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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE REGULATORY AUTHORITY
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE

INRE:

COMPLAINT OF :
CONCORD TELEPHONE EXCHANGE. INC.. :
HUMPHREYS COUNTY TELEPHONE. :
COMPANY. TELLICO TELEPHONE : DOCKET NO. 11-00108
COMPANY. TENNESSEE TELEPHONE '
COMPANY, CROCKETT TELEPHONE
COMPANY, INC., PEOPLES TELEPHONE
COMPANY., WEST TENNESSEE
TELEPHONE COMPANY. INC., NORTH
CENTRAL TELEPHONE COOP. INC. AND
HIGHLAND TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE,
INC. AGAINST HALO WIRELESS,

LLC, TRANSCOM ENHANCED SERVICES,
INC AND OTHER AFFILIATES FOR
FAILURE TO PAY TERMINATING
INTRASTATE ACCESS CHARGES FOR
TRAFFIC AND OTHER RELIEF AND
AUTHORITY TO CEASE TERMINATION

OF TRAFFIC

RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION TO DISMISS FILED BY HALO
WIRELESS, LLC

COMES NOW, Complainants, Concord Telephone Exchange, Inc.. Humphreys County
Telephone Company. Tellico Telephone Company and Tennessee Telephone Company: Crockett
Company, Inc.; Highland Telephone Cooperative, Inc.: and North Centrai Telephone Coop.. Inc.
(all collectively referred to as the “Rural Telephone Companies™ or the “RLECs™) Complainants
in the above-styled docket. and file this Response in Opposition to the Motion to Dismiss filed
by Respondent, Halo Wireless, LLC (“Halo™). On August 5. 2011, Halo filed its Motion to
Dismiss. contending that the Tennessee Regulatory Authority (“the TRA™ or “the Authority™)
lacks jurisdiction to resolve the allegations asserted against it in the Complaint filed by

Complainants in the above styled docket. In its Motion to Dismiss, Halo only makes conclusory
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statements as to the nature of its business, the nature of the calling traffic at issue and this
Authority’s jurisdiction over the claims contained in the Complaint. However. the issues raised
by Complainants fall squarely within the TRA’s jurisdiction, and the Motion to Dismiss must be

denied.

A, INTRODUCTION

Halo Wireless, Inc. (“Halo™) and its affiliate Transcom Enhanced Services. Inc.
(*“Transcom™) have been to Federal District Court in Nashville and Bankruptcy Court in Texas
attempting to preclude the TRA from hearing this case which involves toll calling between points
in Tennessee. Fortunately. the Federal Court has remanded the improvident “removal™ back to
the Authority and the Bankruptcy Court has ruled that the “automatic stay™ provision of the
Bankruptcy Code does not apply. The matter is now squarely before the TRA for resolution.
Prompt resolution is immensely important to the RLEC Complainants as Halo continues every
month to use approximately $125.000 of the RLEC Complainants’ intrastate access services
while refusing to pay.

The RLECs' Complaint, on its face, raises a subject matter that falls squarely within the
jurisdiction of the Authority: namely Halo's delivery of intrastate toll traffic (ie., borh
originating and terminating in Tennessee) to the Complainants for termination. (Complaint at 1
39-45; Amended Complaint at 99 37-43) Similarly, Halo’s refusal to pay intrastate access
charges and its lack of certification to operate as an interexchange carrier (“IXC”) handling
intrastate toll traffic are issues that are clearly justiciable before the Authority. (Complaint at
37 & 38: Amended Complaint at 99 35 & 36).The Complaint also names Halo’s affiliate,
Transcom, as a defendant, and avers that Halo and Transcom are operating in concert as

intrastate interexchange carriers to deliver intrastate toll calls as part of its core "voice



termination” service provided to other carriers under a scheme to avoid the pavment of access
charges. (Complaint at 99 61-68: Amended Complaint at 99 60-66).

Halo has raised. as an affirmative defense to the payment of RLEC Complainants™ access
bills. the claim that it is operating as a CMRS carrier and that all calls are originated by it on an
intraM TA basis.' Halo further argues that any inquiry into its operations is impermissible. Also,
it claims that Transcom’s putative status as an ESP also precludes the payment of access charges.
None of there assertions are accurate, either factually or legally.

