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RESOI~UTION NO. T-12070 
February 24, 1988 

RESOLUTION NO. T-12070. PROTESTS OF CONTEen NOBILE 
Tf:I.EI'HOSE CO. (U-4024-C) AND BAY AREA CELLULAR TELEPHONE CO. 
(U-3007-C) TO ADVICE LETTER NO. 19 OF GTE/NOBILNET OF 
CALIFORNIA (U-4028-C) AND ADVICE LETTER NO. 10 OF 
GTE/NOBILNET OF SAN FRANCISCO, L.P. 

Sm-mARY 

By Advice Letter No. 19. filed December 4, 1987, GTE Mobilnet of 
__ -~alifornia, the retail subsidiary of GTE Hobilnel, Inc. which is a 

general partner of GTE/Mobilnet of San Francisco. Limited 
Partnership (LP', the wireline cellular carrier in the Gr('ater San 
Francisco Bay Area, introduced t~o offerings: 

1) A "Personal Communications Plan" whereby new subscribers (or 
existing subscribers, should they elect to changeover from their 
existing service plan' would pay ~25.00 per month fOr a cellular 
phone nUlllbel' (access) I SO. 90 pel' minute peak a i 1'- t irae usage (during 
business hours) and SO.20 per minute off-peak air-time usage 
(nights, weekends~ and holidays). The current tariffed subscriber 
rates are S45.00 per month (access', SO.45 per minute peak air-time 
usage, and $0.20 per minute off-peak air-time usage. 

2) A one-year customer "Conll-act Opt iOIl" pl'ovidi ng fr'ee enhanced 
services and 100 mi nutes fl'ee a i I' time to an~' retai I cus tomer 
purchasing cellulal' service for a miniJ:tuliJ of Olle year. Enhanced 
Services are comprised of the following features: 

I. ('all Forwar~Hng 
2. Xo-,\ns~el' Transfer 
3. Cal) ~aiting 
-I. TliI'ee-,"':ay Call i ng 
5. Busy Transfer 

aihe Enhanced Sel"'ices arc no.'molly of ret' cd as an optional package; 
"'etail customers pay SIO.OO per month for any or all of the 

additional features while wholesale customers are charged $7.50 per 
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-month. The customer. llowevm'. would incur 0. $200.00 termination 
liability charge if he/she terminated their service before the 
"contract option" year expircs, All inlerested parties and 
customers were notified of these new offerings. Bay Area Cellular 
TeleJlhone Co. and Comtech Nobile Telephone Co. filed protests with 
lhe CACO Telecommunications Branch. 

DACt\GROUNl, 

GTE/Mobilnel of San Francisco. LP. the wireline cellular carrier in 
the Grealer San FI'ancisco Bay Area. introduced two offerings via 
Advice Letter No. 19. filed December 4. 1987. On December 15. 1982, 
Bay Area Cellular Telephone Co. (BACTe) filed a protest alleging 
lhat: 

1) GTE/Mobilnet of California's Advice Lelter No. 19 was a rate 
increase and not a new offering, and thus, requiring a formal 
application sincc GTE/Mobilnet's annual revenue exceeds $750.000. 

2) The $25.00 retail access charge proposed by GTE/Mobilnet is less 
than the wholesale cost of a cellular number • 

.. 3) The rates proposed in GTE/Nobilnet's personal Communications 

.. linn and Sel'vice Contract Opt ion are non-compensatol'Y. and 
therefore, predatory in nature. 

4) The $200.00 termination liability for the contract option 
constituted marketing abuse. 

On December 15. 1987, in response to discussion with staff of the 
Telecommunications Branch of the Commission Advisory & Compliance 
Division. GTE/Mobilnet of San Francisco, the carrier. filed Advice 
Letter ~o. 10 which provided a comparable wholesale personal 
communications plan. thus, maintaining a "level playing field~t 
whereby certified resellers could compete with the carrier's retail 
subsidiary. 

Tlils ,,"holessle offering provides cellular telephone numbel'S at a 
monthly access cost of $17.00. with ~holesale air-time costs of 
$0. '72 pel' mi nute for peak and $0. 16 pel' Jai nutc for off-peak usage. 

