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PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Telecommunications Division 
Market Structure Branch 

RESOLUTION T-16029 
May 6, 1997 

RESOLUTION T~ 16029. PACIFIC BELL (U-100l) • REQUEST 
FOR APPROvAL OF AN INTERCoNNECTION AGREEMENT AND 
AMENDMENT· NO. 1. BETWEEN 1lT&T WIRELESS SERVICES OF 
CALIFORNIA, INC (U-3()10:"C) AND PACIFIC' BELL PURSUANT TO 
SECTION 252 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. 

BY ADVICE LETTER NO~i8753, FILED ON MARCH 24. i997~ 

suMMARY 
This Resolution appr<)ves an lnte'rconnection Agre·ement and 
Amendment· No.1 between Pacific Bell and AT&T Wh."eless Se:t-vices 
of Calif6rn~a, ~ -irtc (AWS) , a facilitie$-based carrier, submitted 

. under proVisions of Resolution ALJ-168 and GO 96-A. The 
Agreement as amended becomes effective tod~y and will remain in 
effect· for 2 years. 

BACKGROuND 
The United States Congress passed and the president signed into 
law the Tetecommunica.tiolls Act of 1996 (PUb. L. No.l()4-104, il0 
Stat. 56 (1996» (1996 Act) . Among other things, the new law 
declared that each incumbent local exchange telecommunications 
carrier has a duty to provide interconnection with the local 
network for ~ny requesting telecommunications carrier ~nd set 
forth the general nature and quality of the interconnection that 
the incumbent local exchange ca:t-i.-ier (ILEC) must agree to 
provide.' The 1996 Act estahiished an obligation for the 
incumbent local exchange carriers. to enter into good faith 
negotiations with each competing carrier to set the terms of 
interconnection .. My interc6nnection agreement adopted by 
negotiation must be submitted to the appropriate state commission 
for approval. 

1 Anincu~~nt lOcal exchange carrier is defined in section §2S1(h) of the 
1996 Act. \ 
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Section 252 of the 1996 Act sets forth OU1' responsibility to 
review i\nd app'rove interconnection agreements. On July 17, 1996, 
we adopted Resolution AW-167 which provides interim rules for 
the implementation of §252.: On September 26, 1996, we adopted 
Resolution ALJ-168 which modified those interim I.-ules. 

On August at 1996, the FCC issued its First Report arid Order On 
Interconnection, cc Docket No. 96-98 (the Order). The Order 
included several regulations regardi~g the rights and obligations 
of Commercial Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) providers and ILECs in 
providing local interconnection. For examp,"e, Section 51. 717 
allowed for CMRS provide~s t~ 1~e-ne90t-iate arrangements with 
ILECs with no termination Itability or other contk'act penalties. 
On- October 15, 1996, the Fh.-~t RepOrt and orde'r was stayed by the 
United States Court of Appeals fo~ theslb circuit. How~Ver,on 
November 1. 1996, the stay was lifted £0'1' sections that related 
to the scope of the transpOrt and termination pricing-rules, 
reci.procal compensation of LEes, and the l-e-negotiation of non­
reciprocal arrangements typically associated with CMRS 
providers. t 

On Mal.:,ch 24, 1997, Pacific Bell filed Advice Letter No. 18753 
requesting Commission approval of a negotiated interconnection 
agreement and an attached amendment between Pacific Bell and AWS 
under section 252. 

In ALJ-168 we noted that the 1996 Act requires the co~~ission to 
act to appl"OVe or reject agreements. We established an approach 
which uses the advice letter pl.·ocess as the preferred mechanism 
for consideration of negotiated agreements. Under §252(e), if we 
fail to approve or reject the agreements-within 90 days after the 
advice letter is filed, then the agreements will be deemed 
approve~. 

The Interconnection Agreement sets the terms and charges for 
interconnection between Pacific Bell and AWS (the "parties·). 
The Agreement provides for the followingt 

• The parties defi~e local CMRS calls, for the purpose of 
reciprocal compensation only, as calls that originate on 
either party's network that are eXchanged directly 
between the parties and that at the be~inning of the 

J The stay was ~ifted on Sections 51.701, 51.70~, and Sl.717 of Appendix B_ \ 
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call, Ql-iginate and terminate within the same MTA, as 
provided in 41 CFR sSi.701(b) (2). 

