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Administrative Law Judges 
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SUBJECT: SprintCom, Inc., WirelessCo, L.P. NPCR, Inc. d/b/a Nextel 

Partners and Nextel West Corp. 
 

Petition for Arbitration pursuant to Section 252(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 to Establish an 
Interconnection Agreement with Illinois Bell Telephone 
Company. 

 
RECOMMENDATION: Enter Arbitration Order. 
 
 

This Order is being resubmitted to the Commission from the June 18, 2013 
agenda without any changes. 

 
This matter concerns SprintCom, Inc. and WirelessCo, L.P.’s (“Sprint’s”) Petition 

for Arbitration filed with the Commission on October 3, 2012.  Sprint’s Petition asks the 
Commission to arbitrate the terms, conditions, and prices for interconnection and 
related arrangements with Illinois Bell Telephone Company d/b/a AT&T Illinois (“AT&T”) 
pursuant to Section 252(b) of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

The parties are currently operating under a voluntarily negotiated commercial 
mobile radio service (“CMRS”) interconnection arrangement.  Sprint seeks to enter into 
a new interconnection agreement pursuant to Section 252 in order to take advantage of 
recent changes in telecommunications law, specifically the Supreme’s Court’s decision 
in Talk America and the FCC’s CAF Order.   

The issues that remain unresolved between the parties fall under eight general 
categories, which are briefly summarized below.  

Use of Interconnection Facilities 
The issues addressed within this section relate to the use of the “Interconnection 

Facilities” that connect Sprint’s network and AT&T’s network. The Commission must 
determine the extent to which Sprint can use total element long run incremental cost 
(“TELRIC”) (i.e., cost-based) facilities, and when Sprint must purchase facilities from 
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AT&T’s access tariffs.  The Supreme Court’s decision in Talk America is relevant to 
these issues. 

Interconnection Facility Pricing 
These issues address how the Interconnection Facilities will be priced.  Also, 

these issues address the interim period between the effective date of the 
interconnection agreement and when the necessary conversions - billing or physical - 
have been completed. 

Points of Interconnection (“POI”) 
The POI is the physical and financial demarcation point between the carriers’ 

networks.  These issues consider when Sprint will be required to establish an additional 
POI and also when Sprint may decommission an existing POI.  For the most part, these 
issues apply previous Commission Arbitration decisions. 

Internet Protocol (“IP”) Interconnection 
In this section, Sprint requests that the Commission find that IP Interconnection is 

feasible and required under TA96, but Sprint has not come to the Commission with a 
specific proposal.  Because of this failure, the Arbitration Decision adopts Staff’s 
proposal that the parties attempt to resolve this issue and come back to the 
Commission at a later date.   

The Commission may want to consider opening an investigation into the legal 
arguments and technical feasibility of IP Interconnection and, if required by TA96, what 
rates would apply.  In that proceeding the Commission could look at the network 
structure of AT&T Illinois and AT&T Corp. and which parts should be under the 
Commission’s jurisdiction. IP interconnection is an important issue that would perhaps 
be better dealt with outside the time constraints of an arbitration. 

Transit 
This issue concerns what rate a Transit Service Provider should charge for 

Transit Traffic Service.  Sprint requests that the Commission find that Section 251 and 
252 of the 1996 Act require AT&T to provide transit service at TELRIC-based rates.  
AT&T argues that Section 251 does not obligate it to provide transit service, let alone 
transit service at TELRIC-based rates.  There is no controlling federal law on this issue 
in Illinois; however, the Commission determined in prior arbitrations that there is no rule 
requiring ILECS to provide transit service.  Staff agrees with AT&T to the extent that the 
FCC has never required an ILEC to provide transit service under Sections 251 and 252; 
however, Staff argues that the transit traffic rate should be based upon TELRIC for 
public policy reasons.  The Arbitration Decision finds that record evidence in this matter 
has sufficiently raised the question of whether AT&T’s TELRIC-based rate, established 
over ten years ago, remains valid and initiates an investigation to determine AT&T’s 
updated TELRIC-based transit service rate.  Pending the outcome of the investigation, 
the Arbitration Decision finds that AT&T may charge its current TELRIC transit rate on 
an interim basis. 
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IntraMTA Traffic 
These issues address intercarrier compensation for IntraMTA Traffic. 
InterMTA Traffic 
These issues address intercarrier compensation for InterMTA Traffic. 
Miscellaneous 
There are various miscellaneous issues addressing such matters related to 

deposit requirements, billing disputes, unpaid charges, and disconnection. 
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