GTE/Mobilnet of California supplemented its Advice Letter No. 19 to 
exle •• Ll lhe effective dale of that offering to coincide ~..-ith the 
e f feel hoe date of lhe wholesa Ie offeri"ng. Advice Let tel' No. 10, from 
the carrier GTE/Hobilnet of San Francisco. 

011 December 17, 1987. Comtech }lobile Telephone Co. filed a 
in regards to GTE/Nobilnet of California's Advice Letter No. 

_TEnlQbilnet of San Francisco's Advice l.etter No. 10. 

pI'otest 
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-('olfllt.'ch cont{'ntis that lhe lIholesale mArgins offered by way of the 
lHH'sona I communical i (lHS plan nrc less lhan the marg ins that WCI'C 

originally estoblished for normal service through Decisions D. 84-
Jl-029 and D. 85-04-008. In addilion, Comtcch alleges that the one­
year service ~conlrncl option" is anli-competitive and si~ilar to 
lhe flon-compensalory "free service" offering that was proposed by 
GTE/Mobilnel of Colifornia in its Advice Lelter No.6, and 
ullimately suspended by the Com~ission (I&S 85-08-044). 

GTE/Nobilnel, however, \lithdrell its Advice Letter No.6 before the 
Commission ruled On the offering. 

In response to discussion \lith staff, GTE/Mobilnet of California 
filed a second supplement to Advice Letter No. 19 on January 7, 
1988, thereby withdrawing the contract rate option portion of Advice 
Lcttcr No. 19. Meanwhile, BAeTC filed Advice Letter No. 15 on 
January 15. 1988. and Cornlech filed Advice Lett~r No. G on January 
25. 1988, anticipating Commission approval of Mobilnet's personal 
communications wholcsale-retail plan as supplementcd. BACTe 
rcquests less than statutory notice for its Advice Letter No. 15 
(normally effective after 40 days) in order to remain competitive 
with GTR/Mobilnet's offerings which became effective after 15 (as 
extended by supplement) and 40 days for retail and wholesale 

eOffe~ingS' respecti \'ely. 

DISCUSSION 

BACTC's and Comtech's protests against the wholesale-retail personal 
communicalions plan of GTE/Mobilnet are not justified for the 
following reasons: 

1) GTE/Hobilnet of California's Advice Leller No. 19 presents a ne~ 
offering as opposed to a rate increase. 

2) Advice Letter No. 19 has been supplemented with a comparable 
~holesale offering, that is, GTE/Mobilnet of San Francisco's Advice 
Letter ~o. 10. 

3) A similar offering from the Los Angeles SMSA carrier in Southern 
California has been in effect in Los Angeles since August 1987, and 
has proved to be successful at the wholesale and retail levels for 
carrier and reseller alike. 

4) GTE/Nobi I net of Cal i forn ia has wi thdl'awn the contract opt ion 
porlion of Advice Letler No. 19. 

BACTC has requested less than statutory notice for its Advice Leller 
No. 15, which was filed in anticipation that GTR/Hobilnet of 

e'aliforuia's Adyice Letter No. 19 and GTE/Mobilnet of San 
francisco's Advice Letter No. 10 would beco~e effective. We will 
soon issue a decision in OIR 81-08-017, which will determine revised 
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efi 1 ing periods for celluln.· cnrrier and rescUer advice letters. 
Unl il such lime t all advice lel ter fi 1 ings wi 11 be (!lade effeot i ve on 
re~ulnr notice periods. that is, 15 days for resellers and 40 days 
for carri ers. 

FnWI~GS 

We find lhat no good cause appears to sustain the protest as 
dest'I'iLed. 

IT IS ORDERED that: 

1. The protests of Bay Area Cellular Telephone Company and 
Comtech Mobile Telephone Company to Advice Letters Nos. 19 of 
GTE/Nobi Inet of Cali fornia and 10 of GTE/l-fobi lnet of San Francisco, 
L.P. aloe denied. 

2. The effective date of this resolution is today. 

I certify that this ~esolution was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Commission at its regular meeting on May 29. 1981. The 
following Commissioners approved it: 

_STANLEY \Y. 11lJLE'IT 

DO'" • Pl~jdeflt 
.".,LD VIAL 

JOHN B. OHANIAN Exec~tive Director 
eoromlsskmers 


