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Pursuant to the action of the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“TRA” or “Authority”) on
July 22, 2014, and the Parties agreed to timeframe for submitting Reply Briefs, the Tennessee
Rural Coalition ("Coalition” or “RLECs”), whose members are listed on the cover sheet, files

this Reply Brief.

INTRODUCTION

The Authoﬂty set a rate the RLECSs are owed for the Historical Period (traffic exchanged
between October 1, 2004 and June 30, 2012). The. Award was straightforward, plain and simple;
there were no “ifs”, “ands” or “buts”. Now, AT&T attempts to ignore the Authority’s ruling by a
Kafkaesque argument that the RLECs should have billed a rate during the proceeding when a

permanent rate was not vet established. In short, AT&T is in effect saying, “The TRA ruled we

owe all of you, but we refuse to pay some of you.”

ARGUMENT

The RLECs have an absolute risht te pavment for the Historic Period.

The RLECs set forth their support of their language for 5.1.3 in their Main Brief filed
July 29, 2014." As noted in the RLECs Main Brief, the very purpose of the arbitration brought by |
the CMRS carriers, of which only AT&T Mobility remains, was to set terms and conditions of
the interconnection agreement (“ICA”) including a permanent reciprocal compensation rate —
which as AT&T Mobility noted in its September 10, 2004 Brief at page 2 is “to be paid for all

Telecommunications Traffic.”

' As the RLEC’s noted in their Main Brief filed July 29, 2014 in footnote 3 — “The RLECs would point out that they
have endeavored to isolate all disputed language to section 5.1.3. However, given the enormous significance to the
RLECs of compensation for the Historic Period, the RLECs want it clear that payment for the Historic Period s an
absolute right under the Awards and language relating to billing or effective date or other language in the ICA is not
the basis to otherwise deprive the RLECs of their long overdue payment.”



The CMRS carrier’s obligation to pay the reciprocél compensation rate was clearly
recognized in the June 3, 2004 testimony of the various Joint CMRS witnesses” as follows:

On July 31, 2003 Cingular entered inte a ‘Meet Point Billing agreement with

Bellsouth....Implicit in this agreement was the understanding that Cingular would

compensate the Coalition members directly for the termination of Cingular

intraMTA traffic (based on appropriate transport and termination rates...).’

Testimony of William Brown at page 5.

Q. Are CMRS Providers responsible for paying compensation to an ICO that
terminates a call originated by that CMRS Provider’s customers?

A. Yes. CMRS Providers are responsible for paying the terminating LEC the

appropriate reciprocal compensation charges for intraMTA Traffic. Sprint (each

CMRS carrter) is willing to compensate the ICOs an appropriate reciprocal

compensation rate for this intraMTA Traffic.” Testimony of Billy H. Pruitt at

page 17.

In fact the relief requested by AT&T Mobility in its October 5, 2004 Reply Brief was a
ruling from the TRA that “The originating carrier bears the responsibility to compensate the
termimating carrier under the FCC’s reciprocal compensation rules.” (At Page 20) The TRA in its
2006 Award at page 24 so concluded: “The Company that originates the call is responsible for
paying the party terminating the call,”

That AT&T Mobility is obligated to pay reciprocal compensation to the terminating
RLECs should be beyond challenge. So, while AT&T Mobility argues that its language
accurately and adequately reflects the TRA’s Awards; AT&T Mobility does not acknowledge the
RLEC’s right to payment - a fact the RLECs believe was tantamount in the TRA Awards. AT&T
Mobility’s shell game, by which no shell provides for the right to payment as a result of one
excuse or another: e.g. billing was not made within two years; the RLECs did not sign the AT&T

Mobility prescribed formal interim arrangement; the RLECs did not bill at some AT&T Mobility

deemed appropriate point in the Historic Period or the RLECs did not bill at the interim rate, etc.

? The various CMRS carriers divided up areas of testimony among various CMRS witnesses, but the testimony was
offered on behalf of ALL CMRS carriers.



Not one of these excuses or any other excuse justifies nonpayment of the reciprocal
compensation rates and true up — promised and contemplated throughout this proceeding and
paid by the other CMRS carriers. The law and the facts, as detailed in the RLEC’s Main Brief,
fully justify and in fact mandate payment in full of the monies due for terminating AT&T
Mobility’s traffic for an eight year period and heretofore billed by the RLECs.

