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CMB BACKQRQUHD 

Par t II of the Federal Telecommuni cations Act o f 1996 (Act) 
sets forth provis i ons r egarding the development of compe t itive 
markets in the telecommunicat ions industry. Sect~on 2S l of t he Act 
concerns interconnection wi th t he incumbent local exchange ca rr~er , 

while Section 2S2 sets f orth the procedures fo r :1<>gotiat ion, 
arbitration, and approval o f ag reements. 

Section 252(b) addresses agreements reac hed thr ough compulsory 
arbitration . Spocifically, Section 2S2!bl (l) states : 

(ll Arbitration.-During the period from t.he 
13Sth day to the JGOth day (inc lus ive) a l ter 
tho date on whi ch an incumbent l ocal exchange 
carrier receives a request f o r negot1at1on 
under this sect i on , the ca rr1er o r any other 
party to the negotiation may petition a Sta te 
commission to arbitrate a ny open issues. 

Section 252(b) (4) (C) states that the s tate commission sha ll 
tesolve eac h issue set forth in the petition and response , i f any , 
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by imposing the appropriate cond itions as requ1red. Thl9 s~c t1 un 

requires this Commission to conclude the resolution o t un y 
unresolved issues not later than 9 months a Ctor the date on which 
the local e xchange ca rrier received the request under this sect ion. 

On April 10 , 1997 , Wirele3s One Netwo rk, I •. P . d/b/u Ce llular 
One of Southwest florida (Wireless One) and print-flooda, Inc . 
(Sprint) entered into negot iations regarding Wireless One' s request 
for inter connection arrangements with Sprint. The parties were 
unable to r each flna l agreements on ce r tain issues . Thus , on 
September 12 , 1997, Wireless One filed a petition for a1b1tration 
of issues not resolved in its negotiati ons wit h Spri n t . 

Section 252 (b) ( 4) (A) provides that th i !I Convnl 1!1 I r>n ·•h . .t I J I mil 
i ts consideration of any potiLlo n to the issues set f o rth in the 
petition and in the response , if any. The Commission conducted a 
hearing in th is doc ket on November 24 , 1997 . 
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PISCQSSIQN OF ISSUES 

IS SUI 1 ; Should Sprint be required to pay W 1 re less One t••udr~m 

interconnection, transport, and end office term1~ation rates for 
calls originating on Sprint's network and term1na ing on Wireless 
One 's wireless network? If not, what are the appt priate elements 
of compensation? 

STAfF RICOMHINPAIION : Yes, Wireles s One ' s network s hould be 
considered to be functionally equivalent to Sprint • s. Hence , 
Wireless One is entit led to charge Sprint the transpor t , tandem, 
and/or the end office rate elements when it terminates Spnnt­
originated traffic on its network. The foll ow1ng language should 
be inserted into the agreement to be filed with this Commiss1on: 

Attachment I I . o.3 ~ o ~ 35 
For all land to mobi le traffic that Company te~1nates t o 
Carrier, Company will pay tandem interconnection , 
transport, and end office termination rate elements where 
interconnection occurs at the access tandem . Where 
connection occurs at the carrier's end off1ce (cell 
site), Company will pay the end off1ce termination rate 
only. 

PQSITI QN or PARTIES ; 

Wirel••• Qne; Wireless One ' s telecommunica tions network contains 
tandem of f ices , transmission facilities, and end office-equtv~lent 
cell sites over which Sprint o r iginated calls wtll be transported 
and terminated. 47 C.F. R. SS 51. 70l(cl and (d). Sprint LS requ1red 
to compensa te Wireless One for the use of each o f these faclllttes 
at the same rate that it charges Wireless One . 47 u.s .c. §§ 

251 (b) (5) and 252 (d) (2) (A) (i); 47 C. F . R ~ § 51 I 711 (a) (l) I 

Sorint : Sprint should only have to pay Petitioner for functions 
performed. Peti ioner does not perfo~ tandem s witching or provide 
a transport function for Sprint-originated calls. Under the facts 
and the MCI and MFS precedents, Petit1oner is only entitled to end 
office termination s i nce it's the only function performPd by 
Petitioner ' s network. 
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STAfF AHALXSIS ; Section 25l(b) (5) o f the Telecommunications AcL of 
1996 (the Act) requires that ILECs establlsh recq:.rocal 
compensat ion arrangements with car riers requesting inte~connecL1on 
for the transport and term1nat1on of telecommun1cat1ons. The 
compensation elements include transport betweer switches, t~ndPm 

switching and end off ice s wi t c h ing . The parLie have agreed that 
these are the appropriate elements to be paid 1 1 Wireless One t o 
Sprint for mobile t o land traffic . However , the par ties ha ve 
been unable to agree on the appropriate clements to be paid by 
Sprint for land to mobile traffic terminated by Wireless One . The 
issue hinges on whether the components of Wi reless One ' s netwo rk 
are equivalent to Sprint ' s ne two rk f o r purposes of compensat 1on 
for terminating land to mobile traffic. 

The dispute which t he Commission has been as ked to rcsoiv~ 

cen ters on the interpretation of S51.70 l(d) o f the f CC ' s rules 
accompanying the Interconnection orc!er (96-325 1ssued August 8, 
1996 in CC 96-98) . §51.70l (d) defines terminaLion f o r purposes of 
compensat ion. It states that: 

.. . termination is Lhe switching of local 
telecommunications traffic at the term1nat1ng ca rr1er's 
end off ice switch , o r equJvaient facJi J t y, and del1very 
of such traffic t o the cal led party's prcm1ses. 

47 C. f.R. S 51 . 70l(d). Emphasis added . 

Wireless One contends that its networ k, though not identical 
to Sprint ' s, is functionally equivalent for purposes o f assessing 
transport, tandem and end off ice s witc hing term1nat1on charges. 
(Heaton TR 239) Sprint contends that Wireless One ' s netwo rk Is not 
equiva l ent; therefo r e Wi reless One 1s not entlLled to all of the 
termination compensation clement s that Sp r int rece1ves when lt 
terminates traffic. (Poag TR 393 ) 

f l orida ' s mobile inte rconnection ta riff s , including Sprint ' s , 
contain different rates for various types o! i ntcrconnec tl on . Two 
of those tyr·J are called Type 2A and Type 2B . Type 2A covers 
mobile inte rconnection at the LEC' s access tandem and Type 2B 
provides connection at a LEC end off1ce as shown below. 
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D IAGRAM 1 
MOBILE INTERC ONNECTION ll' i::IES 
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",s shown in the above diagram, with Type 2A, a land ll n.: 

originated cal l would begin at the calling p~rty ' s p 1PmLse 3 , and 

would be ca r ried t o the caller ' s se r vtng und o (f icc , Lltcn to tho 
acce:.s tandem a t which the mobile earne r i nterconnects . The 

mobile carrier picks up the c all, and trans po rts lt t o 1ts Mvbilc 

Telephone Switching Off ice (MTSO) ; from there tlw •IJqnal 1•1 

conve rted into a radlo fr equer.t:y s ignal .trrct tran :~mlll<·d to the 
appropriate cell site to bo bro~dcast t o th11 mobtle un1t . 
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Type 28, on the other hand, is a dcd tcated connecuon at a 
LEC's end o f fice. Thus a ce llular earne r can recetvc land! inc 
o r iginated calls at the LEC end office. llowc ve r , only c.Jlls fr om 
callers l ocated in the l ocal se rving area n t that end o f fice will 
be directed to the cellular carrie r ' s point of interconnection 
there . Thus, a cel l ular carrier must estab l1sh numerous points o r 
interconnection u t1lizing Type 28 1n order to cove- the s ame a rea 
that a single point o f inter connect1on would cove r uttliz1ng TypP 
2A (a t the access tandem) . 

