
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

TelecommUrtiQations Division 
Market Struoture Branoh 

RESOLUTION T-16067 
August 1, 1997 

RESOLUTION 1'-16067. PACIfIC BELL (U-1002). REQUEST 
FOR APPROVAL OF HrfERcONN'ECTl:ON ,AGREEMENTS BETWEEN 
PACIFic BgLL AND GSTTBLliCoMcALtFORNIA, INC. AND GST 
PACIFIC LIGHTtll\V'E, INC> (Gs1)' ~', PACIFIC BELL 'AND, MIDCOM 

COMMUNICilTIONS.INC •. (MIIX:OM)', AND' PACIFIC BELL' ~D 
sPEcrRANsT ANAHEiM, SPECTRANET' ORANGE, AND SPEcTRANET 
ORANGE' COAST (SP'I~CTRANET)PlJRSUANT TO SECTION i52 OF 
THE TELECOMMUNICATiONS Acl'OF 1996. 

, , 

BY,ADVICE LETTER NO .. 18872FILEO,bN JUNE 12, 1997, 
ADViCE LETTER NO.18896 FILED 'ON ,JlJlfE' 26. i 997. AND 
ADVICE L8TTER18919 FILED ON JULY 8, 1997. 

SUMMARy 

, This Resolution approves :3 separate intet-connection agreements 
submitted undei.' pl.~ovisions of Resolution ALJ-168 and GO 96-A. 
Each Agi.-eement becomes effective' either forty days after its' 
filing date oi- today, whichever comes later, and will l.'emain in 
effect for term specified in the agl.-eement. Each agreement 
involves Pacific Bell (Paci'fic) and one of the fol10· .. dng 
competitive local carriers (CLECS): GST, MIDCOM; and SpectraNet. 

BACKGROuND 
The United States Congtess passed and the President signed into 
law the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (Pub. L. No.i04-104, 110 
Stat. 56 (1996» (1996 Act). Among other things, the new law 
declared that each incumbent local exchange telecommunications 
'c~rrier has a dut~ to provide inter~onnection with the local 
netwol-k for any requesting telecommunications carrier and set 
forth the genel."al nature and quality of the interc6imection that 
the incumbent local exchange 'carriel.- (ILEe) must agree to 
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provide.' The 1996 Act established an obligation for the ILECs 
to enter into good faith negotiations with each competing carrier 
to set the terms of interconnectiort. Any interconnection 
agreement adopted by negottation 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 Resolution ALJ-167 which provides interim rules for 
the implementation of §252. On September 26, 1996, we adopted 
Resolution ALJ-168 f which modified those interim l.~llies. On- June 
25, 199J, we adopted ALJ-174, which again mOdified our procedural 
rules for implementing §252. However, ALJ-174 did not change our 
l.-eview pl.·ocess for ol'iginal agreements ari..'i ved at thl.-ough 
voluntary negotiation • 

. On June 12, -1997, Pacific filed Advice Letter No. 18872. On June 
26, 1997 Pacific filed Advice Letter No. 18896. On July 8, 1997, 
Pacific filed Advice Letter No. 18919. Each of the 3 Advice 
Letters requests commission apPl-oval of a negOtiated 
interconnection agreement bet~'eeli Pacific and olie of the CLECs 
pursuant to ALJ-168 and Section 252 of the 1996 Act. 

In AL.J-168 \-."e noted that the 1996 Act requires the Commission to 
act to applove or reject agreements. We established an approach 
which used tehe advice letter process as the pl.-efen.-ed mechanism 
for consideration of negotiated agreements. ALJ-174 did not 
change this process. Under §252(e), if we fail to approve or 
reject the agreemertts withih 90 days after the advice letter is 
filed, thert the agreements will be deemed approved. 

