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I . lllfrodllct ion 

During !he prchcaring conference held in !his proceeding on Nuvemhcr 17. IIJ'J7. !lu. 

l'rchcaring Onieer mlop!ed Stan's revised issuc ns 1he ,•chiclc by which !he I Hnmb~ion ''"uld 

consider the appropriate treatment of the tari Ocd Kevcrsc Optrun charge in th is arh•tr.uiun 

proceeding. It is through this charge 1hnt W ircless One cum·•nly compcnsa1c~ Sprin1 li1r 

tmnsporting trnffic originated by Sprint end us.c~ to the point of intcrconnection l11.:1wccn the 

pnrties' networks. The Prehenring Officer nbn i n~truc!ed Win:lcs~ One hi revise i1s !'rehearing 

St:llemenl, filed with the Commission on November 7, 1997, to re~pund 10 1his rcfunnuhncJ 

issue. The revised r•rehcaring Statement Wll!> ordered 10 be faxetl IU !he panic!> hy the cln~c ur 

business on November 19. 1997. 

As detailed in 1hc accompanying mntkm lor rccunsidcral1nn. li1c l'rchcanng Oniccr·s 

ruling ' 'iolated fcdeml law Wld Wireless One"s n~:ln to due prncc~~ hy pcnniuin~: S!all" to lramc 

the issue 10 be orbitmted in this procecdmg. 1111li by ciTceiJ\ cl) rctJlnring Wird, :., One Ill 

prosccUic Stan's re fonnulo!ed issue throu~:h prcviuusly filed lc~limnny lhat addrcssc~ !he •~~ue 

as presented by the pnrties. For these reasons. Wirclc~s Om. 3uhmits lhis Revised !'rehearing 

Statement to comply with the directive of the Prchcnrin~: Officer. without waiving the i~sucs and 

arguments presented in its Prehearing S!atemcnt filed November 7. 1997. nnd explicitly rc~en mg 

nil rights, both odminbtmtivc Wld judicial, to ~cck rcconsidcmtion nnd npJX=n l of !he mlmg. 

The issue proposed by Stoff and adopted by the Prehcnring Otlicer rends ns follows: 

Wilh respect to lnnd-ln·mnbJic trntlic only. do the reciprocal 
compensation rates negotiated by Wireless Onc. Inc. ( ~icl and 

Sprini-Fiorida. lne., apply to mtmMTA calls from the: origmtning 
IWld line end-user to Wireless Onc"s end office ~\\itch. or do these 
mtes apply from the: poin1 of intcreonneclion hct\\e\·n \\'Jrclc" 
One and Sprint lo Wirclc~~ Onc"s end onicc switch"! 



Staff's proposed issue, being raised in neither Wireless One·., :uhitr:uion petition nor 

Sprint's response thereto, was interjected into this proceeding at the eleventh hour. aOer all 

testimony hud been lilc:d and without consultation of the panics. At the prehcurin cunfi:rcnce. 

Slllff provided no rationale as to the scope: of its proposed issue other thun to stu tc thut it bdicveJ 

it was inappropriate: for the Commission 10 consider. in the context nf un urhitrutinn proceeding. 

what rates Sprint could charge its end users. The £'rehearing Officer conlim~ed as much. as 

evidenced by the following diSGoursc with StaJT. 

Let me ask Staff. What (Stafi'sJ issue is deMgm:d In Ju •~ 
determine whether or not the rate focuses only on the rate thut 
should be charged between swi tches. and excludes any 
consideration of wl111t the rate i~ charged to the end cuMomer of 
Sprint. Is thnt what(Stun bl snyin~? 

Mr. Cox: Titat's correct. We have sought to exclude is whnt 
Sprint charges its customers for these culls. 

f r. at 44. The Prehcaring Officer then ruled: 

I am inclined a t this point to limit this arbitration to \\hat the Stan· 
hns proposed as an i:.sue. fully rcaliJ"ing that the \\:1)' \\1.' wmc 
down on that may inlluencc additional work that \\C have h> du. 
I'm not sure it will. but at this point. I'm going to allow the b sue as 
stated by Staff ... 

Tr. til 56. According!) Wireless One constru~:s the revised issue tn limit the Commission's 

inquiry in this proceeding to the currier·W-currit•r charges ullccted hy moving from .111 

interconnection relationship based on Sprint's Mobile: Scrvico:s I arill 111 an •nh:rcunncc:tinn 

agrt-cment. To comply with the !'rehearing Officer's ruling. Wirclc~s On<.' l1.1s n:mo\eJ 

nr~umcnts from its Prehcuring Statement related to Sprint's cntlu~o:~ tantr rate~. 

Staff's issue divides the cnrncr·to·cnrricr charge.~ at issue into tho:.c that compensate for 

tronsponing calls , I) from the point of intcrcunm:ctinn between tho: pnn•c~ tu Wireless One's 
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tcm1ination location. and (2) from Sprint's end lL<;cr to the pomt of intcn:onnccllon. As to the 

lirst prong of this issue, neither Sprint nor Wm:lcs~ One h~ c' cr di,putcd tl at the r~-cipwc:al 

compensation rates nlrcndy negotiated tLS n pan of the interconnection :1grecrncnt upply. in lieu ul 

the tnriiTcd rates, to intrnMTA traffic tmnsponcd bct\\cen the ptHnl ol mtcrconncction and thc 

tem1inating end office. 