According t o witness Meyer , Wi reless One ' s netwo rk cons i s1~ 

of : 

1) DMS- 250 s witch 
2) Central Call Processor in the DMS-250 
3) Transport facili ties cons1st.ing of T-1 trunks or microwave 
facil ities connecting the DMS-2~0 with the c~ ll sites . 
4 ) End o ffices consisting o f cell sites 
5) Radio f requenc y transmissions between the cell sltc:J and the 
mobile phone (oft en referred to a w irel ~ss l oop) . {Meyer TR 103-
106) 

With a Type 2A connect ion , a land t o mobile call ts h~nded off 
by Sprint to Wi r e l ess One at the point o f intcrconnectton , wh ich in 
this case i s the access tandem . It is carrted over W trel ~ss One 
trunkin9 facil ities to the MTSO, whore the call proce~sor 

de te rmines the appropriate cell site , o r end o ffice , to wh1ch to 
send the call. (Meyer TR 105) The most appropnatP ce ll s1te 1s 
the one that would provide the st rongest rad io stgnal depcndtng on 
t he location of the mobile phone . CTR 1051 Because of the 
customer's mobility, the call proce ssor may have to transfer the 
s ignal to different cell s i tes during the call , in o rder to 
maintain the strength o f the signal and qualtty o f the 
transmission . (TR 105) 

Sprint 's netwo rk consists o f 

1) Tandem Swit c h 
21 Transport facili ties between tho tandem :;wi tch and end o ffice 
3) End o ffice sw ~ rch 

4) Loop betwe u11 the end o ffice and the cust om .. r premises . 
( .• hazraee TR 330-331 ; 346 ) 
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A land to mobile ctJ I I o r lqlnates at the customer' s prcmas• s . 

The call goes t o tho norvinq und o ffJ cc where lt 1s swttchcd dnd 

transported to Sprint's accosa tandem ( fo r a Type 2A connect ron) 

which is the point o f Jntl• r c.o·tnect ion wllh a CMHS provider • 5 

network. 

Wireless One wi tntJIII!I MoyC~r otrques lloat both netwo rks I.:OII'·•lll 

three essentilll comJ>OnonUt: tundom s wit c he-s transmission 

fa cilities, and ond o!!J cos . (TH 102) He not s that tn some 

respects the two notwor'kn arc physically the s.Jm· , bu· In o th••r:J 

they are by definition dlt{cront t1y virtue o f thr t a ct that Sp r 1n: 

provides wireline servi ces o111d Wireless One pro v ides w!rel(•ss 

services. (TR 102) fitst, ho s totes that the tandems fun c t1 on 1n 

the same way, and thnt tho physi cal , but not the f unctional, 

differences begin aCtor the tandem swltchl's the call t o the servtnq 

end office. WitnostJ Moyer :Jt.atos that the end office is not 

dedicated to the ond lHICr , <Ill is the case tn a w1rel tne 

environment, because ot tho mot.-! l~t nature ot the servtcr . (TR l OS! 

Next, witness Meyo1 uxplodncd how a central location for 

message processing is onncntlal f o r wi reless serv1 ce to accommodate 

end users who tra ve l 1 r om C(•ll •11 t<' to ce ll slLe. (TR 106! for­

example , when a mobile unit is turned on by an end user- L~ r cce1ve 

a call , it aeons tho atrongotJil. <Jvllilablc radio frt!quency (Rf) 

signal in that vicinity. It th~rc arc no avatlablc channels at the 

c.:losest cell, the ccn1.r111 processo r will automatically s h i!t 

delivery of tho call 1.0 the next strongest signal sending e~d 

o ffice. (TR 106) When tho r~igna 1 loc ks on to a speci fl c cel l sltc • s 

transmitter, the mobiJo unit wi 11 then transmit its idcnt i Ly to 

that c ell site. Tho cell silo sends a dtgttal mcssdgc vla data 

li nk to the tandem s witch, a process called "reg1 strauon." In 

this \lay , the tandem switc h knows to whic h cell site to send the 

call for completion. {TH 106) WI lncs!l Moyer notes the Importance 

of a central locatJon Cor rogl:HrtJtl on . He states lhtlt t ! end 

office registration~! woto no1. interdependent , an auto!lldtic shl !t to 

a stronger Rf channel C r om one end o t fi c e to another could not 

occur . (TR 108) 

According to witnoaa Moyer, howovut , the respective components 

still perform lho same func tions. {TR 102) Wireless One 's tandem 

s witches, called Mobile Telephone Switching Of fices IMTSOs) , are 

both Northern Telecom OMS -250o . (TR 103 I He s t ates that Sprint· s 

tandem switches oro Northern Telecom DMS-200s, and that both have 

the same hardwAre. (TR 103) He also states L~at t hey a re 

functionally the same in thlll eac h owitch provides for t ransmtssion 
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to the end office serving the called party. (TR 1031 Wtreless 
One 's transmission facilities consist o ! leased T- 1 l.nes, 
proprietary microwave facilities, or a combination o f both . 
Witness Meyer states that Sprint uses T· l line . Acco rd1ng t o 
wi tness Meyer, where microwave is used by W ~eless One, the 
technological means of transmission 1.s di(fen 1t, but not t he 
function, in that both provide for transmission of the call from 
the tandem to the end office. (TR 104) Finally, he states that 
both carriers' end offices perform the same function of deliv~rinq 
the call to or r eceiving the call from th<' end uoer, although 
Sprint's network utilizes wirelines between the end office and the 
fixed end user location, and Wireless One• s network uoes radio 
signals. (TR 104) Specifically, Sprint's end off1ces contain Line 
Concentrating Modules (LCMsl which provid~ the connections to the 
end office from the end user• s fixed location "ia a wire line, 
whereas Wireless One's end offices contain Line lnterface Modules 
(LIMa), which provide the same connection via radio frequenc ies . 
(TR 104 ) 

