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Regina M. Xe.ney, Chief
Wirele.s Teleco.-unications Bureau
Federal Co..unicationa Coaaission
2025 M str.et, N.W., Room 5002
Mail stop 2000
Washinqton, D.C. 20554

REceiVED
'.1.3 01995

Re:

Dear Ms.

P.tition of the state of California and the Public
utilitie. Ca.aia.ion of the Stat. of California to
R.tain Requlatory Authority over Intrastate
Cellular Service Rates, PR Docket NO.94-~~:O~\G\~~l

Keeney : \:l0C~ti. 'i'\lt C... .
GTE Service Corporation ("GTE") is concerned that the

Bureau's Order rel••sed on January 25, 1995 in PR Docket Nos. 94­
103, 105, 106, and 108 ("order") will have an unintended but
dramatic chillinq effect upon future n.,oti.tions at the
Com-ission. l Given Staff's avowed intention to rely on
settlement neqotiations to reduce the Bureau's caseload, any
action that would reduce the effectiveness of the neqotiations
process is unfortunate.

GTE has been actively involved in PR Docket 94-105 since its
inception. Althouqh GTE had been vocal in its obj.ctions to
Confid.ntial Aqr....nts and the r.levance of the CPUC's redacted
infonaation, GTE and five oth.r parti.s (th. "Six Parties")
endorsed a compromis. proposal which would be applied to all
parti.s to the proceedinq, and which would allow the majority of
the disputed information to be ••d. available pursuant to a
Protective Order. This comproais. proposal was provided to the
Bureau as an attachment to a letter filed with the Commission on
December 22, 1994. au letter of D. Gross and K. Abernathy,
counsel for Airtouch, filed in PR Docket No. 94-105 on December
22, 1994 (signed also by counsel for BellSouth Cellular

1 GTE is filing this letter
reconsideration because GTE is
deadline which the Bureau must
matter.

in lieu of a petition for
coqnizant of the statutory
..et in resolving this ~
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corporation, CCAC, L.A. Cellular, GTE, and McCaw) (the "December
22nd Letter").

Unfortunately, the Order seizes upon the Decaaber 22nd
Letter as the linchpin for its deteraination that the " ••• six
acceding parties have withdrawn any clai.. for confidential
treataent for naterials [sic] in Group A." orter, page 3,
paragraph 4. This is incorrect. The six Parties were floating a
proposal that would be applied to all parties in the proceeding.
That the Bureau tran••uted that proposal into a waiver of the
parties' rights is as unfair as it is chilling to the
negotiations process. As a result of the order, the Six Parties
which struggled to arrive at an equitable docket-wide resolution
were singled out for different treat..nt. Such action is
deleterious to the negotiations process as it reaoves the
incentive to sUCJgest innovative solutions and replaces that
incentive with an absolute reticence to proffer suggestions.

In the interest of clarity, GTE also wishes to point out a
typographic error which could produce confusion. Paragraph 17
of the Order erroneously describes per-subscriber financial
information and subscriber growth percentages which were found in
Exhibit H as "(the Group C materials)." when in actuality that
information is the Group A information as described on paqe 7 of
the Order.

GTE concurs with the Bureau that disclosure of information
can have an adverse i~act on carriers. order, page 17,
paragraph 24. However, GTE does not believe that carriers should
be SUbjected to this significant risk in order to afford a
Petitioner, that was put on notice of its high evidentiary burden
by the clear lanquage of both the oanibus Budqet Reconciliation
Act of 19932 and Section 20.13 of the Commission's RUles,3 a
second opportunity to substantiate its conclusory statements.

2 Pub.L.No. 103-66, Section 6002(c) (3), 107 Stat. 312,
394 (1993) (codified at Section 332(c)(3) of the
Communications Act of 1934, 47 U.S.C. Section 332(C)(3».

3 47 C.F.R. Section 20.13.
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sincerely,

w~:t
Counsel for GTE service corporation,
on behalf ot its Telephone and Personal
Communications Companies

cc: Peter Arth, Jr., Edward W. O'Neill, Ellen S. LeVine
Joel H. Levy, Williaa B. Wihel., Jr.
David A. Gross, Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Mary B. Cranston, Megan Waters Pierson, Joseph A. Hearst
Alan R. Shark
Elizabeth R. Sachs
David A. SiBPson
Adam A. Anderson, Suzanne Toller
Richard Hans.n
Michael B. Day, Jeanne M. Bennett, Michael J. Thompson,

Jerome F. Candelaria
Michael F. Altschul, Randall S. Coleman, Andrea D. Williams
Mark Gascoigne, Dennis Shelley
Russell H. Fox, Susan H.R. Jones
David M. Wilson
Scott K. Morris
Howard J. symons, James A. Kirkland, Cherie R. Kiser, Kecia

Boney, Tara M. Corvo
James M. Tobin, Mary E. Wand
Thomas Gutierrez, J. Justin McClure
Jeffrey S. Bark, Laurie Bennett
Leonard J. Kennedy, Laura H. Phillips, Richard S. Denning
Mark J. Golden
Michael Sha..s
Peter A. Casciato
Lewis J. Paper
Judith st. Ledger-Roty, James J. Freeman
Thomas J. Casey, Jay L. Birnbaum, Katherine T. Wallace
Carol Bjelland
David Frolio
Luisa Lancetti
Cathy Massey
Carl Povelites


