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Please state vour name, occupation and business address,
My name is Linda N. Robinson. [ hold the position of Manager — Carrier
Relations for TDS Telecom. My business address is 10025 Investment Drive. Suite 200

Knoxville, TN 37932,

Picase state vour relevant experience and education background.

I have a Bachelor's degree in Accounting from Queens University in Charlotte.
NC and am a North Carolina Certified Public Accountant. | have been employed in the
telecommunications industry for 21 vears, having begun my telecommunications career
with Alltel Service Corporation. While with Alltel. I held positions as an Analyst in the
Access Billing group, Supervisor in Revenue Accounting and Manager-Access and
Interconnection. In these roles | was responsible for access billing. accounting for access
revenues, negotiation of interconnection agreements. and development and advocacy of

company interconnection and access positions at state and federal levels. In 1997. 1

joined TDS Telecom as Manager- Interconnection where I continued working on

interconnection negotiations and regulatory issues related to competition and inter-carrier
compensation. 1 was promoted to Manager- Carrier Relations in 2007 with responsibility
for interconnection contract negotiations and other inter-carrier issues for TDS Telecom’s
incumbent LEC operations. [ have extensive experience with access billing records.

tariffs and billing processes.
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Q.

On whose behalf are you submitting testimony?

I am testifving on behalf of Concord Telephone Exchange. Inc.. Humphreys County
Telephone Company. Tellico Telephone Company, Tennessee Telephone Company.
(collectively referred 1o as “TDS Telecom™ or “TDS Companies™); Crockett Telephone
Company. Inc.. Peoples Telephone Company, West Tennessee Telephone Company. Inc..
North Central Telephone Cooperative, Inc. and Highland Telephone Cooperative (all

collectively referred to as “RLECSs™ or “Complainants™).

Please explain how the RLECs receive traffic delivered by Halo.

Fach of the RLECs is interconnected with one or more of the AT&T Tandems using
jointly provided common trunks with AT&T. The AT&T Tandems serve as a means for
indirect interconnection between each of the RLECs and third party entities for the
transport and termination of traffic. including wireline long distance and local exchange
traffic as well as wireless intetMTA and intraMTA traffic. Halo delivers the call to
AT&'T with an RLEC number identitied and AT&T forwards the call to the appropriate

RLEC for termination over a common trunk group maintained by the RLEC and AT&T.

How did Halo obtain access to AT&T’s tandems?

Halo obtained access and conpectivity to AT&T and. hence. indirectly to the
RLECs, by adoption of an interconnection agreement previously approved for T-Mobile,
which adoption was approved by the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (*Authornity™) in

Docket No. 10-00063 on June 21, 2010.
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Halo claimed staius as a Commercial Mobile Radio Service ("CMRS™) provider
to obtain interconnection with AT&T. In filing the adoption of the AT&T/Halo
interconnection agreement. the parties asserted that approval of the Agreement would
facilitate “Halo’s provision of commercial mobile radio service ("CMRS™) to both

resideniial and business customers in the State of Tennessee.”™

What does the agreement between AT&T and Halo provide regarding the delivery
of traffic?

i

Funderstand {rom having reviewed the testimony filed i Docket 11-00119° that

there is a disagreement berween Halo and AT&T. the actual parties o the interconnection
agreement. regarding the interpretation of that agreement and the amendment relalive w
whether and what tvpe of third party traffic is permitted. Nonetheless. as a factual matter,
I can confirm that the RLECs have received wralfic for termination on their networks via
the interconnection established by the AT&T/Halo interconnecuon agreement which

definitively includes third party-originated waflic and s predominantly pon-UMRES

carrier-originated tratfic. None of the waffic that | have analyzed is Halo-oviginated,

When did the RLECs begin receivipg Halo traffic via AT& T s tandem?