AT&T Mobility’s position ignores the very obvious problem of including their vague and
already disputed interpretation of the language at issue in an attempt to have the TRA pave the
way for further disputes over the Coalition’s right to payment for the Historic Period.” There
should be absolutely no means to dispute either the relief granted the RLEC Coalition in the
TRA’s Final Award or the federal law requirement for AT&T Mobility’s obligation to pay
reciprocal compensation for the Historic Period. Yet, AT&T Mobility would have the TRA
approve AT&T Mobility’s language merely so AT&T Mobility can  continue the now 10 plus
year old litigation and continued free use of the RLEC services for the Historic Period by
refusing to make the right to payment of reciprocal compensation absolute. It is ironic that
AT&T Mobility concludes its brief on page 16 by indicating that enforcing the TRA’s 2014
Award is a “multi-million dollar gift” to the RLECs when in fact their own witnesses and
pleadings recognized the obligation to pay the terminating carrier aﬁd thus nonpayment to the
RLEC’s is a multi-million dollar windfall to AT&T Mobility for services provided by the

RLECs".

> AT&T Mobility’s argument that somehow the conditions for payment of the true wp were not previously raised and
somehow waived 1s a red herring. Payment of reciprocal for the Historic Period has been at the heart of the
proceeding. Every other CMRS carrier, which received comparable interim billings (See Interim Accounting
statements of the vartous CMRS carriers filed on or about April 12, 2007 at Docket No 06-00228) resolved the
payment for the Historic Period and entered into ICAs 1n 2012-2013 which were filed with the TRA,

* As noted on page 16 of the RLEC’s Main Brief, this protracted litigation and forced/confiscated free service by
AT&T is not in the interest of the residents of Tennessee.



AT&T Mobility contends in its Main Brief on page 2 that the 2006 Award resolved all of
the issues which had been submitted to the TRA and everything needed to finalize an ICA was
resolved”. As anyone involved with this proceeding recognizes, that is clearly not the case. First
the Coalition filed a Petition for Suspension and modification which was granted by the TRA on
June 30, 2008 and the reciprocal compensation rates were not finally set until the 2014 Award.
Second, there was no single ICA submitted to the TRA upon which the 2006 Award was based
but rather as admitted by Cingular in its Arbitration Petition at Docket 03-00586, submitted on
November 6, 2003: “The Parties have not agreed to a ‘baseline’ negotiation document but
instead have addressed substantive disputes through an issues list. Although several attempts
have been made by both parties to consolidate language into one document, neither side has
agreed to a common document.” (Page 5). In response, the RLECs on December 1, 2003
clearly stated that “. ., arbitration of the 18 issues presented by the Petition will not resolve an
interconnection agreement between and among the parties because as any comparison between
the ICO’s drafts and the CMRS Provider’s draft will demonstrate, there are many additional
incompatible provisions between the approaches of the two documents...”

Thus for AT&T Mobility to state that with the issuance of the 2006 Award “the RLECs
had everything they needed to finalize their ICAs with AT&T Mobility” (Brief at page 2) is
wholly inaccurate.

AT&T Mobility goes on in its brief to contend that that the RLECs should have entered
into interim [CAs and that “Some of the RLECs entered into such contracts with AT&T
Mobility” (Id at page 2) is again inaccurate. No RLEC entered mto an interim ICA, assuming

such a thing can in fact exist, but rather there was an abbreviated document captioned “Interim

7 As the March 27, 2013 Hearing Officer’s Report states: “the Parties agreed that at the time the TRA adopted an
interim rate for reciprocal compensation, subject to true-up, it also ordered, but has not yet convened, additional
proceedings fo establish a permanent rate. (pages §-9).



Arrangeinent”6 which was entered into by a limited number of companies. It was and 1s the
RLECs position that no written arrangement was required nor did the TRA mandate such in its
2006 Award. Moreover the RLEC billings were 'pursuant to the TRA order, which also provided
for rtetroactive true up.” As TDS advised AT&T Mobility relative to AT&T Mobility’s
preconditions to payment on June I, 2006:

TDS Telecom has been mnformed that Cingular will not pay these invoices until an

agreement has been reached. This position appears in direct contradiction with

the concept of interim rates. If in fact it is Cingular’s position to continue to

withhold payment, please provide the legal basis for disregarding invoices

rendered at TRA ordered interim rates. Otherwise, please advise when TDS

Telecom can expect to receive payment of the amounts shown above.