Complainants' traffic analyses show that all of the calling at issue begins and ends in
Tennessee and, further, that neither Halo nor Transcom are the originating carrier on any of the
calls delivered.” The traffic delivered to the RLEC Complainants consists of foll calling
originated on other carriers’ networks: including ILEC. CLEC, cable companies. and real CMRS
carriers. Transcom-Halo traffic flows are originated exclusively by other companies, mostly
traditional wireline companies, inchuding Verizon, Sprint, and AT&T, as well as the cable
companies, including Comcast and Charter. Some measure of the calls is from well known
CMRS carriers. such as AT&T Wireless, Verizon Wireless and Sprint/Nextel.} These are the
same types of companies to whom Transcom offers its “voice termination” service. In other
words, both Transcom and Halo are simply operating as wholesale deliverers of intrastate toll

traffic and, in this role. are both serving interexchange carriers.

' For wireless CMRS originated calls. the FCC uses Rand McNally's “Metropolitan Trading Areas”™ to define
whether a CMRS -originated call is local. Hence, the terms for local and toll calling in the wireless industry are
interMTA (toll and access) and intraMTA (local). Implementation of the Local Comperition Provisions of the
Communications Act of 1996, First Report and Order, 11 F.C.C.R. 15499, 16017

{1996).

* Al fact alleged herein will be demonstrated in the RLEC Complainants’ testimony. Complainants will present
testimony detailing the conduct and conclusions of these studies. The Complainants are also prepared to offer
additional evidence regarding the operations and services of both Transcom and Halo, which also refutes their
jurisdictional defenses.

*The RLEC Complainants are not saying that any of these originating carriers directly hand traffic off to Transcon.
The transfer may occur well-down stream from the originating carrier.
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The RLECs testimony will show also that Halo and Transcom are engaged in a practice
known in the industry as “access arbitrage”™ whereby carriers misrepresent traffic delivered to the
terminating carrier in order to avoid payving lawfully billed access charges. The traffic
transmitted by Halo through the AT&T tandem and delivered to the RLEC Complainants for
termination is. for the most part. “toll” traffic and, for the intrastate portion of the traffic. is
subject to the terminating switched access tariffs of the companies on file and approved by the
TRA.

In its Motion to Dismiss. Halo claims that it is a CMRS provider and that this assertion
alone precludes any inquiry by the TRA into its actual operations and whether it owes access
fees to the RLEC Complainants. The Complainants dispute this defense on several grounds.
First, Halo, as well as Transcom, seeks to raise issues of jurisdiction in the abstract. Yet,
jurisdiction is a fact-based inquiry, and Halo can not possibly win a jurisdictional argument
without revealing the facts of its operation, facts which it acknowledges are critical to the
resolution of the RLECs Complaint. Halo claims "CMRS" provider status without any
underlying description whatsoever of why it asserts this to be true or what it is doing to deserve
this label. By uttering a few apparently magic regulatory words, with no need to support their
applicability, Halo expects to be able to continue to use Complainants’ network for free.

Fundamentally, there is no such thing as a CMRS certificate, and Halo explains nothing
in its Motion to show that what it does meets the very specific and limited definition of a CMRS
service. Halo points to its free spectrum license and two tower registration locations in
Tennessee (Gainesboro and Amherst), and asserts that it therefore must be offering CMRS.

Halo has a simple license to use a very limited radio spectrum under which it may, but is

not required to, provide CMRS. The 3650-3700 MHz spectrum can be used for any purpose,



including private (not commercial) and fixed (not mobile) service. In its position as the final.
delivering catier to the RLEC Complainants, Halo is not offering a mobile service to end-users.
As with Transcom, Halo is undertaking a simple delivery function, during which it may
possibly be utilizing radio spectrum as “wireless-in-the-middle.” But this is not CMRS service.
Simply stated, Transcom and Halo are engaging in the delivery of toll traffic on behalf of a
multitude of other carriers. While they attempt to ascribe different labels to what they do, these
do not fit the circumstances, and their unsupported claims to the contrary are transparently false.
Moreover, their Motions misrepresent the law and fail to disclose the legal precedent that
applies to defining CMRS and ESP services and how that issue relates to intercarrier
compensation and state jurisdiction.! These labels are inapplicable to them and. in the case of
CMRS. even if it were true does not supplant state jurisdiction to set intercarrier compensation

for intrastate CMR S-originated traffic.

B. THE FCC HAS NOW RULED THAT HALO'S ATTEMPT TO
JURISDICTIONALIZE ALL CALLS AS LOCAL IS A FICTION AND HAS
REJECTED HALO’S ARGUMENT THAT ITS CMRS SERVICE IS
EXCLUSIVELY FEDERAL

As Halo and Transcom have been seeking for over six months now to avoid the state
complaints of the terminating local exchange carriers, it has repeatedly sought to convince state
and federal courts that only the Federal Communication’s Commission (“FCC™) can interpret its
operations and apply the law. They have made that same argument here — that only the FCC can

5

determine whether access charges apply

! The RLECs’ Response In Opposition To Motion To Dismiss Filed By Transcom Enhanced Services, Inc. is
incorporated by reference.