As early as December 2010, the RLECs began receiving voice traffic from Halo
for termination to RLEC end user customers via the common trunk groups they maintain
with AT&T Tennessee. As shown on RLEC Exhibit LR-1, Halo traffic delivered to the

RLECs for termination grew very rapidly through August 2011, after which it appears to

' Direct Testimony of Neinast for AT&T. p 5 Lines 9-22: Direct Testimony of McPhee for AT&T. pp 5-6: Direct
Testimony of Wiseman for Halo, pp4-5.

4.
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have reached a steady state of 2 million minutes of use per month on average. Through
the end of 2011, the RLECs have terminated over 20 mithion minutes of use for Halo and

have received zero ($0) compensation for this use of their networks.

How do vou know that it is Hale’s traffic being delivered to you by AT&T?

AT&T's tandems have separate facilities that receive only Halo-delivered traffic,
so that it is not intermingied with any other carriers’ traffic. In accordance with accepted
industry guidelines for the mutual provision of switched access service, the tandem
company, AT&T in this case. is responsible for recording and creating the required
Exchange Message Interface ("EMI™) call detail records associated with access usage that
terminates to subtending companies. As the tandem company, AT&T records all traffic
passing through its access tandems. The access tandem company 1s uniquely positioned
in a call’s path to perform this recording function for the subtending carriers because each
carrier delivering traffic to the access tandem maintains separate trunk groups for its
traffic. This allows the tandem company to identify the delivering carrier at a point in the
call stream before traffic becomes co-mingled with the traffic of other carriers.

Because the RLEC end offices subtend AT&T access tandems. the RLECs
receive industry standard EMI 110101 call detail records provided by AT&T in order to
bill terminating access charges to the appropriate originating carriers.

The EMI records for the traffic in question contain an OCN of “429F." The
Telcordia-maintained Local Exchange Routing Guide. an industry document that contains

information used for call routing. identifies OCN 429F as belonging to Halo. This

1
T4y
]
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presence of Halo’s OCN in the EMI records designates Halo as the financially

responsible party for intercarrier compensation due the RLECs on the traffic.

Did the RLECs begin billing Halo for terminating its traffic?

Yes. The RLECs have issued invoices to Halo for the switched access services
provided to Halo by the RLECs. A summary of the invoices is included in this testimony
as RLEC Exhibit LR-2. The RLECs render invoices to Halo on a monthly basis in
compliance with their respective Interstate and Intrastate Access Tanffs on file with the

FCC and/or TRA.

Has Halo paid any of those bills rendered by the RLECs?

No. Halo has not paid any of the invoices rendered by the RLECs, including
amounts invoiced for services provided in the bankrupicy post-petition period.

The RLEC Complainants, in aggregate. have billed $1.,017.997.67
to Halo as of December 2011, The outstanding balance due each RLEC continues to
grow each month. In total, the RLECs continue to lose in excess of $100.000 per month

as a result of Halo’s non-pavment.

How did thé RLECS prepare the access biils sent te Halo?

Fach month the RLECs use the EMI call detail records provided by AT&T to
prepare Carrier Access Billing System (*CABS”) bills for access services rendered which
are mailed to the delivering carriers for pavment. The AT&T EMI billing records are
used in daily course of business to rate and bill intercarrier compensation in the industry.

Utilizing carrier access billing programs, the RLECs process the EMI records received

-6 -
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from AT&T and render carrier access bills in accordance and with their respective access

rates and industry standard billing guidelines.

What is the role of telephone numbers in billing?

Billing for the entire industry is determined on the basis of the originating and
terminating end points of the called and calling parties as determined by the telephone
numbers involved. Where the calling and called numbers are within the same local
calling area (including any extended calling areas). the call 1s rated as a local call for
intercarrier compensation purposes and not subject to access charges. The same is true
for a CMRS-originated call where the calling and called numbers are within the same
Major Trading Area ("MTA™). Conversely, where the calling and called numbers are in
different local calling areas. the call 1s considered a toll call and subject to access charges.
CMRS-originated calls between different MTAs 1s considered non-iocal (toll} and are
also subject to access charges.