Each Intel.-connection Agreement pertaining to these 3 Advice 
Letters sets the terms and chal.-ges for interconnection between 
Pacific and one of the CLECs. The agreement between Pacific and 
GST is virtually identical to the Statement of General Terms and 
Conditions (SGAT) filed in A.97-02-020. The agreements filed 
between Paci.fic and MIDCOM and Pacific and SpectraNet are 
virtually identical to each other, but different frOm the GST 
agreement. Although the agreements have diffel:'ent fOl.-mats, rates 
terms and conditions, each of the three agreements provides for 
the following: 

I k~ incumbent local exchange carrier is defined in section §251(h) of the 
1996 Act. 
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• Provisions to share switched-access revenues; 
• Access to poles, conduit and othei.' l.-ights-of -way; 
• provision of emergency services, directory assistance and 

call completion services; 
• Access to White Pages directol.-Y listings and customer 

guide pages; 
• Access to number, resources; 
• Resale of Pacific retail services; 
• Access to network ~lements" inciudhfg links, ports, 

unbundled t'ransport. calliltg 'na.me databa'se, directory 
assistance and operatoi'sel.-vices; 

• Intei-imnumher- portability (INP) and pl.-ocedul."es for 
pl."oviding it until a pet~manent solution 'is feasible; 

• Reciprocal provision of ,nifei~i-alarmouncemerits when a 
customel.- changes its service provider and does not retain 
its ol.-iginaltelephone number; , , 

• Physical, shal.-ed space, and virtual collocation and fOl' 
interconnection PUl-SUa.llt to a fiber-meet. 

• rul agreed set of service standards. 

The MIDCOM and Spectl.-aNet'· a~Jl·eement.s provide fOi' transport and 
tei.-mination of local exchange tl.'affic without explicit 
compensation until one year after permanent number portability is 
implemented. 

In the GST agreement, whet-e GST and Pacific exhange traffic using 
their own net\\'orks, transpol"t and tel-mination of local exchange 
traffic is provided without explicitcompensatioll.'for at least 
the first six months and until traffic becomes out of balance. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 
Pacific states that copies of the Advice Letters and the 
Interconnection Agreements were mailed to all parties on the 
Service List of ALJ 168, R.93-04-003/I.93-04-002/R.95-04-
043/1.95-04-044. Notice of Advice Letter No. 18872 was published 
in the Commission Daily Calendar of June 13, 1997. Notice of 
Advice Lettei.' 18896 was published in the Commission naily 
Calendar. of July I, 1997. Notice of Advice Letter 18919 was 
published in the Commission Daily Calendar of 4-cld. Pursuant to 
Rule 4.3.2 of AL.J-174, protests shail be limited to the standards 
for l.<ejection pi-ovided in Rule 4.1. 4. ~ No protest to these 
Advice Letters have been received. 

'see below for conditions of Rule 4.1.4. 
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DISCUSSION 
In November 1993, this Comrnission adopted· a report entitled 
"Enhancing California's Competitive Strength: .A Strategy for 
Telecommunicatiorls Illfrastructure" (Infrastructure Report). In 
that report, the Cormnission stated its intention to open all 
telecommunications markets to competition bi' Jal'mary 1, 1997. 
Subsequently, the California Legislature adopted Assembly Bill 
3606 (Ch. 1260, Stats. 1994), similarly expressing legislative 
intent to open telecommunications markets to competition by 
January I, 1997. In thE7 Infrastl.-ucture RePort. the Commission 
states that n(i)norder to foster a fully competitive local 
telephone market, the Commission must woi.-k with fedei-al officials 
to provide consumers equal access to alternative providers of' 
service.-The 1996 Act provides-us with a framework for 
undertaking such state-federal cooperation. 

Sections 252(a) (1) and 252(e} (l}of tIle Act distinguish 
irite'rconnection agreements arrived at through voluntary 
negotiation and those arrived at through compulsory arbitration. 
Sectio~ 252(a) (1) states that: 

"an incumbent local exchange cal.-rier may negotiate and enter 
into a binding agreement with the t-equesting 
telecommunications 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 cornmission's grounds fot­
rejection of voluntal.-Y agreements. Section 51.3 of the Fil·st 
Report and Order also concludes that the state commission can 
appl.~ove an interconnection agreement adopted by negotiation even 
if the terms of the agreement do not comply with the requirements 
of Part 51--Interconnection. 

