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I. Introduction 

The issues raised in this case arc very narrow and focused as n result of the considcrnblc 

cfTons of Wireless One Network. L.P. ( .. Wireless One .. ) and Sprint-Florida. Inc. (""Sprint .. ) to 

negotiate an intereoMection agreement prior to filing this arbitration Wireless One nnd Sprint 

were able to resolve the vast majority of their differences through ncgntiotinn. Tlw nul\tandin~ 

issues presented to the Florida Pubhc Service Commission ("'Commission .. ) for decision ure set 

fonh in this pre hearing statement in accordance with the Order EsUlblishing Procedure ( Nu. I'SC • 

97-1227-PCO-TP) issued by the Prehearing Officer on October I 0. 1997. 

II. Nama of WitntSSI!S and Subjut Matta of Ttstimony 

A. Francis J. lll!aton 

Mr. I Ienton will present direct and rebuttal testimony on the.- genc.-ml hnckgrnund und 

history of Wireless One's interconnection "ith Sprint. including a dc.-scription of the rc~pccti\e 

networks of each; Sprint's obligation to pll)' Wireless One: rectprocal and symmetrical 

compensation for transponing and terminating Sprint traffic an Wireless One's network: Sprint's 

obligation to include the Reverse Option charge in the tmmp<~n and termination mtc~ npprmcd 

in this arbitration proc«ding: and the additional compensation. if an). tlult Sprint is entitled to 

receive for tmnsponing local traffic over a larger local C31ling area (1 t' . the Major 'J rading Arc.t ) 

Sec Wireless One Network, LP. Arbitration Exhibit 1.0 (Direct Testimony) and Wireless One 

Network. I..P. Arbitration Exhibit I.OR (Rebuttal Testimony). 

B. John feytr 

Mr. Meyer will present direct and rebuttal testimony as to the: functional cquivalcnc) of 

Sprint's nnd Wireless One's networks. Sec Wireless One Network, I .I'. Arbitration Exhibtt 2 0 



(Direct Testimony) and Wireless One Net\\Ork. L P. ;\rbnrallun l:.,hibit 2.0R (Rcbuual 

Testimony). 

C F. Btn Poag (as on cross-uaminotlon) 

Sprint's witness, Mr. Poog. will be questioned on cro~ e'\wmn.sllnn com1Mcnt \\lth tht· 

lines of questioning during his deposition 

D. Sandra A. Khauau (as on cross-.e~:amlnatlon) 

Sprint's rcbunol witness, Ms. Khntincc, will be quc~tioncd on cross cxummntion 

consistent with the lines of questions during her deposition ''hich "111 tal..e place prior to the 

hearing. 

Wircle:1s One reserves the right to call other witnc:sJ>Cs ond intwducc additinnnl tc~timnny 

tn the extent ncccsst1ry to respond to Oil) unOJliiCipatcd wi t ncs~clt 11r lclttimony that Spnnt rnuy 

anempt to introduce at hearing. 

Ill. Description Of All Exhibits and Witlltss Sponsorllli( Each 

The known exhibits which Wireless One currently intends Ill introduce as evidence in thb 

proceeding already have been submincd to the panics and the ('ommission as attachmcnb to the 

direct and rcbunaltestimony of Francis J. I Ieaton . The exhibits include the following: 

A. Exhibits FJII 1.1 through 1.4: Mur~ dcpictin11 Sprint's and Wirch:~lt Om:'l> 
networks, sponsored by Francis J. Henton and allachcd to his ccnfidcntiol nnd 

proprietary prcfiled direct testimony. 

I Exhibit FJ/1 I J· A mar of Sprin1's tandem' and end office~ 111 the l·t 
Myers LATA. 