Intrastate toll traffic is rated and billed to the delivering carrier in accordance with
industry standards based upon the RLECs" lawful rates. terms and conditions set forth in
the RLEC s respective infrastate access tariffs or otherwise approved rate schedules.
Applicable switched access charges (including. for example, transport, local switching,
and carrier common line rates) are applied o the minutes of use to determine the amount

due.

Please explain how telephone numbers are assigned.
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Each telephone number is obtained from the North American Numbering
Authority, Neustar, and formally assigned to a registered location. This 1s the rate center
(the phvsical location of a switch) into which the number is loaded. That telephone
number, usually a block of numbers, and associated rate center are then listed in the
official industry routing guide published by Telcordia (formerly Bellcore) known as the
Local Exchange Routing Guide (“LERG™). Al carriers delivering and receiving traffic:
ILECs, CLECs, wireless and cable companies; obtain numbers and officially report a rate
center address for each number in their possession. They are the code holder for that
number.

The code holder, be #t ILEC or CLEC wireline, wireless or cable voice, then
assigns a number to its customers. Whether the line provides traditional “dial tone
Comcast or any other service provider, this network address provides the ability to
connect the customer to the network and place a call. Every called number also has an
address in the LERG, and a call is routed and completed (i.e.. the called phone rings)

according to its listed rate center.

How are telephone numbers used in infer-carrier billing?
The RIECs" federal tariff (administered by the National DExchange Carriers
Association) states that:

Pursuant to Federal Communications Authority Order FCC 85-145
released April 16, 1985, interstate usage is to be developed as though
every call that enters a customer network at a point within the same state
as that in which the called station (as designated by the called station
telephone number) is situated is an intrastate communication and every
call for which the point of entry is a state other than that where the called

-8 -
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station (as designated by the called station telephone number) is situated is
an interstate communication.”

The foundation of call rating and billing by the RLECs is the FCC™s 1986 post-
divestiture principle that the origin and destination points of a call. as measured at the
telephone number locations, determine whether the call 18 interstate or intrastate for
purposes of assessing switched access charges.”

The FCC next directed, in 1996, that this same methodology be used for wireless
traffic where it explained that the initial cell site ot perhaps the mobile switching center
could be used to determine the location of the wireless customer call origination.® In the
First Competition Report and Order, the FCC determined that the Metropolitan Trading
Area (“MTA™) would define the local calling area for traffic originating on a CMRS
network.” Next the FCC ruled that within that area calls would be subject to local calling
compensation (“reciprocal compensation™), but outside that area access charges would

apply.® As to determining the originating points of a wireless call, since the end user

“NECA Tariff No. 5. Rule 2.3.22(¢).

P MCI Telecommunications Corporation; Determination of Interstate and Intrastate Usage of Fearure Group A and
Feature Group B Access Service, FCC 85-143, 1983 FCC LEXIS 3500 (1985); recon. denied. FCC 85-395. 1085
FCC LEXIS 2320 (1985} ("EES Order™).  In cases where the origin is not readily available, the FCCU has directed
that carriers must utilize an audifable methodology that enables them to determine such jurisdiction with relative
accuracy based, for exampie upon a traffic study.

* Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the Communications Act of 1996, First Report and Order,
11 FCC Red 15499, 16017 (1996) (“First Local Competition Crder™).

* First Local Competition Order at % 1036 (*._..in light of this Commission's exclusive authority to define the
authorized Hcense areas of wireless carriers, we will define the local service ares for calls to or from a CMRS
network for the purposes of applying reciprocal compensation obligations under section 231{b}(5). Different types
of wireless carriers have different FCC-authorized licensed territories, the largest of which is the "Major Trading
Area™ (MTA). Because wireless licensed territories are federally authorized. and vary in size. we conclude that the
largest FCC-authorized wireless license territory {i.e.. MTA) serves as the most appropriate definition for local
service area for CMRS fraffic for purposes of reciprocal compensation under section 231{(b)5) as it avoids creating
artificial distinctions between CMRS providers.”™).

® First Local Competition Order at § 1036 (“Accordingly. traffic to or from a CMRS network that originates and
terminates within the same MTA is subject to transport and termination rates under section 25 1{bX3). rather than
interstate and intrastate access charges.™).