Wi reless One witness Meyer further contends that a tandem 
s witch is defined in BellCore Manual SR·TAP-000191, page 12-18 as 
•a switching system in the message network that establishes trunk ­
to-trunk connections . • (Meyer 207) He states that Wireless One has 
two tandem switches, referred to as MTSOs in th1s proceeding, which 
are Nortel OMS 250s, and which establish trunk to trunk connections 
to end offices, interexchange carriers• points o f presence, and 
other carriers' tandems and end offices. (Meyet TR 1131 Wireless 
One also has transmission facilities which transport callti over its 
network between its tandem office and cell sites. (Poag TR 3511 
Once a call is switched at the tandem, it ; A transmitted over 
Wireless One's transport facilities, either T- 1s or proprietary 
microwave or a combination of both, to the cell site serving the 
called party. (Meyer TR 102-103) Wireless One states that, 
according to BellCore manual SR-TAP-000191, an end office is 
defined as •a switching system in the message network that 
establishes line-to-line, line-to- trunk, and trunk - to - llne 
connections and provides dial tone to customers.• (Meyer TR 1971 
Wireless One nsse rts that its cell sites proviciP. l i ne termination 
and dial tonf" ~o the end user, which cannot be done through the OMS 
250. (TR 104, 114) Staff notes that Sprint's witness agreed that 
Wireless One's tandems cannot provide this line connectivity fo r 
call termination. (Khazraee TR 347) Witness Meyer states that it 
i s for this reason that Wireless One and Sprint bot h collocate en~ 
offices with their tandem locations · to make the line term i nations 
to the end users that these tandems cannot. (TR 114) 'rhus, 
Wireless One contends that its cell sites are functionally 
equivalent to end offices. (TR 104) On that basis, Wireleos One 
argues that it should be entitled to assess both tandem and end 

- 8 -



DOCKET NO. 971194 -TP 
DATB: OBCI?JotBBR 23, 1997 

office switching rate elements, 
terminating Sprint-originated land 
239} 

as we ll as transport for 
to mobile traffic. (Heaton TR 

Sprint, o n the other hand, argues that Wir· less One's cell 
sites do not function as end offices. Sprint stat s that the MTSO 
is the functional equivalent o f the end office, ant that cell sites 
function as extensions of the loop. (Poag TR 387, 391) Thus, 
Sprint a rgues that Wireless One is only entitled to be paid the end 
office termi nation rate. (Poag 387, 391) 

Sprint argues that an end office connects one c ustomer within 
the s witch to another customer within the s witch. Since a cell 
site cannot connect one customer to another without using the MTSO, 
it is not functionally equivalent to an end office. (Poag TR JU"I) 
In addition, Sprint witness Pong staLoo Lhat Sprint cannot 
inter connect at a Wireless One cell site to terminate traffic Ca 
Type 28 connection) , although Wireless One can connect at a Sprint 
end office. (TR 387) Finally, Sprint states that Sprint ca n 
direct trunk from its end office to Wire less One's MTSO to 
terminate calls, but Wireless One cannot direct trunk from ito cel l 
sites to any of Sprint's switches. CTR 387) 

Witness Poag also asserts that Wireless One's descr~ption of 
Sprint's local loop as •a single wireline between the end office 
and the fixed end user location• is an oversimplification. In most 
cases, witness Poag argues, there a re also remote s witches, 
subscriber line carrier (SLC} systems , and copper and fiber carrier 
systems between the host and end office s witches and SLCs. (TR 390) 
Thus, there may be several links in ~he overall loop aside from 
the single wireline faci lity. (TR 390) Wi tn~os Poag asserts that 
the cell site is more properly classified as a piece o f network 
equipment necessary t o complete the final l oop connection to the 
end user. CTR 390) He states that the cell site performs the same 
type of loop functionality as the SLC in Sprint's network. (TR 390-
391) 

Witness Poag further states that the Control Data Baoe 
processor desc ribed by Wireless One witness Meyer directs a 
connection func ion, not a s wi tching function, as those termo are 
defined by the FCC, at the cell sites that serve to connect the 
wireless portion to the fixed elements of the cellular loop. CTR 
391} This, he says, is f unctionally equivalent to the SLC in the 
wireline network, i.e., connecting the feeder side of the loop to 
the distribution side of the loop. (TR 391) He describes the SLC 
as a concentration device which condenses the tra ffic ftom ml'lny 
lines to a lesser numbe r of l ines . The subscrlucr'o s1de of Lhe 
SLC connecto directly to the distribution cable that containo all 
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the lines that terminate to customers' premises . The switch side 
of the SLC connects to a fewer number of ci r cuits that are then 
brought back to the end office switch. Witness Poag testifies 
that this is the same type of connection made at the cell site 
under the direction of the control data.base processor, connecting 
the wireless portion to the fixed portion of the ··ellular loop. 
(TR 392-393) Witness Poag concludes that, Co purposes o f 
reciprocal compensation, these are loop costs wl ch sho.;\d be 
excluded from transport and termination rates. (TK 391-392) 

Wireless One opposes this comparison of Sprint's SLCs to its 
cell sites, stating that Sprint's network can function without the 
SLC, or line concentrator, which is an optional piece of equipment, 
whereas Wireless One's network cannot function without the cell 
site. (Meyer TR 119) At hearing, Sprint wi tnesses Poag and 
Khazraee acknowledged that this is true. (Khazraee TR 349-350; EXH 
3, p. 110-111) 

Sprint also argues that since cell sites do not have the s ame 
s witching functionality as Sprint's end office switches, Sprint 
cannot directly connect its facilities at Wireless One's cell sites 
to terminate traffic. (Poag TR 393-394) Thus, Sprint argues. if 
Wireless One's position is adopted, Sprint would be required to pay 
Wireless One transport and tandem switching on all calls t o 
Wireless One, whereas Wireless One has the option t o connect at 
Sprint's end offices via a Type 28 connection, and hence only pay 
end office switching, thus avoiding transport and tandem s witching 
charges. ( TR 394) 

Wireless One responds that whi le Sprint can house its call 
processing functions in its end office because the fixed location 
of its end users allows Sprint to connect them via wireline 
fac ilities to their serving end office, the nature of mobile 
service precludes such hard wire arrangements. The tec hnology of 
a mobile network requires a centralized call processor for the 
cellular system to provide the ability t o transfer call signals 
among dif ferent cell sites during a single call. (Meyer TR 107-108) 
Wireless One also argues that Sprint could, i n fact, connect at its 
cell sites f Sprint would provide SS7 connectivity at its end 
offices. (keaton TR 247) SS7 signalling would provide Automat~c 
Number Identification which would be necessary for call origination 
and termination. (Heaton TR 248; Meyer TR 118) Witness Meyer 
states that to connect a trunk from a Sprint end office to a 
Wireless One end office, a voice path (or trunk termination) and a 
SS7 end-to-end signalling connection is needed. (TR 1181 He states 
that Sprint has provided the voice path via its end offices, ~ut 

that Sprint has not equipped ~ts end offices to deliver SS7 
signall i ng. He states that Sprint obtains its SS7 signalling 
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capabilities by routing through its tandems . Witness Me yer asserts 
that Sprint's dependence on other offices for SS7 signalling is 
analogous to Wireless One's dependence on its MTSO for call 
processing . (TR 119) 