TDS did enter into the “Interim Arrangement” since it was the only way Cingular/AT&T
Mobility would pay. However, to allow AT&T Mobility to be allowed to bully the RLECS and
require an unnecessary agreement and then use an RLEC’s unwillingness to submit to the
bullying as .a basis to avoid payment, cannot be sanctioned. It 1s important to recognize that had
ICAs been entered into on the basis of the very low “interim rate™ there could have been Section
252(i) of the 1996 Act ramifications to defend. In fact, AT&T Mobility’s own witness William
Brown in his letter dated June 6, 2007, in response to the June 1, 2006 TDS letter referred to
above, addressed the “interim arrangement” and stated “such an arrangement would not take the
place of an interconnection agreement (the terms of which would be subject to the order of the
TRA and any subsequent appeal). Instead, the interconnection agreement would simply establish

applicable rate and traffic rations for interim payments.” (Emphasis added) Thus, contrary to

AT&T Mobility’s now argued position; an ICA was not contemplated even by AT&T Mobility

® There is no such thing as a “Non-Conforming” RLEC. There are merely RLECS that did not give in to AT&T
Mobility’s unilateral ‘conditions’ and had no obligation o do so.

" The RLECs never admitted as indicated on page 14 of the AT&T Mobility Main Brief that they were “obliged to
enter into” ICAs following the 2006 Award. Rather the RLECS indicated that following the 2014 Award where the
permanent reciprocal compensation rate had been set that the RLECs expected the Parties would file an ICA with
the Authority



at that time. So while the four TDS companies did enter into an “Interim Agreement”, others
such as Dekalb, Crockett, Peoples, West Tennessee, North Central, and Yorkville did bill
Cingular/AT&T Mobility and other CMRS carriers throughout the Historic Period, but at a rate
different from the interim rate.® Other RLECs sent bills subsequent to 2006. Cingular did not,
and has not to this date, paid the RLECs, other than TDS, a single penny. It is also important to
note that as Cingular stated on page 1 of its “Interim Accounting at Docket No 06-00228,
“(Cingular) establishes an accrual at the time such an invoice for usage is received. Geherally,
the accruals will be for the billed amount of usage charges — not as an admission that such
charges are correct, but for accounting purposes.” * Clearly Cingular recognized by this action its
obligation to true up. Cingular accrued at the full billed rate but now, in spite of recognizing an
obligation to pay, contends that no payment is required. The most obvious statement by AT&T
Mobility that billing was not required to entitle one to frue up is the statement at page 4 of the
Interim Accounting (ID) which states: “Cingular reserves its right to invoice each of the above
carriers for traffic exchanged and payments due during the pendency of the proceeding to
establish permanent,... rates for each carrier...” (Emphasis added) Cingular, now AT&T
Mobility , however seeks to deny that very same right to the RLECs it said existed for itself. In
fact AT&T Mobility is so brazen as to now state that the RLECs “were required to bill in order

to qualify for the true-up the 2006 Award contemplated...” Brief (at page 3) and “waived their

® AT&T Mobility ’s statement on page 8 that the “Non-Conforming RLECs...chose not to.. bill AT&T Mobility for
the traffic the Parties exchanged during the Historic Period” is not correct. Bills were sent by most companies during
the Historic Period and all REECs have sent bills to AT&T Mobility for the Historic Period at the TRA approved
rates promptly after the 2014 Award was issued.

® AT&T Mobility never sought any relief from maintaining such an accrual.



right to the true-up” (Id). A requirement they specifically, by their own filing, acknowledged
was neither required nor waived.'’

AT&T Mobility also fails to recognize that the TRA has already rejected this argument.
As the March 27, 2013 Hearing Officer’s Report and Recommendation stated (page 6):

In addition, the CMRS Providers asserted that, even if the TRA determined that it
should proceed to set rates for the period prior to July 1, 2012, bill-and-keep is the
appropriate method of compensation and should be imposed. In the absence of
specific ICAs between the Parties, and asserting that the RLLECs have failed to bill
traffic at the intertm rate set by the TRA, the CMRS Providers contended that bill-
and-keep was already in effect between it and the RLECs. Therefore the CMRS
Providers asserted that no further action is required by the TRA, and asked that
the docket be closed.

