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RESOLUTION T-16185 
September 3, 1998 

RESOLUTION T-16185. GTE CALIFORNIA INC. (U-1002). 
REQUEST fOR A[)PROVAL Of I-N:I'ERCONNECTioN AGREEMENTS 
BETW~EN GTg CALIFORNIA INC. AND fOCAL COMMUNICATIONS 
CORPORATION OF CALIFORNIA (U-5922), ANO BETWEEN GTE 
C.~LIFORNIA INC. AND TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, Ii~c. 
Sp.~: FRANCISCO (U-5454) PURSUANT TO SECtION 252 OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT Or 1996. 

SY ADVICE L~~~ER NO. 8158 FILED ON JUNE 17 j 1998, AND 
ADVICE LETTER NO. 8715 FILEOON JULY 13, 1998, 
RESPECTIVELY. 

suMMARy 
This Resolution approves 2 sepa~ate inte~connection agree~ents 
submitted under provisions of Resolution ALJ-174 and GO 96-A. 
The Agree~ents become ~ffective today. Each agreement invo~~es 
GTE California Inc. (GTEC) and one of the following competi~~ve 
local exchange carriers (CLECs): rocal Cowmunications Corpo~a~ic~ 
of Caiifornia, and Teleport Communications Group, Inc. San 
francisco. These agreements ~ill remain in effect for three 
years. 

BACKGROUND 
The United StateS Congress passed and the President signed into 
law the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (?ub._ L. No.104-10~, 110 
Stat. S6 (1996)) (1996 Act). Among other things, the -ne'..t law 
declared that _each incumbent local exchange telecommunications 
car~!er has a ~uty to provide intetconnection ~iih-thelocal 
net',:otk_ for any requesting telecorrJIlunicat"ions 'carrier and set
forth the general nature and quality of the interconnect"ion that -
the incumbent lOcal- exchange carrier (ILEC) must agre~ 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 terrn~ of interconnection. Any interconnection 
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 11, 1996, 
we adopted Resolution ALJ-167 which provides interim rules for 
the implementation. o,f §252. On September 26, 1996, we adopted 
Resolution ALJ-168 which modified those interim-rules. On June 
25, 1991, we approved ALJ-174 which modified ALJ~168/but did not 
change the rules fOr reviewing agreements achieved through 
voluntary negotiation. 

GTEC has filed AdviCe Letter Nos. 81~8~ a~d 8715. -- Both of the 
Advice Letters request Corrmission -lppr6val of an interconnection 
agreement between GTEC and a CLEe under Section 252. Focal 
Cowmunications Corporation of California (focal) is requesting 
adoption of t~e AT&T/GTEC arbitrated agreement which ~as approved 
by this Corr.rnissioit in D. 97-01..:..0~2. Teleport Communications 
Group, Inc. (TCGSan FrancisCO) is requesting adoption of the MCr 
Metro Access Transmission Setvice~j I~c~/GTEC arbitrated 
agreement which was approved by this COIT~issionin 0.91-01-045. 
These .\greements are being a:dopted by Focal and TCG San- Francisco 
pursuant to Section 252(i) ~hich allows statutory adoption of 
existing arbitrated ag~e~men~s .. GTEC filed su~blem~nts to the 
Advice Letters on August 3, :998 to indicate that the Agreemen~3 . 
will be in effect for three yeats. 

In ALJ-174 ~e noted that the 1996 Act require~ the Co~~issi6n t~ 
act to app~ove or reject agree~ents. We established an approach 
· .... hich uses the advice - letter process as the preferred mechanisn 
for consideration of negotiated agreements. Under Rule 4.3.3, i~ 
we fail to approve or reject the agreements within 90 days after 
the advice letter is filed, then the agreemen~s will be deem~d 
approved. 

Each Interconnection Agreem~nt pettaihinq to these 2 Advice 
Letters 'sets the terms -ana charges for interconnection between 
GTEe and one of the ~~Eci tthe ~parti~sU). The a~reemants 
cont~in Virtuallyid~ntl~al termS, and pr6Vide-for the iolloiing: 

1 An incumhent local exchange carrier' is defined in section §251 (h) c:>f the 
1996 Act. 
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• Reciprocal compensation payments for local and toll 
traffic exchanged between the parties.; 

• Access to unbundled net'~ork elements; 

• Acr.ess to poles, conduit and other rights of ways: 

• Access to emergency services, directory assistan~e and 
call completion; 

• Access to White Pages directory listings and· customer . 
guide pages; 

• Access to number resources; 

• Interim number portability (INP) via directory number 
call for~ardin9'~nd ptocedures for prOviding it until a 
permanent solution is feasible: 

• Resale of services; 

• ~hysical, shared space, microwave and physical 
collocation. 

