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RESOLUTION T-16030 
May 6, 1997 

RESOLUTION T-16030. PACIFIC BELL (U-l001). REQUES~ 

FOR APPROVAL OF AN INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT BETWEEN 
UNITED ~TATES CELLULAR; INC. ON BEHALF OF AFFILIATES 
CALIFORNIA RURAL SERVICE AREA 1, INC (U-3Q43-C) Pu~D 
CALIFORNIA RSA 9, INC (U-3042-C) AND PACIFIC BELL 
PURSUANT TO SEC"rION 252 OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT 
OF 1996. 

. 
BY ADVICE LETTER NO.18741, FIIJED ON MARCH 18, 1997. 

SuMMARY 
This Resolution approves an Interconnection Agreement between 
pacific ~ell and United States Cellula~, Inc. on behalf of 
Affiliates Califo'l"nia Rural Service Area 1, Inc (U-3()43-C) and 
California RSA 9, Inc (U-3042-C) (US Cellular), a facilities­
based cal"rier, submitted under- provisions of Resolution ALJ-168 
and GO 96-A. The Agreement becomes effe-ctive tOday and will 
remain itl effect for 2 years. 

BACKGROUND 
The United States Congress passed and the President signed into 
law the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Pub. L. No.104-104, 110 
stat. 56 (1996» (1996 Act). Among other things, the new law 
declared that each incumbent local exchange teleco~~unications 
carrier has a duty to provide interconnection with the local 
network for any requesting telecommunications carrier and set 
forth the general nalure and quality of the interconnection that 
the incumbent local exchange carrier (ILEC) must agree to 
provide. l The 1996 Act established an obligation for the 
incumbent local exchange carriers to enter into 900d faith 
negotiations with each competing carrier to set the terms of 
interconnection. Any interconnection agreement adopted by 

• An inculI'hent local exchange carrier is defined in Section §2S1 (h) of the 
1996 Act. 
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negotiation must be submitted to the appropriate state commission 
for approval. 

section 252 of the 1996 Act sets forth our responsibility to 
review and approve interconnection agreements. On July 17, 1996, 
we adopted Resoiution ALJ-167 which provides interim rules for 
the implementation of §252. on,september 26, 1996, we adopted 
Resolution ALJ-168 which modified those interim rules. 

On August 8, 1996, the FCC issued it"~ First RePOrt and Order On 
Interconnectioti, cc Docket No. "96'-98 ,(the Otder). The Ot.-der 
included se'v~raltegulations regal.'-dirtg the rights and obiigatioTls 
of commercial Mobi.le RadiO. service (Ct-'RS) prc>vider'sand ILECs in 
provid~rig local inb~i:conriecti6n. Fot' .example; Bection 51.717 
allQwed, ~or CMRS' p'roviders'to '.re-rtegotiate arrangements with 
ILECs with rio termination liability or ,other contract penalties. 
On October 15;' 1996, the First RepO,rt and O~del.· was stayed by the 
united'StatesCourt Qt. Ap~~'als f6r t'he ,8tb citcuit. Ho ... ·ever~ on 
November 1; 1996, the st~y was lift:ed fol." sections that related 
to the 's~opeof the tl."a'nsport and, termination pt.'icing l.-uies, 
reciprocal: compensation of tEts,· and the ~e-neg6tiatioi1 of non­
reciprocal arrangements typicaliy associat~d'with CMRS 

providers. 1 

On March 18, 1997; PacifiqBell filed Advice Letter No. 18741 
requesting commission apPl."'oval ofa negO.tiated intei-coJ'mectioli 
agreement b'etween Pa~ific Bell and us Cellular under section 252. 

In ALJ-168we ~6ted that 'the 1996 Act requires the Commission to 
act to approve or rEde:ct agreements. We established an approach 
which uses the advice'letter process 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 
approved. 