The dispute lies in the second prong, and "hether the taniTccl Rcvc~ Option charge (hy 

which Wireless One compensates Sprint for transponing calls from its end users to the point ul 

interconnection) should be included and repriced in this interconnccllun agreement. It i' 

Wireless One's posi tion that the Reverse Option chnrge is. and alwu)~ has lx-cn. n tcm1 and 

condition of the parties' interconnection under which Wireless One ctHnpcnsute~ Sprint for 

tmnsponing tlllls from its end users to the poin1 of inten:onneet""'· I hus. this carrier-to-earner 

charge is subject to repricing in this interconnection agreement, just n~ the charge~ that ;already 

have been negotiated for tem1inating Sprint's calb from the ptllllt uf intcrcunnccunn tu \\'irch:ss 

One's cellulnr end office. Bccnusc the Federal Communications Cnmm•~'iun's rule~ pruhihit the 

recovery of access charges for this exchange of intmMTA tr.10k. the Rc\c~ ~Jptmn chargc 

must be repriced in the interconnection ugrccmcnt by eliminating the ucces.s comp<mcnl. Tlu~ 

results in n Reverse Option charge of $0.1>0294 per minute of u~c. ll1e rcpricing of this charge 

for purposes of the pnr1ics' interconnection agrc<:mcnt docs not ani:ct thc wrilli:d Revers..: Option 

chnrge, which would remain applicable to o ther cnmers not Chilli\ Ill!; In negotiate <~II imJi, idual 

Interconnection agreement with Sprint, and c\cn to Wireless One fi1r mtcrM I A trJIIic exchanged 

lx:twccn the pnr1ics networks. 
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If the Commission agrees thnt Wireless One has correctly intcrprc:h:t.lthc Stan·s i~suc and 

coo proceed with the Reverse Option on this basis. Wireless One will \\ithdra'' ib muti<'n for 

rcconsit.lcmtion of the Prchcnring Officer's order. 

II. Names of Witnusts and Sub}I!Ct Matter of Testinlfmy 

A. Jolin Mtyu 

Mr. Meyer will present d irect nnd rebu ttal testimony as tu the lunctiun:ol cqui,nlc:ncy of 

Sprint's and Wireless One's networks. Sec Wirclc~ One Network. I I' Arhll r.otum l:xluhot 2.0 

(Direct Testimony) and Wireless One Network. I..P. Arbitration hlubu :!.OR (Rebuttal 

Testimony). 

B. Fra11cis J. l/eato11 

Mr. Heaton wi ll present di rect and rebuttal tcstimClll)' on the general background and 

history of Wireless One's interconnection with Sprint. including a dc~cripuon uf' the respective 

networks of each; Sprint's obligation to pay Wireless One reciprocal and ~)mrnctrical 

compensation for transponing and tcnninnting Sprint tmtlic on \\'m:le" One':. netwurk. and 

Sprint's obligation to reprice the Reverse Option charge as u term nnd cnnt.lition uf its 

inh:n:nnncetion with Wirclcs1. On· Set• Win:lcss One Netwurk. I 1'. Arhitmllllll l •.:dnhll I 0 

(Di rect Testimony) and Wireless One Network. L.l' . Arhitmtion Exhibit I.OR (R~:huual 

TcMirnony). 

C. F. Ben Poag (as on crass-t'Xamillation) 

Sprint's witness. Mr. Pong. may b<: tjucslloncd on cross exnnunallun cun,l\tl'llt with th..

lines ot queMioning during his deposition. 



• • 

D. Sandra A. Khauau (as on cross~:caminaJion) 

Sprint"s rebuttnl \VJtnc:ss, Ms Kh:1Zr11ec. may be que,uuned un er " e.\aminauon 

consistent with the: lines of questions during her deposit ion. 

Wireless One reserves the ri~ht to cull o ther witnesses uml ullru(htcc tHidi tiunal h.:stimuny 

to the extent neccs...ary to respond to till} unanticipated witnesses ur te , timuny tha t Sprint nla) 

a ttempt to introduce at hearing. 

Wireless One request!> th .. t it:. \'finesses be p resented in the ahu\ c urdcr 

Ill. Dacriptlon Of All Exhibits and Witntu Sponsorinx £aclt 

The kno wn exhibits which W m:lc:.:. One currently intends tu rntruduce n:. cvrdcncc rn this 

proceeding already have been s uhmittcd to the parties and the CummtS\Iutt n' :sttadunents to the 

direct and rebuttal testimony of Frnncb J. I Ieaton I he exhibi t~ im: luJe the lu ll;l\\tng: 

A. £~:hlblts FJ/1 1.1 tlrrtJuglt U : Maps dc:"icting Sflrint·~ mal \Virclcs~ Onl··~ 

networks. sponsored by Fruncis J. I Ieaton onJ nttachl·t.l tu Itt~ cunfidl·n tial ;mt.l 

proprieuuy prefilet.l direct testinwny. 

/ . £xhib11 F.J/f.f · A map of Sprint's tandem\ .tnd end uflkc:. rn the l· t 

Myers LATA 

2. Exhibit FJ/1.] (twrjidentw/): A mar of Wtrelc~:. One·, tamlcm:. and end 

n "ices in its serving orca. 

J l~hlhlt FJif.J (cwrfitl,•~ttiu/ 1• A mup 'hm\trtg \\'uell'" One·~ 'cllular end 

offices that directly connect to Wireless One·, prupnetul') micruw:l\c 

tmnsmission facilities. 