* Halo MTD at 7 (% 14) (“If the complainants believe they are entitled to access charges, then they must first obtain a
ruling from the FCC to the effect that access charges are applicable here. Then, and only then, can they file a



The FCC has now made that ruling and rejected Halo’s claims that its operations exempt
it from the traditional rules of compensation and that there are no intrastate toll calls in the traffic
streams that it delivers to the RLEC Complainants for Transcom. The FCC has not created any
new law in this regard; it has simply affirmed the existing rules that the RLEC Complainants
have consistently cited. The FCC’s Order of November 18, 2011 is very clear that Halo's traffic
does not re-originate in the middle of a call when exchanged between Halo and Transom

customer using wireless spectrum.® As the FCC describes:

First, one wireless service provider [Halo] claims that calls that it receives
from other carriers, routes through its own base stations. and passes on to
third-party carriers for termination have “originated” at its own base stations
for purposes of applying the intraMTA rule. As explained below, we
disagree.
gk

We clarify that a call is considered to be originated by a CMRS provider for
purposes of the intraMTA rule only if the calling party initiating the call has
done so through a CMRS provider. Where a provider is merely providing a
transiting service, it is well established that a fransifiing carrier is nof
considered the originating carrier for purposes of the reciprocal
compensation rules. Thus, we agree with NECA that the “re-origination™ of a
call over a wireless link in the middle of the call path does not convert a
wireline-originated call into a CMRS-originated call for purposes of
reciprocal compensation and we disagree with Halo's contrary position.

collection action before the proper venue, prove that their tariffs do actually control and then prove up the damages
amount.”).

 On September 22. 2011, representatives of TDS Telecom, the National Exchange Carrier Association, the National
Telecommunications Cooperative Association. the Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small
Telecommunications Companies and the Missouri Small Telephone Company Group met with FCC staff to discuss
Halo and its claims that traffic wirelessly handed off by its affiliate Transcom in the middle of ¢all and subsequently
delivery as CMRS transport re-originates the call so that it should be rated as a local cali {i.e., nraMTA) regardless
of the actual point of origination. See Letter of Gregory W. Whiteaker to FCC dated September 23, 2011 and
attachment, attached hereto as Exhibit "A”

" In the Matter of Connect America Fund, 4 National Broadband Plan for Owr Future, Establishing Just and
Reasonable Raies for Local Exchange Carriers. High-Cost Universal Service Support, Developing an Unified
Intercarvier Compensation Regime, Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service. Lifeline and Link-Up.
Umiversal Service Reform — Mobility Fund, WC Docket No. 10-90, GN Docket No. 09-51, WC Docket No. 67-135,
WC Docket No. 05-337. CC Docket No. 01-92. CC Daocket No. 96-45, WC Docket No. 03-109, WT Docket No. 10~
208, Report And Otdes And Further Notice Of Proposed Rulemaking released November 18, 2011 ("FCC
November 18" Order™ at 99979 and 1006 (emphasis added).
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The FCC’s ruling expressly acknowledges all of the same claims that Halo now repeats to this
Authority, specifically that Transcom is an ESP and the connection between Halo and Transcom
transforms all the calls into CMRS. The FCC. nevertheless, concludes that the calls do not re-
originate with Halo and that the traditional rules of call rating apply.?

As to the proper rating of a call (i.e., local or infra/interstate toll), the FCC’s Order also
reaffirms that billing of non-access (Jocal) and access (toll) charges will continue to be based
upon the called and calling numbers.” The basic rules on determining calling jurisdiction and the
proper rate for one carrier to pay another have been established for 25 years."" The FCC
directed, in 1996, that this same methodology be used for wireless traffic where it explained that
the initial cell site or perhaps the mobile switching center couid be used to determine the location
of the wireless customer call origination.'’ Although the FCC has now directed that the level of
charges will be reduced, the rules of applying the rates, insofar as they are germane to this case,
are unchanged by the FCC"s Order, and that, at least for the foreseeable future, intrastate access

tariffs will continue to apply and be enforced by the state commissions.'”