In its comments, the RLECs noted that it had continued in its attempt to negotiate

[CAs with the CMRS Providers, as encouraged by the Authority, but has achieved

only limited success in resolving this matter. Asserting that the interim rate

established by the Authority was too low to entice some CMRS Providers to

negotiate a settled rate, the Coalition urged the Authority to set a permanent rate

for the historical period using, as a benchmark, the market-based rates that have

come from successful carrier negotiations. (Footnotes omitted)'’

The Hearing Officer went on to indicate on page 7 that AT&T Mobility had noted that “if
the RLLECs wish to litigate whether it is entitled to true-up interim compensation accrued during
the historical time period to something other than bill-and-keep, it should initiate the appropriate
complaint docket.”

No complaint docket was required and the position of AT&T Mobility was rejected. The

Parties, as directed, submitted briefs which resulted in the 2014 Award establishing permanent

reciprocal compensation rates for the Historic Period.

1% AT&T Mobility in its brief argues on page 15 that interim rates must have been billed and paid in order for there
to be true up. Clearly this is not what AT&T Mobility staied in its interim accounting when having not billed at all,
it indicated it had reserved the right to invoice for the traffic exchanged at the permanent rate.

" The RLECs had also noted in their comments {page 2) that the Suspension Order, being inconsistent with the
2006 Award further impacted the negotiations.



Neither the argument nor the cases cited by AT&T in its Brief apply to the case sub
Judice because payment for the Historical Period is not a new issue. It is an issue that is, and has
been, the heart of this case for ten (10) years. I{ 1s incomprehensible that AT&T is now trying to
negate the TRA’s decision by interjecting the spurious argument that the RLECs should have
been invoicing during litigation where the amount to mvoice was the issue.

Payment to the RLLECs during the Historic Period as ordered by the Authority is not a
new issue raised by the RLECs as claimed by AT&T. If anything, AT&T is introducing the new
issue, not the RLECs. AT&T both introduces the issue and bestows a title on it- “Conforming
and Non-Conforming RLECs”. Assuming arguendo, that AT&T is correct in that a new issue
cannot be introduced at this time; 1t is AT&T s own new issue which cannot be considered.
Thus, all RLECs are entitled to immediate payment.

Section 5.3.1 limiting billing of traffic to two vears is prospective and does NOT impact
pavment due for the Historic Period during the litigation.

AT&T Mobtlity’s second argument in support of rejecting the RLEC’s language is the
language in section 5.3.1 which limits billing of traffic that is more than two years old. AT&T
Mobility contends that the Section 5.3.1 language in the ICA somehow prohibits the RLECs
right to true up. First we must note that most of the RLECs did bill AT&T Mobility as admitted
in Cingular/AT&T Mobility’s Interim Accounting. Second, all of the RLECs, in early March,
following the TRA’s action on the 2014 Award setting the permanent reciprocal compensation
rates, billed AT&T Mobility for the Historic Period in accordance with the Award. AT&T
Mobility has disputed these invoices stating: “AT&T is not obligated to pay any charges until the

parties have a final and approved interconnection agreement.” (See attached Exhibit 1).'* AT&T

" The nonpayment of the billings, totaling approximately $3 million is, has been and continues to be a forced,
confiscated use of the RLEC’s monies and property.



Mobility has gone back to its old argument that it will not accept a bill ﬁntil there is a final
approved ICA. The circuitous argument is nothing more than AT&T Mobility’s long standing
foot dragging in an obvious attempt to delay and avoid the final day of reckoning and Awards
payment.13

Section 5.3.1 was and is language intended to address prospective billings. While it is
admittedly language contained in the ICAs the RLECs negotiated and entered into with the other
CMRS carriers and filed with the TRA, we would hasten to point out that those ICAs also
recognized that historic payment for the Historic Period had been resolved by stating in Sprint’s
template in Section 8.3:'* “8.3 The Parties have worked cooperatively to ensure there are no
outstanding balances for the period prior to the Effective Date.”

So while the 5.3.1 language admittedly has been in the draft ICA for a period of time'® —
it was with the understanding that it applied prOSpeétively and the Historic Period billings and
payment would be resolved. Clearly the RLECs and AT&T Mobility could not put Section 8.3
from the Sprint form ICA into the AT&T ICA since the Parties are continuing to battle over the
reciprocal compensation rate and payment for the Historic Period; prior fo the Effective Date. As
noted in the RLEC Brief filed July 29, 2014, the RLECs endeavored to isolate disputed language
to section 5.1.3'% — but it was and is the primary focus and intent of the RLECs to be paid,
without conditions for the Historic Period. Billing and payment for the Historic Period was

always before the Authority and is not an exception as characterized by AT&T Mobility. How

' As the Rural Coalition explained in its Final Brief over one vear ago: “The TRA should not allow the stalling
tactics of AT&T Mobility to legitimize the unilateral seizure of free service and, thus, deny the very compensation
that the FCC and the TRA have recognized the RLECs are entitled. AT&T Mobility has refused to agree to any
reasonable resuit, and systematically delayed resolution.