-1. Exhibit FI/J·-1 (mll{idt•/1/url): II map indudutg 0.:\CI)Ihm~,t 111 E'hihit FJJI-
3 plus nil cellulur end oniccs connected h} Jcn,(·d !me,, 

B. Exlriblt FJ/1-S: Scctron/125 of Sprint's General I ' ehanl!e l.tnll' 

C. Exhibit FJ/1 •. 6 ll1c l>rul1 C:ummcrciul Muhth: Jt.1Jtu Sl'l\ tel'' lntcr('<liiOectlllll 

Agn emcnt between Wirch:J>~ One nnd Sprint 
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D. Exhibit FJ/1-7: Interconnection t\grcernent lkt\\cen ~pnnt·VIorida. In~· and 360 

Communications Comp:1ny. Dtl(.'.lo.et No. 970Q67. 

£. E:clt/blt FJ/1-8: lntercnnncctum Agreement hct\\e~·n llciiS uth Tc.:lecummuni· 

cations. Inc. and Vanguard Cellular Financial C11rp 

F. Exit/bit FJ/1-9: Dt•po~itiun ul r Ben l'uag. mcludmg the c:>.luh11\ tn the 

depos ition. 

IV. Stat~m~111 tif Jfllr~las 011~ 's Btuic' Posltiuu /11 tlr~ l'rocutliiiJ: 

Two issues nrc p resented for dctcrminuuon in this urbitrntiu n prm:ceding: ( I ) whether th•· 

Revcr.;c Opt inn charge s hould be repm:ed a' u Jhlrl u f the internmneet iun a~cmcnl 111m th.11 the 

Fedcml Communications Commission ("HT") h:b tlcclarcd an /\11 ,\·\\ 1tlc I neal call1ng .1rc.1 .md 

has eliminatcd access charges as n mean' of e.Jrrrer·to-cnrner eumrl(.'n\all\ln li1r th~· exchange nf 

intrnMT A traffic: and (2) whether Wireless One shuuld reccive tuntlem s witching. tran~pun nnd 

end office tenninnllon rates for Sprint originated calb tcnninating un \\' 1rclc~~ f)ne·~ nct\\ork 

'll1c part.ies disagreed considcmbly over the prcc1'c tonnulutwn o l the J.m~u;1ge rcpre,entrng the 

first iss ue. but ore in agreement as hi the lnngu:1,.:e 111 the \Ct'nml "'ue. ,1, -cl tunh )...,)"" I he 

1'1ehearing Ulliccr udoptcd language pruJlllScd b) Swff tu fomtulate the lirst 1ssue Wirclc~~ One 

objects to the Prchenring Officers ndnpt1un uf Stan's bsuc, u~ ~ct l11rth in the l\ll111un lur 

Rt:considcration accompanying this Rcv1~cd Prchcaring Stotern~·nt W1rcless One .1ddrc ~w~ 

Storrs revised issue in th ' revised stnh·mcnt o nly tu wmply "ith the d•re~·me u t th<· l'lclu:.urn!.' 

OOiccr und dncs nut wuive nny rights to )Cck r.:guh1tVI) und jud1c1.1l rc\ IC:\\ ut the l'rehc.1n11g 

omccr':; improper ruling limiting the scope nf thb prtl(.',·cding. 

( I 



Issue I (a.~ revise<! by Stnffi 

With respect to lnnd-to-mobile tmffic only. do th~: r~:~•r Kal 
compens4tion rotes negotiated hy Wireless One. Inc l ~ll' and 
Sprint-Florida, Inc., apply to mtrnMTA calls from the urigm.otmg 
lnnd line end-user to Wirdess One·~ end nOicc ~11i tch. urdu th~:'c 
roles apply from the point nf intcreunnccllwl IKIII~:~:n W1relc~~ 

One nnd Sprint to Wirele~s One's l'nd office ~~~i tch'! 

Issue 2: 

Should Sprint be required lO pay W•rclc" (Inc tandem 
interconnection. ll'llmport. and end ol11ce termination mtc~ fur call~ 
originating on Sprint's network and h:rminnting on W!rclc~'> One·~ 
wireless network? If not. 11 hal arc the nppropnatc ckmeoll~ nf 
compensntion? 

Wireless One's bnsic posi thm i~ thnt the Tckcommulncati un~ Act of I'J% and the 

Fcdcrul Communications Commis\ion order impkrncnting it pcnuit~ a ('onun~:rd ol ~lubi le 

Rndio Service provider to replace Its currently tanffcd tcm1~ and cunduiun' ul Hllcn:nnncctiun 

11ith nn agrcc:ment crnncd to meet the necch ufthl· imoh.:d partie' St.11l', rc\l~cd ~~~uc lumb 

the Commission's inquiry in this procccdmg to the carrier-to-earner charge\ .Jffl'Ctcd h} Wtrcll.'s' 

One's decision to forego the current tariffed tcm1s nnd comhuun' ul 11, tnh:r~unnl·ctinn 1111h 

Sprint in favor of an individually negotiated agreement. The revt~cd iSMJe divide~ the carrier-to-

carrier charges ot issue •llo those thnt cornpcns:1h: Sprint for t rnn~rnning calb ( I) from th ~ puint 

of interconnection between the panics to Wireless One's end o llic:c. nnd (2) fwm Sprint's end 

user to the point of interconnection. As In the first prong of thi' i"m~. n~:ttlu:r Sprint nnr 

Wm:less One IUls ever disputed that the rccoprocal compensation rates alrcad} ncgollat~-d as a 

part of the interconnection agreement apply. in ltcu of lhc tnnlkd r.u~'· In u.tr:t~ll A tr.onic 

llnn.-.rurted bclw~-cn the pomt of mterconnectmn ami lhc pomt of ternun.ollun 
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The dispute ns to this issues lies in the second prong. and \\hether the turi iTcd Reverse 