Y FCC November 18" Order at § 1005, (“We first address a dispute regarding the interpretation of the intraMTA
rule. Halo Wireless (Halo) asserts that it offers “Common Carrier wireless exchange services to ESP and enterprise
Customers’ in which the customer ‘connects wirelessly to Halo base stations in each MTA " It further asserts that iis
‘high volume™ service is CMRS because ‘the customer connects to Halo’s base station using wireless equipment
which is capable of operation while in motion.” Hale argues that, for purposes of applying the intraMTA rule, ‘[the
origination point for Halo traffic is the base station to which Halo’s customers connect wirelessly.™)

Y FCC November 18" Order at 707. (“Service providers need to know certain information for eack call to bill for
and receive intercarrier payments for traffic that terminates on their networks. Specifically. to know what intercarrier
compensation charges apply, a terminating provider must be able to identify the appropriate upstream service
provider and the geographic location of the calier (or a proxy for the caller’s location)™).

" MCI Telecommunications Corporation; Determination of Interstate and Intrastate Usage of Feature Group A and
Feature Group B Access Service, FCC 85-145, 1985 FCC LEXIS 3500 (1985); recon. denied, FCC 85-595, 1985
FCC LEXIS 2320 (1985). In cases where the origin is not readily available, the FCC has directed that carmiers must
utilize an auditable methodology that enables them to determine such jurisdiction with relative accuracy based, for
example upon a traffic study.

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

B FOC November 18" Order at § 813.



The steps of call rating and billing are relatively simple and straightforward. First.
determine where the call originated and, second. establish who delivered it. If the call is from
another local number, then local compensation rules apply. If the call is rated as toll or long
distance, then there is further inquiry into whether the originating number is out-of-state or in-
state. Depending. then either interstate or infrastate access charges apply. The carrier delivering
the call, in this case Halo, is obligated to pay the carrier serving the called customer.

The telephone numbers determine the originating and ternmnating point of the call. The
FCC ordered that compensation continues to be based on the telephone number in 2002 '3 and
again in 2003."* Emphasizing the continuing importance of the calling party number, the FCC’s
most recent Order strengthens the call signaling rules and extends them to itrastate calling."”

It is under these rules that the RLEC Complainants billed Halo and it is these rules that

Halo and Transcom flout now.

C. HALO’S FEDERAL SPECTRUM LICENSE DGES NOT PRECLUDE ALL
INQUIRY OR FORCLOSE ANY STATE JURISDICTION

1. Halo’s radio spectrum is a right o use and not a regulatory classification.
Halo describes the Complaint as “impermissibly™ seeking to regulate federal radio

spectrum. It argues that “{tjhe FCC is the exclusive ‘first decider’ and must be the one to

" In the Matter of Petition of WorldCom, Inc. et al Pursuant to Section 252(e)(5) of the Communications Act for
Preemption of the Jurisdiction of the Virginia State Corporation Commission Regarding Interconnection Dispuies
with Verizon Virginia Inc., and for Expedited Arbitration. CC Docket Nos. 00-218, 00-249 and 00-251,
Memorandum Opinion And Order, released July 17, 2002 at 44 286 and 301 (“The parties alf agree that rating calls
by their geographical starting and ending points raises billing and technical issues that have no concrete, workable
solutions at this time.”).

Y Srarpower Communications, LLC v. Verizon South Inc.. File No, EB-00-MD-~19 (Memorandum Opinion and
Order released November 7, 2003} at 99 16 - 17 (intercarrier compensation to be on the basis of the telephone
number NPA-NXX).

Y FCC November 18" Order at 9 710.



interpret, in the first instance, whether a particular activity falls within the certificates 1t has
issued.”"

Halo misconstrues this proceeding. RLEC Complainants are nof asking the TRA to
determine whether or not Halo’s use of federal spectrum is permitted, although it has attempted
to determine how it 1s used (if at all) so as to apply the proper regulatory classification. The
RLEC Complainants are nor asking the TRA to determine whether Halo has violated the terms of
its federal spectrum lcense. The complaint does not seek to regulate Halo's entry into the
CMRS market (if it has) or the rates it charges end users (if it has anv). RLEC Complamants
have no objection to Halo’s physical network operation (whatever it may be} and do nor seek
compensation for any intraMTA traffic originated by Halo (if any). But these are not issues
raised in this proceeding as there is no Halo-originated traffic in the traffic delivered to the
RLEC Complainants.

3650-3700 Mliz service can be used to provide CMRS, bat 1s not required to be used in
this manner. As a result, holding a 1icenhse in this spectrum does not necessarily mean that the
holder is a CMRS provider. The FCC licenses 3650-3700 MHz service on a nationwide non-
exclusive basis. After obtaining a 3650-3700 MHz license (which is free), a licensee may begin
operations upon simple registration of the individual transmission locations.