} Exhibit FJ/11 2 (cmlf/dentru/) : A map of Wm:lcs~ One's tandem\ nnd end 
offices in its servinl! nrcn 

J. /i.xllibil FJH J.J (con.f/dt•nllal}: A mop of Wireless One's net\\Ork 111 the 
Ft. Myers LATA. showing the ccllullll' end offices that direct I} connect to 
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Wireless One's proprietary mierown\e tmtbmi) on faclluie~ Some 
minor clerical changes will be made to this exhihit prior 111 hcMing 

£xhlhlt FIIJ I./ (t'lmj/di!llllul) : A map of Wireless One·~ net\\ork in the 
Ft Myers LATA including everything in Exhibit FJII 1.3 plus ull cellular 
end offices connected by lensed lines . Some minor clcrit.:al change~ will 
be mode to this exhibit prior to hearing. 

B. Exhlb/J FJ/1/.J: Section A25 of Sprint 's [icn•·rnl Fxchnnge I urill'. Je111ilingthe 
Reverse Option charge. 1opnnsored by Francts J lleuton :Uld ulluched to his 
prefiled direct testimony. Sprint hns offered to update thts \\tlh the must current 

version of the tari fT. 

C. Exhibit FJH 1.6: The Draft Commercial Mobale ""dtu Scr\' tCes Interconnection 
Agreement between Wireless One nnd Srrint, spon~orcd hy Fmnc" J llcnh•n nnd 
attached to his prcfilcd direct tesllmony 

D. Exhibit f"JII /. 7: Interconnection Agreement Bei\\Ccn Srrint-Fioridu, Inc. and 
360 Communieauons Company. Docket No. 970967, spttrtsured hy 1-rnncis J. 
Heaton lllld attached to hi~ prcfilcd dirccttcstimnny. 

E. Exhibit FJ/1 1.1: lnterconnectmn Agreement bct\\cen lkiiSuuth I dccommuni­
cations, Inc. ll!ld VMguord Cellular Financial Corp .. ~ponS<Ired hy !·ranch J. 

Heaton and attached to his pre filed direct tc:stimon) . 

F. ExhlbiJ FJH / .9: Deposition of F. Ben 11o3g. spon)Orcd h) I ranm J Heaton and 
attached to his pre filed rebuttal testimony. 

IV. StaJtnunt of Wirtless Ont 's Bask Position in tht ProcudlnN 

Two issues arc presented for determination in th is o.rbitrutiun rrocecdilli). (I) whether the 

Reverse Option charge should be a part of the interconnection agreement nnd priced 111 trnnsptm 

and terminntion rates now that the Fcdcrol Commumcations Commis,ion ("F('('") h~ declnrc<.l 

an MTA-wide local calling o.rca. and (2) whether Wireless One ~huuld reed' c tandem )\\ it•·hin~. 

trnnsport and end office termination rotc~ for Spnlll llfiginatcJ enlb tcmunallnl! on Wircle!' 

One's network. Although there is some disngrccmcnt between the P••rtacs nvcr the precbt· 

formulotinn or the!le issues, Wireless One proposes thlll the issues be SCI ronh us follows. 
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Issue: I: 

Now that lhc: Fcdernl Communrcations Comnussion ha.' 
promulg.ated 47 C.F.R. S 1.701(bX2). should Spnru's Rc:\Crse 
Option charge be pan of the interconnection agreement and 
included in local transpon and termination rates. preventing the 
assessment of toll charges for land-lo·mobilc culls micinnting 1md 
terminating within a Major Trnding Area? If so. what, if anythin11. 
should Sprint be able to charge Wireless One for costs ussociated 
wilh tmnsponing local calls throu11hout the larger locul cull ing urcu 
versus !he tnlditional wirclinc local calling orcas? 

~: 

Should Sprint be required to pay Wireless One tandem 
intcrcoanection, transpon. and end office termination rntc:s for calls 
originating on Sprint's network and terminating on Wireless One·~ 
wireless network? If not, what ore the appropriate clements of 
compensation? 