_g._
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customer is mobile.” the FCC directed that .. [flor administrative convenience, the
location of the initial cell site when a call begins shall be used as the determinant of the
geographic location of the mobile cusiomer. As an alterpative, LECs and CMRS
providers can use the point of interconnection between the two carriers at the beginning
of the call to determine the location of the mobile caller or called party.™®

Thus. the rules applicable to billing. including as to CMRS carriers are well

defined and are the same rules used by the RLECs for billing Halo here.

As Mr. McCabe describes, Halo protested payment of the RLECs® CABs bills on the
ground that all of the traffic is CMRS-originated and intraMTA. Did TDS Telecom
investigate the traffic delivered by Halo?

Yes. The TDS Companies undertook usage analyses to gather additional
information about the traffic to determine whether the traffic being sent to the TDS
Telecom Companies by Halo via the AT&T tandems is, in fact, CMRS-originated
intraMTA traffic which would be subject to local compensation as Halo claims, or. in the
alternative, 15 wireline long distance and wireless interMTA traffic that would be subject
to non-local or access charges.

TDS undertook this usage analyses for the month of March for Concord,
Tennessee Telephone and Tellico to determine the type of traffic (i.e., wireline versus
wireless) and jurisdiction of the traffic (il.e.. interMTA versus intraMTA; interstate versus

intrastate).. We also reviewed calling detail for Humphreys County for the week of July

" First Local Competition Order at 9 1044 (“CMRS customers may travel from location to location during the
course of a single call, which could make it difficult to determine the applicable transport and termination rate or
access charpe.™)

¥ First Local Competition Order at 'y 1044,

1996, CC Docket Nos. 96-98 and 05-185, 1044, 11 FCC Red 13499 ("Local Competition Ovder")

-10 -
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17-23. 2011, Each of the four TDS Companies usage analysis is summarized in RLEC
Exhibit LR-3. The underlving data supporting these results will be made available to the
parties upon request and subject to appropriate confidentiality treatment to protect
customer network related information (Customer Proprietary Network Information or

“CPNIT).

Describe the usage analvses undertaken by the TDS Companies.

Carriers involved in call origination. transport and termination use Common
Channel Signaling System 7 (*SS7™) signaling to establish the “call path” (routing and
delivery) available on each carrier’s network. This same call detail is routinely used fto
perform traffic studies.

The SS7 information that is used to establish a call path between the originating
end office and the terminating end office for the respective end users also contains the
originating number {(calling party) as inserted by the originating carrier. Of course, the
terminating number (the TDS called customer) 1s also mcluded in this data. Population
of these fields is automated and standard industry practice. All intercarrier routing uses
this information.

Upon request by TDS, AT&T provided the underlying SS7 call data contained in
the tratfic received from Halo and switched through AT&T s access tandems to the TDS

Companies for termination.

What data base did you use to identify the originating location and carrier?

- 11 -
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Fach originating number was looked up in the standard industry data base, the
[LERG. to identify the originating call location used for billing purposes and the
originating service provider. To account for the possibility that the originating telephone
number had been ported, a query of the originating teiephone number was performed in
the Number Portability Administration Center (“NPAC™) database to determine the local
exchange carrier serving the telephone numbers associated with the oniginating telephone

number on the call records.

Are the usage analyses vou undertook accurate?
Yes, the analvses are accurate. They were performed in accordance with standard

industry tools using reliable, standard industry data bases (i.e., S87. LERG, NPAC).

What did the usage analyses show?

The analyses demonstrate several things:

First, there is no evidence whatsoever of any Halo originated traffic being
delivered by Halo for termination to TDS. None of the traffic in any of the sample data
originated from telephone numbers assigned to or served by Halo.

Second, the vast majority of the traffic delivered by Halo originated from
traditional wireline carriers and not CMRS providers at all. The majority of the traffic in
each of the studies, upwards of 70%, was wireline company originated including both
incumbent and competitive local exchange carriers. See RLEC Exhibits LR-3 and 4.