A lcensee may not operate at any location until it has been registered. The FCC's web
site indicates that Halo holds an FCC license in the 3650-3700 MHz spectrum originally with

tower registrations in Texas.'” The FCC's website also indicates that. on April 15, 2011, Halo

' Halo MTD at 5 ( 9) and 19 (20).
" htpfwireless2 feesov/isApn/ lsSearch/dicenseocSum. isn 7 Ho K ev= 3074072,

_g._



received authority for additional tower locations using this spectrum, including two limried
locations in Tennessee (Gainesboro and Amiherst). I8
3650-3700 MHz spectrum is inadequate to handle large volumes of traffic such as Halo is
delivering. The RLECs” witnesses will testify that this spectrum is of limited band width and is
non-exclusive, as the FCC does not limit the number of licensees. There is no obligation to
actually use the spectrum, it is available on an as-available basis and, if there are too many
licensees operating locally in that spectrum. the quality of the transmission is degraded. These
factors result in a level of service quality that would be questionable for a high volume customer.
The FCC has made clear that3630-3700 MHz licensees may choose to provide private or
common carrier radio services. The FCC’s rule provides:
§ 90.1309 Regulatory status.
Licensees are permitted to provide services on a non-common carrier and/or on a
common carrier basis. A licensee may render any kind of communications service
consistent with the regulatory status in its license and with the Commussion's rules
applicable to that service. "
In adopting this rule, the FCC stated that the tvpe of service actually provided will determine the
regulatory classification and obligations of the licensee:
Licensees in the 3650 MHz band may provide services on a common carrier or
non-common carrier basis and will have flexibility to designate their regulatory
status based on any services they choose to provide. Such an approach will
provide them with the greatest flexibility to use the spectrum for service
applications that are best suited for their needs. In other words, wireless licensees
in the 3650 MHz band will be able fo provide all allowable services anywhere

within their service area at any time, consistent with whatever regulatory status

they choose.
# Ok ok

While wireless licensees in the 3650 MHz band will be subject to specific
licensing and operating provisions adopted in this order, other rules may also
apply to these licensees depending on the type of the service they provide. For

¥ him i wireless2 foc govit HsApp/ApplicationSearch/appIMainisplannllD=474 1944
47 CFR § 90.1309.
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instance, if a wireless licensee provides Commercial Mobile Radio Services

(CMRS). which makes the licensee a common carrier, other obligations attach as

a result of that decision under Title I of the Communications Act or the

Commission's rules (e.g., universal service, CALEA).™
As the foregoing language makes clear, Halo may, in fact, use its free 3650-3700 MHz license to
provide CMRS service, but such use is not required. The corollary to the FCC’s licensing
flexibility decision is that the nature of the service actually provided by Halo. rather than Halo’s
characterization of that service, will determine whether or not it qualifies as CMRS.

Thus, Halo's primary case citations.”’ under which much of its arguments that the TRA
cannot “interpret™ critically depend, are simply not relevant. Those cases relate to state
interpretation of federal motor carmer certificates issued by the Interstate Commerce
Commission (“ICC™) and are inapposite here, where there is no CMRS or ESP certificate to
interpret. In Service Storage & Transfer, the Supreme Court ruled that Virginia could not fine a
motor carrier where the shipments were routed to an out-of-state fucility, without first seeking an
interpretation of the motor carrier’s interstate certificate from the ICC*  Gray Lines Tour
involved excursions to the Hoover Dam operated by Nevada-based carriers that fraveled (o

points in out-of-state Arizona, as well as Nevada, which the Ninth Circuit held should been ruled

upon initially by the ICC*»  Similarly, in Middlewest Motor Freight, the Eighth Circuit

* In the Matier of Wireless Operations in the 3650-3700 MHz Band: Rules for Wireless Broadband Services in the
36350-3700 MH=z Band: Additional Specirum for Unlicensed Devices Below 900 MH:z and in the 3 GH: Band;
Amendment of the Commission’s Rules With Regard to the 3650-3700 MHz Government Transfer Band, Report and
Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order, 20 FCC Red 6502 (2005) at 91 36-37 (citations omitted).

' Halo MTD at 5 (9 9), 10 (920) and 22 (444) (citing Service Storage & Transfer Co. v. Virginia, 359 U.S. 171
(1959), Grav Lines Tour, Co. of S. Nevada v. Intersiate Commerce Com., 824 F.2d 811 (9" Cir. 1987), and
Middlewest Motor Freight Bureau v. Interstate Commerce Com,, 867 F.2d 458 (8™ Cir. 1989)). Transcom employs
the same irrelevant case citations to support its own “exclusively federal” claim. See Transcom MTD at 9-10 (Y15)
and RLECs" Response 1 Opposition.