Wireless One states that even though it would b necessary, 
based on the requirements of its own system, to transport the 
signal back to its MTSO to direct the call Lo the cell site 
providing the strongest RF signal for the location of the mobile 
phone, it would nevertheless charge Sprint sy .. _-:1etrical end o ffice 
switching rates if Sprint were to terminate traffic at Wireless 
One's end o ffice. (Heaton TR 252, 299) According to W1reless One, 
it would be wi lling to bear the additional transport cost because 
they would benefit from having equivalent compensation mechanisms 
overall. (Heaton TR 308) In fact, witness Heaton stated that 
Wireless One has sufticient capacity to carry that traffic with 
almost no incremental cost to itself. (TR 308) Spr int argues that 
this arrangement would cause s-print to have to configure its 
network i nefficiently and would require additional "links" be put 
into the transmission of a call. (Poag TR 44 6) 

RecO!'II!Klndation 

Again, staff notes that there is no dispute here as to wha t 
the rate levels should be. The parties have agreed to the rates 
for transport and switching. The issue to be resolved is when 
they would apply for land to mobile traffic, i.e., wh ich rates 
Sprint should pay for its traffic te~inating on W1reless One's 
network. Clearly, the record demonstrates both similarities and 
differences between the landline and mobile network technologies. 
The dispute has focused on whether Wireless One's MTSO/cell site 
architecture should be considered equivalent to Sprint's tandem/end 
office hierarchy for purposes of establishing reciprocal 
compensation. 

In its Interconnection order, the FCC defined "termination" as 
follows: 

For purposes of this subpart, termination is the 
s witching of local telecommunications traffic at the 
terminating carrier's end office s witch, or equivalent 
facility, and delivery of such traffic to the called 
party's premises. 

47 C.F.R. § 51.70l(d) 

1'he issue to be resolved, therefore, is whether Wirt'lcoo Ono • s MTSO 
constitutes a tandem switch tor rating purposes, and Lhus whether 
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a cell site constitutes an •equ1valent facility" for purposes of 
assessing end office switching rates to Sprint. Essentially, Lhe 
Commission must decide if Wireless One's network is •functionul ly 
equivalent• to Sprint' s. 

Under Sprint's interpretation . the CommiosH 1 must construe 
•functionally equivalent• to mean technologically Jentical . From 
that perspective, the networks are different. Wi reless One 's cell 
sites cannot act autonomously in t hat they cannot direct traffic 
without using the intelligence residing in the MTSO. From that 
perspective, the cell site might be considered to function more as 
part of the wireless loop. since the sole s witching funct ion is 
being performed at the MTSO. Under this analys is, there is no 
transport or tandem switching; the MTSO acts more in the capacity 
of an end office; and the costs associated wi th the cell site 
function would be considered as extensions o f the loop, and should 
be recovered in charges directly asoeooed to Lhe end user . Sprint 
recovers intrastate loop costs from basic local exchange rates 
approved in its intrastate tariffs , and interstate loop costs 
primarily fr\...n Subscriber Line Charges mandated by the FCC and 
assessed to end users by means of a flat charge on monthly bills. 
Wireless One also charges its end users flat rnonthly charges. 
(Heaton TR 311) Under this approach, Wireless One wou ld only 
charge Sprint end office switching for terminating Sprint's 
traffic. 

Alternatively, the Commission can construe the term 
"equivalent facilities• more broadly, and detetmine lhi\t since 
Sprint and Wireless One both transport, switch and terminate 
telecommunications traffic, the two systems are functionally 
equivalent even though they utilize different technologies to 
accomplish these functions. Under this approoich. and as argued by 
Wireless One, the Commission would determine that Wireless Onc •o 
OMS 250 (the MTSO), in which all the call proceosing (uncttons must 
reside in order for the cellular system to be able to provide the 
mobile aspect of the telecommunications service, is a tandem, and 
that the cell sites, although not providing a switching funct1on, 
do provide essential functions associated with transport and 
•delivery of a call to the called party's premises." as set forth 
in the FCC rules (See 47 § Sl.70l(d) _ Therefore, Wireless One 's 
network facili t les constitute equivalent facilities for purposes 
of reciprocal compensat ion. Under this approach, Wireless One 
would be allowed to assess the same rate elements that Sprint 
charges - transport, tandem and end office switching. 

Staff acknowledges the arguments for and against both 
approaches. After considering the intent o f the Act, the FCC's 
interconnection order , and the evidence in this case, however. 
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staff believes that, taken together, t he t wo net works have 
functionally equivalent facilities that merit symmet rical a nd equal 
rec i procal compensation. The main advant age to this approa c h is 
that it recognizes that alternative local carrie s with d i fferen t 
network t echnologies will not be unduly dia advant•)ed with respect 
to methods o f cost recovery simply because their networks are not 
identical to those o f the incumbents . Staff believes t hat another 
adva nt age is t hat it provides less incent i ve for carriers to 
attempt to gain a competitive advantage by means o f t he regula tory 
system with respect to revenues and compensation. 

We recognize that by doing so, the ra te elemento t hn t will he 
applied may not matc h exactly wi t h every particular function 
performed , o r t he cost associated with that function. The part ies 
have, however, already agreed on the ra tes , and have r equested a 
decision based solely on the ir applicability. Therefo re, the issue 
of rate levels is not before this Commission, but only the issue of 
functional equivalence . 

Staf f a lso notes that the fCC contemplated the parucular 
situation that has given r ise to the issues 1n this arbitration . 
Although the fCC did not itself make a r uling With resp~ct to the 
equiva l ent functionalities o f wire less versus wircl1ne networks , 1t 
inst r ucted the states t o ''conside r whe ther new technologies (e .g., 
fiber r i ng or wireless networ ks) perform functions similar to those 
pe rformed by an 1ncumbcnt LEC ' s tandem s w1tch and thus , whether 
some o r all calls term1nating on the new entrant's network should 
be priced the same as the sum of transport and term I r1<1t ion v 1a the 
i ncumbent LEC's tandem s witch." (Interconnect ton Ortl1• r, '11 090) 

Staff also notes that the r e appears to remAin a point of 
content ion with respect to t he provision of SS7 S 1gn~ll1ng. The 
reco rd indicates that some e ff iciencies may be gained if Sprint 
were to provide this capability. However, both parties have 
ac knowledged that this is not an !ssue t o be rai sed in th is 
proceeding. To the extent the provision of SS7 signal~!ng 

capability c~: ~ot be resol ved when the parties renegotiate the1r 
next cont ract , thi s Commission r emains an avenuf• for resolution aL 
tha t time. 