Option charge (by which Wireless One compensates Sprint for trrm~porti11b culls 1'<>111 ith end 

users to the point of interconnection) should he includ~..'<l nnd repriced in this intcr..:onneclion 

agreement. It is Wireless One's posit ion thntthe Rc\'crsc Option charl_!c • ~- ;md .rh\.1) ~ ha~ 1-ccn. 

a term nnd condition of the p:lrtics' interconn~..-ction under \\ hich \\'rrclc:..~ One compensate~ 

Sprint for transporting calls from its end users to the point of intcrc<•nnectron. 111Us, tlu~ currier· 

to-carrier charge is subject to repricing in this interconnection ngro:cment. JUSI ns the charges thnt 

already have been negotiated for transporting Sprint's calls from the p~>intof int~..·r,·unnccuun to 

Wireless One's end o01ce. Because the 1-cdcr.!l Communicatl<ln~ Commission's rules pmhrbit 

the recovery of access charges for this exchange of intrnMT A trn01c, the Reverse Option chnrgc 

must be repriced in the interconnection agreement by eliminating the ncccs~ component. 11us 

results in a Reverse Option chnrge. applicable to Wireless One 01.:y. of $0.00294 per mmute of 

usc. In the alternative, Wireless One would be "riling tu incorp~rmtc the SO.OO·l per nunutc of 

usc "additive rule" contained in the llciiSouth/Vangunrd intcrennnection ngrcement. :.uhject to 

troc up as that ngrcemenl provides. 'l11e Reverse Option turin· nuc wuuld wrHinu~..· "' upply 1c1 

interM fA tmnic cxchnngcd between the t\\ O ncl\\ Orks. Becnu~e the Reverse Option \\IHJid he 

pan of the interconnection agreement, Sprint would be reco' errng rl~ cu~b related tu prcwrdrng 

the traJlic in the: interconnection relationship with Wireless One. us 11 has ulw;ry:; dune rn the 

past. 

As 111 the second issue. it is Wirelc~~ One's poortr,,n that tb wrrelc~s net\\nrl. b 

functionnlly cquivalc:nl tO Sprint's tmditional wirclinc: tandemltrnnsp~lnlcnd onicc hrcnueh~ uml 

that it is enti tled to be corr;lCnSOted at Sprint'!. tandem, lr!rnsjll>rt. und end office rntc~ for 

transporting and tcm1inating Sprin1 originated culls nt its wircle~~ tundcnr oilier:. Sprint hns 



focused the determinative question on this issue to be whether Wircles~ One's end ullicc arc 

functionally equivalent to Sprint's end offices. On this norrO\\Cr 1ssue. \Vircl~) One submib 

that the only distinctions between the panics' end offices arc necessitated h> th fundamental 

difTerences of providing wireless versus wirclinc conununieations services IIJ their end users. 

These fundamental difTcrcnccs do not niter the fuet thnt the end uOices nf huth pan•cs provide the 

only means by which a call may be originated by or terminated to an end U)Cr nod. thus. th:n they 

arc functionally l"QUivalcnt. 

I~ Quations of Fact and Low Whiclt Wiuless Ont Btlitl't} art at /smt ;, Tltis 
Procttding 

In this section, Wireless One for clnrity is organizing the factual and lcgr.! 11uestions under 

ench of the issues set forth in the prior section. ·n,is is being dun~: to muke Wirdcss One's 

discussion now more smoothly nod it~ positiuns more undc~tnmlahk. Wircks~ One bclic\'eS 

thnt the following discussion lists all questions of material fact and I<~'' that need to be rewh cd 

in this proceeding. Although this disCu$Sion sets forth the material l!>~uc., in di ~putc at thi~ time. 

Wireless One reserves the right to address all qtJrstions of fact and law ut hearing ami on brief. 

11. Issue 1 (as rellisrd by S taff): Rt•t·,•r.n• Optio11 

With re~ ~ct to land-to-mobile traffic only. do the recirrm:al 
compensation rates ncgotiutcd by Wireless One. Inc. lsicl and 
Sprint-Florida. Inc., urrly to intraMTA calls from tlu.: unginullnl_! 
land line end-user to Wireless One's end onicc ~witch. ur ..!11 thcso.: 
rates apply from the point of interconn~-ction bct\\Ccn Win.:lc~s 
One and Sprint to W1rclcss One's end office S\\itch·1 

/. Que~tlons of Fat·t 

a. Jllilflt!SS: 

Fmncis J. 'Ieaton will address thi~ issu~. 



b. Jllir~ltss Ont 's Position: 

Wireless One has always elected Sprint ' s Reverse Option charge ltn lnnd·tu·muhilc c.tll 

completions. It has been in place consistently since the initial phy)icni interconn :tion of the two 

networks. Sprint has never charged its customers nn intra LA T1\ toll charge fur any lund· ht· 

mobile cal ls s ince cellular operations commenced in 1990. ·me Reverse Option charge is pnrt of 

the same mobile services section of Sprint's tariff that has govcnu:d the rest of till' panics' 

interconnection relationship over the years. is un integral part of the inten.:onncellon relationship. 

and should be included with the o ther terms and condi tions of the intc:rconncclion relationship 

that now will be governed by agreement ruther than turi ll'. A~ Mich. the lkvc:r~c Option fitr 

intraMTA calls must be repriced consistent with the tem1s of the Telccomnllmicatiuns Act of 

1996 Md the Federal Communiclllions Order implementing it - hy renmving the acccs~ 

component to the charge. 