# Service Storage & Transfer, 359 U.S. at 177 (... interpretations of federal certificates of this character should be
made in the first instance by the auwthority issuing the certificate and upon whom the Congress has placed the
responsibility of action.™).

* Gray Lines Tour, 824 F 2d at 815 (“State regulatory authorities may not assume the power to interpret boundaries
of federally issued certificates or to impose sanctions upon operations assertedly unauthorized by the federal
certificate.” ),
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concluded that the initial issue of whether shipments originating out-of-staie that were routed by
an intrastate carrier were interstate in nature.”

The three cases cited above are inapposite to and distinguishable from the facts at issue in
the instant proceeding and should not be afforded any weight. First, each case pertains only to
motor carrier transportation. not telecommunications traffic as is the case here. FCC cases
should be cited, but none are.” Second, these cases raise the question of interpreting a federal
certificate or license. The present matter, however, requires no such interpretation as there is no
federal certificate/license issued for which interpretation is sought. As discussed above, Halo
has misconstrued the purpose of this proceeding. RILEC Complainants are not seeking an
interpretation of Halo’s 3650-3700 MHz federal spectrum license, not alleging a violation
thereof, and not challenging Halo’s authority hereunder. Neither Halo nor Transcom hold any
FCC certificates or authorizations (CMRS, ESP. or otherwise) that would require an
interpretation.  Ultimately, Halo and Transcom have mistakenly relied upon and improperly
applied these ICC cases in support of their motions in an attempt to shift jurisdiction away from

the TRA to the FCC.

2. The CMRS regulatory classification is fact specific
Commercial Mobile Radio Service is specifically and carefully defined under the
Communications Act as “any mobile service (as defined in section 3) that is provided for profit

and makes interconnected service available (A) to the public or (B) to such classes of eligible

* Middlewest Motor Freight, 867 F.2d 458 at 459-460.

* It is interesting that Halo and Transcom rety on ICC, and not FCC. cases to support their arguments that
jurisdiction lies with the FCC. This should come as no a surprise, however, because such FCC cases do not exist.
The interplay between interstate and intrastate telecommunications traffic is a much different dynamic than motor
carrier transportation. As discussed infra. the controlling case law has made it expressly clear that the state
commissions maintain jurisdiction fo determine jurisdiction and that they need not ask the FCC to rule on each and
every preemption ciaim before ruling upon them and acting.

- 12 -



users as to be effectively available to a substantial portion of the public.”®  Section 3(27) of the
Act further defines a “mobile service,” as “radio communication service carried on between
mobile stations or receivers and land stations, and by mobile stations communicating among
themselves.™’  Section 3(28) of the Communications Act. in turn, defines a “mobile station” as
“a radio-communication station capable of being moved and which ordinarily does move.™*

Therefore, CMRS service must:

1) be provided for profit;

2) be made available to the public or a substantial portion thereof:
3) interconnect with the PSTN;

4y utilize radio communications;

5) be a mobile service.
Halo fails these tests on several accounts.

Halo’s services are not commercially available. Halo is an in-house and captive creation
of Transcom. The principal of Transcom, Robert S. Birdwell (aka Scott Birdwell), subsequently
created Halo Wireless, Inc. after the demise of Global NAPs, for the purpose of delivering third
party-originated landline and wireless toll calls to the AT&T tandems and the carriers subtending
those tandems, such as the RLEC Complainants. Transcom is the sole source off all of Halo’s
traffic. Halo has acknowledged in its pending bankruptcy proceeding that Transcom 1s its only
customer.”

Moreover, the service connection between Halo and Transcom is not mobile. A mobile

handset is not involved (“station capable of being moved and which ordinarily does move™). The

47 USC § 332(d).

T 47 USC § 3(27).

47 USC § 3¢28).

* Halo has claimed before the Bankruptcy Court that it also provides some retail service free of charge as a “beta”
project, but conceded that its sofe source of revenue is from Transcom-delivered traffic.
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service is much more likely fixed. The RLEC witnesses will explain that Halo and Transcom
would not flow million of minutes using a mobile unit,

More plausibly, there is no use of Halo’s wireless spectrum at all in 1ts traffic exchange
with Transcom. The RLECs' witnesses will explain that it is even doubtful that any wireless
transfer in the 3650-3700 MHz spectrum is used to forward large volume of toll traffic from
Transcom because of the severe operating limitations of this publicly available (free). non-
exclusive (open to everyone’s use) spectrum.

Nor does it matter. Halo here is delivering traditional toll calls originated by somebody
else, mostly wireline-originated, as aggregated and sent to it by Transcom for termination by the
RLEC Complainants. In this role, it is an IXC. Even if Halo is using “wireless-in-the-middle.”

this can be is not called CMRS-origination. as the FCC has now expressly ruled.