The, Interconnectio}\ Agre-ement sets the terms and chal.-ges fol.' 
interconnection betweenPaciflc Bell and us Cellular (the 
"partiesn ). The Agreement provides for the following: 

• The "pa~ti~s defineiocal CMRS calis, forthe purp6se of 
recipr6cal"-Compensati<>I'l 'only, as calls that origina.te on 
eitherpartyi s network that are exchanged directly 

I The stay was lifted on secti6ns 51.101, 51_103, and 51.111 of Appendix B. 
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bet.ween the parties and that at. the beginning of the 
call, originate and terminate within the same MTA, as 
provided in 47 CFR sSl.701(b}(2}. The parties have also 
agreed on a different local CMRS calling Area definition 
in case a governmental authority with jurisdiction adopts 
a different local calling area for LEC-CMRS provider 
exchanged traffic or reverses, modifies, or rejects the 
local calling area set forth in 47 CFR s 51.701 (bl (2) .1 

• To the extent that US Cellular seeks to use the 
interconnection arrangements pl"ovided in the Agreement to 
provide servlcesother than two-way CMRS (i.e., paging, 
facilities-based-landline service, tandeming services), 
the parties \"lill septn"ately negotiate and agree upon the 
terms and conditions for the exchange of -traffic. t 

• Transport and termination of local exchange traffic with­
explicit compensation. S The party that terminates the 
call receives compensation from the party that_ originates 
the call. The rates vary according to the type of tl-unk 
termination. The rates for lal\d to mobile calls are 
lower than those for mqbile to land. The parties agree 
to re'-negotiate the compensation provisions 1£ US -
cellular provides Pacific with call detail records that 
together with pacific's records, establish that US 
cellular originates less than 55% of the Local CMRS calls 
originated by the parties; 

• Provision of emergency services, directory assistance and 
call completion services; . . 

• Access to number resoUrces; 
• A price schedule for several CMRS interconnection service 

elements inclUding an analog interface for Type 1 trunk 
side message trunk (TSMT), interoffice mileage, Type i 
direct inward dial (DID) and TSM1' circuit termination, 
class of call screening, billed number screening, and 
pl-e-conditiorting of DID nutnbers. 

• A pl'ice 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 US Cellular while 
parties develop the capability to exchange traffic 

, section 30.2 of the Agree'ment. 
4 section :Ll.4 of the Agreement 
S see section l.l of the Agreement 

3 



Resolution No. T-16030 
AL 18741/MEK" 

May 6, 1991 

recordings in Exchange Message Record (EMR) or Exchange 
Message ~nterface (EMI) format.

s 

• The parties have established a dispute resolution 
procedure which includes reference to the procedure 
outlined in pages 36-39 in the Commission's 
interconnection decision (0.95-12-056). 

• As of January 1", 1999, the wide Al.·ea Calling option
1 

will 
be discontinued unless Pacific provides the option to a 
competing wireless service provider (WSP) after December 
3i,. 1998, and the competing \'lSP provides wireless service 
in the same area. The rates pacific bills for this 
service also increase in 19'98. 

NOTICELpROTESTS 
pacific" states that copies of the Advice Letter and the 
Intel."connec"tion Agreell',ent were mailed to all parties on the 
service ~ist of AW i68, R. 93-04-003/1 .93-04 -002/R. 95-()0\ - , 
043/1.95-:04-044. Notice of Advice Letter No. 1874i.was published 
in the Comtrtission Daily calendar of March 25, 1997. pursuant to 
Rule 4.3~2 9 f ALJ-l~8, protests shall be limited to the startdarrls 
for rejection provided in Rule 0\ .1.4'. No protest to this Advice 

Letter has" been received. 

DISCUSSION 
In November '1993~ this commission adopt~d a report entitled 
"Enhancing catifornia's competitive strength: A strategy for 
Telecommunications Infrastructuren (Infrastructure Report). In 
that report, the commission stated its intention"to open all 
telecommunications markets to competition by January 1, 1997~ 
subsequently, the california Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 
3606 (Ch. 1260, stats. 1994), similarly expressing legislative 
intent to open ~elecommunications markets to competition by 
January 1, 1991." In the Infrastructure Report, the commission 
states that n (i) n or-del." to fostel.° a fully competitive local 
telephone market, the commission must work with federal officials 
to provide consumers equal access to alternative providers of 