. ... .. 
Since the pa r ties disagreed on the rate cll'm!•rlls to be charged 

tor land to mobile traCC!c , they have requested thut the Commission 
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determine the appropr iate language t o be inserted 1n thPlr 
agreement. 

Wireless One ' s proposed language is: 

Attlcbment II .0.3. p . 35 

for all land to mobile traCf ic that CompcJny lt•trninates to 
Carrier , Company wil l pay tandem tnterconnPctlon . transport , 
and end office terminatlon rate elements. 

Spr1nt ' s proposed language 1s: 

Attacbmtnt II . p . 3. p . 36 

For all land to mobile traCt ic that Company tr·rminates to 
Carrier , Company will pay for the func 1onal1ty ~rovtded . 

Based on the analysi s above, staff recommPnds 
language be incorporated into the agreement · 

lw followtng 

For all land to mobile traffic that Company te rm1 nates to 
Carrier, Company will pay tandem lnterconnPc tt on , transport , 
and end office te~ination ra te elements whPrP lntcrconnectlon 
occurs at the access tandem. Where conn~~ttun o curs at the 
carrier's end offt.ce (cell st.te) , Company wtll pay the end 
office te~ination rate only . 
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ISSQE 2 : Wi th r espect to land to mobile traff1 c only , oo tht· 
reciprocal compensation rates negotiate I by Wi rele~s One and 
Sprint - flo r ida , Inc . apply to 1ntraMTA calls fr om the o rig1na t1ng 
land line end-user to Wireless One ' s end o ff tce s itch , o r do these 
rates a pply from the point of interconnection oe ·<~een Wireless One 
and Sprint to Wireless One ' s end office sw1tch? 

STAFF BICOHHENJ)ATION ; Reciproca l compensation rat es (or land to 
mobile t r a f fic apply only f r om the point o f lntcrconnecllon b~>t ween 
Wireless One and Sprint to Wi reless One ' s end of fi ce . The portion 
o f the call from Sprint ' s o r iginaung landllne end user to the 
point of interconnection is not g overned by the fCC ' s decision that 
the MTA is the local calling area for CMRS r..raCfic. Therefo r!' , thP 
Reverse Toll Billing Option (RTBO) is not af!ected by fCC Hule 
51. 703(b) , and is not subsumed in the parties ' agreed upon 
r eciprocal compensation rat es ; Sp rint may continue t o of fer lt . 

The following language should be inserted Into the agreement : 

Part B. page 21- 22 ; 
''Local Traffic" for purposes of the establishment of 
i nterconnection and not f o r billing o f customers under this 
Agreeme nt, is defi ned as telecommunications traffic between an 
LEC and CMRS p rovider that , at the beginning of the call 
o r iginat es and terminates with the same Ma jor Trad1ng Area , as 
de fined in 47 C. f . R. Section 24 . 202(a) ; pro vided , however , 
that consistent wi t h Sections 1033 et seq . of t he First Report 
and Order, Impleme ntation of the L~cal Competition Provisions 
in the Telecommunications Act o f 1996, CC Docket No . 96-98 
(Aug . 8, 1996) , hereinafter the "First Report and Order ,'' the 
Commission shall dete rmine what geographic areas should be 
considered "Local areas" for purposed o f apply1ng rec tprocal 
compensation obligations under Section 25l(b) (5) , conststl'nt 
wi t h the Commission ' s histor ical practice of definJnq local 
se rv ice areas fo r wircline LECs . (Se c , Section 103!.1 , First 
Repor t and Orde r ) . 

Part C. AttachPI~tt II. C,f . . p . 34 ; 
I ntraLATA toll t raffic. Fo r the purpose of establtsh1ng 
charges between the Carrier and Company, tins traf t 1c l S 

defined in accordance with Company's then-current intraLATA 
toll serving areas to the extent that said traffiC does not 
originate and terminate within the same MTA. 
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PQSITIQN OF PARTIES i 

Wirel••• One : There is no dlspu te that the agreement terminatton 
ra tes app l y from the point of interconnection to terminatton. 1he 
Reve rse Opt i on c harge, which Wireless One pays for lntraMTA cal 11 

f rom o r iginat ing end users to t h e point of tnLerct tnectlon , 1s d 

term and condition of interconnection that 1 Jnnot include 
o r iginating access charges . 

Sprint j Fede ral law doesn ' t require Sprint to forego collecttng 
volunta ry pa yme n ts made on beha lf of Sprint custom<>rs . 1'he rcc , 
sole ly fo r comput ing intercompany compensation (access charges 
versus local interconnection rates I, de!lned areas larger than 
sta te-defined loca l calling scopes which determine application o f 
toll charges . This fede ral de f inition leaves sta te ratemaktnq 
authorit y una ffected . 

STAfF ANALJSIS i Wi reless One and Sprint have successfully agreed 
on t he r ates, terms, conditions , and calling scope foe mobile to 
land traffi c . As i n Issue 1, the dispute in this issue rests w1th 
land to mobile t r a f fic . However , the dispute does not cente r on 
the rate s to be cha r ged, but rather w1th what consti tutes the scope 
of inter connection . As background , staff notes that traditionally , 
interconnect i on r a t es in Fl orida have been assessed for termtnation 
o f mobile t raffic (mobile to land) on l y . florida LECs did not pay 
wi reless c a r r iers f or terminating LEC-orlginated traffic (ldnd to 
mobile) . That r elationship has changed wtth the Act and the FCC's 
inte r connection order, as e xplained la er on . 

LEC mobile interconnection tariffs have histortca lly contat .• Pd 
a p r ovi sion , c a lled a Re ve r se Toll Oilllng Option CRTUOI tn 
Sprint ' s ta r iff , which was established in Order No . 20475 issued 
in ON 870675-TP, this Commission ' s first policy declsion w1th 
respect to mobile interconnection. This option can be elected by 
the mobile car rier solely at its dtscretlon in con)unct t on wtth 
Type 2A connections. (The reason f or the provtsion, .1!1 st.ttcd tn 
t hat order , was to give CMRS prov iders the option lo provcnt land 
line callers from being assessed toll charges for calls to mobile 
phones, a situation which O~RS ca r riers were concerned would retard 
the growth of the mobile industry . ) The RTBO allows a CMRS 
ca r rie r to pay the toll charges that would normally be assessed to 
the originating land line caller when the interconnection point 
wit h the mobile carrier (t he access tandem in the ~ase of Type 2Al 
is beyond the local calling area of the orlginaung caller ' s 
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serving end offi ce. Sprint ' s current RTIJO rate 
minute , which approx imates but does not equal , 
originating switched access. 1 

