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SPRINT- FLORIDA INC. 
DOCKET NO . 97ll~4-TP 

FI LED: October 28, 1997 

BEFORE THE FLORIDA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY 

OF 

F. BEN POAC 

Please state your name, business &ddress and title. 

Hy name is P. Ben Poag. I am amp loyed as Director-

Tariffs and Regulatory Kanaqement for Sprint-Florida, 

Inc. Hy business 11ailing address is Post Oft'ic c Box 

2214 , Tall ahassee, Florida. 32301 . 

Rave you previously filed testimony in this proceeding? 

Yea, 1 filed prepared direct ~estimony i n thi s 

proceeding . 

What io the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

The purposG ot' 11y rebuttal testimony is t o address 

spec ific statements in tho direct tcstimonion of Hr. 

Meyer and Hr. Heaton teatit'ying for Wireles s One. 

Is Hr. Hoyer's testimony on page 5, lines 9 and 10 , a 

coJDplete deecription of Sprint's end office t o end uaorn 

DOCUHEIH tiUI'I!lf R- DATE. 
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rP!iC· p[CORDS/REPORTIHG. 
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Q. 

A. 

connections? 

No. Mr. Meye r portrays Sprint's local loop facility as 

"a sinqle wireline between the end office and the fixed 

end user location." This may be true tor some 

connections, however, in the majority of tho cases there 

are reaote switches, subscriber line carrier (SLC) 

systems, and carrier (copper and tiber) systems between 

the host and end office switches and SLCs. Thus, while 

tho final link to the customer, the distribution link, 

may be a sinqle wirelino copper facility, there may be 

several links in the overall loop which ore not a single 

wirelino facility . 

What is the signit'icance of those other wi reline network 

elements? 

Tho significance is that Wireless One is attempting to 

over simplit'y Sprint's wireline netwo rk so that it will 

appear Wireless One ' s cell sitos deserve recognition as 

an end office switch. However, Wireless One ' s cell sites 

are more properly classified as a piaco of network 

equipment necessary to complete the final loop connection 

to the end user. As I explain later this is the same 

typo of loop functionality that is port'ormod in Sprint ' s 
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Q. 

A. 

wireline network by a SLC. However, Wireloa• One in its 

description or Sprint ' s network fails to include the SLC. 

What are the implication• of the functional and technical 

differences or Sprint ' s and Wireless One's networks from 

a policy perspective? 

As presented in the direct testimony of Hr. Heyer, tho 

functionality that Wireless One attributes to its cell 

sites aa awitching functionality is actually tho hardware 

and software required to complete the cellular end user 

loop. In other words, the "cc..ntrol data base procNISor" 

as referred to on paqe 9, line 3 of Mr. Meyer's testimony 

is not performing tho functions of transport and end 

office switching as defined by the FCC. Rather, the 

control data base processor directs a connection 

function, not a switching function, at the cell sites 

that serves to connect tho wireless port ion of the 

cellular loop to fixed elements of the loop. This is 

functionally equivalent to the connection made at a 

subscriber line carrier (SLC) in a wirelino network, that 

is, connecting the feeder side of the loop to the 

distribution aide . Thus, for purposes of determining the 

applic~tion of reciproca l compensation, those are loop 

costs that are excluded. Sprint doos not include SLC 
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A. 

costs in its local interconnection reciprocal 

compensation rotea; thus it would be inappropriate to 

allow Wireless One to recover its loop cost through 

reciprocal compensation. 

Please explain the similarities between tho connection 

function perforaed by a SLC and the functionality of a 

Wireless One cell site in the context of ostoulishing o 

loop connection. 

Based on ray outside plant: engineering, costing and 

pricinq experience, I know that tho SLC is a 

concentration device which condenses tho troff ic from 

many linea to a lesser number of lines. Tho subscriber 

side, or field side, of a SLC connects directly to the 

distribution cable (many lines) that terminates at 

various subscriber premises. The other side of the SLC 

(the end office switch aide) connects to a lesser number 

of circuits that connects subscribers to the end office 

switch. As on example, the subscriber side of the SLC 

might connect to 400 copper pairs which terminate at the 

subscribers ' premises within a subdivision. Between the 

end office switch and the SLC there may be only 96 

circuits. Since all 400 subacribers will not bo using 

their telephones at tho some ti•o, i t is not necessary to 
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Q. 

A. 

ha ve 400 cir cuits all t he way back to tho end .> f fice 

s witch. The SLC establishes the connection between the 

circuits on each s i de of t ho SLC when a telephone 

subscriber within the subdivision goes off hook to make 

a call or when a telephone subscriber within the 

subdivision recei~es a call. This connection function is 

per formed to complete t he loop circuit from the end user 

to the end office switch. Essentially, this is tho same 

type ot connection made at a cell site under the 

direction ot the control data base processor as desc ribed 

by Hr . Heyer . That is, the cell site, establi£~es the 

connecti on between the mobile wireless portion of the 

loop circuit and the fixed portion of the loop c ircuit 

back to the cellular switch. 

