
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Telecommunications Oivieion 
Market Struoture Branch 

RESOLUTION T·16Q68 
September 3, 1997 

RESOLUTION T-16068~ GTE CALIFORNIA (U-1002). REQUEST 
FOR APPROVAL OF INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENTS BETWEEN GTE 
CALlFO~NIA, INC. AND SMART SMR OF CALIFORNIA, INC. 
(NEXTEL) AND BETWEEN GTE CALIFORNIA, INC. AND SPRINT 

SPECTRUM L. P. (SPECTRUM) PURSUANT 'IQ SECTION 252 OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. 

BY ADVICE LETTER NO.8506 FILED ON JUNE 16, 1997 AND 
ADVICE LETTER 8514 FILED ON JUNE 24, 1997. 

SUMMARY 
This Resolution approves 2 separate interconnection agreements 
submitted under prOVisions of Resolution ALJ-174 and GO 96-A. 
The Agreements become effective tOday and will remain in effect 
for the term specified in the agreements. Each agreement 
involves GTE California and one of the following two-way, mobile 
carriers (heYeinafter referred to as the ~2-Way Mobile 
carriers"): Nextel and Spectrum. 

BACJWR6UND 
The United States Congress 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 
carrier has a duty to provide interconnection with the local 
network for any requesting telecommunications carrier and set 
forth the general nature and quality of the interconnection that 
the incumbent local exchange cal.'rier (ILEC) must agree to 
provide. 1 The 1996 Act established an obligation for the ILECs 
to enter into good. faith negotiations with each competing carrier 
to set the terms of interconnection. Any interconnection 

1 An incumbent local exchange carrier is defined in Section §251(h) of the 
1996 Act. 
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agreement adopted by 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 adopt-ed Resolution AW-167 which provided intel."im rules for 
the implementation of §252. On $epterr~er 26, 1996, we adopted 
Resolution ALJ-166 which modified those intei"'im I.-ules. On June 
25, 1997, we appr6ved ALJ-174 which modified ALJ-i68, but did not 
change the rules for reviewing agreements achieved through 
voluntary negotiatiori. 

On AUgust 8, 1~96, the FCC issued its First RepOrt-and Order On 
Intei'connectiori,cc Docket No. 96"'9S (t.he ordel.~). The Oi-der 
included several r~gulationsregarding the rights and obligations 
of Commercial Mobile Radio'Service tCMRS) providers -and ILECs in 
providing local interconnection. For example, Section 51.717 
allowed for CMRS provid$rs to re-.negotiate arrangements with 
ILECs with.no ter~ination liabili~y oi-othe~~orit~act penalties. 
On October 15, 1996, the First Report and Ol·der was stayed by the 
United States court6f Appeals for -the SUI. ch.-(:uit. Howevel.-, on 
Noveomer 1; 1996, the stay waS lifted for sections that related 
to the scope of the tra.nspol.-t and terminati0!l priciJ19 I.-ules, 
r~ciprocal compensation of·LECs, arid the re~negotiation of non­
reciprocal arrangements typically associated with CMRS 
providers. ) 

On July 11, 1997, the 6th circuit issued its opinion on the 
Order. Although the opinion bverturned several sections of the 
Order, it did maintain that certain s~ctions would remain in full 
force and effect with respect to CMRS providers.) 

On June 16, 1997, GTE California filed Advice Letter No. 8506. 
On June 24, 1997, GTE California filed Advi~e Letter No. 8514. 
Each Of the 2 Advice Letters requests Commission approval of a 
negotiated interconnection agreement between GTE california and 
one of the 2-Way Mobile Carriers under Section 252. 

J The stay was lifted on sections 51.701, 51.703, and 51.717 of Appendix B. 
) speciHcaUy, the Opinion cited sections 5i. 'lOl,- 51. 'lOl. 51. 70~ (b). 
51. 'Hi(a) (1), . 5f. 715 Cd) i and 51. 71 '1 as applicable to interconnection with CMRS 
providers. lo .... aUtU!ties BOard, et a1. I V. Federal CommuniCations 
corrroission, et al •• Action 9~-l321, Footnote 21. 
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In l\LJ-168 we noted that the 1996 Act required the commission to 
act to approve or reject agreements. We established an approach 
wllich used the advice letter 'process as the preferred mechanism 
for consideration of negotiated agl-eements. Under Rule 4.3.3 t if 
we fail to appr6ve or reject the agreements within 90 days after 
the advice letter is filed# then the agreements will be deemed 
apP:t"oved. 