As to the first issue, it is Wireless One's position that lhe Reverse Option charge is. and 

always has been, a term of interconnection hc:tw~,-cn Sprint and Wireh:~~ One s1ncc the inception 

ofCommereial Mobile Radio Service ("CMRS") by Wireless One's predecessor 111 mter~t. This 

charge originally was in• •tutcd so that Sprint could recover from Wirclc~' One the cost nf 

Sprint's originating access for calls placed over trndiuonaltoll routes \\ithin the l·t. Myers I.A I A 

and terminated on Wireless One's network. The FCC's expansion of the locul cnlling nrc:n for 

CMRS calls to include the entire Major Trnding Area ("MTA") requires thnt Wireless One's 

compensation to Sprint for the intrnMTA exchange of traffic he based upon .rnn~pon and 

temunotion charges only. Therefore, the mtraM'I A Reverse Option charge mu\t be rcpnccd and 

included in lhe transpon and termination rates approved in !his proceeding. 'In the extent that 

Sprint incurs additional costs to transpon calls over an expanded local callinll ureu, the additional 

compensation to which it is entitled, if any, should consist of the current Reverse Option charge 

minus the access charge component 'l11is ndditionul charge is cquul Ill S0.0()2lJ4 per minute uf 
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usc. In the alternative, Wireless One would be willing to incorporntc the S0.004 ;ocr nunute 111 

usc "additive rate" contained in the 13e11South!Vanguard interconnection ngrccmcnt. subject tu 

true up as that agreement provides. The Rc\crs<: Option ton IT rate ''ould continue In nppl) tu 

intcrMTA traffic exchanged between the two networks Because the Rc,cr!~ Option " uuld be 

pan of the interconnection agreement, Sprint would be recovering it~ coqs related to prov1ding 

the traffic in the interconnection relationship witlt Wireless One. ns it hns nlwnys dune in the 

past. As n result. Sprint would not nlso be able 10 collect n tnll chnrl)c fur that traffic frnrn 111-

customers. 

As to the second issue. it is W1rclcss One's posiuo~ thnt lb w1relcss nctworl. I !> 

functionally equivalent tO Sprint 's tmditional wirclinc &andcm/t ran~port/cnd office hicmrt:hy and 

that it is entitled 10 be compensated Ill Sprint's tandem, transpon. and end office rate~ fur 

trnnsponing and tcmtinating Sprint originated calls at its wireless tnndem office. Sprint hu.' 

focused the determinative question on this issue to be "hcthcr W1rclc~s One's end office urc 

functionally equivalent 10 Sprint's end offices. On this narrower issue. Wireless One suhmits 

that the only distinctions between the panics' end offices arc necessitated b> the fundnrncntul 

diiTcrcnccs of providing w1rclcss versus ,,;reline communications services 10 their end users 

These fundamental di iTcrcnccs do not alter the fact that the end offices of hoth panics providc thc 

only means by which a cull may l.x: originated by or tcmtinutcd to un end u~cr and. thus . that they 

arc functionally equivalent. 

V. Questions of "'oct and Low Which Wireless One Bellt\'t!S ore at Issue in This 

Proceeding 

In this section, Wireless One for clarity i~ orgnni7.ing the foctuul and legal quc~tion ~ 

under each of the issues sci fonh in the prior section. This is bcin11 done to make Wireless 

5 



One's discussion now more smoothly and its positions more undcrstandahle. Wireless One 

believes thnt the following discussion lists all questions of mnlerial fact nnd law that need to be 

resolved in th is proceeding. Allhough this discussion sets fonh the material issues 111 dispute :11 

this time. Wireless One reserves the right 10 addr..:ss nil questions oi fact and law at hearing and 

on brief. 

A. /ssul! I: Rt!VI!rSI! Option 

Now that the Federal Communications Commission hos 

promulgated 47 C.F.R. 51.701(b)(2). should Sprint's Reverse 

Option charge be pan of the irllcrconncctinn ugrcemcnl and 

included in local trnnspon and termination mu:s. preveming the 

assessment of toll charges for land·lo·mobile calls originating and 

terminating within a Major 1 rading Area? If so. what. if nnythint;. 

should Sprint be able to charge Wireless One for costs a5sociatcd 

with trnnsponing local calls throughout the larger local calling area 

versus the traditional wireline local calling areas'? 