• To the extent that AWS seeks to use the interconnection 
arrangements provided in the Agreement to provide 
services other than two-way·CMRS (i.e., paging, 
facilities-based landline service, tandeming services)t 
the parties will' separately negotiate and agree upon the 
terms and conditions for the exchange of traffic.' 

• Tra'nspOrt and -tel.~mination of local"exchange traffic with 
explicit compensation. 4 The pal-ty that terminates the 
call receives compensation from the-party that originates 
the calle The rates vary according ~o the tyPe of 'trunk 
termination. The rates for land to mobile calls are 
lowel.~ than those for mobile to land.. The patties agree 
to re-negotiate the compensation provisions if AWS 
provides Pacific with call detail records that tOgether 
with Pacific's records, establish thatAWS originates 
less than 55\ of the LOcal CMRS calls originated by the 
parties; 

• where technicaly feasible, Pacific shall make unbundled 
network elements available; 

• Pacific will provide collocat-iori to AWS; 
• PrOVision of emergency services, dil."ectory assistance and 

call completion services; 
• Access to number resources; 
• A price schedule for sevel'al CMRS interconhection service 

elements including an analog interface for Type 1 trunk 
side message trunk (TSMT), interoffice mileage, Type 1 
direct inward dial (DID) and TSMT circuit termination, 
class of call screening, billed number screening, and 
pre-conditioning of DID numbers. 

• A price schedule for type 1, type 2A and type 2B CMRS 
trunk terminations. 

• An interim, negotiated procedure for measuring and 
billing traffic flows from pacific to AWS while parties 
develop the capability to exchange traffic recordings in 
Exchailge Message Record (El-iR) or Exchange Message 
Interface (EMI) format. s 

• The pal-ties have established a dispute resolution 
pl.'ocedure which may involve commercial arbitration.' 

) SectiOn 2,).4 6f the Agreement 
( See Section 3.1 of the Agreement 
S See Section 3.2.3 of the Agreement 
I See Attachment VI 
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• As of January 1, 1999, the Wide Al.~e<l Calling option' will 
be discontinued unless Paoifio provides'the'option to a 
competing wireless service provider (WSP) after Decewher 
31, 1998, and the 'competing WSP provldes wireless servi~e 
in the same area. The rates Pacific bills f6rthis 
service also increase in 1998. 

Amendment' No. lis attached t~ the Advice Letter. The amendment 
modifies the: i-ate :AWS pays to,pacific for calis transited to a 
pooling LEe·through a Pacific Tandem. The amendment ~lso 
modifies the terms of the coilocation arrangement availability 
and the dispute resolution procedures. 

N6TICE/PROTBs'.h; 
paciflcs'ttltes'that c;:opies of the Advice Letter, 'the 

" InterconnectiQn' Agreement andAmencim~rit No., 1 were rrtaiied to all 
parties' bl1: the'Service i..istof AW16S', R,.93-04-063/I~93-04-
002/R. 95~04 ~()43/I. 9S~("4 ~044. Notice 'of' Advice 'Letter N6~ 18753 
was pubi'ishe4 :in thecommissi.on Daily Cillendar of March 25, 199'7. 
Pursuant-to, R':':ie4'~3. 2 :of AW-168, prote~ts 'shalt be llmi.t'ed 'to' 
th~, s'~anda.rds, for reject16il p'r6videdin Rule 4. i .'4'. No protest 
to this Advice Letterha.s been received. 

DISCUSSION 
In NoVE;!inber.1993,'this C6mmissionad6pteda repOrt entitled 
"Enhancing california's competitive strengtht A Strat¢gy for 
Telecommur-ictltioris infrastructureR (Irifrastructure 'Report) . In 
that rep6rt, the commissl.onstated its intention to open all 
telec6rtlmuriicati6hs mark~ts to competition by Ja.nuaryl, 1991. 
Subsequently,' the California Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 
3606 (Ch. 1260, Stats. 1994), 'simiiarly expressing legislative 
intentt.o '6~en ',telec6n'\{nuni~ationsmarkets to competition by 
JanUary 1, 1997. In the Infrastructure Report, the Commission 
states that'" U) n order to foste:.:. a fully competitive local 
telephone market, the C6mmissiot. must work with fedel.~al officials 
to provide' COI'lSUmers equal access to alternative providers of 
service. n The 1996 Act provides us with a framework for 
undertaking'such state-federai cooperation. 
. . .. . '.' 