3. A State commission may inquire in the facts surrounding a jurisdictional
defense

Halo ensconces itself in the possession of a free, non-exclusive and open use FCC
spectrum license to shield it from any inquiry into what it is actually doing. The Motion to
Dismiss asserts that merely holding a spectrum license precludes any inquiry whatsoever,
including whether the spectrum is even used in the service provided or has any relevance at all to
Halo’s IXC delivery of third party toll traffic to the RLEC Complainants. Halo admits that 1t
handles traffic that originates and terminates between points in Tennessee, but then proclaims

that the technology used exempts it from this Commission’s jurisdiction over intrastate traffic.™

* Halo MTD at 5 (§ 10) (“Halo's operations that invoive communications to or from end-points on the PSTN in
Tennessee are being conducted pursuant to FCC authorizations. Halo does not have, is not required to have, cannot
be compelled to seek or secure, and will not seek or secure, any state permissions for such services unless and until
the FCC requires Halo to do so0.”).
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It 1s remarkably petulant to declare that:

Halo is not at this point answering or raising any potential defenses or
affirmative defenses. Halo is asserting lack of jurisdiction to decide
whether the traffic is ‘not” interstate. Thus, Halo does not bear any burden
of proof. Nor, strictly speaking, can the complainants be given the burden
or opportunity to “prove” in this proceeding that the traffic is intrastate.
The commission [sic] simply cannot consider any of this, for it lacks
jurisdiction over the entire question of whether the traffic is “not
interstate.”™!

There are several fatal flaws in this reasoning. First and foremost, Halo must present the
facts necessary to demonstrate the veracity of its claimed status as a CMRS provider. Simply
because it holds a federal radio license that might be used to provide mobile service to end user
customers does not mean that everything, or even anything, that Halo does is CMRS.

Carriers often operate different lines of business, each of which is treated differently for
regulatory purposes. For example, AT&T is a wireless carrier (specifically a CMRS provider). a
wireline telephone company (an ILEC). a long distance, interexchange carrier {(an [XC}. Internet
access provider (an ISP) and a broadband provider (an information service provider). No one
title is exclusive. The fact that a carrier may be a CMRS provider in one aspect of its business
and. thus, subject fo FCC regulations regarding CMRS providers, does not mean that all traffic
handled by that carrier constitutes CMRS traffic such that any regulations regarding non-CMRS
traffic are applicable to anything else 1t does.

Secondly, the same rules that the RLEC Complainants described in their prior Response
to Transcom’s Motion to Dismiss, namely. that “Preemption does not occur because ‘1 said
s0.”? If Halo claims that the facts of its operation are such that it is removed from state

regulation, then Halo is required to demonstrate the facts to allow this Authority to make that

determination.

*" Halo MTD at 21 (n. 20).
RLECs® Response In Opposition To Transcom at 5.,



As also described in that Response to Transcom’s similar Motion, federal courts
consistently affirmed the states' right to investigate and to require a demonstration of preempted
status:

The FCC has consistently maintained a distinction between local and

“interexchange" calling and the intercarrier compensation regimes that apply to

them. and reaffirmed that states have authority over intrastate access charge

regimes. Against the FCC's policy of recognizing such a distinction, a clearer

showing is required that the FCC preempted state regulation of both access
charges and reciprocal compensation for ISP-hound traffic.

This view was also adopted by the Second Circuit Court of Appeals. again in a case ruling
against Global NAPs' preemption ?theory.34

Various states. in considering the preemption claims (on VolP grounds) of Global NAPs.
required that toll traffic deliverer (of Transcom traffic) bore the burden of proof with respect to
establishing the nature of its traffic and that is was. in fact. enhanced. The Georgia Commission
fully agreed that preemption is an affirmative defense’” and that the party pleading the defense
has the burden of proof.*®

The Florida PSC ruled that PointOne, a carrier similar to Transcom. does not enhance

long distance traffic and that "Sprint should not have to track down carriers of traffic that has

TS Global NAPs, Inc. v. Verizon New England, Inc., 444 F 3d 39, 72-73 (1st Cir. 2006).

Y Global NAPs, Inc. v. Verizon New England, Inc.. 454 F.3d 91 (2d Cir. 2006),

* In re: Request for Expedited Declaratory Ruling As To the Applicabiliny of the Intrastate Access Tariffs of Blue
Ridge Telephone Company, Citizens Telephone Company, Plant Telephone Company, and Waverly Hall Telephone
LLC fo the Traffic Delivered to Them by Global NAPs, Inc.; Georgia PSC Docket No. 21905-U | Initial Decision
filed April 8. 2008 and Order Adopting in Part and Denying in Part the Hearing Officer's Initial Decision filed July
31, 2009; GAPSC Order at 12 ("The Independent Companies alleged that they received rattic from GNAPs for
termination. and asked that the Commission declare that they are entitled to access charges in connection with such
traffic. GNAPs raised the affirmative defense of preemption in an effort to avoid making such payment.")..

