
BEI'ORE 
TilE FLORIDA l'lJnLI(' SFRVICE COMMISSION 

In Re: Petition by Wireless One Nctworl.. I. I' . 
for Arbitmtion of Certain Term~ nnd Comliuon~ 
of a Proposed Agreement with Sprint Floridn. 
lncorpomtcd Pursuant to Section 252 of the 
T clerommunications Act of I 996. 

Docl.et N11. 9711 !.1~·11' 

WIRE LESS ONE'S MEMORANDUM IN OI'NJSITION TO 
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I. Introduction. 

ORIGINAL 

This n1otion. filed by Sprint Florida. Inc ("Sprint") tn ~tn l.e pnrtmn' ••f th\.' Jin:ct and 

rcbullnl tcstimony of Francis J. I Ieaton. rcprcsems nothing more than a rcfnrmulution uf Sprint'' 

continuing and self-serving ullempts to exclude from the C.:nmlllt»ion's ··cm\ldc:r.uum m th" 

proc~-cding all moilers related to the Revcr:.c Opllon charge - cven mailers thtll Sprmt. Itself. ha' 

placed in issue. Sprint continues to ignore thut thc Reverse Optinn charge ulwuy~ has lx-cn a 

tcnn and condi tion of its interconnection \\ ith Wirclc~ One. th.ll the charge \\,1' thl.' \Uhjeet t•l 

negotiations between lhc parties long before \Vm:lc" One \\-;!.~ furc:cd to rc,mt tu rc:hd undcr the 

T~iccommunicmions A~t of 1996 and, indeed. that 11 \\US Sprint'~ rcfu~a l tu nq:ullal\.' un lht' 

issue that forced Wireless One to seck the C'nmnm~mn·~ as\I~Uutce 111 urhitr;cltlll! the: '"uc "' 

the nllnched leller rellects. Spnnt removed the Rc\ l.'r\<.' l lptwn 1\\UI.' ln>m th<· 11\.'l!"i',lllntl\ Junnl! 

o June 17, 1997 conference cull !lnd indicated ih nllentiontn cummuc chart:mg the lllrilf rate o l 

$0.05811. Tite reason for Sprint's rcfusaltu concede thc~e p<Hnt, . • mJ th<· knl!th tu \\luc:h 11 \\Ill 

go to prevent the elimination or repricing of the Reverse Opllon charge 111 tht~ pn~ee\.'ding ·~ 

evident - th\.' longer it delays resolution uf this vitnl j~,uc 111 Wtrd<.·s' One. the: lunge• 11 \\Ill Ill.' 
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able to recover access charges from Wireless Om: (or Sprint's cu~lllmcr:.) ''hen tht Fedeml 

Communications Commission ("FCC") hn~ mandated tran~port and tcrmin:llitlll charges as the1r 

replacement. The: Commission should reject Spnnt's tactin nut onl) for the l->1:111 11 u t \\'irele~' 

One, but also for the benefit of Sprint's custonu:rs upon whom Sprint has indicated it may as:.cs:. 

the Reverse: Option. 

Consistent with its pattern of attempting to exclude teMimony on the :.ole hasis that 11 

harms its position, Sprint nlso seeks to s trike llo.::uun's testimony rcluted to Wirde:.~ One's Type 

2B connections witlt Sprint and Sprint's lack or SS7 connectivi ty. Sprint attempts 111 uchic.:\e ib 

gnat hy erroneously charncteri7ing the: teslllnuny a' prescntrng n nC.:\\ 1\~uc fur the ( 'wnmis:.ion·, 

consideration. when such testimony clearly is o!Terc.:d to rehut the direct te~timon) uf Sprin t ·~ 

witness, F. llen l'ung. 

As it has time nnd again. Wirele~s One nnplores the Commission to reJeet Sprint's 

continuous self-serving attempts to limit the ' "lu::. fur Cll•l'ldemtum in thl\ prc~~:<·edmg and 

address all issues on their merits to a!Ton.l the parties nnd, ultimately. their customers the full 

relief to which they arc entitled. 