1s S . 0588 per 
1 ts rt~tc for 

The present dispute cente rs on the appl1cab l1ty of the RTBO 
in the new, post -Act environment. Wireless One Heaton maintu1rss 
that the requirements of the FCC Inter connection order have changed 
the traditional t e rms and cond1tions o f lnte rconnect 1on . 
Specifically, wi tness Heaton argues that fCC rule 47 C. f . R. 
51 . 701 (b) (2 ) precludes Sprint from c harging access for calls 
originating and terminating within a l~ajvr Trading Area (lolTA). 
(Heaton TR 222) 

Under Wireless One's Interpretation ot the FCC ' s rule~ and the 
discuss1on in the order , Sprint would no longer be compensated by 
t oll or the RTBO rate for transport of a call to the access tandem, 
but i ns tead would be c ompensated via the transport and te r mination 
rates already agreed to by Wireles. One and Sprint . (Hearon TR 222) 
That combined rate is S . 007954 per minute . (TR 255) Th1s ls 
significant to Wirele ss One since the dif(erence between the 
cu rrent RTBO ra te o f $.0558 and the interconnect1on rate 1n thetr 
ctg r eement is more than $ . 05 per minute. (TR 257) Wtrl:'lf'ss One 
witness Heaton, in his pref iled testimony , offered to pcly an 
additive , if the Commission thought 1t app roprlate , to cover any 
incremental cost of transport as a result of the increased call1ng 
scope. CTR 228-229) He suggested an appropriate rate might be 
either $ . 00294 , which r eflects the d1frerence between the RTBO rt~te 
and Sprint ' s current s witched access rate , or $.004 , wh1ch IS the 
additive contained in the BellSouth/Vanguard Cellular , Inc. 
agreement , approved in Order No . PSC-0685-fOf-TP in ON 970228-TP . 

1The RTBO originally pro vided for the ~obile carrier to pay 
originating ac-::-ss charges (minus the Busy Hou r Minute o f Cupacity 
Charge) in lieu of the toll charges normally assessed to the end 
user. In Order No. 20475, the Commission required that c hanges in 
s witched access rates also be reflected in the RTBO. Hence, as 
access charges have been reduced, so historically has the RTBO. 
I n a subsequent proceeding, however, t he Commission broke tne link 
between access rates and the RTBO. (See Order No. PSC-1247-FOF-TP 
in ON 940235-TPl Since that time, most LECs have not reduced their 
RTBO rates when t hey reduced thei r access rates. 
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Sprint disagrees with Wireless One 's l nte rprctation o( t he FCC 
I nterconnection order , stating that the RTBO t s a purel y intrastate 
tarif f c harge t hat is regulated by the FPSC, not the fCC . (Poag TR 
383) Sprint believes that the language in the orde r doc~ not alte r 
the traditiona l local and toll cal li ng area s in Spri L' s intrastaL~ 
tariffs. Sprint argues that the RTBO is a purel\ opti onal rate 
that Wireless One elec t s to pay on behal f o f Sprint' ~ cust ome r , and 
that this arrangement does not remove 1t from the end use r toll 
ca tegory and into the realm o f interconnec tion . (Poag TR 377) 

The diagram below shows the part oC thl' c.:~ll th.lt ts at 1.ssue . 

• 

• 

tpplio&bl• Rule• 

DIAGRAM 2 
LANO·TO·MOBILE COMPENSATION 

RTBO • 

/ . 
C••j '\ 
- !· 

MTA 

' 
0 

In o rder to address this issue, it is necessary to examine t~o 
FCC ' s r ules governing transpor t and termination , as well a s those 
speci fica lly addressing CMRS t.raffic. Staff agrees with the 
pa r ties that FCC rules relevant to this is:IUC' olrt•: 
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§ 51.701 Scope of traneport and termination prioinq rules . 

{a) The prov1sions of this subpart apply to rcc 1proca l compensu ton 
for transport and terminati on of local telcc,mmunlcdtions trulft c 
between LECs and other telecommunications ca rr1ers. 

(b) Local telecommunlcar:ions traffic. f or purro~•" :. ., t thts subpart , 
local telecommunications traffi c means: 

(2) telecommunications traffic betwcpn ,, LEC and d CMR!l 
(Comme rcial Mob1le Radio Service) prov1dcr that , .u tho; 
beginning of the call , orig inates and terminates wit.ltin the 
same Major Trading Arcd, as defined 1n §24 . 202(a) o f this 
chapte r . 1 

(c) Transoort. For purposes of thls suhpdr t, trc1nspo rt is tne 
transmission and any necessary tandem sw1 tch1ng o t l ocal 
telecommunications traffic subject to section 7~1 (b)(~) of the Act 
from the i n terconnection point between the two ca rriers t.o the 
terminating carrier ' s end office s witch that directly serves the 
called party, or equivalent facility provtdcd by a ca rr irr ot. hPr 
than an incormbent LEC . 

(e) BeC1procal Compensdtlon. f"o r purposes of this subpart , d 

rcc1procal compensation arrangement between two ca rr1ers 1 5 one 1n 
which each of the two carriers receives compensati On from the o ther 
carrier for the transport and termination on each carrier ' s network 
facilities of local telecommuni c at.t o ns trafiic that origi nat.cs on 
the network facilities of the other carr1cr. 

§51 . 703 Reciprocal Coapeneation obliqation of LECe . 

(a) Each LEC shall establish rec iprocal compensat ion arrangements 
for transport and tecminat1on o( local telecommunications traffi c 
with any requesting telecommunicatlons carrier. 

(b) A LEC may not assess charges on any oL h<'r telecommuni c at.ions 
carrier for local telecommunications traffic that originates o n the 
LEC's network. 

2§24.202(a) identifies the source that defines the areas for 
each MTA as the Rand Mc Nally 1992 Commercial Atlas & Marketing 
Guide, l23rd Edition, at pages 38-39. The 50 states and the 
District of Columbia are organized into 47 MTAs and 487 BTAo (llnue 
Trading Areas) . 
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6ntlvail ; 

Staff has r eviewed these rules , the supporting discussion in 
the Interconnection order , and the partles ' u rgument s 1n the 
testimony and the briefs. We believe that 11 031 J0j6 and 1039-1043 
are particularly relevant. The discussion 111 th•·se paragraphs 
focuses on: 1) the applicability of transport and tPrmlnauon rat.~>s 

versus access cha r ges, 21 the distinction bet wP••n Trdnsport vPrsus 
Te r mination , and 3) the specific provtstons and rule5 ~~rta1ntnq 
to CMRS traffic . first, the fCC had to establ1!h the Situations 1n 
which transport and terminat1on rates would apply , v~>rsu'l wtu•ra 
switched access rates would apply. Noting th.Jt llw Act fH I's••rvc<.l 
the differences between transport and termlndtlon o t local versus 
toll traffic, the rcc concluded that rec1procul compensauon 
obligations apply only to traffic that originates and termtnates 
within a local area. (1 1033-10341 ~mphasis added. 