" In the Verizon form ICA entered into by the various RLECs, and filed with the TRA it was Section 8.2 of the
ICA.

" In the Verizon form ICA entered into by the various RLECs, rather than 5.3.1 it was section 5.3.2,

' We would point out that while AT&T Mobility’s language for 5.1.2 differs from what was identified in the
RLEC’s main Brief, AT&T Mobility has agreed to the RLEC’s 5.1.2 language and inadvertently used language for
5.1.2 that preceded the Authority’s July 22, 2014 action.



AT&T Mobility could drag out this proceeding, when every other CMRS carrier resolved the
Historic Period and filed an ICA, and now contend that the delay in the proceeding has somehow
strictly by passage of time mooted the RLECs right to be paid reciprocal compensation for the

Historic Period, the very essence of the litigation, is incredulous."”’

The RLECs clearly have preserved the right to pavment for the Historic Period.

Finally AT&T Mobility’s contention that the clarifying language was not presented in the
arbitration and therefore cannot be raised now is spurious at best.'® As heretofore noted — there
was no specific language agreed to and posited before the TRA unfil this very moment. One
cannot in good faith claim that payment of reciprocal compensation for the Historic Period and
retroactive payment and true up were not presented in the arbitration and not before the TRA.”
The TRA 2014 Award defined its remaining issue to be resolved as “a determination of a
permanent reciprocal compensation rate and true up from the interim rate.” 2014 Award at page
9. Specifically the 2014 Award stated that the Panel needed to resolve the following issue:
“Establish a permanent reciprocal compensation rate...to be apphied to traffic exchanged
between the Parties during the period prior to July 1, 2102 (Historical Period of October 2004
through June 2012.” Id at 10.

Payment of the reciprocal compensation permanent rate for the Historical Period and true

up was promised and contemplated from the beginning. There are no conditions as AT&T

Tt 1 also incongruous that an ICA which is not yet effective can somehow negate the bills that were sent to AT&T
Mobility by EVERY RLEC at the rates prescribed by the TRA in April 2014,

* If anything it is AT&T Mobility’s position that payment for the Historic Period is conditional, that was not
presented to the TRA in the arbifration.

" In their August 1, 2012 Comments the RLECs in answering the TRA’s first question as to the issue that must be
resolved stated at page 6-7) “Unless wireline and CMRS carriers can mutually resolve past compensation, then past
pricing and true up will continue fo be at the forefront of the issues to be resolved.” As previously indicated, ali
CMRS carrier, other than AT&T Mobility were able to mutually resolve the past compensation for the Historic
Period and enter into }CAs with reciprocal compensation rates, which are generally higher than those reflected in the
2014 Award. AT&T s contention that past compensation was not presented makes this matter a mockery.

10



Mobility would like to argue. As detailed in the RLECs Main Brief, the TRA has ordered and
the law requires that AT&T Mobility (and the RLECs) SHALL reciprocally pay the permanent
reciprocal compensation rate ordered by the TRA for the traffic in the Historic Period. The
RLEC language is intended to enforce the TRA Award and make it absolutely clear that the
RLEC’s are entitled to be paid the reciprocal compensation rate for the Telecommunications
Traffic during the Historic Period. AT&T Mobility on the other hand wants to assure that the
almost ten vear free ride continues and that the RLECs are deprived of payment that the statute
and reguiations, the TRA, AT&T Mobility "s own witnesses and every other CMRS carrier has
recognized are due. As the RLEC’s have noted before - The game that AT&T Mobility seeks to
continue has always been obvious -- the non-payment for the eight vears (2004-2012) of delivery
of its customers’ voice traffic to the thirteen Coalition RLECs (almost one half billion minutes).
AT&T Mobility seems intent upon conjuring up one excuse after another as to why it should not
make the promised payment. This is an affront to the TRA and the opposing parties.