I. Qui!.Stlons of Fact 

a. lflitnl!ss: 

Francis J. llcaton will address this issue. 

b. Wlrt!lt!.SS On I! 's Position: 

Wireless One hns always elected Sprint's Reverse Option ehnrge for land·IO·rnobile ca ll 

completions. II has been in place consistently since the initial physrcal imen:nn<~ccllnn <lf th~ 

twu network~. Sprint hns never churged its cu~tomcrs an intrai.A I'A toll charge lor uny lund·to· 

mobile calls since eel ular operations commenced in 1990. The Reverse Option charge is pun of 

the same mobile services section of Sprint·~ tariff that has go\cmcd tile rest of the panics' 

interconnection relationship over the years. is an intcgml pan of the interconnection relationship. 

und should be included with the other lc:nm und conditions of the intcrconnc~tiun rclutionship 
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that now will be governed by agreement rather than tarirr. As such. the Reverse Option for 

intraMT A calls must be repriced at transport and termination roles. 

II is Sprint" s position that the Rcvei"S<" Opt inn charge b not a tcm1 of intcrc.-::1ncction. but 

that Wireless One chooses the Reverse Option charge in lieu of extending it facilities to Sprint 

end offices. which would arrord Sprint customers the ability to place a local call to Wireless One 

customers. Sprint's allegations simply arc untrue. Wtrcless One: dues mnintam d1rec1 two-way 

end office interconnections with Sprint. Learning of these connections for the lirsl time during 

his deposition. Mr. Pong created Sprint • s ahemotivc argument that Sprint docs not send any 

traffic over these interconnections because Wireless One docs not have lt>ea lly nile centered 

NXX codes in certain wirelinc local calling orcas. This argument is also without merit and 

ignores that Sprint simply may rcprogmm its switches to recogni1.c Wireless One's NXX codes 

over all of the end office interconnections. The provision of such ""distributive NXX codes"' 

would allow land-to-mobile calls from a Sprint exchange wi•h o "I ypc :!II end ol1icc 

into>rconncction to Wirek~ One to be terminated over the end office mlcrconncction and allow 

for the uaffic to be transported by Wireless One to its customer. ''hc:rcvcr located fhu~. 

Sprint's own actions, or inaction. has prevented the Sprint from terminating calb at Wireless 

One's end offices. with the ulterior motive to require Wireless One to pay the Rcvcr~c Option 

charge. 

The bnsis upon which the Reverse Option charge must be includc.-d 111 tmnsp<~n ami 

tcmlination mtcs is a legal issue explained in more dclll.il below. llo\\evcr. the lc,·cl of that 

charge is a factual question. If the Commission determines that Sprint should receive 

compensation for transporting calls over the lnrgc:r local collins aren (considering thut lhc FCC 

has expanded the local calling area to include the entire MT II). this addHionnl cnmpcnsnticon 
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must be fixed at $0.00294 per minutes o f use. This rate represents the current Rever : Option 

tariff rate of $0.0588 per minute of use. less the current cost of originating access. Altcmnti' ely, 

Wireless One would be willing to incorporate the $0.004 per minute of usc "additive rate" 

contained in the BellSouth!Vanguard interconnection agreement. subject to true up as that 

agreement provides. 

2. Questions of Law 

Two legal questions arc raised by th is issue. The first is whether the Commission should 

consider the Reverse Option charge in this proceeding. Sprint maintains thnt the pricing of the 

Reverse Option charge is the proper subject of a subsequent proceeding. llo\\ever, it is Sprint 

that raised this issue in its Response to Wireless One's Peti tion for Arbitration. Because Sprint 

has raised this issue of revenue recovery in its Response, it is an issue ripe for determination in 

this proceeding which the Commission must now address. Sec ~7 U.S.C. §§ 252(h)(2). ())and 

(4) (The petition for arbitration and the response thereto frame the appropriate i~sues for the 

Commission's consideration in an arbitration proceeding.) 

