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April 14, 2003 

 
VIA ELECTRONIC FILING 
 
Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 - 12th Street, S.W. 
Room TW-A325 
Washington, D.C.  20554 

Re: Notice of Ex Parte Presentation 
CC Docket No. 01-92 – Inter-carrier Compensation 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

This is to advise you that, on April 11, 2003, Verizon Wireless representatives Charon 
Harris, Elaine Critides, and L. Charles Keller of Wilkinson Barker Knauer, LLP, met with 
Catherine Seidel, Deputy Chief, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau; Jennifer Tomchin, legal 
counsel to the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Chief; Jared Carlson, Deputy Chief, Policy 
Division, and Stacy Jordan, Industry Economist, Policy Division, to discuss CMRS 
interconnection issues in the above-referenced docket.   

In the meeting, Verizon Wireless urged the Commission to remove substantial 
uncertainty with respect to inter-carrier compensation by granting three currently pending 
petitions.  Verizon Wireless proposed the approach detailed in this letter, which is entirely 
consistent with the Commission’s prior statements and would not bind the Commission to any 
particular long-term outcome in this docket.   

T-Mobile Petition.  Verizon Wireless urged the Commission to grant the petition by T-
Mobile and other carriers requesting a declaratory ruling that LECs’ so-called “wireless 
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termination tariffs” violate Commission rules.1  Under sections 251 and 332, LEC-CMRS 
interconnection is to be governed by negotiated or arbitrated interconnection agreements, not 
unilateral rates.2  Under the Commission’s rules, in situations where no interconnection 
agreement exists between carriers, LECs and CMRS carriers must compensate each other at   
“reasonable” rates.3  Because of widespread confusion in the marketplace, it may be necessary 
for the Commission to establish the range of “reasonable rates” through proxy rates, much as it 
originally did in the First Local Competition Order, until a more permanent solution can be 
reached in this docket.   

Verizon Wireless encouraged the Commission to clarify in the course of ruling on the T-
Mobile petition its prior ruling that traffic to or from LECs and CMRS carriers that originates 
and terminates in the same Major Trading Area (MTA) is local and subject to the reciprocal 
compensation rules unless it is carried by an interexchange carrier (IXC), in which case it is 
subject to interstate and intrastate access charges.4  In addition to being consistent with the 
FCC’s prior statements, this approach recognizes that Congress preserved the access charge 
regime when it codified reciprocal compensation requirements.5  IXC-carried traffic should not 
be subject to reciprocal compensation even if it originates and terminates in the same MTA.  All 
other traffic, however, between a CMRS carrier and a LEC that originates and terminates in the 
same MTA is “local” traffic and subject to the Commission’s reciprocal compensation rules. 

Verizon Wireless acknowledges that, because of some incumbent local exchange 
carriers’ (“ILECs’”) equal access obligations, this approach may result in some traffic originated 
on ILECs’ networks being subject to access charges because it is carried by IXCs, while other 
traffic from the same CMRS carrier to the same ILEC may be carried by another transiting LEC 
and therefore be subject to reciprocal compensation.  Verizon Wireless believes that this 
                                                 
1  Comment Sought on Petitions for Declaratory Ruling Regarding Inter-carrier Compensation 

for Wireless Traffic, Public Notice, 17 FCC Rcd 19046 (2002). 

2  See Comments of Verizon Wireless, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed October 18, 2002); Reply 
Comments of Verizon Wireless, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed Nov. 1, 2002). 

3  47 C.F.R. § 20.11(b)(1). 

4  Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 
First Report and Order, 11 FCC Rcd 15499, 16016, ¶ 1043 (1996) (“First Local Competition 
Order”).    

5  47 U.S.C. § 251(g). 
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outcome is unavoidable given the statutory structure Congress has put in place.  CMRS carriers 
should be free to route traffic they originate to other carriers through any means they determine 
to be in their economic interest, including via direct connection facilities, a transiting local 
carrier, or an IXC.  Verizon Wireless does not believe that this structure presents CMRS carriers 
with any arbitrage opportunities. 

A necessary corollary to the MTA Rule is that LECs have the obligation to deliver to 
CMRS providers without charge LEC-originated local traffic anywhere within the MTA in 
which the call originated.6  LEC-originated traffic that is carried by an IXC is also delivered 
without charge to a terminating CMRS carrier, as the CMRS carrier is not charged for receipt of 
the traffic and may, under certain circumstances, be entitled to receive access charges for 
terminating the call. 7  The Commission also should clarify that if LECs may require CMRS 
carriers to pay for dedicated facilities used solely to deliver traffic originated by other carriers 
(i.e., “transit” traffic), CMRS carriers may recover those costs through the reciprocal 
compensation charges they assess on the carrier originating the traffic.8   

Sprint v. BellSouth Numbering Petition.  Verizon Wireless also urged the Commission 
to grant Sprint’s petition for declaratory ruling9 and make clear that all carriers must load into 
their switches the rating and routing points provided by the carrier to which NANPA has granted 
the numbers.  All carriers must honor such requests irrespective of whether the rating and routing 
points are the same or whether the rating and routing points are within the service territory of the 
carrier being asked to load the numbers, provided the rating point is within the licensed service 
territory of the requesting carrier.10  To rule otherwise would allow other carriers to impede the 
ability of CMRS carriers to ho ld numbering resources throughout their FCC-licensed territories. 