Had AT&T Mobility believed from the beginning that all of their conditions were
required they Wéuid not have reserved their right to bill after a permanent rate was set. It is only
now that they want to deprive the RLECs that they are presenting a new issue and preconditions.
Had they believed that these parties were precluded from participating in the outcome of the
Award ~ they in essence were sending the TRA and all of the RLECs on a useless goose chase.
Again, we note that no other CMRS carrier viewed the matter this way and in fact each of them
resolved the Historic Period and entered into ICAs which in many instances reflected reciprocal

compensation rates that exceeded those in the AT&T Mobility ICA.

i1



AT&T Mobility can be expected to continue its refusal to pay both by imposing these
frivolous conditions and by refusing to pay the RLECs until the appellate process is finalized.*
The TRA must strongly resist AT&T Mobility’s games and enforce its Final Award, by adopting
the RLEC language and making it absolutely clear in its order that the relief which was earned so
long ago by the RLECs 1s in fact realized and that the reciprocal compensation due the RLECs is
paid by AT&T Mobility - just like it has been paid by cvery other CMRS carrier previously

involved in this matfer.

CONCLUSION

The TRA should reject AT&T Mobility’s language, approve the RLEC’s language and
make it categorically clear that it is the TRA’s position that AT&T Mobility owes the Permanent
Reciprocal compensation rates to all of the members of the RLEC coalition for all of the minutes
terminated to the RLECs during the Historical Period of 10/2004 -6/30/2012; that the bills
rendered following the 2014 Award, which AT&T has not disputed except to note that there is
no approved ICA, should be paid within 7 days; that interest accrues from September 9, 2013
when the TRA acted upon the rates; and that AT&T Mobility has waived the right to contest the
payment for the Historic Period by any further means. Said right to payment must be
unconditional.

AT&T Mobility cannot continue to ignore the Authority’s directives without having been
deemed to have waived its right to further contest the issue — in this case the payment of the

Permanent Reciprocal Compensation and True up for all Coalition Members for the Historic

% AT&T Mobility must abide by the arbitrated terms of the final TRA-approved interconnection agreement pending

appeal, unless stayed by the TRA or the Court. Thus the obligation to pay is absolute and enforceable absent an
g pay

agency or court ordered stay.

12



Period. Further delay and obfuscation of their obligation to pay is an unconscionable abuse of
process and must be deemed to be bad faith.

The delays enjoyed by AT&T Mobility’s tactics continue to delay the compensation
promised to the RLECs of Tennessee and to their respective customers and that every other
wireless carrier has paid with the exception of AT&T Mobility.

WHEREFORE, the Tennessee Rural Coalition respectfully requests the Tenmnessee
Regulatory Authority:

1. Rule that each and every one of the RLECs is unequivocally and unconditionally due
the compensation set in the Final Award for the Historic Period from AT&T Mobility;

2. Approve the ICA language submitted by the RLECS in their brief submitted July 29,
2014; and

3. Direct AT&T Mobility to pay the amounts billed by the RLECs following the 2014
Award in no more than seven (7) days with applicable interest.

Respectfully submitted,

A =

H/ LaDon Baltimore, BPR #003836
FARRIS BOBANGO PLC

618 Church Street, Suite 300
Nashville, TN 37219

Telephone: (615) 726-1200
Facsimile: (615) 726-1776
dbaltimore(@farris-law.com

Patricia Armstrong, Pa. ID No. 23725
Charles E. Thomas, 111, Pa. ID No.
THOMAS, LONG, NIESEN & KENNARD
212 Locust Street, Suite 500

Harrisburg, PA 17101

Telephone: (717) 255-7600

Facsimile: (717) 236-8278
parmstrongi@tntlawfirm.com
cet3@mtlawfirm.com
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EXHIBIT 1



- at&t

March 25, 2014

Teilico Telephone
Tellico Telephone

jvellozzi@accessbills.com

Subject: CCATMO028079 - INVALID ADJUSTMENT CHARGES - Adjustments were not properiy posted to this
account

Piease find attached the detail of the above referenced claim in the amount of 46,413.62 USD. Adjustments were not
properly posted to this account

i have attached the following supporting document({s):

CCATMO28079 _Details.xls - Detait support for claim
CCATMO28079 Claim Form.xis - Claim Form

Please distribute the credit amount of 46,413.62 USD on the Billing Account Numbers contained in the attached detail.