Each Interconnection Agreement pertaining to these 2 Advice 
Lette:t-s sets the terms and chat"ges for intet-connection between 
GTE california and one of the 2-way Mobile carriers (the 
~parti~s·). Sach agre~mentcontainsvirtually ide~tlcal terms. 
Each Agreement provides for the following: 

• The parties a91.'e"e that the majo:t" t:t;..ading a:t"ea (MTA) 
constitutes the local calling area for the pUl.'"pose of 
compensation for the ti"anspoxt and termination of 
commercial mobile radio sel.-vice (CMRS) tt-affic. t " 

• The agreement is specifically limited to traffic of the 
2-Way Mobile Carrier's end-use customers to which the 2-
Way Mobi.le Carrier provides service on a two-way wireless 
basis. $ 

• Transport and termination of 16cal exchange traffic with 
explicit compensation. The party that terminates the 
cailreceives compensation from the party that originates 
the call.' 

• A true-up provision for local transport and termination 
compensation once the commission approves GTEC's 
transport and termination rates which may be under review 
in cost analysis proceedings. 

• Recurring and non-recurring charges for the two way 
interconnect facilities that link the parties' respective 
switching offices for purposes of e~changirtg traffic 
between the parties; customers will be shared between 
them in the same proportion as each originates traffic on 
the relevant facilities. 

• Meet-point billing arrangements on a mUltiple 
bill/multiple tariff basis initially • 

. " 

t Articie II, parag-raph 1. 20. of the agreement. 
S Article IV, paragraph 3.1 6£ the agreement. 
, Article III, paragraph ll. Article IV, paragraph 2, and Appendix c of the 
agreement. 
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• Provision of emergency services, directory assistance and 
call completion services; 

• Access to number resources; 
• A dispute resoiution procedure which may lead to 

commercial arbitration. 1 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 
GTEC states that copies of the Advice Letters were mailed to all 
LECs, CLCs and other intEn,-ested parties. Notice of Advice Letter 
No. 8506 was publi~hed in the Commission Daily calendar of June 
19, 1997. Notice otAdvic~/L~tter A514 was published in th~ 
Commission Daily Calendar of June -26, 1997. Pursuant to. Rule 
4.3.2 of AL.J-l'14, protests shall b~ lhnitedto the standat.-ds for 
rejection provided in Rule 4.1.4,1 No protest to these Advice 
Letters has been received. 

DISCUSSI6N 
In November 1993, this Commission adopted a report entitled 
"Enhancing Califo1-ni~' s Cornpetitivestt:.'ength: A Stl-ategy fot­
Telecommunications Infrastructure" (Infrastructure Report). In 
that repot-t, 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 ~xpre~si~~ legislative 
intent- to Open telecommunications markets to co~petition by 
January 1, 1997. In the Infrastructure Report, the commission 
states that "(i)n order to foster a fully competitive local 
telephone market J the Commission must work with federal 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 the Act distinguish 
interconnection agreements arrived at through voluntary 
negotiation and those arrived at through compUlsory arbitration. 
section 252(a) (1) states that: 

ban irtcumbent local exchange carrier may negotiate and enter 
into a binding 'agreement with the requesting 
telecornmunicationscarrier or carriers without regard to the 
standal.-ds set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of section 
251." 

1 Article III, Paragraph 12 of the agreement. 
1 See below for conditions of Rule- 4.1.4. 
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Section 252 (e) (2) limits the state commission's gi-ounds for 
l."ejection of voluntary agreements. Section'Sl.3 of the First 
Report and Oi.·dtH,- also conoludes that the state commission can 
approve an interconnection agreement adopted by negotiation even 
if the terms of the agreement do not comply with the requirements 
of part 5l--Interc6nnection. 

Based on Section 252 of the 1996 Act, we have instituted Rule 4.3 
in Resolution ALJ-114 for approval of agreements reached by 
negotiation. Rule 4.3.1 provides rules for the content of 
requests for approval. Consistent with Rule 4.3.1,' each of the 
requests have met the following conditions: 

1. GTEC. has filed an" Advice Lettei- as· pl.-ovided 1n Genel.·al 
Order 96-A and stated that the Interconnection Agreement 
is an agre~mentbeing filed for approval under Section 
252 Of the 1996 A~t. 

2. The re~lest contains a copy of the Interconnection 
Agreement which, by its cbntent, demonstrates that it 
meets the standards in Rule 2.18. 

3. The Interconnection Agi'eement itemizes the charges for 
interconnection and each service or network element 
included in the lnterconnection Agreement. 

Rule 4.3.3. of ALJ-174 states that the Commission shall reject or 
approve the agreement 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 thatz 

-
A. the agreement discriminates against a telecommunications 

carrier not a party to the agreement; or 

B. the implementation of such agreement is not consist~nt 
with the public interest, convenience, and necessit~, or 

C. the agreement violates other requirements of the 
Commission, inclUding, but not limited to, quality of 
service standards adopted by the Commission. 

The Agreements provide fo1.'" explicit transport and termination 
charges assessed on the originating carrier. We make ito .. 
determination as td'whether these rates meet the pricing 
standards of Section 252 (d) of the 1996 Act. Out' consideration 

5 

.' 



Resolution No. T-16066 
I\I~s 6506 and 6514/MEK 

September 3, 1997 

of these agreements is limited to the three issues in rule 4.1.4 
of ALJ-1?4. 