Based on Section 252 of the 1996 Act, we have instituted Rule 4.3 
in Resolution AW-174 for apPl-oval of agreements reached by 
negotiation. Rule 4.3.1 provides l.cules for the content of 
requests for approval. Consistent with .Rule 4.3.1, each of the 
requests have met the following conditions: 

1. PacifiC' has filed an Advice Letter as provided in Gelleral 
Ord~r 96-A and stated that the Interconnection Agree~ent 
is ~n agreement being filed for approval under section 
252 of the 1996 Act. 
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2. The request contains a copy of the Interconnection 
Agreement which, by its content, demonstrates that it 
meets the standards in Rule 2.1.8. 

3. The Interconnection Agreement itemizes the charges for 
inte~-connection and each service oi:.- network element 
included in the Interconnection Agreement. 

Rule 4.3.3. of AlJ-174 states that the Commission shall reject 01.­

approve the agl-eement based on the standards in Rule 4.1.4. Rule 
4.1.4 states that the Commission shall i-eject an interconnection 
agreement (or pol-tion thereof) if it finds that: 

A. the agreement disciiminates against a telecommunications 
carrier not a party to the agreement; or 

B. the implementation of such agl.-eeme-nt is not consistent 
with the public interest, conveniellce, and necessity; or 

c. the agreement violates other requirements of the 
Commission, including, but not limited to, qual:i.ty of 
service standards adopted by the Commissioh. 

We make no determination as to whether the rates, te~ms and 
conditions fot- tl.-ansport and termination or for network elements 
meet the prichlg standards of Section 252 (d) of the 1996 Act. 
Our consideration of these agreements is limited to the tlnee 
issues in 1-ule 4.1.4 of ALJ-174. 

The Agreements are consistent with the goal of avoiding 
discrimination against other telecommunications can,-iers. We see 
nothing in the terms of the proposed Agreements that would tend 
to restrict the access of a third-party carrier to the resources 
and services of Pacific. Significantly, the 1996 Act suggests 
that the beneficial provisions in these Agreements will be made 
available to all other similarly-situated competitors. 

Section 252{i) of the 1996 Act states: 

UA local exchange carrier shall make available any 
interconnection, service, or network element provided 
tmder an agreement approved under this section to which 
it is a party to any othet' requesting 
teiecomInunicati.ons carrier: upon the same terms and 
conditions as those provided in the agreement." 
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We have previously concluded that competition in local exchange 
and exchange access markets is desil.~able. We have fOUlld no 
provisions in these Agreements which undermine this goal or are 
inconsistent with any other ident i f ied public interests. Hellce, 
we conclude that the Agreements are consistent with the public 
intel"(~st . 

The Agreements also meet. other requiremeJlts of the Commission. 
The Agreements prom6te public safety by including provisions for 
termination of emergency calls. Also, these Agreements are 
consistent with the Commission's se1-vice quality standards and 
may exceed those standards in at least one respect. Pacific and 
the CLB~s have agr~ed t~ engineer all final interconnection trunk 
groups with a blocking standin"d of at most one percent', (.01). • 
This means that the pa~-ties have a goal of completing, on 
average, no less than 99\' of all init~ated callS. W~ note that 
this call blockhlg pl-ovision exee'ads the service quality 
repol"ting level set forth by the Commission in General Order (GO) 
133-B, which requires carriers to repOrt quarterly to the 
commission as to whethei- or not, thei}.- equipment completes 98% of 
customer-dialed' call's on a monthly hasis. Although. both carriel'-s 
must continue to comply with this requirement, "'+e are encouraged 
that the~ are seeking to achieve an evert higher standard of 
service. We are aiso encouraged that each agreement has a 
defined set of service perfoi.-mance standards. 

I-'urthermore, we recognize that no pal.'ty protested any of these 
Advice Letters alleging that it was discriminatory, inconsistent 
with the public interest, convenience, and necesity or in 
violation of Commission requirements. 

several who commented on previous intet"connection agreements 
sought assurance that the Commission'S treatment of those 
interconnection agreements \o.+ould not impair theil.- rights and 
opportunities in other pi.-oceedings. l We wish to reiterate such 
assurances as clearly as possible. This Resolution stands solely 
for the proposition that the CLECs and Pacific may proceed to 
interconnect under the terms set forward in their Agreements. We 
do not adopt any findings in this Resolution that should be 
carried forth to influence the determination of issues to be 
resolved elsewhere. 

