiC ill, a .... scrted li.tLJ.. ur Jata, circult~tcd an Order to '>LI'>pt!nd the pro-111\c .... tmcnt priL"C 
de-regulation frame,vnrk appnn.cd 12 year" ago until the FCC could nwJ..e competitur-; resp<1nu 
1\l a mandatllry Jata re4ucs1. Meanwhik. AT&T anJ man) other catTter .... ha\l· submitted rca111s 
ur datil Jemonstrattng the e\tellSIVC L'OillpCtlllnn that e\1'-,(S 111 thc-;c llli.trkets And 1,() v.e·rc t:k~dr. 
that mandatory data rcque .... t is not in the item thut wa .... circulated M<li1Ua). It ts a stalt:menl that 
al some point in the futurt: the H'C wtll .... uhmit a mand.ttory dat,t rcque-.1 Ill CLEC-.. Interesting 
fli"OCC"'\. 

The tllha ..,lmc drnppcJ Tuesday when FCC' <.,tafT announced 1n a PuhliL 1\;oucc that it '"a' 
suhmilling 99 Jncumcnt' compri .... ing nwrc than I 0.300 page .... or new e\ 1dencc - into the 
record in the pmn:cJtng. One presumes that the reason tim dat1.1 needed to he -.uhmiued in the 
record 1' that the '>tart in crafting the Order on clr<.:ulatiPil a<.:luully rcl1cd nn th1' ev1dencc tand 
CILeJ CXtCil\ively frlllll the C\·idence) in ih proplhCd Order lf I hi'> i'- true. why \\as the C'v iuCili.'C 
not "uhmtllcd intn the record until u{rer the Order went Pll tirculatitln '1 Indeed. wh) \\a' 11 lll't 
... uhmillcd intll the record months ago'! At kast then AT&T .tnd other-. could ha\c rc .... plmded to 
the C\ idclll'C and had tlll''>C rcplic' cun .... i(k:rcd hdnrc d final Order wa .... urculated. 

As it ..,land' this l .. t..,l minute suhmt,,illn seems intended In lim .trl thai very 'on ~~r opportuniL). 
\\'hich -.ecm.., at odds with the -.pint. 11 nnt the letter. llr the Admini'iu·ative Procedure Act. In 
.... hnrt. this process j, un..,eemly and raise-. que,llons as ILl \\hal·-. really .. tlt.llll at LI1L Cumm"':-.hlll. 

Thi .... FCC ha.., c\plained for year-.; thut they have insuff"icient data on which Ill hasc a special 
access dc<.:ISllll1, yet thq no-w circulate an Order de'iplle that lad nr dat<.t The) dump I 0,000 
page-; into thL record utter rhc11 Ordet 1' circulated. gn ing no time ror an)<lllt: Ill cun .... iJcr that 
t'\ 1dcnce. let alone respond. Then they t'llllclmk thai lhL') nnw h<tvc a .... ullicient basis Ill overturn 
a wcll-cslahli..,hed, judtci<dl) tll1rmed deregulatory decl'illn that \Va' ha'>cd on a far more 
c:-..tcnsi\e rccllrd ill\'(11\ing actual (a" opposed hi mis..,ingl data. 

1-rnrn a pn1ce..,.., pcr,pel'li,·e. thi' doc.., not rcpre,rnt the gold .... tandarJ for tlpenne .... .., and 
transparency \V~ hme argued l(lr nothing more than a ract -Jri\en. upen and tnuhparcnt 
prucc-.s. \\e arc umlidcnl that when pnli<.:ymakers -.;ee the tti!Hillllt of cmnpellti\C f1hcr dcplo)ed 
in mrtroplllitan marf...el'>. 11 \\ill he easy to t:llllrlude that the right pw-in\estmcnl ..,Lriltegy '' tP 

incent earner .... IP L'\tcnd their exi-aing fiber 1111 r<"'lnlcturc intll the man) L"llllllllcrc1al orticc 
huildmgs :ICI(I" the <.:ountr). to transition from the kgac) TOM technology or )C .... tcnl..t) l\l the 
aii-IP \vorld thl' industr) need' to achieve the Adminl,lralillll·s goak The L~conumy need' tiJi, 
k1ntl of mfrusrructurc 1nfusinn <tnt! the current polic1cs arc liP£ taking us there fast enough. 
Jn,tead. the :1gL·ncy. de .... pile the lack nl data. !'>C~Ills llllcnl Ill reward the .... a me pctitilmers \\ hn lor 
ye.tr' have thumbed 1he1r 1wse' at the FCC's dal.t reqlll:..,ts. It' this Order gu~.: ... I'll!'\\ ard under 
rhcse t:ircumstan<.:c ..... tt will not he the f·('C's linL'"l 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) services. That is not a misprint. We are not talktng about 
100 Mbps connections- services we should actually be figuring out how to get to more 
people in more places. We are not even talktng 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 industry needs to move to a more cost-effective, aii
IP Infrastructure if we are go1ng 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 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 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 significant impact on those calculations 
and the feasibility of long-term rural tnvestment Simply put, if there IS no clear path to 
migrate to an aiHP infrastructure. that investment calculation looks much more 
challenging. 

The FCC should be creating a parallel path for these serv1ces like 1t 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 deploy1ng 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 Ethernet backhaul. 

Cable companies have been aggressively competing for years by building out their own 
footprint Verizon 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 1s 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 
investment that can create jobs, keep the economy moving and keep America globally 
competitive. The miss1on 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, unfo11unately. that does not appear to be the road the FCC has chosen to go 
down. The rhetoric 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 figure out the perfect way to price-regulate a technology that 1s 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 compa111es who are cling~ng 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 carriers, job 
creat1on and achieving the nation's broadband goals, we are going to Instead pursue 
polic1es 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 20111 

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