Please reply to me regarding this claim via email at ag564y@att.com. Please copy CCATM@teocosolutions.com on
your reply. '

If you have any guestions, you may also contact me at the phone number provided.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matier. .
Sincerely,

Ashish Gupta

AT&T

631-264-6394 x 20143
aght4y@att.com

On behalf of ATT Mobility



Vendor
Tellico
Telephone

BAN

Bill Dispute  Short Pay

Invoice Date Billed Amount Amount Amount Circuit Notes

05780A 02400A

DMD3

DM-
D14075

3/16/2014 46413.62 46413.62 46413.62 NA

ATE&T is not
obligated to pay
any charges
until the parties
have a final and
approved
interconnection
agreement

Currency State

usD

TN

Audit
Name

Dispute
Reason
ADJ -
Adjustments



(i Number S BA :
028079-0001  O5760ADMD3

Copy of CCATMO28079 Claim Formehibitt

Froiiit LGl Redsans
46,413.62 INVALID ADJUSTMENT
CHARGES - Adjustments were

NA

Metas . i
not obligated to pay any charges until the
parties have a final and approved interconnection
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on this the Sth day of August, 2014, a true and correct copy of the foregoing

document was served by U.S. Mail or e-mail to:

Hillary Glassman, Esquire

Frontier Communications Corp.

3 High Ridge Park
Stamford, CT 06903
hglassman@fir.com

Mark J. Ashby, Esquire
Cingular Wireless

5565 Glenridge Connector, #1700

Atlanta, GA 30342
mark ashbvl@cmeular.com

Dan Williams, Esquire
T-Mobile, USA, Inc.

12920 SE 387 Street
Bellevue, WA 98006
Danwilliams@t-mobile.com

James L. Murphy, III, Esquire
Bradley, Arrant, et al.

1600 Division Street #700
Nashville, TN 37203
imurphyi@babe.com

Henry Walker, Esquire
Bradley, Arrant, et al.
1600 Division Street #700
Nashville, TN 37203
hwalker(whabe.com

Sue Benedek, Esquire
CenturyLink

14111 Capitol Blvd.

Wake Forest, NC 27587

sue. benedek(@eenturylink.com

Donald L. Scholes, Esquire
Bransletter, Kilgore, et al.
227 Second Ave.,, N
Nashville, TN 37219
dscholes@bransietierlaw.com

Vance Broemel, Esquire

Office of Tennessee Attorney General
P. O. Box 20207

Nashville, TN 37202

vance. broemelidag tn.oov

Bill Ramsey, Esquire

Neal & Harwell, PLC

150 Fourth Avenue North, #2000
Nashville, TN 37219-4298
ramseywi@mnealharwell.com

Norman J. Kennard, Esqguire
Thomas, Long, Niesen & Kennard
212 Locust Street, Suite 500
Harrisburg, PA 17161
nkennard@thomaslonglaw.com

Melvin Malone, Esquire

Butler, Snow, et al.

150 Fourth Ave., N, #1200
Nashville, TN 37219-4233
melvin.malonef@butlersnow.com

Dulaney O’Roark, Esquire

Verizon

5055 North Point Parkway
Atlanta, GA 30022
de.oroark(@verizon.com




Paul Walters, Jr., Esquire Robert G. Norred, Jr.

15 E. 1™ Street Logan-Thompson, P.C.
Edmond, OK 73034 30 2™ Street NW
pwaltersf@sbeglobal net Cleveland, TN 37311

rnorred@loganthomnsonlaw.com

Bill Atkinson, Esquire //‘% ; {:
Sprint

3065 Akers Mill Road, SE }{ LalSon Baltimore
MailStop GAATLDO704

Atlanta, GA 30339

bill.atkingon(@sprint.com

Mr. Tom Sams

ClearTalk

1600 Ute Avenue

Grand Junction, CO 81501
toms(wcleartalk.net

Leon Bloomfield, Esquire

1901 Harrison Street, Suite 1620
Qakland, CA 94612
Imbt@whlaw.net

Joelle Phillips, Esquire

AT&T Tennessee

333 Commerce Street, Suite 2101
Naghville, TN 372011800
ip3881@att.com

Patricia Armstrong, Esquire
Thomas, Long, Niesen & Kennard
212 Locust Street, Suite 604
Harrisburg, PA 17101
parmstrongl@thomaslonglaw.com

Charles E. Thomas, 1., Esquire
Thomas, Long, Niesen & Kennard
212 Locust Street, Suite 604
Harrisburg, PA 17101
cet3@thomaslonglaw.com