It is Sprint' s position that the Rever~e Option chnrgc is nnt n term of llllercnnnectinn. hut 

that Wireless One chooses the Reverse Option charge in lieu of extending its fnciliues to Sprint 

end offices. which would afford Sprint cu,tmncrs the nhility 111 place .1 htcal c:.1ll h• \\' uclcs' llne 

customers. Sprint's allegations simply a rc untrue. Wireless One docs mui ntuin direct two-way 

end office interconnect i" •s with Sprinl. Lcoming of these connection~ for the tirsl time during 

his deposi tion. Mr. Poag created Sprint's ahcmative argument that Sprint docl> not send any 

traffic over these interconnections because Wireless One docs not huve l11call)' rJtc centered 

NXX code~ an certain wircline local calling areas. This argument " abo \\ uhout merit am! 

ignores that Sprint simply rna)' reprogram its switches 10 recognize \Vircle~s Ono•'l> NXX codes 

uver ull of the end office interconnections. 1 he pr<1vis1on of ~uch "JI~trcbtiiiVC NXX codes" 

would allow land· o-mobile calls from o Sprint exchange with 11 'I ypc 2U end office 
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interconnection to Wireless One to he tennmatcd U\~r the end ulli.:e 1ntc:r.:unnecllun and all;m 

for lhe tmffic to be trunsportc:d by \V1n:lcss One to its customer. \\here\er locmed Thll!>. 

Sprint's own actions. o r inaction. has prevented the Sprint from tem1in<1t111g calb at Wireless 

One's end offices, with the ulterior motive to require Wireless Om: to puy tl Rc\'l'rSc Option 

charge. 

The basis upon which the: Reverse Option charge must he rcpnccd •~ a legal i~ue 

explained in more detnil below. IIO\\Cver. the level of tbt charge j, 11 f.u.:tual quc,tion ''hich 

requires that the charge be repriced at $0.00294 per mmute ol u..c llm ro tc represents the 

current Reverse Option tarilT rotc of S0.0588 per minute of U\e. h.:" the current cost nf 

originating access. Alternatively. Wirelcs~ One would be will ing tu im:urpnmtc the $0.004 per 

minute of usc "additive rotc" contained in the OciiSouth!Vanguurd intcr.:onnectiun agreement. 

subject to true up as that ngrccrncnt provides. 

2. Questions of fA .., 

Swtr s revised issue roises the le~:al quc~tiun II!> 10 the ha\IS upun '' lm:h the Rc\ er:.e 

Option must be repriced. Sprint maintains that the Reverse Opt1on apprupn,:;:el) \\tmld be the 

subject or 11 subsequen t proceeding. lluwevcr. 1.1$ cxpluined ahuve. the ~··eund prnng u f SUI Irs 

revised issue places before the Commission all curricr-to-rarricr char~:c) 111 Wirclc~s One·) and 

<;print's interconnection relationship. ' ll 1is wuuld include Wire I<'" One·, .:umpcn,;lli•Hl to Sp11111 

fnr tmnsporting calls from Sprint's end usc~ to 1hc parties pointufintcr.:unncctinn. 

As explained above, lhc: Reverse Option charge is ine'Ctncahly lml-cd 10 the tenn~ and 

cundlliuns uf Wireless One's intcrconm·~llun '' tlh $pnnt. Wm:lc~~ One l.xluhn 2.UR :11 14. <'I 

.H'tf . Wireless One historically luls paid Sprint. as a tcrrn of tnterconnc<·tion. ongmatmg accc~' 

chnrgcs through the tnri lli:d Reverse Upuun lin dclivcnng laml· tll·lllllhtk 11111 culb to II 
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Lhruu~out the Ft. Myers LATA. Now that the FCC has eliminated acce~s charge~ a' the mean:. 

uf compensation for the exchange of intr:1MTA tr:1ffic. the i{eH'r.c Optiun char~c mu~t oc 

repriced to exclude the access component. 

Sprint's recovery of these charges thrnu~;:h the repriced l(evcr~l· Opt11111 clwr~e an th•· 

interconnection agreement, mthcr thnn under the tariffed Rcvcr.;e Option. li1lb )quarcly \\llhin 

the scope of this urbitmtion proceeding and docs not impcnnl\~thl) 1n11ud•· uptm the 

Commission's intrastate lllriffing authority. Indeed. tnclusion of Wirck~~ One·~ Reve~ Option 

obligation in the interconnection agreement doc:. not affect Sprint's :.tate-appru\'Cd tarilli. any 

more thun replacing the present tnriff mtcl> for mobile-to-lund tcm1inatiun' "ith lower mtc!> in th•· 

some interconnection agreement for which revenue recovery has nut hcen dtcd u.~ an bsuc. Tlu: 

relationship between Sprint and Wireless One )imply ll> being modified from cmc ha.~cd on tariff 

tr one based on conlrllcL Moreover. the Rcvc~e Option tariff mtc still \\Ill apply to Sprint's 

culls tem1inatcd on \VirclcJ>s One's nctwurk on an intcrMTA h,L\Il> 

TI1c second question is whether 47 C.F.R. § 51.70I(h)(2) pruh1hth camcrs frorn 

recovering access as a means of compcn \llllon fur the cxch.mgc ul 1111r.1M l 1\ tr.lllic It i~ 

Wireless One's position that ull CMRS culls originated and tcm1innted in au 1\1 J'A ur•· cunsidcreJ 

u~ local in nature under 47 C.F.R. § 51.701(b)(2) and that no ncce)s l'hur~e) may he :1\scs~d ti1r 

~uch en lis. 'nlis rule is supported by the Local Competition Order 111 .,, I 016, I 043 ("l llmnic 

between un Incumbent LEC und 11 CMI(S net\\ mi.. that ongnmle~ nml tl'nntn.•tc' \\llhm the ..am~: 