NOTICE/PROTESTS 
GTEC state~ that copies of th~ 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, and the other parties requesting such 
notification. Notice of the Advice Letters was published in the 
Corrmission Daily Calendar. Pursuant to Rule 4.3.2 of ALJ-174, 
protests shall be li~ited to the standards for rejection provided 
in Rule 4.1.4.; No protese to these Advice Letters have been 
received. 

DISCUSSION 
. ~ . 

In November 1993, this Corrunission ad6pted.a~rep-9it .~~nt~tled 
"Enhancing Calif6rni~/s ~om~etitive si~~dOth: '}A Sttate~~ for 
Telec<>ITlJl1unications Infrastructure" (Infrastructure Report). In 

1 See below for conditions of Rule 4.1.4. 
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that report, the Co~~ission 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 expres$inq legislative 
intent to open telecoITIJnunications markets to competition by 

'January 1, 1991. In the Infrastructure Report, the Commission 
'stat~s that "(iln order to foster a'fully c6mpetitive~ocal 
telephone market, the Commission must work t-lith federal officials 
to provide cons~mers equal access to ~lternative pr~Vide~s of 
sarvice. n The 1996 Act ~rovides us with a framework for 
undertaking such state-federal.cooperation. 

Sections 252(a) (1) and 252(e) (1)6f the Act distirigui~h 
irit~rCorinection agr~ements arrived at th~6ugh V61~ntaty 
negotiation and those arrived at through'compulsory 'arbitration. 
Section 252(a) (1) states that: 

"an incu~bent local exchange' car-rrer'may hegotiate and enter 
into a bfnding 'agreement ~ ... ith the, reque'sting .' . 
telecommunications carrier or carriers ··.-lithout regard to the 
standards set forth in subseGtions (b) and (c) of section 
251.11 

Section 252 (e) (:2) limits the state cornmissio'n' 5 grounds for 
rejection'6f voluntaty agreements. Section 51.3 of the First 
Report and Otder also concludes that the state commission can 
approve an inter6onnection agreemenc adopted by riegotiation even 
if the terms of the agree~ent do not comply with the requi~eme~t5 
of Part Sl--Interconnection. 

Based on Section 252 of the 1996 Ace, we have instituted Rule 4.3 
in Resolution ALJ-174 for approval of agreements teached by 
negotiation. Rule 4.3.1 provides rules for the content of 
requests for approval. Rule 4.3.3. of ALJ-114 ~tates that the 
Cornfnission shall reject or approve the agreement based on the 
standards in Rule 4.1.4. Rule -1.1.4 states that the Commission 
shall reject an interconnec~ion ag~eement (or portion thereof) if 
it finds that: 

A. the agreert.ent discriminates against a telecommunications 
carrier not a party to the agte~ment; or 

, , 

B. the imolementation 6f such ~gi~e~~~t'i~ not con$ist~nt 
with t~e publi~ interest, co"yeni~nce/·and netessit~i'~r 



Resolution NO. T-16185 
A.L. 8158 and 8115/LOR 

September 3, 1998 

C. the agreement violates other requirements of the 
Corr~isslon, including, but not limited to, quality of 
service .standards ad<?pted by the Corninission. 

We make no determination as to whether the rates in th~se 
agreements meet the pricing standardS of Section 252(d) of the 
1996 Act. Our consideration of these agreements is limited to 
the three issues in rule 4.1.4 of ALJ-174. 

The Agreements are consistent with the goal of avoiding 
discrimination against oth~i telecoromunications carriers. We see 
nothing in the terms of the proposed Agreements that would tend 
to restrict the access ofa third-party carrier to the resources 
and services of GTEC. 

Secticn 252(1) of the 1996 Act ensures that the provisions of· 
these Agreements will be made available to all other similarly
situated competitors. Specifically, the section states: 

"A local exchange carrier Shall make av~ilable ariy 
interconnection, servi~e, or net~ork element provid~d 
under an agreemeht appro~ed under this sectiofi to which 
it is a party to any other requesting 
telecommunications cartie~ u~6n the same terms and 
conditions as those provided in the agree~ent.u 

We previously concluded that competition in local exchange and 
exchange access markets is des:tabie. ~e find no provisions in 
these Agreements ~hich undermine this goal or are inconsistent 
~ith any other identified publ~c interests. Hence, we conc~ude 
that the Agreenents are· consistent ~ith the public interest. 