The Agreements are consistent with the goal of avoiding 
discrimination against othel.' telecommunications carriers.· We see 
nothing in the terms of the proposed Agreements that would sel-Ve 
to restrict the access of a third-party carrier to the resources 
and set-vices of GTE California. 

Section 252(i) of the 1996 Act ensures that the provisions of the 
agl-eements will be made available to all other similarlY situated 
competitors. Specifically, the section states: 

"1\ local exchange carrier shall make available any 
interconnection, sel-vice, ot- network element pi:ovided 
under an agl"eemellt aPP1'oved under this section to which 
it is a party to any other requesting 
telecommunications carrier upon the same terms and 
conditions as those provided in the 8greement. n 

We have previously concluded that competition in local exchange 
and exchange access markets is desirable. We have found no 
provisions in these Agreements which undermine this g6al or are 
inconsistent with any other identified public interests. Hence, 
we conclude that the Agreements are consistent with the public 
intel"est. 

The Agreements also meet other requirements of the Commission. 
The Agreements promote public safety by including provisio~s for 
termination of emergency calls. Also, these Agreements are 
consistent with the Commission's service quality standards and 
may exceed those standards in at least one respect. GTE 
California and the 2-Way Mobile Carriers have agreed to engineer 
all final CMRS interconnection trunk groups with a blocking 
standa}."d of one pel"Cent (.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 by the 
ComrnissioJ'l in Genet-al Order (GO) 133 -B, which requires carriers 
to report quarterly to the commission as to whether or not their 
equipment completes 96% of customer-dialed calls 6n a mOnthly 
basi's. Although both carriers must continue to comply with this 
requirement, \o,'e a't°e encouraged that they are seeking to achieve 
an even higher standard of service. 

6 
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Furthel-more. we l"ecognize that no party pl'otested any of these 
Advice Letters alleging that it was discriminatory, inconsistent 
with the public interest, convenienee, and necesity or in 
violation of Commission 'requil'ements. 

Several who commented on previous intercOllnection agreements 
sought assurance that the Commission's treatment of those 
interconnection agreements would not impair 'their rights and 
opportunities in other proceedings.' \-le wish to reiterate such 
assurances as clearly as possible. This Resolution stands solely 
for the prop6sition that the 2-Way Mobile Ca'l-riers and GTE 
California may proceed to intet-connect, under the terms set 
forward in thefr Agl.-eements. We do not adopt any finditigs in 
this Resolution that should be carried forth to influence the 
determination of issues to be resolved elsewhere. 

If the parties to these Agreement~ enter into any subsequent 
agreements affecting interconnection, those agreements must also 
be submitted to the Commission for approval. In addition, the 
approval of these Agl.-eements is not intended to affect otherwise 
appi.icable deadlines. These Agl"eements and their approval have 
no binding effect on any other carrier. Nor do we intend to use 
this Resolution as a vehicle for setting future Commission 
policy. As a result of being approved, these Agreements do not 
become a standard against which any or all other agreements will 
be measul.-ed. 

With these clal'ificatiolls in mind, we will approve the proposed 
Agreements. In ol'der to facilitate rapid introduction of _ 
competitive services, we will make this order effective 
imni.ediately. 

FINDINGS 

1. GTE California's requests for approval of 2 separate 
interconnection agreements, one between ,GTEC and Nextel and one 
between GTEC and Spectrum, pursuant to the Federal 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 meet the content requirements of 
Rule 4.3.1 of ALJ-114. 

2. The Interconnection Agreements submitted in GTECaliforniats 
Advice Letters 8506 and 8514 are consistent with the goal of 

'A.96-07-01S and A.96-07-04S. 
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avoiding discrimination against other telecommunications 
carriers. 

3. We conclude that the Agreements are consistent with the 
public interest. 

4. The Agreements are consistent with the Con~ission's service 
quality standards and may exceed those standards in at least one 
respect. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDBRED that. 

1. Pursuant to the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996, we 
approve each of the ~ separate Intercor'mection-Agreementsbetween 
GTE California and-Smart SMR of California, Inc. and GTE 
California and Sprint Spectrum L.P. submitted by Advice Letters 
8506 and 8514 respectively. 

2. This Resolution is limited to approval of the above"!" 
rnentione~ Interconnection Agreements and does not bind other 
parties ()}. .. serve to altei.' commj ssion policy in any of the at-cas 
discussed il\ the Agreements o i.- elsewhere. 

3. GTE California Advice Letters 8506 and 8514 and their 
respective Intel-connection Agreements shall be marked to show 
that they were approved by Resolution T-16068. 
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This Resolution is effective today. 
"" " 

September 3, 1991 

I hereby cel.-tify that this Resolution was -adopted by the Public 
utilities Commission at its regular meeting on September 3, 1997 
The following Commissioners approved it: 

9 

Director 

p. -GREGORY CONLON 
President 

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

Commissionel.-s 