                                                 
6  TSR Wireless LLC v. US West Communications, Inc., 15 FCC Rcd 11166, 11186, ¶ 31 (2000) 

(“TSR Wireless”), citing 47 C.F.R. § 51.701(b).   

7  Petitions of Sprint PCS and AT&T Corp. for Declaratory Ruling Regarding CMRS Access 
Charges, 17 FCC Rcd 13192 (2002) (“CMRS Access Charge Declaratory Ruling”). 

8  Mountain Communications, Inc., v. Qwest Communications Int’l, Inc., 17 FCC Rcd 15135, 
15136, ¶ 2 (2002) (“Mountain”).   

9  Comment Sought on Sprint Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Rating and 
Routing of Traffic By ILECs, Public Notice, 17 FCC Rcd 13859 (2002).   

10  The Commission can easily distinguish the Sprint petition from the “virtual NXX” issue in 
this docket because “virtual NXX” issues arise when only one LEC is involved.   
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This outcome is also consistent with the Industry Numbering Committee (“INC”) guidelines for 
the use of numbering resources11 and is necessary for proper call completion.   

As CMRS carriers expand service outside urban areas, it is critical for numbering 
resources to be available throughout CMRS licensed service territories.  CMRS carriers do not 
have incentives to assign numbers in these areas unless they have customers there.  As has been 
described at length in the comments in response to the Sprint petition, 12 CMRS carriers should 
not be required to enter into direct interconnection arrangements with independent ILECs to have 
numbers rated in the independent ILECs’ territories, provided the independent ILEC’s territory is 
within the CMRS carrier’s licensed service territory.  The volume of traffic exchanged between 
CMRS carriers and many small independent ILECs often does not justify the cost of direct 
interconnection facilities.  In many instances, even if a CMRS carrier were to construct dedicated 
facilities from an independent LEC’s end office, some land-to-mobile calls would not complete 
over the direct trunks.13  Also, there are technical limitations on the number of direct 
interconnections that a mobile switch can support.  In areas where many carriers provide service, 
requiring direct interconnection with all carriers could exhaust the physical capacity of the 
mobile switch.   

US LEC Petition.  In concluding, Verizon Wireless also provided the staff with a brief 
overview of the consequences that have flowed in the marketplace from the CMRS Access 
Charge Declaratory Ruling.  We described how the decision has ironically made it more difficult 
for CMRS carriers to negotiate access charge agreements with IXCs, despite the decision’s 
holding that CMRS carriers may assess terminating access charges pursuant to such agreements.  
We also urged the Commission to grant US LEC’s petition and clarify that IXCs must pay for 
access services jointly provided by CMRS carriers and competitive local exchange carriers.  The 
joint billing for such services is specifically sanctioned by industry agreement per the Open 
Billing Forum (“OBF”) of the Alliance for Telecommunications Industry Solutions (“ATIS”) in 
its Multiple Exchange Carrier Access Billing (“MECAB”) document.14   

                                                 
11  See Central Office Code Guidelines, Section 6.2.2, attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 

12  See, e.g., Reply Comments of Verizon Wireless, CC Docket No. 01-92 (filed Aug. 19, 2002). 

13  If an independent ILEC is subtending another LEC’s tandem, the independent might not be 
able to “tandem” calls in the land-to-mobile direction from third-party carriers such as IXCs, 
LECs, or other CMRS providers.  

14  See ATIS MECAB document, attached as Exhibit 2. 
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Finally, Verizon Wireless observed that, while the approach to local reciprocal 
compensation issues discussed above are the best solutions presently available to these problems, 
the best long-term solution is probably the adoption of a bill-and-keep system, such as the 
SYBAK system proposed by Verizon Wireless and Verizon Communications in this docket.15   

Please direct any questions regarding this filing to the undersigned. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

WILKINSON BARKER KNAUER, LLP 

By:     /s/    
L. Charles Keller 

Attachments (3) 
 
cc (via email): Catherine Seidel 
  Jennifer Tomchin 
  Jared Carlson 
  Stacy Jordan 

                                                 
15  See Verizon/Verizon Wireless SYBAK Proposal, chart attached as Exhibit 3. 
