We also recognize that no party proteste~ any of these Advi~e 
Letters alleging that they were discri~inatory, inconsistent with 
the public interest, convenience, and necesity or in violation of 
Commission requirements. 

Several who co~~ented on previous interconnection agreements 
sought assurance that the Cowmission's treatment of those 
interconnection ~4reements:woutd not impair their rights and 
opportunities in oth~r pr6ceediriqs.l We wish to ~eiterat~ ·sbch 
assurances 'as clearly as possible. This ··Resolution stands solely 
for the proposition that the CLECs and GTEC may proceed to 

JA.96-07-0)S and A.96-07~04S. 
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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 elsewh~re. 

If the parties to these Agreements enter into any subsequent 
Agreements affecting interconnection, those Agreements must also 
be submitted to the Corr..mission for approval.' In addition, the 
approval of these Agreements is not intended to affect otherwise 
applicable deadlines. These Agreements and their approval have 
no bindin~ effect on any other c~rrier. Nor do we intend to use 
this Resolution as a vehicle for setting future Cowmission 
policy. As a result of being approved, these Agreements do not 
become a standard against which arty Or ~ll other ,agreements will 
be measured. 

Wi~h these clarifications in mind, we will-approve the-proposed 
Agreements. In order to facili~at~ rapia introduction of 
competiti'/e services, t~e will :na:.ce this order effective 
i{{lmediately. 

FINDINGS 

1. GTEC's requests for approval Of 2 separate Interconnection 
Agreements, each bet~een GTEC and one of the CLSCs, pursuant 
to the Federal Teleco~~un:cations Act of 1996 ~eet the content 
requirements of Rule 4.3 of ~LJ~114. 

2. The Interconnection Agr~e~en~s ~equested in GTEC's Advice 
Letter Nos. 3758, and 8775 a;e consistent ~ith the goal 0: 
avoiding discrimination aga:nst other telecommunications 
carriers. 

3. Focal Cow~unications Corpo~a~ion of California is requesting 
adoption o~ the AT&T/GlEC arb~~~ated agreement which was 
approved by this Commission in 0.97-01-022. 

4. Teleport Communications Group, Inc. is requesting adoption or 
the XCI Met~o Access Transmission Services Inc./GTEC 
arbitrated agreement '.olhich :-Ias approved by this CO[llmission in 
0.91-01-045. 

5; We conclude that the Agreements are consistent with the public 
interest. 

6 
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6. The Agreements are consistent with the Co~~ission's service 
quality standards. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDEP-SO tha.t: 

1. pursuant to the federal T~lecqa\.rnunications Act of 1996, we 
approve both 6f the separate I~t~rcortnection"Agr~e~ents 
between Gt& California Inc. and focal Communications 
Corpot~ti6n of Calif6tnia, ~nd GTt Calif6rni~Inc. and 
Teleport Communications Group, Inc. San Francisco requested by 
Advice Letter Nos. 87~8, and 8775, respeetiv~ly. 

2. Thi~ Resolution i~ li~ited to ~pproval ~f the above-ment~oned 
Intertonnecti6n Agreements and does not bind other partie~ or 
serve to alter Cornmissi6n policy iil any of the areas discussed 
in "the Agreements or else~here. 

3. GTEC Advice Letter Nos. 8758,B:75 and" supplements, ~ ... hich 
request approvai of Interconhe~tion Agree~ents between GTEC 
and onepf the CLECs, shall be marked to show that they were 
approv~d by Resolution T-16185. 

. .~, 

. " 
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This Resolution is effective today. 

September 3, 1998 

I hereby certify that this Resolution was adopted by the Public 
Utilities Co~mission at its' reguiar meeting on September 3, 1993. 
The following Commissioners approved it: 

../ I.'·' ! , /;.0 i£ 
,~~ /;;1 r 

..(1.4 ..... j' -17~""'~VC,~-~·u 
WESLEY N. fRANKLIN 
Executive Director 

RICHARD A. BIL~S 
Presid"ent 

P. GREGORY· CONLON 
JESS1E-J. It~tGRT, Jr .. 
HENRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Cotnmissioners 