MTA (defined based on the pl!tlies' locutions at the bcginmng of the ~:.Ill) 1' 'uhJ<<t:t to transport 

ond tenninotiun rates under 147 U.S.(' I ~cctwn 251(h}(5). rather th:m 1ntef\1:11e or mtrastat•· 

access charges.") 
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I h•· ( 'nmmi>~wn hr" ICHI~lii/CJ Wrrclc~!> One'!> Jl(l!>rllun th.11 .111 rntral\1 l 1\ land·hl· 

mobile calls are IOC<ll and that intmi.J\ I J\ ncCCl>l> churges du nnl apply 111 nther mh:n:onnccllu., 

agreements. lnll•rcnnnet·tion AJ.Irt'<'""'"' h,.,,. t'l'tl /Jd/Suuth 7 •. ,,.,.,,,,, t'ufmm. Inc am/ 

VtmKIIurd Celllllar Financiul Corp .. Dod.ctiJ70228·1 I' (FJII Exhih11 I.K). 

Even more significantly. the Uni ted States Cuun nf Appeals fur the l:i~hth Circuit upheld 

the FCC's jurisdiction to expand the I.EC-CMRS local eallin~ area und to requin: that I.ECs and 

CMRS providers be reciprocally eompens:ued fnr the exchange n t tntraM l1\ u.~mc thnu~h 

tmnspon nnd termination charges only. cttmg 47 ll .S.C. §§ I 52( h) and JJ2. II ~tated: 

Because Congress expresl>l)' run,·nded section § 15:?(h) "' preclude 
stnte regulation of entry nf nnd rates charged h> l'ttmmen:inl 
Mobile Radio Scrvtcc (CMRS) providers, sec 47 lJ.S.C. ~§ 152(h) 
(exempting ilic: provisions of section 332). 3J2(c)(J)(J\), and 
because section 332(c)( I )(13) gives ilie FCC the nuthurity w order 

LECs to interconnect with CMI(S c:trricrs. we hdie\'e thnt the 
Commission hns the authority to t~!>uc the rules of spec in! ctutccrn 
to CMRS providers. 

It is Wireless One's position thntthc: FCC') exp:m.,ion of the !neal cnlltng urc.r litr ('I\ IRS call' ''' 

rndude the enure MTJ\ ultimatcl) pr.-clude~ Spnnt from chargrng acces' rate~ tor ull calb 

originated Md terminated between networks within the MT A. 'I he <:untmr"iun mu!>t re-price 

the Reverse Option charge, for purpose~ uf this interconnection n~;rccmen t , tL\ the means for 

compensating Sprint fo trru1spor1ing intrnMTJ\ calls from 11\ wd U\CI!> tu the rt•int uf 

interconnection by removing the access component of the charge. 

8. /ssu~ 2: Tatrd~m 111/uconntctlon 

Should Sprint be required to pa~ \\'rrcJo::., One t.urdcm 
imcreoMection. trnmpon. und end ollicc tem1inu11on mte:. li1r calb 

originating on Sprint's nctY<ork nnd tcrminoting on Wirclc~' One's 

wireless network? If not. \\hnt nrc the oppropriotc clement' of 
compensation? 

ll 
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/ , Qut!Jo·tiom iif f 'at·t 

a. Wittusses: 

John Meyer is primarily responsible for aJJn:ssing thi ' ·~~u~:. I fi , t~:,llmony will Ill' 

supported by Froncis J. Henton. 

b. lfli r t!lru On t' '11 /'0\ltltm: 

Sprint docs not dispute that Wirclcs~ One provides trnmnu~~ion facrlitrcs: nor Jocs it 

dispute thlll Wireless One's DMS250 switch performs switching functinns. l llmcvcr. Spnnt 

refuses to concede that the DMS250 is a tandem S\\itch bc:cau~e. to Jo so. "ould admit that 

Wireless One hilS other facilities which pcrfom1 end office tcmunation funcllun,, "hich is thc 

ult imnt.: factual question on the issue on network l'wtctional equivulcncy. 

That the DMS250 pcrfonns l:llldcrn switching function~ '' mJ1sputablc A tamkm uflil:c 

is one that provides trunk-to- trunk intcn.:onncctwn' 111 end office~. 1nll:rcxch:mgc ..:urners' po1nb 

of presence. and other carriers' tandem uml end office' (..:o!lcc tivcly "thL· tand~:m 

interconnections"). An end office makes the connection tn th~: end user. \\'ircl~:ss One's 

DMS250 is a tandem switch becouse, like Sprint's DMS200 tumkrn s\\itdl. 11 nt.ll.e' unl~ thc 

l!lndem interconnections nml. indeed, is incnpnhlc nl flrtl\'!dllll! line tennin.ll lllll "' th~: ~:ml u'~:r 

on .sown. 

Wireless One's nnd Sprint's end office' an: funcllormll) cqur\.rh:nt bcL.IU\1: ~:.tch !oer\C' 

the purpose of providing line termination to the end user, som.:thing which nu other litci lity in 

either pnrty's network (including the DMS200 or DMS2Sil) is cnpahlc nl d11i11l! ll11wen-r, 

Sprint chum' that the em! oflices nrc not funcllonilll)' equr\'alcnt !x:c:rusc (I) Wrrcles~ One's end 

offices lock n call proccswr. (2) Sprint is unnhlc 111 tcrmm.ltc cnlb at Wud.:" On~··, emf nllke' 
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and (3) Wireless One's end offices arc more ul..in 10 a line concentnuor. Each of these un lilu lu..lcd 

contentions arc rebutted below. 

i. ( all l'roce.\ wr 

Because of the technological distinctions between Wirelo:~~ One's \\lrclc~:. ne t\\url. and 

Sprint's \vireline network, the Cllll processor cannot be housed 111 each of Wirdc:.s One·~ end 

offices and instead must be housed at a single centro! location. Wireless One':. nml Sprint's 

common vendor. Nonhem Tclc::com, dict:ued thi:. condition since it dues nut munufacturc call 

processors for cellular offices. 