II. Sprifll Has Placed In Issue Whether it Mil.) I Be Made Whole b)' the f:'linriuntion of tire 

Re••erse Option f'/targe; Thus, ReprJclug of the ChttrJ:I' is /'roper/)' Bt'fore tlrt• 

Commission. 

It l>imply is amazing that Sprint continue~ to complain th:ll the Commi~sion 1:. pn:cludc.:d 

from con~idcring whether the Reverse Opt11111 charge shouiJ he repm:ed in th ts prucectlmg ''hen 

Sprint. itself. placed this mutter in issue. Sec Rc~punse at page 7 ("Granting thb rd1cf .. wnuld 

deprive Sprint of the ability to rcco,·cr the coM~ incurred in tenninating. call, unless the 

Commission were to nllow Sprint to recover ~he cosL~ clsewhen: ") S.:c. nbu. In 4. Spnnt 

continues to conveniently ignore that it is the pctiuun ami t/l e r l'\tmnSt.' thereto that frnmc the 



issues for arbitnuion pursuant to 47 U.S.C. §§ :!52(b)(2). (3) and (4). ll;l\ing been robed in 

Sprint's response to Wireless One's petition for arbitration. th1s issue 1 ~ properly ht:fore the 

Commission and ripe for determinmion. 

Absent any legal basis which would preclude the Commission from r~prking the Reverse 

Option charge in this proceeding. Sprint relics on its \ersiou of the chronological order in which 

this issue was presented to the Commission. unconvincingly claiming that. alter well O\er u ~e:ar 

of negotiations on this issue. it has had insuflicient time to fom111late an npprupria te resrxm\e on 

the repric ing issue. Sprint has olTcrcd no resoluti11n on the repricing issue. hcynnc.J usscning that 

it must be made whole upon the transition to tmnspon and tem1in:11ion churge~ (ulht:it in a future 

proceeding). becnul>t it wan ts to retain the Rc\ ersc Uptiun charge \\ luch the trampon and 

tem1ina tion charges must replace fo r as long as po:.~iblc. 

To clarify Sprint's confused chronology of events: It ulways has ht:en Wirclc:.:. One's 

posi tion (as stated in its petition for arbitration) that, because the FCC n:pluccd tlu: access 

charges recovered by tlle Reverse Option charge \\ ith local mtercunectiun mtc' fur 1ntr.al\l1\ I A 

calb, the Reverse Option should be who II)' included \\ ithin tr.tmpon and termmation dmrgc:. It 

is only in response to Sprint's contention thnt it \\uuld lo~c revenue~ fnr 11hich it lllliSt he m:uJc 

whole: if the Reverse Option were replaced lh;at Wirclc'\ One ofTercd ultemntivcs fur the 

Commission to cons1dcr if it <.lctcmtincd thn1 Sprint should receive llt.ltlitionol charge) l(u 

tmnsponing tmffic over the lnrgcr locnl c•lll ing area mandated by the FCC'. I he:.c altern:lll\ c~ 

include subtracting the access component from the Reverse Option. resultmg in a rate of 

$0.00294 per minute of usc. or imrx•sing u SO 110~ mld1tivc mte, ~uhJel't Ill trlll: up. ~imilar to that 

imposed in the BeiiSouthiVMgunrd agreement. 
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Sprint's claim llun it hils had msufficient time to anal)tC the BciiSuutlt!Vanguard 

agreement rings hollow when considering that Sprint mis.:d the rc\ cnuc rccoH y issue in thb 

case. Indeed, the time nlloucd fo r dbcovcry on this issue is t.:onsidcruhly longer thnn that 

nfforded by Sprint to examine its rcbuttul witness. pn·scntcd fu r the firs t time on Oc10bcr 21!. 

1'1')7. It nlsu is noteworthy thnt Sprint hns nul u~scrtetl the ~nllll' dunn \lith r<''f>el'l 1<1 th<· 

imposition of the alternative charge of S0.00294 per minute of ust.: which is hascd upon 

information "'-ithin Sprint's control. 