-'.s explained above, the t{everse Option charge is inextricably linked to the tcm1s and 

conditions of Wireless One's interconnection with Sprint. Wrrclcss One Exhibit 2.0R at lol . ,., 

M!f/. Wireless One historically has paid Sprint, ns o tcm1 of interconnection, originating access 

charges through the tariffed Re,·erse Option for delivering land-to-mobile tull call~ h> 11 

throughout the Ft. Myers LATA. Now thnt thu FCC has rcplueed these neccss dtnrl!eS with lm.:ul 

in terconnection rates for intraMTA calls. the Reverse Option charge should he included within 

the tmnsport and tem1inntion charge. Sprint's recovery or the~ charges throul!h ~uch r.ste~. 

mthcr than under Lhc tariffed Reverse Option, falls squarely wi th in the scope of this nrbitration 

proceeding nnd does not impermissibly intrude upon t11e Commission's intrnstatc wriffing 
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authority. Indeed, inclusion of Wireless One's Reverse Option ohligntion in the mtcrcunncction 

agreement docs not affect Sprint's state-approved tnriffs any more tlu::~ replacing the prcscn1 

tariff rates for mobile·to·land terminations with lower rates in the same in terconnection 

agreement for which revenue recovery has not hcen cited as un i s~Hc . l'hc relationship hctween 

Sprint and Wireless One simply is being modified from one bn.'led on tariff w one based on 

contract. Moreover, the Reverse Option tariff rate still \\ill apply to Spnnt's calb tcnnmatcd on 

Wireless One's network on nn intcrMTA basis. 

The second question is whether 47 C:.F.R. § 51.701(b)(2) requires that the costs hl 

transport and terminate an intraMTA call bctY.ccn a CMRS and LEC network he rccuvcrcd onl) 

through transport and termination rates rather than ucccss chllrgcs. It is Wirclc~~ Ora:·~ position 

that all CMRS calls originated and terminated in an MTA arc considered as local in nature under 

47 C.F.R. § 51.701 (bX2) and that no toll ehnrgcs may be assessed for such calb I hr' rule r~ 

supported by the Local "'ompctition Order ut I 036. I 043 ("(T)ramc between an incumbent 

LEC and a CMRS network that originates and terminates Y.i thin the l>Umc MIA (defined based 

on •he parties ' locations at the beginning of the call) is subject to transport and tcmunauon rates 

under (47 U.S.C.] section 251 (bXS), rather thnn interstate or intniSIUIC access chnrl!es ") 

Sprint has rccogni1.cd Wireless One's posi tion that all intraMTA land·to·mohilc calls arc 

local and thnt intraLA TA toll charges do not apply in other in terconnection agreements 

Interconnection Axreement between B,!f/Sullfh 7i-/,·ctmmlllllll'tllimu. hw a11d J'un~mml ( 'l'fflllur 

l:immciul Curp., Docket 070228-TP (FJH Exhibrt I .8). 

Even more significantly. the United Stoles Court or Appeals li1r the l:ighth <:rrcurt upheld 

the IT<."~ jurisdiction to expand the LEC·CMRS local calling area and to require thot I.ECs nml 
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CMRS providers be reciprocally compensated for the exchan~c of in tmM'I 1\ traflk thou~:h 

lrnnspon and termination charges only. citing 47 ti.S.C. §§ 152(h) and J1~ II ~luted: 

Becuu~e Congress expressly an1cnded section § 152(b) to preclude 

stale regulation of entry of and rates charged by Commercial 

Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) pro\idcrs. sec 47 l i.S.C. §§ 152(h) 

(exempting the provisions of :.cction 332). 332{c)(3)(/\), and 

because section 332(cX I )(0) (ltvcs the FCC the authority tu ordet 

LECs 10 inlcrcennecl wi th CMRS curriers, we hc: licvc that the 

Commission has the authori ty to issue the rules of special concern 

to CMRS providers. 

II is Wireless One's position that the FCC's expansion of the local calling nrcu fnr C'MRS culb tn 

include the entire MTA ultimately precludes Sprint from charging toll rates for all call~ 

originated and terminated between networks within the MT/\. JuM a.~ the F('(' con preempt on 

the access re lationship, it can also change the local calling area to be the entire MT/\ . lloWC\'er. 

the Commission need not conclude that the stale local calling area has heen changed to prm tdc 

the relief that Wireless One seeks. if the Commis>inn re-prices the Revc:r~c Opti1111 c:hurgc: at 

tmnspon and tennination rates as the means for cmnpcn!>llting Sprint for trrul~ptlr1in~: local calls 

throughout the MTA. 