Third. of the traffic delivered by Halo, only 7-29% was wireless-originated (and

not by Halo). See RLEC Exhibit LR-3.
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Fourth. only a very limited amount was, in fact, wireless intraMTA traffic. See
RLEC Exhibit LR-3. Where the from number was served by a CMRS carrier, further
review was done using the LERG to determine if the originating and terminating
telephone numbers were within the same MTA. Of the twaffic that was CMRS-
originated. the amount of traffic that was intraMTA ranged between 1-3% of the total
traffic. See RLEC Exhibit LR-3. Access charges do not apply to CMRS-onginated
intraM TA traffic. so none was included in the TDS access bills to Halo. The access bills
that TDS Telecom rendered to Halo only included access charges for non-local (toll) calls
and inter-MTA CMRS originated calls. Minutes for local and intra-MTA CMRS calls,

while shown on the bill. were zero rated.

What conclusions do you draw from this exercise?

The usage analyses show Halo's claims to be completely false. The traffic is
actually originated exclusively by other companies (not Halo) and most of it is wireline-
originated (not wireless-originated). As to the wireless portion, we found that most of the
calls are intertMTA (not intraMTA). Analvsis of the S87 call data shows a variety of
wireline “From™ NPA/NXXs, which are not within the basic local exchange or mandated
expanded local exchange areas on file with the Commission. Where these numbers are
served by a wireline carrier, this “to” and “from™ number analysis indicates that the calls
are toll calls which are subject to interstate or intrastate tariffed access charges. Where
the numbers are served by CMRS carriers, the calls were not intraM TA in the majority of

cases. CMRS-originated interMTA traffic is also subject to tariffed access charges.
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Can vou provide any specific examples using call data that demonstrate Halo’s
claim that the traffic is all intraMTA CMRS to be false?

Yes. Exhibit 3 provides example call signaling information for traffic delivered by Halo
for termination at our TDS Telecom-Humphrey County Telephone Company.  This
information clearly shows the originating number. the terminating company. the
ferminating telephone number, and other information such as LATA, call duration. etc.
As ] mentioned before, the originating company was determined by querying the number
portability database to determine the originating company serving the originating
telephone number.

For example. line 8 is a call placed on 7/23/11 from telephone number 423-638-
3XXX terminating to a TDS Humphrey County end user with the telephone number 931-
335-2XXX. Based on information returned from the number portability database.
populated in columns B and C of the Exhibit, we know that number is assigned to a
CenturyLink® end user. The call originates and terminates within Tennessee but is
outside the local calling area of TDS Humphrey County which would indicate that the
call is a toll call for which TDS Telecom would bill access charges.

Line 7 shows a similar call originated from an end user of Frontier
Communications of Tennessee.'" While this call originates and terminates within the
same LATA in Tennessee. the call is still outside local calling area and thus 15 an
intrastate toll call to which access charges apply. Line 4 is another example of an

incumbent telephone company originated call to which access charges would also apply.

3¢ . . . . .
” CenturyLink is an incumbent LEC operating in Tennessee.
" Frontier Communications of Tennessee is also an incumbent LEC operating in Tennessee.

- 14 -
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Lines 5 and 6 both provide call detail for a calls originated by customers of
CMRS carriers. However, contrary to Halo's assertions, both of the calls onginated
outside of Tennessee, in Maryland and Kansas respectively. and are clearly interMTA
calls to which interstate access charges would apply. As | have stated previously, none of
the call information reviewed showed any calls originated by customers of Halo.

These examples illustrate the types of calls contained in the information reviewed

bv TDS Telecom for all of its Tennessee companies.

What is the proper intercarrier compensation for such traffic?
Interstate and Intrastate access rates as specified in the TDS Companies federal
and state access tariffs as approved by the FCC and the TRA, which 1s what we have

billed.