Despite its contrived protes tations. Sprint's only goal ts to exclude from the 

Commission's considemtion t11e issue of repricing the Rcn:rse Opllun charge It ha:. 1111 desire to 

address this factual issue and no desire for the Commission to consider the i~~ue or. ;,s merits for. 

to do so. would the eliminate the exorbilnnt revenues and profit ... it oth~:rwbe will cnjuy frum the 

continued application of the charge. 

Ill. H~oton's Ta timony Concunlng th~ ll'irrl~ss On~·s Typt' 18 Ctmllrt:lium ll'itlt Spri11t, 
and Sprint's Lock of SS7 Collntctlvity /.1 , tpproprlotr llt'buuo/ 011d May Not 8t' 

Strick~n. 

Sprint seeks to s trike lleuton's tcMimnny n:loted to Wirck~' One·~ I )pc :! II •:umH:ctittn~ 

with Sprint and Spri •. t ~ lack of SS7 connectivity by charucteri~_inl) it us prc~cnting u nt.:w issu.: 

for the Commission's considcmtion. Sec I Ieaton Rebuttul nt p. 5. II. 13-22: pp. (J·!!: p. 9. II. 1-4. 

12-21: p. I 0, II. 1-9. TI1is testimony clcnrly IS offered in rebuttal to l'uug·~ dtrect tes timony in 

'' hich he usserts iliat Wireless One elected the He\ crsc Option charge hccauw it i, unable w 

cunncct to Spnnt's end offices. Mr. l'oal) te) tllil·J 

Comp:10ies such ns Wireless One ~ubl>tribc to (Re,cr~e Opuun(tn 
lie 1 of extending facilities dtrectly 10 nil end ol1il:e~ 'ervcd hy 
S1 rint. In other words. Wireless One hus the option of extcnd111g 
the facilities di rectly to nn end onice 10 afford Sprint's CU\tomcrs 
local calling to Wireless One customers or subscribing reverse toll 



r 

billing and paying the nssociatcd toll charges in lieu of cost of 

direct connections. 

See Poag Direct Testimony nt 8. As I Ieaton's testimony demonstrates, l'oag's assertions s1mply 

:1re untrue. which underlies the real rcn.w n that Sprint seeks to exclmlc th is tcstin ny. Wireless 

One does maintain connections wi th Sprint's end offices nnd it b Sprint's lad. tlt' SS7 

connectivity that prohibits Sprint from dclivcrin&;tmffic to Win:le~~ One· send oflices. 

IV. Conclusion. 

Sprint's motion to strike t'lc portions of llcaton's rebuttal tc~tinmny on the h.1s1s that 11 

addresses matters beyond the scope of urhttmllon IS but :mother ut Sprint· s attemph t•• 

improperly limit the Commission's jumdiction in this case. Spnnt. itself. raised the i~uc 

regarding repricing of the Reverse Option charge and it is ripe for d<·tcmtinatinn hy the 

Commission. Henton 's testimony conccminll Wireless One's Type 2B cunncctiuns \\ith Sprint 

and Sprint's lack of SS7 connectivity doc~ not pn:~ent a ne\\ "Mie fur the (\tmntl~sltlll·, 

considemtion. but is proper rebuttal v.hiclt shows the testimony presented b)· Sprint's witne~' 

Pong to be untnte, which is the real basis upon "hich Sprint seeks its exdusiun. 

Rc~pectfully submitted. 

~/j~wJ 
Willinm A. Adam' 
Dane Stinson 
l.aum A. llau~c1 (Fioridultcg No ll7X1114) 
AR rER & IIADDEN 
I 0 \\'est 13rond Street 
('ulumhus. Oh111 4 U 15 
<•1 41221-3155 (phunc) 
(, 141221-0-179 (facsimile) 



CERTI f1CA T£ OF SERJIICJ:: 

I hereby certify thnt o copy of the forc~;oi 111; Memorandum in Opposition wa1 ,c:rv..:1 l upon 

the following pcr.1ons hy rcgulnr U.S. Mnilur m ·cmil;!h t dcli\CI) . pml.ti;!C prcpnid.u 1111, 111
h 

duy of November, 1997. 
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June 18. 1997 