The call processor may be hou~ctl 111 Spnnt':. cmJ ul1ice h<.·cauw the ti)'. cd lneutwn uf 

wireline end users enables Sprint to connect them viti dedicutcd hunlline fucilitics hl a particulur 

end office. By controst, the mobi le nature uf u wireless end u:.cr pn:vent:. scrvicc hy dctlicutcd 

line~ or end offices because the end user will be travclin~; throt~~;:h nrcas :.crvcd by multiple end 

offices. Thus. the technology of a wireless network rc4uircs the mohllc cntlu:.cr tu "rcgl\tcr" hi\ 

or her location with u ccntml call processor. Once that rc~;istrntion is made. the central call 

processor provides relevant information to nll end offices in tho: cud u'er's vicini ty ~o that the 

end user may be connected to the end office in the area with the heM nvailuhle radio frc4uenc) 

for call origination and te rmination purposes. Inc "ire less end oOkc i!> rcquirctlt11 urigmate the 

call, tcnnin'lte the Cllll, and provide: the interface to the mobile unit for call rctjuircmcnb ami 

features. 

Just as the:..: functions cannot be handled by Wireless One's D/IIS:!50 all•nc. Spnnt'!> 

D~ IS200 cannot terminate a call to its \\!reline end users without 11s end offices Whcthcr the 

call processor is plnccd . t n common centml lncut1on 111 the \\lrclo::..' m:t\\ml.. ur nt multiple 

individual locations in the w1reline network, docs not change the fuct thut tho: end offices of each 
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network function to tenuinatc culls to their respective end u~crs. 'l11is distim:tinn recvgniJ.c~ 

nothing more than thllt a different tt..~hnology must be emph>)l-d to :.erve mnhilc wirelc:.:. 

customers than fixed wirclinc customers. 

II. Terminuthm w IJ'irdt•.vs Om! ',1· f:'m/ 0//ict•,\ 

Wireless One adan1antly disagree~ \l ith Sprint':. ptl\rtiun th.ll Sprint m nnut h:m1111.1h: 

culls 111 Wireless One's end offices. Sprint could deliver trollic to Wireless One') end otTice~ 

once it chooses to provided distributed NXX codes. us discus:.ed prcl•iously, ami provides the 

SS7 signaling necessnry fo r C411 origination and tcm1ination. necausc \Virclc:.' One considers it:. 

end offices to be the functional equivulcnt uf the \\ irclrnc end offices. Wrrcle~,-. One would 

charge Sprint symmetrie<~l end office tcmlinat rlm rntcs if Sprint were tu h:rm inute trnllie nt 

Wireless One's end office. 

To terminate a c<~ll from a Sprint end onicc to u \Vrrcle~:. One end nlliee .• 1 l oicc p:~th {m 

trunk tcm1ination) and a SS7 cnd·to-cnd signaling connection is nccd<·d. Sprint r:. .rhl<: tn pmvide 

thc voice path vio their end offices: however. Sprint has not equipped it' Ft t. lycr~ l.i\ l'i\ end 

offices to deliver SS7 signaling, including Automatic Number Ident ification ("1\ Nl"). ll ll\\'C\W, 

it may be tcchnie<~lly fensiblc to deliver the SS7 :.ignulun·r the tnndcm rnten:nnnec trun, \\hen: 11 

pusses now, and send the voice trnffic over the end office intcrcollncc.:tion. 

iti Line Crmn•ntrutor 

Sprint's charnctcrization of Wireless O ne's end nfficcs tm:n:ly as line cunc.:cntr.llms is 

untrue. While a wircline network can operate withou t u line cunccntrut\lr. a cellular nel\\llrl. 

cannot operntc without its end office. 



The purpose ofn line concentrator on Sprint's network is tn enable it to flrll\'idc M:r.·ic~· tu 

a locul community without I 00% dedicated circuitry back to the ~erving end onice. I his "point· 

to-point" connecting device: is functionally :.imilnr to the "remote tmnsponde~" at Wirelcs~ 

One uses in illl wireless network as a means or serving custome~ beyond the reliable t'l)\"cmgc 

area of the: primary antennae system of its scr.•in11 end office. B1llh mechanism!> arc an extension 

of the end office. 

Sprint's interconnection to these outside service cxtension tlcvices relics llll thc Nurtel 

LCM (Line Concentrator Module) at the end onice: ''herens the Wircle:.s One in te rconnection Ill 

such devices relies on the Nortel LIM (Line Interface Module) a t the end office ll1c end office:.. 

which provide for multi-point connectivity. ore required for line tcm1ination t<• the end li'-Cr. '' ith 

or without this auxiliary equipment. 