What is tho significance ot these network difference s in 

terms of :.. •• e Act and the f'CC' s reciprocal compensati on 

requirements? 

Requiring Sprint to co•pansate Wireless One to~ a portion 

ot its loop costs would be inconsistent with the Ac t and 

t he f'CC ' a 96- 98 order. Addi tionally, since cell s i tes do 

not have the aa•e .witching func tionality a s Sprint ' s end 

offic e 3Witches, Sprint cannot directly c onnec t from its 

swi tches to Wireless One ' s cell sit e s to terminate 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Ooos 360° Communications subooribe to tho roverse toll 

billing option (RTBO)? 

Yea. 

ooeo any CHRS carrier interconnocting with Sprint recoive 

t h e bener it or the RTBO option without paying the 

tarirred rate? 

No. Some CKRS carriers do not subscribe even though they 

are i nterconnected. All carriers subscribing pay the 

tarirred charges . Where CKRS carriers do not subscribe 

to the RTBO option , we bill tho end user customers the 

usage charges. I am not aware or any ond usor customer 

compl aints. 

Do you have any comment on Hr. Heaton's testimony 

regarding a single provision or a negotiated agreement 

between BellSouth and vanguard? 

Because that agreement is related to a contosted issue 

that has not beon ruled a part or this c ase, I will not 

address it hare. 

Mr. Heaton suggests that 47 CFR 51.70l(b)(2) requires 
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A.. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A.. 

thnt RTBO aay not be applied to cal.a that are now 

ch~rged to Wireless One under Sprint's taritt. Do you 

agree? 

No. 

Why do you disagree? 

Hr. li oaton' s view ignores tho purpose behind tho FCC' o 

distinction between local and toll traffic. 

What 1.11 the aiqniticance ot the distinction between local 

and tCill? 

First, as initially addressed in my direct testimony, the 

FCC's rules only relate to reciprocal compensation 

bet~•oen carriers. In the case of the reverse toll bill 

option, which Wireless One subscribes to in 1 leu of 

Sprint charging the originating end users, local calls, 

i.e., 9.25 meaaage rate calls and toll calls are 

includee. Thus even though aoae of these routes are 

local by Florida Statute 364 . 02(2), Wireloso One ooems to 

conclude that Sprint cannot charge its c ustomers. or 

alternatively at Wireless One's option, Wireless On~. CGr 

these calls. It is iaportant to note that oven though 
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Q. 

theae $.25 aeaaage rate routea are local, there are still 

end uaer charqes . Thus, the FCC ' a detinition ot "local" 

tor r1tciprocal coapensation between carriers is 

irrelevant with regard to each carrier ' s charges to its 

end uaera. The iaaue ia not what Sprint charg~e its end 

users but whet Sprint will be poying Wireless One to 

terainate these calls. It the calls originate on 

Sprint ' ~ network end terminate on Wireless One ' s network 

within the saae HTA, Sprint will pay Wireless One the 

applicAtion, interc onnection rates to tendnate these 

$.25 •~•aaqe end toll calla. These local interconnection 

ratea have already been agreed upon by Sprint and 

Wireles11 One and are not in dispute in this arbitrotion; 

tho ratoJa are listod in Exhibit 1 to Attachment 1 of the 

aqr:-ment. Because ot federal action, Sprint will now be 

coapens.sted at the lower priced local interconnection 

rates r~ther than access charges when Sprint term i nates 

calla tltat are originoted anywhere within Wireless One ' s 

HTA. In contraat, ILECs and CLECa will c ontinuo t o pay 

each other terminating access tor toll calls defined by 

the Florido Public Service Coa~~isaion and terminated t o 

uach other within tho HTA. 

Ooea thi s conclude your rebuttal t oatimony? 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
DOCKET NO . 9711 94- TP 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a true a nd correct copy of the foreg o ing 

was served by u.s. Mail this 28 day o! October, 1997 to the 

followinq: 

Will iam A. ~am., Eeq . 
Arter ' Hadden 
Ono ColWilbu• Circl e 
10 West Broad Struet, Suite 2100 
Columbus, Ohio 43215-3422 
Attorneya tor Wir~leae One 

Beth Culpepper, f.aq. 
William Cox £aq. 
Divi•ion o! Lo9al Service• 
Florida Public service Commiasion 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd . 
Tallahaaaee, rloridA 32399 

@,~B aee, 
cares~winlce'f 
Attorney Cor 
Sprint-Florida, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2214, 
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Will i am A. Adama, ~uq. 

Arter ' Hadden 
One Columbua Circle 
10 West Broad Street, Suite 2100 
Columbus, Ohio 4321S-3422 
Attorneys for W1rele sa One 

Beth Culpepper, Esq. 
William Cox Esq. 
Diviaion of Legal Service• 
Florida Public Servi ce Commlaal on 
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd. 
Tallahaaaee, Florida 32399 

Attorney Cor 
Sprint-Florida, Inc . 
P.O. Box 2214, 
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