, This is ail optional revei~e bi,tiinga,rratigement In ",hlch pacific does n6t 
charge its 1~n4·1ir\ecustorn~rs the tol~charges they iil~ur in cal.i~ng Aws' s 

,customers" bJtii'lst~ad,~harg~f;i AWSC()J\t~act;~4 )lsage r.ites. This hilling , 
airange~l\t aliows a. pacific <::us~om~r to;6hlYb~ charged a l<x:al' r~te for . 
land';t6~mobnecal.ls in 'a ,L~ .. rA. "rl:ga~(lless, 6f whether the call would otherwise 
berated as t.oU. ~tt.ichnlent 'IVt6 the Agreement describes the arrangement. 
• Seebe16w for' conditions of Rule 4.1.". \ 
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e Sections 252 (a) (1) and 252 (e) (1) of the Act distinguish 
interconnection agl-eements arrived at through voluntary 
negotiation and those arrived at through compulsoty arbitration. 
Section 252(a) (1) states that: 

"an incumbent local exchange cari.-ier may negotiate and enter 
into a binding agreement with the requesting 
telecorr~unications carrier or carriers without regard to the 
standards set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of section 
251.n 

Section 252 (e) (2) limits the state commission's grounds for -
i.-ejection of Vbluntai~y agreements. Section 51.3 of the FJrst­
Repol-tandOrder also c6ncitldes that the state corrui1ission can _ 
approve an interconnection agreement adopted by rtegotiati6n even 
if the terms of the agreement do not comply with the requirements­
of Part 51--Inte't"connection. 

Based on section 252 of the 1996 Act, we have instituted Rule 4.3 
in-Resolution ALJ-168·for approval of agreements reached by 
negotiation. Rule 4.3.1 provides rul.es fOr the content of 
requests fo:r approval. consistent with Rule 4.3.1, the l.-equest 
has met the fQllowing conditionsl 

1. Pacific has filed an Advice Letter as provided in General 
Order 96-A and stated that the Interconnection A9reem~nt 
as amended by Amendment No. 1 is being filed for approval 
under Section 252 of the Act. 

2. The request·contains copies of the Interconnection 
Agreement and Amendment No. 1 which, by their content, 
demonstrate that they meet the standards in Rule 2.1.8. 

3. The Interconnection Agreement as amended itemize the' 
charges for interconnection and each service Or network 
element included in the agreement. 

Rule 4.3.3. of ALJ-168 states_that the Commission shall rej~ctor 
approve the agreement based on the standards in Rule 4.1.4. Rule 
4.1.4 states that the commission ·shall reject an itlterconnection 
agreement (o:t.~ portion thereof) if it finds that z 

a. the agreement discriminates Aga~nst a 
telecommunications carrier not a party to the agreement: or 
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b. the implementation of such agl.·eement is not consistent 
with the public interest, convenience, and necessitYI or 

c. the agreement violates other requirements-of the 
Commission, including. but not limited to, quality of 
service standards adopted by the Commission. 

The Agreement as amended provides for explicit transtx;:>rt and 
termination 'charges assessed on the originating carrier. We make 
no determination as to whether these rates meet the pricing 
standards of Section 252'(d) of the 1996 Act. Our consideration 
of these agl.-eements is limited to the three'issues hi ~ule 4.1.4 
of ALJ-16S. 

The AgreetrLent as amended is consistent with' th~ goal' of avoiding 
discriminationagain$t other t~lecommunicati6iu3" carr-lEn's'.' We see 
nothing in the te'rms of the propOsed Agteement as amended that 
would tend torestt'ict the access of . it third-party carrier to the 
reSOU'1'ces and services of Pacffic Bell. Slgtdficantly, the" 1996 
Act ,suggests that any bene~icial provisions in this Ag'reement as 
amended wiil .be made available' to ail other simflarly",.r;ituated 
competitol"S. 

Section 252 (I) of the 1996 Act states: 

-A local eXchange car~ier shall make available any 
interconnection, s"ervice, or netw6rkelem~nt' pr6vlded 
under an ag~eement approved under this section to which 
it is a party to any other requesting 
telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and 
conditions as th6se provided in the agreement," 

Furthermore, in section ~8 of the Agreement, both parties_ 
recognize section 252 (I) 6f the Act which would allow AWS to 
receive the same terms and conditions received by any other 
carrier who enters into an agreement with Pacific. 