1. Questions of Law 

Resolution of this issue of functional c4uivalcncy in,olvcs a tletcrnunation of the 

appropriate legal standard by which to determine whether Wirclc':. One :.houltl reeeave tnndem 

interconnection. transport and end office tem1in:~tion rate:. fur Spnnt originated ealb termina1ing 

on Wireless One's network. Sprint relics on the physicnl ubsence of vnriou:. c<1uipment nntl 

features from Wireless One·~ end offices thut ure present 111 Spaint's caul u11ice~ "' supflOrt it:. 

position that Wireless One is not entitled to the tandem S\\itc:hing and tr.1nspon r.ttc' in thas 

proceeding. It is Wireless One's position thnt such un "appll',·lo-npplcs" .:nmp.an"lll "' the t\\ll 

end offices runs afoul of the FCC's rules I!Ovcrning C MRS interconnection which ~·xplicitly 

provide thnl a non-LEC end office need ntH he identical 111 the l.l ·t"~. hut IIIII) tlml 11 lx· an 

"e4uivulcnt facility." Sec 47 C.F.R. §§ 51 701(c) anti 51.70 1 {d). In llu~ \CIO, 1hc FCC' 

specifi cally recognized il its order adopting these rules thnt wirclo:s:> nemnrl.:. mny pcrfunn 
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function s equivalent to those: pc:rlonncu by the traditional tundem/trunSilllrtlend uflkc hicrurch) 

of an incumbent LEC's network and, thus, that wireless providers could be c:ntttlcu to the LEC"' 

tandem. trnnspon and end office rates for tcmunating call~ urigmating on the I.I 'C"":. ncl\\ url. 

See In tltc Maller of the /,ocal Competition l'rUI·i.wms of tlw 1i·h·cm/lnllmtmttoll 11<'1 ,, I IJ'if>. 

CC Docket No. 96-98 (August II. 1996) ("Local Competition Ordd'). ~ I (II)() 

Wireless One's posi tion is that 1ts nct\\llrk is functionally equ;·.·:~lent to Sprint':. 

troditionnltronsportltamlcm/ c:nd ullice hierun.:hy (pur)uttrll 10 ·17 l' F It § 'i I 7UI(c) nml (d)) nml 

that it is entitled to receive reciprocal and symmctncal tandem interconnec tion. tr.1n:.pon nnd end 

office tc:nnination rates from Sprint pur~unnl 111 4 7 C.F R § 51 7ll!n}( I) \\hen Sprint i' 

tcnninat ing troffic to Wireless One's tandcm. As :.lilted prcv1nusly, 1f Sprint \\ere h> te rminate 

traffic to Wireless One's end offices, Wirch:~s One \\tJUid only chur~c the l'lld •• llin· tcrminatum 

rotc. 

VI. Statt!fn~trt of Eaclr Policy Qut'stitm PTt'J<t'lllt'rl 

Wireless O ne submits that qucslluns u f pulley arc nut Ill\ oh·cd in thl· ( 'omnll)!>iun· ~ 

resolution of th is arbitrotion proceeding nnd :1\l.:. men:)) th.u the Conlllll\\11111 apply the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 in accordance \\ ith FC(", rules that arc npphcahlc to the 

provision of CMRS service. 

VII. Stipulat~d Issues 

Except for the: issues presented in th1s proceeding. tho: pan1c' h.1vc m:~ull:llcJ .md. tiHI!>. 

stipulated to tJ1c remaining tcnns and conditions of the propo~d tntcrconnccuon ugrccnu:nt fur 

which they seck approva l in Lh1s case. A~ to the rcmainmg ~ ~'uc~. each pan) h:ll> p rvfi<>">Cd 

lungunl(" fur the C'ornm1s~wn Ill ulfupt 111 cllcctunlc lht·lr rnpcciiH' fl<l\llllllh 111 th1 ' 111un·eJ1ng 

I K 



The Commission. depending on its analysis and rc~olution of 1hc:.c is.we:.. has the dl'crcllurl to 

adopt a party' s language as propose.'<.!. or fu,hion on indepcmknt remedy and in~tn11: t the punic:. 

to craft new language tnilorcd to its dctem1inntion. ·n,c Commi~l>itm c:unnot chang the b~ue~ 

lx-forc they analyze them. 

V/1/. Pending or Othtr Motions Upon Which Wiuless One Suks 1fctio11 

Wireless One is seeking conlidcntiol trcntnu:nt of certain information. and ha., ti led a 

Motion for Protective Order contempcrnncously with this Pre hearing Statement. 

IX. Stall'ntt!nt of Reason for Any Notr-Complirwu 

Wireless One, to the best of its !.nO\\ ledge and bcltcf. hn_, pru\ itkd all mfunn.11111n 

requested in thc !'rehearing Order. To the cxtenl it hus nut. it rc~crve~ the right Ill ~upplcrnc nt thl..' 

preheating statement. Wireless One did take the liocny of organi11ng the factual m1d lcgnl 

l.jlle~tions by i:.~ue. rather than the preei'c \CI.jucncc ~uggcstcd in the Onkr lkcau,,· the n.tmm 

issues that need to be resolved in th is nrh1 lrn11on invoh·c interrelated quc:.tions of t.Jct and Ia'' · 

this was done to make Wireless One's pmitions more understundnhle. 

I/J J8J J 

Respectfully suhnutted. 

I · r / · 

)~ltlt{/1, \( ( /(fattt 1/ 
William A Adam!\ 
n.mc Stinson 
l.uum A. llauser (I· loridn Rq:. Nu 071<:! I I .a ) 

Alfl EK & IIAI>DEN 
10 West Brot1d Street 
Suite 2100 
( 'nlmnhus. Ohu> 4 l2 I ~ 
6W22 1-31 55 (phone) 
61 -11221 -0-17? (fac5irmlc) 
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CERTIFICATE OF S ER VICE 

I hereby ccnify 1ha1 a copy of 1he fi1rcguing Revised l'rchcnnng S1.11cnu nl was ~crvcd 
upon 1he following by facsimile. ovemighl courier ur regular U.S m.ul. JX>~tngc . cpaid. on dus 
191

h day of November. 1997. 

1Je1h Culpepper. Esq. 
William Cox. Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Talluhnssce. Florida 32399-0850 
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