, see section 3.2.3 of the Agreem~nt 
1 This is an optiQnal reverse billing arrcmgement in which Pacific aces not 
charge lts"land~Hil~custOmers th~ toll charges they incur in calling US 
cell.\ilarlsc\jstomers~· but.· instead, charges ys c;:ellular contracted. usage rates. 
This bilHngarr~ngement allows a pacific -custOOIer to only ~ charged a local 
rate for land~to-mObiiecaHs in a LATA, regardl~ss of whether the call would 
otherwise be -rated as toll. Attachment IV to the Agreement describes the 

arrangement. " 
• see below for conditions of Rule 4.1.4. 
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service." The 1996 Act provides us with a fl'amework for 
undertaking such state-federal cooperation. 

sections 252(a) (1) and 252(e) (Ilof the Act distinguish 
interconnection agreements arrived at through voluntary 
negotiatioi\ and those arrived at thl"Ough compulsol~Y al-bitration. 
section 252(a) (1) states that: 

"an incumbent local exchange carl'ier may' negotiate and entel' 
into a binding agreemetlt with the reqUesting 
telecommunications carrier or carriers without regard ~o the 
standards 'set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of section 

251." 
, -

section 252(e) (2) limits the state commission(s grounds for 
l-ejection of voluntary agreements. section 51.3 of the Fii'st 
Report and order also co~bludes that the statecomrnission can 
approve an interconnect'ion agreement adopted by negotiation eve" 
if the terms of the agre~meJ\t do not comply with the requirements 
Of part Sl--I~te~c~nn~ction. 

, ' 

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.)..1 provides rules fo-r the content of 
requests for approvaL Consistent with Rule 4.3.1, the l.-equest 
has met the follo· ... ing conditions: 

1. Pacific has filed an Advice Letter as pl"ovided in General 
Order 96-1\ and stated 'that the Interconnection Agreement 
is an agreement being filed for approval under section 
252 of the Act. 

2. The request contains a copy of the Interconnection 
Agreeme~t which, by its content, demonstrates that it 
meets the standards in Rule 2.1.8. 

3. The Interconnection Agreement itemizes the charges for 
intel.'connection and each service or network element 
included in the Interconnection Agreement. 

Rule 4.3.~. of AL.J~168 states that the commission shall reject or 
approve the agrce,ment based on the standards in Rule 4.1.4. Rule 
4.1.4 states that the Commission shall reject an interconnection 
agreement (or portion -thereof) if it finds that: 

a. the agreement diS:cl. ... iminates against a 
telecommunications carrier not a party to the agreement; or 
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b. the implementation of such agreement. is not consistent 
with the public interest; convenience, and necessity; or 

c. the agreement viotates othet" requil.-emerits of the 
C~~mission, including~ but not' limited to, quality of 
service standards adopted by the Commission. 

The Agl-eement provides for explicit' transport and termination 
charges assesse~on the . Ol.~i9inating carrier. We make no 
determination as to whether these rates meet th~ pricing 
standards of section 2si(dr of t.he 1996 Act ~ Our conside'ratiQn 
of these agreements is limited to the'three issues in rule 4.1.4 

, of AW-lE;fL 

The Agree'ment is consistettt,' with the goal. of avoidirtg, 
discrimination~,agairist other 'telecommunications' carriers. We see. 
nothing in th~ terms' of the proposed Agreement that would tend to 
restrict the access of a thii"q:"partycarrier to the 'resoU1"ces and 
services '0£ P.acific"Bell~ Significantly, the 1996 Act suggests 
that~any beneficial provisions'in this Agreement will be made 
available to ail othe1' similarly''::'situated competit'ors. 

section 252 (I) of the 1996 Act states: 

"A local exchange' carrier shall ma~e available any 
inte:t'connection, service~· or network ~letnent provided 
under an-agreement approved under this section to which 
it is a party to any othe~ requesting 
telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and 
conditions as those provided in the agreement. n 

FUrthermore, in Section 28 6f the Agreement, both partie_s 
recognize section 252 (I) of the Act which would allow us 
cellular to receiVe the same terms and conditions received by any 
oth~r carrier who' entel's into' an agreement with Pacific. 