B. lssu~ 1: Tand~m lntuconnectlon 

Should Sprint be required to pay Wtrclc:~s One tru1dcm 

interconnection. tnmspon. and end onice tc:nninauon rates fi1r culls 

originating on Sprint 's network and terminating un Wireless One'> 

wireless network? If not. what are the appropriate clements of 

compensation? 

I. Qu~stlons of Fact 

Wltnuses: 

John Meyer is primarily responsible: for uddrc:ssmg Lhis issue. lib tc:stimon} "ill he 

supponc:d by Francis J. I Ieaton. 
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b. Wlrrlrss Onr's Position: 

Sprint does not dispute that Wireless One provides transmtsston faciliucs; nor doe~ it 

dispute that Wireless One's DMS250 switch performs switchinll functions. However. Sprint 

refuses to concede that the DMS250 is a tandem s"i tch because. to do ~. ''ould admit that 

Wireless One hns other fa.cilities which pcrf,mn end onicc tem1inntion function~. which is the 

ultimate factual question on the issue on network functional e<juivulency. 

That the DMS250 performs tandem switching funct ion~ b indisputnhlc 1\ tandem office 

is one that provides trunk-to-trunk interconnections to end offices, intcrcxchungc carriers' points 

of presence. and other carriers' tandem and end office~ (collccll \cl) "the tnnd~:m 

interconnections"). /\n end office makes the connection to the end u~cr. Wirclc~s One·~ 

IJMS250 is n tandem switch becnuse. like Sprint's DMS200 tandem S\\itch. 11 mal..cs onl) the 

tandem interconnections and. indeed. is incapable of providing line termination to the end user 

on its own. 

Wireless One's and Sprint'~ end offices arc functionnlly equivalent hccausc each ~ncs 

the purpose of providing unc termination to the end user. something whicio no nthcr fitcility tn 

eith~:r Jlar1y's network (includinll the DMS200 or DMS250) is capable of doing. llo\\cvcr. 

Sprint claims that the end offices arc not functionally equivalent because ( I ) Wireless One\ end 

offices lack a call processor. (2) Sprin t is unable to terminate cnlls at Wireless One's end office~ 

and (3) Wireless One's end offices nrc more akin to a line concentrator. Ench of these unfounded 

c<lntcntions are rebutted below. 
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i. Call l'rorr s~or 

Because of the technological distinctions hctwcen Wireless One's wirelc~s nctworl. nnd 

Sprint's wireline network, the call processor cannot be housed in each of Wireless One's end 

offices and instead must be housed nt n single cenlral location. Wireless One's and Sprint's 

common vendor, Northern Telecom, dictated this condation since it docs not manufacture cull 

processors for cellular offices. 

'The call processor may be housed in Sprint' s end office because the fixed locmion of 

wi reline end users enables Sprint to connect them via dedicated hardline facili ties to a particular 

end office. By conLrnSt, the mobile nature of a " ire less end u.~er pre,·ents scr\'icc by dedicated 

lines or end offices because the end user wi ll be traveling through areas sef"ed by multiple end 

offices. 'Thus. lhe technology of a wireless network requires the mobile end user to "regis ter" his 

or her location with a central call processor. Once that registration is made. the central call 

processor provides relevant information to all end offices in the end user's vacinity so that the 

eno user may be connected to the end office in the area with the best uvoaluhle radio fre4ucncy 

for call origination and termination purposes. The wireless end office is required ttl originnte the 

call. terminate the call. and provide the interface to the mohile unit for call acquiremcnb and 

features. 