The rcc then defined a l ocal calling area. 
carved out its jurisdiction with respect to CMRS, 
it f rom state authority. The orde r states : 

At Lhl s p01nt , lt 
illld distinguished 

With the exception o! traffic to or from a CMRS network, 
state commissions have the authortty to determine what 
geographic areas should be constde red ''local dreas '' for 
the purpose of applying rectprocal ~ompensat 1 on 

obligations under section 251 (b) (5) , consistent w1 th the 
state commissions ' histo ric al practice o f def1n1ng local 
service areas Co r wireline L~Cs. 

Interconnection Order at 1 1035 . 

Thus , the fCC reserved Cor itself the authority to def1ne local 
calling areas f o r wire less carriers . At 1 1036, ll st.tlcs : 

On the othe r hand, in light o f thls CommlSS IOn' s 
exclus1 ·e authority t o define the authoru~ed l1cense 
areas o f wireless carriers, we will define t:he local 
service a rea for calls to or from a CMRS rH'l wor k for the 
purposes of applying reciprocal compensatllll obll)dt'ons 
under section 2 51 (b) (51 .... Because wireless l1censed 
territories arc federally authorized, and vary ln s1 ze , 
we conclude that the largest rcc-authorL:cd wireless 
license te r ritory (i.e. , MTA) 2e rvcs dS the most 
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appropriate definiti on for local service dtea f o r CMRS 
traffi c for purposes of rec iprocal compensati c.. .. under 
section 251 (b) (5) as it avoids c r e .lll ng ar t iflc ta1 
distinctions between CMRS provtders. At :o rdingly, 
traffic to or f r om a CMRS networ k that o r1 ~ nates and 
terminates wi thin the same MTA is subject t~ transport 
a nd termination rates under sect t on 2~1 (b) CSl , rat.her 
t han interstate and intrastate access cha:ges . 

Staf f not~s that although the FCC made tts analysts and set 
fo r th its rules concern1ng recip rocal compcnsatton f or transpo r t 
and termination to include all ILEC/ALEC relattonships, t.he Eighth 
Ci rcuit vacated these rules w1t.h respect t~ all ALECs exceot f or 
CMRS providers. Thus, the Etghth Circu t t. acknowledged the 
jurisdict ion of the FCC over CMRS providers in contrast to the 
authority the FCC originally sought to exert ov1·r landlinc C<lrrt e r s 
for purposes of pricing. (Sec E.1.glith Circuit. o rder filed July 18 , 
1997 at p. 16) 1 

St aff is persuaded by Sprint ' s analysis o f 47 C.F. R. 
§51 . 701 (b) (2) , which establishes l ocal calling •Heels f o r purposes 
of est.ablishing the applicabilit.y o ( transport c1nd t erm1nut t on 
r ates , to distinguish them from thos e area s !o r wh1 Ch s wt t. c hcd 
access charges would apply , fo r trafft c l nvol Vln<J CMRS . St.a t i 
agrees that this simply means that LECs and CI~RS prov HIPr s t·anno t 
cha r ge each other access cha rges l o r c·,lll 'l o rlytn.lllntJ clnd 

)Footnote 21 reads in part: Because Congress expressly amended 
sec tion 2(b) to preclude state regulation ot entry o f and rates 
charged by Co~nercial Mobile Radio Service CCHRS) providers, sec 47 
U.S.C . 152(b) (exempting the provisions of section 332), 
332(c) (3) (A), and because section 332(c) (1) (B) gives the FCC the 
authority to order LECs to interconnect with CMRS c arriero, we 
believe that the Commission has the authority to insue the rules o f 
special conce rn to t he CMRS providers, i.e., 47 C. F.R. §51.701, 
51.703, Sl.709(b), 5l.7ll (a)(1), Sl.7lS(d), and 51.717 remain in 
ful l force and effec~ with respect to the CMRS provider~. and our 
order of vacation does not appl y to them in the CMRS context . 
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tenn1nating within the MTA at the beginntnq o f the call.' (Poag TR 
379; Sprint BR 13} 

Next, staff notes that the FCC spec 1 fically defined 
"transport" within S51 . 701 (c) . As indicated ab ve , Transport is 
the transmission from the interconnection point between the two 
carriers to the terminat ing c.arrier's end ofuce sw t tch that 
directly serves the called party. Staff belteves that the meantnq 
is plain. Staff agrees wlth Sprint that transport fo r l.Jnd to 
mobile traffic begins at the potnt of interconnection . (Sprint BR 
12) In the case of Type 2A connections , that is the access tandem. 
Transport for land to mobile traffic ends at the end office switch. 

Finally, §51.703 requires that LECs not c harge CMRS providers 
access charges for call originatLon. Th1s trlterpretdLi on Is borne 
out by t he d iscussion in ,, 1042 and 1043 of the intctconnection 
orde~ . The FCC ' s concern centered on tho tradition~t access regime 
whereby LECs charge IXCs both originating and terminating access. 
The FCC noted that Section 251 (b) (5) of the Act does not address 
charges payable to a ca rr1er tholt originates traffic . The FCC, 
therefore, concluded that Section 25l(b) (5) "prohtbtts c harges such 
as those some incumbent LECs currently impose on CMRS provtders for 
LEC-originated traffic." The FCC further stated: "As of the 
effective date of this order, .a LEC must cease charqing .3 Cl-lRS 
pr ovider . for terminating LEe-originated tr.lffi c und must 

• Staff believes that the phrase •at the beginning of the 
call" ts key to interpreting the FCC's p~.:::-pose with this rule. 
Given the mobil ity of this type of traffic, the FCC had to 
establish some guidelines for determining 1~hen a call can be 
considered to be intraMTA. A car with a mobile phone can cross HTA 
boundaries any number of times during the same call. With this 
rule, the FCC established that the location of the mobile phone at 
the beginning of the call is the detennining factor as to whether 
the call is intraMTA or not. That is, if both the land line party 
and the mobile party are physically in the same MTA at the 
beginning of t,he call, then the c a ll is to be deemed an i ntraMTA 
call. This means that the mobile party can trove! out o f the MTA 
during the call and the cal l is still considered intraMTA. On the 
other hand, if the mobile party is outside the MTA of the landline 
parLy at the beginning of the call, the call is considered to be 
interMTA even it the mobile party travels inside the HTA during the 
call. 
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provide that traffic to the Clo!RS provider at no cha rge." Rule 
§51.703(b) establishes this requirement. 