We have previously concluded that competition in local exchange 
and exchange access markets is desirable. We haVe found no 
provisions in t::his Agreement which undermine this goal or are 

"inconsistent with 'any 6thel" iaenti fied public inter~sts • Hence,' 
we conclude that the Agreement is consistent. with the public 
interest. 
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The Agreement also meets other requirements of the Commission. 
The Agreement protects public safety by ~nclud{ng pYovisions for 
termination of emergency caJ,ls. "Als"o, this Agreerrient ", is 
consistent with the Commission'S service quality standards and 
may exceed those standards" in at least one l."espect. Pacific Bell 
and US Cellular have agreed to engineer "all final CMRS 
interconnection 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 r'eportinglevel set forth"byth"e"C6mmission in General 

"Order (00) 13l-S, whi~h :tequires-" carri~rs to repOrt quarterly to 
the Commission as to whether"' "or not. th~ii- equipment completes' 98% " 
of customer--dialed" calls -on a mOl)thly b~ud"s. "." "Although both 
carriers mllst continue to complywfth this·requirement, we"are 
encouraged that they are seeking to achieve an even higher 
standard of service. 

Furthel.-mol.-e t we recognize" thatrto party "protested the Advice 
Lett~r alleg-lng that it ,was discriminatol.'Yi " inconsistent· with the 
public"interest,convenience, and "necesity or in violati6n of e Commission requirements.· 

SeveralcorMte'fitersto pre~ious Intercorn'lection agreements sought 
assurance that the commtssion'-s "treatment" of those 
interconnect'ion agreements ~ould· riot . impail.~ theil.- rights and , 
opportunities in othel.'- proc"eeding's·.· we wish to reiterate such 
assurances as clearly as ·Possible'.This Resolution stands solely 
for the proposition that us Cellular.and Pacific sell may proceed 
to interconnect ·undEH" the terms "set forward in their Agreetnent. 
We do not adopt any'findings·in this Resolution that should be 
cal."ried forth to influence the determination of issues to be 
resolved elsewhere. 

If the p~rties to this Agreement enter into any subsequent 
agreemerits affecting interconnection, those agreements must also 
be submitted to ·the' commissioh for aprn."oval. In addition, the 
approval of this Agreement is not intended to affect otherwise 
applicable c;leadlines. "This Agreement and its appl.<oval have no 
binding effect on any other carrier. Nor do we intend to use 
this Resolution as·avehicle for setting future commission 
policy. 'Asa result of being approved, this Agreement does not 
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become a standard against which any or all other agl"eements will 
be measured. 

\'lith these clarffications in mind, we will approve the pl'oposed 
Agreement. In order to facilitate rapid introduction of 
competitive services, we will make this order effective 
immediately. 

FINDINGS 

1. Paci fie Beli' s l'equest for approval of an interconnection 
agreement pursuant to the Federal'Te:lecommunications'Act of 1996 
meets the content requirements of Rule-4.3.1- 6f ALJ-168. 

2. The Interconne'ction Agl"eerrtent subm1tted in Pacific Bell t s 
Advice Letter No.- 18741 is consistent with the goal of avoiding 
dlscrimination against other telecommunications carriers. 

3. We conclude that ,the Agreement.is consistent with the public 
intel.·est. 

4. The Agreement is consistent with the Comrl\ission's service 
quality standards and may exceed those. standards in at least one 
respect. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED thatl 

1. PUrsuant to the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, we 
approve the Intei:'connection Agreement between Pacific Bell and 
United States Cellular, Inc. on behalf of Affiliates California 
Rural Service Area 1, Inc (U-3043-C) and California RSA 9, Inc 
(U-3042-C) submitted by Advice Letter No. 18741.' 

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

3. Pacific Bell Advice Letter No. 18741 and the Interconnection 
~greement between paciflcBell and United States Cellular, Inc. 
on behalf of Aff~iiates California Rural service Al'ea 1, Inc (U-
3043-C) and calilo~niaRSA 9 t Inc (U-3042~t) sh&ll b~ marked to 
show that they,were approved by Resolution T-1~03(). 
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r-'ay 6, 1997 

I hereby certify that this ,Resolution was adopted by the Public 
utilities commission at its regular meeting on May 6, 1997 The 
following Commissioners approved itl 

Executive Director 

P. GREGORY (:ONLoN ',' 
president 

,JESSfEJ. ~IGHT, Jr. 
HENRY M.' DcUQtJE , 
JOsiAH. L. ,NEEPER'· 

RICHARD ,A. 81MS 
CQmmissioners 