We have previously concluded that competition in localexcharige 
and exchange access markets is desirable. \ole have -found no 
pr6visions in this Agreement as amel'tded which undermine this goal 
or are inconsistent with any other identified public interests. 
Hence, we conclude t-hat the Agreement as amended is' consistent 
with the public interest. 
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Tho Agreement as amended also meets other requirements of the 
Commission. The Agreement as amended protects public safety by 
including provisions for termination' of emergencY'calls.Also, 
this Agi.-eement as amended is consistent. with the Commission's 
sel'vice quality standards and may exceed those standards in at 
least one respect. Pacific Bell and AWS have agreed to engineer 
all fInal CMRS intel-connection trunk groups with a blocking 
standard of one percent (.01). This means that the parties have 
a goal of completing, on aVerage, no less,than 99\ of all 
initiated calls. We note that this call blocking provision 
exceeds the service quality repOrting level, set forth ~y the . 
commission in General order (GO) 133'-B; which requires carriers 
to report qUarterly to the Commission'as to whether or not their 
equipment c6mpletes~8\ of cust6mer-dia.iedcalls on a monthly, 
basis. Althotlgh both calTiei.-S must continue to compl.y with this 
requirement. \\'e are encouraged that they are seeking to achieve 
an even higher standard of service. 

Furthermol.-e, wel.-ecognize that no pai-ty pl'o~ested the Advice' 
Letter alleging that it was discriminatory, inconsistent with the 
public interest, cohVenience, and necesity or in violation of 
commission requirements.' 

Several commenters to previous interconnection agreements sought 
assurance that the Commission's treatmel)t of those 
interconnection agreements would not impair their rights and 
opporttmities in other proceedings·. We wfsh 'to reiterate such 
assurances as clearly as pOssible. This Resolution stands solely 
for the proposition that AWS and Pacific Bell may proceed to 
interconnect under the terms set. forward in their Agreement as 
amended. We do not adopt any findings in this Resolution that 
should be carried forth to influence the determination of issues 
to be resolved elsewhere. 

If the part.ies to this Agl'eement as amended enter into any 
subsequent agreements affecting interconnection, those agreements 
must also be submitted to the conwission for approval. In 
addition, the approval of this Agreement as amended is not 
intended to affect otherwise applicable deadlines. This 
Agreement and its approval have no binding effect on any other 
carrier. Nor do we intend ~o use this Resolution as a vehicle 
for setting future Commission policy. As a result of being 

'A.96-07-03S and A.96-07-04S. 
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approved, this Agreement does not become a standard against which 
any or all other agreements will be measured. 

With these clal-ifications il'l mind, we will appt"ove the proposed 
Agreement as 'amended. In order to facilitate rapid introduction 
of competitive services, we will make this order effective 
immediately. 

FINDINGS 

1. Pacific Bell's request for approval6f,an interconnection 
agreement and attached amendment pursuant· to the Fede:tal 
Telecommuhicati6ns Act 6f 1996 meets the content !equirements of 
Rule 4.3.1 of ALJ-168. 

2. The Intei"connection Agreement as amended submitted in 
Pacific Bell's Advice Letter No. 18753 is consistent with the 
goal of avoiding discrimination against other telecommunications 

• CalTl.ers. 

3. we conclude that the Agreement as amended is consistent with 
the public interest. 

4. The Agreement as amended is consistent with the COIDlllission' s 
service quality standards and may exceed those standards iri at 
least one respect. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED thatt 

1. Put'suant to the Federal Telecommuni.cations. Act of 1996, we 
approve the InterconnectioJi Agreement <as amended between Pacific 
Bell and AT&T Wireless services of California, Inc submitted by 
Advice Letter No. 18153. 

2. This Resolution is limited to approval ·of the above­
mentioned Interconnection Agreement as amended and does not bind 
other parties or serve to alter commission policy in any of the 
areas discussed in the Agreement as amended or elsewhere. 

3. Pacific Bell Advice Letter No. 187S3 and the Interconnection 
Agreement as amended betwe"en Pacific Bell and· AT&T Wireless 
services of California, Inc shall be marked to show that they 
were approved by Resolution T-16029. 
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This ResOlution is effective today. 

I hel-eby cei'tify that thls Resolu-tion was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Commission at its re9ulal" meeting on May 6. 1997 The 
following Commissioners approved it: 
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.r.-- . , 

·~I·~ WESL .M. f~KLIN 
Execut1ve D~rector 

P. GREGORY.' CONLON­
Ptes~deht 

JESSIE J.:KNIGHT. ~r. 
HENRY M. DUQUE-

. -
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 
RICHARD A.-SILAS 

Commissioners 