Staff notes, however, that Florida's mobile interconnect tor 
tariffs , including Sprint's, have never author1zed LF.Cs to ch~rge 
for originating access so th1s last requiremen t di I not affect 
flo r ida LECs. Staff believes that the FCC's lanq tage clear ly 
i ndicates that the FCC in no way contemplated that the originating 
part o f a LEC o r iginated call (land to mobile) is incorporated i n 
the transport and termination functions for purposes of recip rocal 
compensation . That part of the call does not appear to have been 
addressed at all. 

furthermore, staff does not believe that the langudgc in 
§51.703(b), which fo rbids LECs to charge originat1ng access to CMRS 
providers , affects the ability of LECs to continue to offer the 
RTBO rate . Although t he RTBO rate does cover the originat1ng part 
of t he land to mobile call , staff d1sagrees with Wireless One that 
the RTBO constitutes "access cha rges " within the meaning of § 

51 . 703(b) . Staff does not believe that the FCC ' s rule addresses 
the voluntary subscr iption by CMRS providers t o a charge that 1s 
designed to replace the toll charges that Sprint would othcrw1se 
assess its own customers. The fact that Wireless One has 
traditionally subscribed to this provision docs not have an effect 
on the interpretation of this rule . Moreover, i! the RTBO were 
eliminated for Wireless One in this proceed ing , Sprint would in all 
likelihood begin charging its end user customers toll charges for 
applicable calls to Wireless One custor..ers. Sprint does thi s today 
on calls made by its customers to customers of CMRS providers that 
do not subscribe to the RTBO. (Poag TR 395) The RTBO ts an 
optional provision in LEC mobile interconnectlon tar1ffs. (Poag TR 
381-382) Staff does not believe that SSl. 703 (b) precludes the 
continued provision of this option . 

Sta ff acknowledges that there may be competitive difficulties 
con fronting W' re l ess One and other mob1 l e carriers because o f the 
potential dampening effect that imposition o f toll c harges could 
have on the growth of CMRS. (Wireless One BR 15, 17-20) That 1s 
why some CMRS providers have traditlonally subscr1bed to the RTBO. 
(Heaton TR 279) However, staff does not agree with Wireless One 
that the F'CC has addressed in its interconnection order , the 
question of a wi reline carrier's ability to assess toll charges to 
its own customers when calls to mobile phones or~ involved. Thio lu 

an issue which the FCC may need to address, but it is not certain 
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whether the FCC even has the jurisdiction to act since intrastate 
wireline rates and calling scopes are the province of this 
Commission. Ultimately, the most appropriate forum to address the 
different calling scopes between wireline and wire less carri~rs may 
be a generic proceeding in Florida if the CMRS industry believes 
that it is unable to compete effectively in the Fl< :ida market. 

Staff would note that some L~Cs and CMRS prov!~~rs in Florida 
have voluntarily entered into agreements whereby the CMRS provider 
pays only transport and termination plus a "LATA-wide additi ve" for 
all calls that it terminates (land to mobile), in lieu o f the RTBO. 
This approach essentially makes the entire MTA the local calltng 
area for both L~Cs and CMRS providers . Staff believes this is a 
competitively equitable approach and commends these ca rriers for 
establishing this arrangement without resorting to atbitration. 
While we believe that carricts are free to adopt such an approach , 
we do not believe that this Commission can require any LE:Cs to do 
so in an arbitration proccedtng conducted under the Act . 

Rec~nda ti.on : 

The parties were unable to agree on a dc!initton o r " local 
traffic" in the agreement and requested the Commiss~~n arbitrate 
the disagreement . (See Wireless One ' s Pe ti tion , pp . 21-221 

Wireless One's proposed definition is: 

Part B . page 22 : 
"Local Traffic" for purposes of the establishment o f 
interconnection and reciprocal compensation un~cr this 
Agreement, is defined as telecommunications traf t ic between an 
L~C and CMRS provider that , at the beginning of the call, 
o riginates and terminates with the same Major Trading Area. 
No t oll charges may be assessed upon Local Traffic o r tginated 
by Carrier or Company. All Local Traffic i.s subject to 
transport and termination rates only . 

Sprint 's proposed language is: 

Part B . page 21-22 : 
''Local Traffic '' for purposes of the establishment of 
interconnection and not t or billing o f cus tomers under this 
Agreement, is defined as telecommunications traffic between an 
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LE:C and CMRS provider that , a t the beq1nning o f the ca 11 
originates and te rminates with the same M~Jor Trading Are~ , as 
defined in 47 C. f.R. Section 24.202(a) ; provided , how••v .. ,, 
that consistent wi th Sections 1033 ct soq. o l the Fir :ll H•·p•H t 

and Order, Implementation o{ the Local Compe 1t1on Prov1s1ons 
in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC ~cket No. 96-98 
(Aug . 8, 1996) , hereinafter t he "First Repor _ and Order ,'' tl1e 
Commission shall de termine what geographi c areas should be 
considered " Local areas" for purposed of applying reciprocal 
compensation obligat ions under Section 2' 1 (bl (51 , consistent 
with the Commission's h1storical pract 1ce of def1n1nq local 
service areas f o r wi r e line LECs . (See , SPctlon 1035, rlr·•t 
Report and Order) . 

Based on staff ' s analysi s above , s taff recommends that Spr1nt ' s 
language should be inse rted for the de fin ition of " local traf{t c . " 

... . 
The parties were also unable to 

conce rn i ng "IntraLATA Toll Traffic", 
Commission arbi trate thP d1sagreement . 

agree on the 
dnd requested 

Wireles s One's proposed language is : 

Part C. Attaobment II, C. t .. p . 34 ; 

statement 
th.at the 

IntraLATA Toll Traffic . This traffic is d~fined in accordance 
wi th Company ' s then-cu rrent IntraLATA toll scrv1ng areas t o 
the extent that said traf f ic doe~ not originute and terminate 
within the same MTA. 

Sprint's proposed language 1s: 

Part C. Attaahaent II. C,4., p. 34 ; 
In t r aLATA toll traffic. For the purpo<~e of establ ish1ng 
c harges between the Ca rrie r and Company , this trafLic i s 
defined n accordance with Company ' s then-current lntraLATA 
toll serving a reas t o the e xtent that said t raffi c do~s not 
o r iginate and terminate within the same MTA. 

Al though Wireless One ' s 
contained in the fCC's rul es , 

language 1s Identical tC> that 
given tho n.lluro of tho dlsputt• 
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between the t wo car r iers , sta ff recommends , bas ed on the analys 13 
above , that Sp r int ' s language be approved . 
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ISSUE 3: Should this docket be closed? 

RBCOMMBNPATIOH: No. If the CommiSSI On approves staU '11 

recommendations in Issues 1 and 2, the part.iea sh• uld be 1equ11ed 
to file their final arbitration agreement. con( rming with the 
Commission• s rulings within 30 days o f the issua1 :e of the Order 
from this recommendation. This docket should remain open pendin~ 
Commission approval of the parties final arbitration agreement in 
accordance with Section 252(e) o f the Act . 

STAPf ANaLYSIS: If the Commiss1on approves &t aff's recommendations 
in Issues 1 and 2, the part1es should be required to f1le the1r 
final arbitration agreement conforming with the Commission's 
rulings within 30 days of the issuance f'f the Order from th1s 
recommendation . This docket should remain open pending Commiss1o n 
approval of the parties final arbitration agreement in accordance 
with Section 252(e) of the Act. 
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