JA.96-07-035 and A.96-07-04S. 
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I f the pint ies to these Agreements enter into any subsequent 
agreements affecting interconnection, those agreem~nts must also 
be submitted to the commission for apPl"oval. In addition, the 
approval of these Agreements is not intended to affect otherwise 
applicable deadlines. Although "..'e- are approving the 
interconnection agreements today, no party can begin to offer 
local sel-vice to the public until it has complied with all of the 
Corrunission's l."equirements (e.9. having effective tat"i ffs). These 
Agreements and their approval have no binding effect on at'lY other 
carrier. Nor do ""e intend to use this Resolution as a vehicle 
for setti.ng future Commission policy_ OU1' approval of these 
agreements~oes not make them standal.-ds against which any or all 
other agreements will be measured. 

With these clat"ifications in mind, we will appl-OYe the proposed 
Agreements, In order to facilitate rapid intr04uction of 
competitive services, we will make this- 6rder effective as soon 
as allowable. Unless explicitly exempted by a decision Ol.­
resolution. advice letters filed under GO 96-Ashall not -become 
effective until at least forty days aftel" the filing date. 
Thet-efore, while the agreeincllt with GST becomes effective today, 
the agl-eemeiit with MIDCOM does 'lot .. become effective until 'August 
5, 1997 and the agl-eement with SpectraNet does not become 
effective until August 17, 1997. 

FINDINGS 

1. Pacific Bell's requests for approval of 3 separate 
interconnection agreements, each bet .... ·een Pacific and one of the 
CLECs, pursuant to the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 
meet the content ).-equirements of Rule 4.3.1 of AW -1 14. 

2. The Interconnection Agreements submitted in Pacific Bell's 
Advice Lettel-S 18872. 18896, and 18919 are consistent with the 
goal of avoiding discrimination against other telecommunications 
carriers. 

3. We conclude that the Agl-eements are consistent with the 
public interest. 

4. The Agreements are cOIlsistent with the Commission's service 
quality standards and may exceed those standards in at least one 
respect. 
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5. These agreements cannot become effective until at least 40 
days after their filing date. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that. 

1. PU1.-suant to the Fedel."al Telecornmunications Act of 1996, \>"e 
approve each of the 3 separate Interconnection Agreements between 
Pacific Bell and GST Telecom Califol~nia, Inc. and GST Pacific 
Lightwave, Inc •• Pacific Bell and MIDCOM Communications Inc., and 
Pacific Bell and SpectraNet Anaheim,· SpectraNet Orange, and 
SpectraNet Orange Coast submitted by Advice Letters 18872, 18896, 
and 18919 respectively. 

2., This Res-olution is limited to apptoval of the abOve­
mentioned Intei:.-connec-tion Agreements and does not bind other 
partiesoi:.- serve to altel." Commissi6npOlicy hi any of the ar.eas 
discussed in the A9reements or elsewhere. Regardless of our 
approvil1 of these interconnection agl·eements, no patty can begin 
to offer local service to the public until it-has complied with 
all of the commission's requirements. 

e 3. Pacific Beil AdVice Lettel.~S 18872, 18896, and 18919 and 

···e 

l.-espective Interconnection Agreements shall be marked to show 
that they were approved by Resolution T-16067. 

4. The agreement with GST becomes effective today, the 
agreement with MIDCOM does not become effective until August 5, 
1997 I and the agreement \'1ith SpectraNet does not become effective 
until AUgust 17. 1997. 
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This Resolution is effective today. 

I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Commission ""at its regular meeting on August 1, 1997 The 
following Commissioners approved it: 
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Executive Director 

P. GREGORY CONLON 
" Pl<eside-ht 

JESSIE J. KNIGHT, Jr. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 
RICHARD A. BILAS 

Commissioners 