Just as these functions cannot be handled hy Wirclc~~ One's DMS250 alone. Sprint's 

DMS200 cannot tcrmina c a call to its \\ircline end users \\1thout its end offices. Whether the 

call rroccssor is placed at a common ccntml location in the wirekss nctw1>rl.. . or a t muhiplo: 

indi' idual locations in the wire lane network. docs not ch:lllgc the fact lhot the end offices of each 

network function to terminate calls to thei r respective end users. This distinctiun recogni:tcs 
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nothing more than that a different technology must be cmplo)ed 10 scn·c mobile wirclcs~ 

cu$tomcrs than fixed wircline customers. 

/i. Termination at Wireless Om: 's End Offices 

Wireless One adamantly disagrees wi th Sprint's position that Sprint cannot temtinatc 

calls to Wireless One's end offices. Sprint could deliver traffic to Wireless One's end ontccs 

once it chooses to provided distributed NXX codes, as discussed previously, and provides the 

SS7 signaling necessary for call origination and termination. Because Wireless One considers its 

end offices to he the functional equivalent of the wircline end offices, Wireless One would 

charge Sprint symmetrical end office termination rates if Sprint were to terminate tmt1il.: ut 

Wireless One's end office. 

To terminate a call from a Sprint end office to a Wireless One end oOicc, a voice path (or 

trunk termination) and a SS7 end-to-end signaling connection is needed. Sprint is able to 

provide the voice path via their end offices; however, Sprint hus not equipped its H . Myer~ 

LATA end oi"Jiccs to deliver SS7 sign'lling, including Automatic Number Identification ("ANI"). 

llowevcr. it may be technically feasible to deliver the SS7 signal over the tandem 

interconnection. where it passes now. and send the voice traffic over the end office 

interconnection. 

iii. /.inc Cancefllmtor 

Sprint's characterization of Wireless One's end nfficc' merely us line com:cntrnlllr' h 

untrue. While a wirclinc network can operate without a line concentrator. a cellular nct,,orl. 

cannot operate without its end office. 
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The pwpose of a line concentrator on Sprint's network is to cnahlc i. to provide scr,·tcc to 

a local community without I 000/o dedicated ctrcuitry back to the serving end office. This "poult· 

to-point" connecting device is functionally similar to the "rcmute transponders" that Wireless 

One uses in its wireless network as u means of serving customers beyond the reliable: coverage 

area of the: primary antennae system of its serving end office. Both mcchani~m~ arc an ~·x tcn~iun 

of the end office. 

Sprint's interconnection to these outside service extension devices relics on the Norte! 

LCM (Line Concentrator Module) at the end office: whereas the Wireless One interconnection 111 

such devices relies on the Norteii.IM (Line Interface Module) at the end office lltc end oniccs. 

which rrovide fo r multi-point connectivity, arc required for line tenninntion to the end user, with 

or without this auxiliary equipment. 

1. Questions of lAw 

Resolution of this issue: of functional cquivu'-:ney involves n llctcnnination elf the 

aprroprintc legal standard by which to determine whether Wtrcless One should receive tandem 

interconnection, transport an,l end office terminntinn ra tes IC1r Sprint onginntell culls tenmnuung 

on Wireless One's network. Sprint relics on the physical absence of various equipment nnd 

features from Wireless One's end offices thnt nrc present in Sprint's end oniccs to ~uprort it ~ 

position that Wireless One is not entitled to the tandem switching and tmnspon rates m this 

proceeding. It is Wireless One's position that such nn "applcs-to·nrrlcs" \:1111lJ1.1m••n ul thl' t'"' 

end ofliccs runs nfoul of the FC'(''s rules goveming C:MRS interconncctiun which explicitly 

pnwtllc: thut a non - l.1~C er.d office need not be identical to the I.EC's, hut nnl) that it he nn 

"equivalent facility." Sec 47 C.F.R. §§ 51.70 1(c) and 51.701 (d). In this vcm, the FCC 

specifically recogni1.cd 10 its order adopting these rules that wireless networks mny pcrfnnn 
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functions equivalent to those performed by the traditional tandcm/tmnsport/end office hi• ~rchy 

of an incumbent LEC's network and, thus. thnt wireless providers could be entitled to the I.EC's 

tandem. tmnspon and end office rates for terminating calls originating on the I.E('"~ nctwnr~ . 

