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VOTJ: 8H&BT 

RE: DOCKET NO. 971194-TP- Petition by Wireless One Network , L.P., d/b/a 

Cellular Ono of SouLhweot Flor ida t or arbit r ation with Sprint-Florida , 

rncorporatod purouant to SocLion 252 oC the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

Iaaut 1 1 Should tht C~11ion qrant Sprint' • Requt•t for Oral Arquaent on 

tht Oro••·Notion tor Reoon•idtration? 

Rocommondotioo: No . Tho iaauoa oro c learly sot Corth in tho pleadings ond 

Jo tho rocord. Staff dooo not believe that oral argument would aid the 

CommJaoion in evaluating the Cr oss-Motion for Roconaideration . Staff 

roco~nonda that Sprint '• Roquoat for Oral Argument bo denied. 
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Issue 2: Should the Commission grant Wireless One's Mot i on for 
Reconsideration? 
Recommendation: No. Wireless One ha s failed to identify any point o f fact 
or law that t he Commission overlooked or failed to consider in rendering 
Order No . PSC-98-0140-FOF-TP. Wireless One's motion should , therefore, be 
denied . 

Issue 3: Should the Commissi on grant Sprint's Cr oss-Motion f o r 
Reconsideration? 
Recommendation: No. Sprint has failed to identify any point of fact o r 
law that the Commission overlooked or failed to consider in rendt~ing Orde r 
No. PSC-98 - 01 40-FOF-TP. Sprint's cross-motion should, therefore, be 
denied. Staff recommends, however, that Sprint's request to revise the 
language to be inserted at Attachment II--Interconnection, 0.3 be approved. 
Staff also recommends that the Commission clarify the language included at 
page 17 of the o r der regarding the LATA- wide additive by removing any 
re ference to other carriers' agreements, including the BellSouth/Vanguard 
agreement. 
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l.U'HL.i: Should the Commission grant Wi reless One's request for a generic 
prt..oeeding? 
Recommendation: No. Staff believes that Wireless One 's request for a 
generic proceeding is i nappropriate within the context o f a motion f o r 
reconsideration of an arbi tration order. Staf f recommends, therefore, thal 
Wireless One's request for a generic proceeding regarding t he e ffec ts of 
toll charges on wireless carriers' ability to compete be denied without 
prejudice to refile its request as a sepa rate petition to be addressed in a 
new docket. 

I ssue 5: Should the Commission grant Sprint ' s Motion for Stay o f Portions 
of the Commiss ion's Final Order On Arbitration , Ordet No. PSC-98-0140-FOF­
TP? 
Be~wmmendation: Yes. If the Commission approves staff's recommendation in 
Issue 3, staff recommends that the Co.mmission grant Sprint's Motion f o r 
Stay of Portions of Order No. PSC-98-01 40-FOF-TP. Sta ff recommends that 
the Commission then direct the parties to withdraw the agreement f iled 
February 25, 1998, and refile a written agreement memorializing and 
implementing the Commission's arbitration decision and revising the 
approved language for Attachment II -- Inte rconnection, ~.3, within 30 days 
of the disposition of the Motion for Reconsideration and Cross -Mo t ion for 
Reconsideration at the Commission ' s Agenda Conference. 
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Issye 6: Should this docket be closed? 
Recommendation: No. If the Commission approves staf! ' s recommendations 
i n lssues 1-5, the parties should be required to submit the f inal 
arbitration agreement for approval within 30 days of the Commission's 
Agenda Confe rence. This docket should remain open pending Commission 
approval of the final arbitration agreement in accordance with Section 252 
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
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