Have you reviewed the resulis of AT&T s traffic analyses as filed in Docket 11-
601197

Yes. I have reviewed the Direct Testimony of AT&T witness Mark Neinast filed on
December 19, 2011. The steps described in the testimony of the AT&T witness' 'are the
same as | undertook in completion of the TDS analysis of Halo traffic data and use the
same signaling records. databases and methodology for determining call jurisdiction and
traffic type. This is not surprising as these are the steps that are commonly used within
the industry. AT&T's reported results'*do not differ materially from the results that I

have described for the TDS Companies.

"' Neinast Direct testimony, pg 10, fines 3-19.
" 1d. Attachment MN-2.

i
—
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Have vou performed usage analyses in other states of Halo-delivered traffic?

Yes. TDS Telecom has performed similar studies of Halo traffic terminating to TDS
Telecom operating subsidiaries in other states. In each case. while the exact split
between interstate and intrastate varies across the companies. the results are very similar
in the percentage of traffic that would be access billable. Moreover. the call origination
is similar and. consistently, there were no Halo-originated calls found in any of the

studies.

Does that conclude vour direct testimony?

Yes. thank you. | reserve the right to supplement my testimony as this proceeding

progresses.

- 16~
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Year 2010
Month i2
CONCORD TELEPHOMNE EXCHANGE NG 28 442

TENNESSEE TELEPHONE COMPANY B
TELUICO TELEPHONE COMPANY

HUMPHREYS COUNTY TELEPHONE ©0O

MORTH SENTRAL TELEPHONE COOR®

HIGHLAND TELEPHGHNE COOR

CROCKETT TELEPHONE COMPANY, [NC®

FEORLES TELEPHONE COMPARY"

WEST TERNESSEE TELEFHOME COMPAMY INC."

Total REECs 28442

2011

1

67 684
28313
48.825

144,822

RLEC Exhibit LR-1

Z 3 4
148,385 177 459 185,995
a7.023 Z0% 144 325.904
103,198 89607 187,855
1,082 9,819 11,242

349,630 486,020 680,197

* Usage is preseniad in biled month and May 2011 contains minutes of use far prior months

5 &

131.245 225 388
320,826 493,782
118358 235097
11,448 19,866
526,644 530878
117451 365,892
RLERAX] £0,371
167 394 1084
228355 73.476

3,635,043 2,114,337

9
205,017
5250814
273838

21 924
528 425
467622

81010
131,776

93498

2,264,088

&
202,425
564,333
221,124

28,7244
555 828
515,201

51758

at.297

73,877

2,313,786

5

249530
399,887
241,005
16,472
562,322
442 287
54634
126,501
62 857

2,125,396

10
218,267
310191
197 629

15,700
475,298
AQ0.228

44 803

a4 340

58 492

1,820,643

it
242,641
385 400
264985
26267
427 980
468 102
54 8943
90.201
55,804

2,022,353

12 Total

258.720 2.341 504
382,668 4 031643
150,431 2071108
27.054 192.576
481,524 4,389,300
444 466 4756050
82.774 540,374
106 757 938 884
85748 732878
2,000,181 20,094,616
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HALD Wireless CABS vakces-Bummary

Humphreys County Telephore Company
HALO Wireless CABS involces Summary

RLEC Exhibit 1 R-2

Tedtice Telephone Campany, Ine.

HALD Wirgless CABS involoes-Summary

Tennessee Telephone Company
KALG Wireless CABS {nvotces-Suminsry

Usage Usage usagse
Bii Date DOates Revanue il Date Gatey Revenue _Bili Date Dates Revenue
< 3 4403
5 i 3 2012
0z 1A aT e
SE/TIN % ca ! OAFIE OSIA-0BI0E
GG % el D7H2411-08K6/11 Rty AL ]
B Total Fotal
BE9T.CRIB 3 3 8
AVOTIT CREHT E08I3 3 ) Rt B R 3 3 5%
0TI DAGATY T GO0 ki vt 3 E 42
1 i % 181 O T 1 1 3 %
AZFOFA0Y YOrQA 11 100y 3 e i 12 3 37
Total [ Total 5§17, 756.58 39
% 815048 4547123 $171.475.28

Morth Central Feiephare Coaperative
HALD Wireless CABS Invoices-Summaty

Usage
Biil Date Dates Revenue
oA W TENT

Cronkett Telephane Company, ihe
HALD Wireless CABS hvoices-Su

tnvoice
Murnber

GrA

Peoples Telephane Company

West Tenaessee Telephane Company, .