Via Facsimile (407) 889-1 2U and U.S. Mall 

Mr. Brooks Albery 
Sprint-Florida. lne. 
Box 165000 MC 5327 
Allllmonte Springs, FL 32716-5000 

Re: Wireless One lnterconnoetion Negotintions 

Dear Mr. Albery 

--

l1nnt· 

Ill·~ 
'\u 1 lruwu.•• 

U•t«l Oul (61 411;, )171 
,,.,,.,.., AdtaOJ. ~"'~com 

'Ibis will coofum the discussions in the June 17. 1997 conference call with you, Alan DClg. 
neb Tc:ny, Betty Smith and Ouistine Canon for Sprint and Frank lie.110n :md me for WI!Ciess 
Ooe. 

With regard to the rnciproc.al compensa.Lion bill nod the 2D credit, Sprint will complete the 
process of analyzing tho minu~f-use data io Frank Heaton's billing b3clcup analysis which you 
roecivcd on June 10, 1997 and provide Wudess One with a specific written respon:;e by noon, 
Friday, Juno 20, 1997. We have schodulod a confaencc call for 3:00p.m., Friday, June 20, 1997. 
io an effort to review your response aod finalize these !lllltter.i. We also will nttcmptto agree on 11 
mcdtanism for ealml•ring 'Uioutcs for future rociproc:al oompcl1S31ion billings. 

With regard to SS7, Sprint agreed to provide us with the &amo anungemem provided to 
Palmer Wuelc:ss, Inc. io the interim 118fCemcn1 dated February II, 1997. Specifically, Sprint 
agrccd to waivo the IX lease portion ofCbc proposal previously sent to Prank Heaton from tho STP 
to tho Pt. Myers taodcm for the duration of the Palmer interim agreement You n1so agreed to 
cbcclc with yow-piiDDing pcrsomw:lto dcocmniM wbdher any plms c:xi.st to construct a oew STP io 
Ft Mym; aod to <WmniM if IDOil!h to month pricing is available for STP scrvice. 

With regard to tho revc:nc chltgo option. Sprint disagreed with Wireless One's position 
outlined in my leu« of JIIXIC 11, 1997. Specifically, it is Sprint's position that the 
Telc:c»mmmicalioos AD. of 1996 aod Cbc FCC's Local Compdition Order does not affoct tl1e 
relatiooship betwoen S ,~riot ind its customers. Rather, it only impt~,Cts tl1e relationship between 
ca.rriCl'S. On tluU basi!:, you indicated that it is your intention to continue the rcvel'se toll option 
ch.vge of 5.88 ccntslmou. 
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The logical consequence of your position is that Sprint must compcllS3tc w, • less One for 
all reverse charge option minutes of use tenninating on Wireless One's network. Because all of the 
reverse charge option traffic is terminating on Wireless One's network at the Spnnt Ft. Myers 
tandem and W&.reless One is switching and transporting that traffic throughout its service area, 
Wireless One's switch is opernting as a tandem Wld the higher Type 2A tariiT rates must be paid to 
Wireless One Wltil lower rates CWl be reached in these interconnection negotiations. Some state 
Commissions, lilc.e Ohio, have reviewed tllis issue: and determined that, where a carrier'~ switch 
serves a geographic area comparable to the area served by the incumbent LBC's tW1den1 switch, the 
appropriate rate for the carrier is tltc incumbent LEC's tandem intercorUicction rate. ~. ~. In 
the MaJter of UrtJ PeLilion of MCJ T elecommunica.tion.r Corporal ion for ArbitraJio11 Pursuant to 
Section 252(b) of the Te/ecommunicorion.r ACI of /996 to Establish an JnrcrconnecJion Agreement 
with AmeriJe.ch Ohio, PUCO Case No. 96--88-TP-A.RB (Albitration Award at 18). r:rnnk Heaton be 
sending you his computations of tlus i.ssue. Sprint agreed to respond to these issues dwing t11 e 

conference call this Friday at 3:00 p.m. 

cc: James A. Dwyer 
Frank Heaton 
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