Sec In the Mauer of the Local Compttltlon Pro~·islotrs of tilt• Teh•cnmmunlcotions Act uf/'i!)(). 

CC Docket No. 96-98 (August 8. 1996) ("l.ocnl Competition Order"). I 090. 

Wireless One's position is that its network is functionally equivalent to Spnm's 

traditional transport/tandem/end office hicrurchy (pursuant to 47 (' F.R. § 51.701(c) ~nd (d)) and 

that it is entitled to rc:ceive reciprocal and symmetrical tandem interconnection. transpon and end 

office termination rates from Sprint pursuant to 47 C.l·.R. § 51.711(u){l 1 \\hen Sprint is 

tcm1inating traffic to Wireless One's tandem. As stated previously, if Sprint were to terminate 

trallic to Wireless One's end offices. Wireless One would only charge the end office tcmlllullion 

rate. 

VI. S tatt!mm t of Each Policy Qut!stlon Pust!nlt!tl 

Wireless One subm1ts thnt questions of policy arc not involved 111 the Cnmmbsion • \ 

resolution of this nrbi trotion proceeding and asks merely that the Commission apply the 

Telecommunications Act of 1996 in accordance with FCC's rules that nrc apphcohlc 111 the 

provision ofCMRS service. 

VII. Stipu/attd /ssuts 

Except forth issues presented in tlus proceeding. the panics lul\e negotiated nnd. thus. 

stipulated to the remaining terms and conditions of the proposed mtcrcnnncction agreement lor 

which they seck upprovnl in this case. A~ to the rcmnininl! is.,uc,. each p3M)' ha:. proposed 

lnngunge for the Commission to adopt to ciTcctuntc their n:spccuvc )lll~ ill lllh in this prt>\:ectfing 
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The Commission, depending on its analysis nnd resolution of these issues, has the discn ton to 

adopt a pany's language II$ proposed, or fashion an independent remrdy and instruct the panic~ 

to craft new language tailored to its determination. 

VI/I. Pending or Othtr Motions Upon Which Wlrtltss Ont' Suks Action 

Wireless One is seeking confidential treatment of certain information. and has filed a 

Motion for Protective Order contemporaneously with this Pre hearing Stntcmcnt A ruling on that 

motion and n discussion of how that confidential information will he handled ot hcuring would be 

helpful at the prchc:aring conference. 
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IX. StaUmt nf of Rtason for Any Non-Compllanct 

Wireless One. to the best of its knowledge and belief, has provided all mforrnuuon 

requested in the Prehcaring Order. To the extent it has not, it reserves Lhc righ11o supplemc1111hc 

prchcaring sta1ement. Wireless One did take the libeny of organmng 1he fac1Ual and legal 

ques1ions by issue, nuher 1han the precise sequence suggc~1ed m 1he Order Because 1hc nurm" 

issues 1ha1 need 10 be resolved in Lh is arbi1rn1ion involve in1errcla1cd qucs1ions of fac1 anu luw, 

this was done 1o make Wireless One's posi1ions more understandable 

//JI8J J 

Respectfully submiaed. 

( ;,j};ftu {f {jJ(LJ, v~ 
William A. Adnms 
IJanc S1im.on 
l .aura A. llausc:r (floridu Reg. No 078211 4) 

ARTER & IIADDEN 
I 0 WcSI Broad Strc:c1 
Suile: 2100 
Columbus. Ohio 43215 

614/221-3155 (phone) 
614/221-0479 (facsimile) 
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CERTIFICA TE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that 11 copy of the foregoing Prchenring Statement was served upon the 

following by overnight courier or regular U.S. mail. postage prepaid. on thas 7th day of 

November. 1997. 

Aeth Culpepper. Esq. 
William Cox. Esq. 
Division of Legal Services 
Florida Public Service Commission 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0850 
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Charles J. Rchwin~cl, Esq. 
Sprint Florida. Inc. 
1313 Bh1ir Stone Rood 
MC FLTLI I00107 
Tallahassee, Florida 3230 I 
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