Usage
Biit Date Dates Revenye
5 G428
Yot 5 19.130.62
ki 3
GRRISFEY QST OTRN 3
DRZE BRI E-S80G0 4
CIrdei1-0emant 3
Totak H
3
SRR *
DB 1603 %
0921711117208 T %
2RS0T 162G %
Tatal §
Tata) Pre and Post Potition 3 8256282
HESHEAND TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE
HALO Wireless CABS Invoices Summary
Bili Date aaM Hevenue
3 12T 342 42
§  2BTRA A2
B R0 3
g 2011 RRHLNE g 04T e8
2001 2011 QEASTHAZGEFGE- 1 1Re0 % 8HILTD
Tatal § 237418383
FUOTT BEATTHAZIATGD.110901 3
ST REEETHARGHEFGD . LTGT 3
THOH ] OSS3THARSEFG0- 111501 %
1AL QBG5S NAI0EF 3
TFotad ¥
Total Pre and Post Potition § 37395717
3 adi 22148
$ 3T TTA8
51047207
Aoty Runs-rate 5 i0n.4m H

107181118

Tertal

Sep-11 NSHYTWEA2OF 15512
Cet 11
o ot
Dee11

Tatal £4.219.20

4184 572,06

Totas

mmary HALD Wireless CABS Invoices-Summary HALC Wireless CABS invoices-Summary
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Summary Results from SS7 Studies
TDS- TN Companies

Sample MOUs
Sampie period

% CMRS originated
Interstate

intrastate
Local/CMRS IntraMTA

% CMRS intraMTA

Halo Originated

Concord-TN
185,947

3/1-31/2011
9.32%
55.67%
32.59%
11.74%
100.00%
3.74%

NONE

RLEC Exhibit LR-3

Tellico-TN
124,236
3/1-31/2011

24.36%
79.32%
15.23%
5.46%
100.00%
4.63%

NONE

TennesseeTel-

Lata 468

110,211

3/1-31/2011
13.72%
28.71%
69.26%
2.03%
100.00%
1.51%

NONE

TennesseeTel

Lata 470
181,933
3/1-31/2011

15.14%
34.96%
52.64%
12.40%
100.00%
1.88%

NONE

TennesseeTei-
Lata 474
18,661
3/1-31/2011

6.91%

18.24%

77.12%

4.64%

100.00%

0.97%

NONE

Humphreys Cty- TN

7/17-23/2011

4,864

28.82%
72.33%
25.07%

2.60%

100.00%

1.21%

NONE



LERG Orig CXR Type

CAP

CLEC
GENERAL
iC

ILEC

iPES

L RESELLER
PCS

RBOC
ULEC
WIRELESS
Grand Total

Minutes
17.1
411154.6
72.6
0.5
657505
iis
123
57778.8
359716
22.4
33304.9
605851.3

RLEC Exhibit LR4

Percent

0.00%
67.86%
0.01%
0.00%
11.14%
0.00%
0.00%
0.54%
5.94%
0.00%
5.50%
100.00%

o%- LERG Orig Cxr Type

6% -

15% 0%

% CAP

B CLEC

i GENERAL
HiC

% ILEC

# IPES

i L RESELLER
i PCS

68% - RBOC

W ULEC

i WIRELESS



Samgle Datg- TDS Telosam Humphreys Couaty
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Rl Fidio Eriglotod Lol
I 4336 CIVRENS COMM CO TR DBA FRONI I COMM OF TH, LT

4510 UNMTED TELEPHONE-SOUTHEAST - TN D84 CENYURYLING - TH

REEC Exhibit Lit-5

59 3L-TRXX 193% SIT-TNA_Linserstate
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