* Id at 12 (*Courts have found that the party raising the affirmative defense has the burden of proof. Buist v. Time
Domain Corporation, 926 So. 2d 290, 296 (2005). Under the principle. (GNAPs had the burden of proef to
demonstrate the subject traffic was of such a nature as to preempt the Authority.™}. See also Id at 7 ("As will be
addressed in more detail in Staffs recommendation on GNAPs's alleged error number 9, the Initial Decision properly
determined that the burden of proof was on GNAPs to demonstrate that the Commission is preempted with regard to
the subject traffic. See Fifth Third Bank ex rel. Trust Officer v. CSX CO¥p.. 415 F.3d 741, 745 (7th Cir. 2005)."): See
also, Id at 10 (" ... preemption is an affirmative defense and the party raising it bears the burden of proof.™).
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been handed off several times before ultimately reaching Sprint's network."”’ The Pennsylvania
PUC also tuled that Global NAPs bore the burden to demonstrate its affirmative preemption
defenses.” In each of these cases state jurisdiction was found to exist. The FCC so-found in a
case similar to that here where an IXC was seeking to classify in-state calls as interstate.””

As with the Georgia, Florida and Pennsylvania proceedings, and consistent with federal
judicial rulings. Halo and Transcom bear the burden fo demonstrate that the state is preempted

from acting.

4. Moreover, even were Halo providing CMRS, the FCC has consistently
acknowledged the State’s authority over intercarrier compensation for
intrastate CMRS Service

Halo employs a series of non sequiturs to predetermine the outcome of the discussion

about what compensation applies. Of course, “non-access” traffic is not subject to access
charges. RLEC Complainants concede that FCC rules so state’ and that reciprocal
compensation applies where the traffic originates and terminates in the same MTA (where the
traffic delivered by Halo is originated by AT&T Wireless. for example).”” But, as Halo also

concedes, access charges may also apply to CMRS traffic.”

T Complaint Against KMC Telecom, Florida PSC Docket No. 041144-TP, Order No. PSC-05-1234-FOF-TP issued
December 19, 20035,

¥ Patmerion Telephone Company v. Global NAPs South,Inc., Global NAPs Pennsylvania, Inc., Global NAPs, Inc.
and Other Affiliares, PA PUC Docket C-2009-2093336, Opinion and Order entered March 16,2010

* In the Matter of Thrifiy Call, Inc. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Concerning BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Tarifl F.C.C. No. 1, CB/CPD File No. 01-17, Declaratory Ruling released November 12, 2004,

“ Halo MTD at 13 (426) (“Under the FCC's rules, when carriers are indirectly interconnected, all ‘nonaccess’ traffic
is subject to a ‘no compensation’ regime unless and until the indirectly interconnected carriers enter into a written
ICA™).

47 CFR.§20.11d).

2 The FCC November 18" Order revises this to “bill and keep. This does not affect this complaint, however, as the
traffic at issue here is interMTA (tolb) and not intraMTA (local).

“ Halo MTD at 14 (429) (“[Tthe FCC's rules and rulings have specifically set out the limited circumstances under
which a CMRS provider will be providing “telephone toll service,” and, thus, be subject fo access charges.”).
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As the RLEC Complainants have consistently stressed. the intrastate access billings sent
to Halo only reflect charges for wireline interexchange and wireless interMTA traffic between
points within the State of Tennessee. No access charges have been applied to “non-access”
traffic. “Access” charges have been applied only to “access™ traffic.

Halos broad proclamation that “[o]nly the FCC can decide whether any particular traffic
is or 1s not ‘interstate” and subject to its exclusive original jurisdiction™ ignores the fact that the
separation between interstate and intrastate was resolved long ago and that the rules have been
applied consistently since, including by RLEC Complainants in their access bills to Halo.

The FCC has now reaffirmed those rules and specifically rejected Halo’s contrary

: T
interpretation.”

b. TRANSCOM’S CLAIM TO BE AN ESP AND HALQO’S CLAIM TO SERVE ONE
IS UNPROVEN AND IRRELEVANT

As with Halo’s putative status as a CMRS provider, Transcom and Halo claim ESP status
for Transcom and, then, argue federal préemption from that conclusory self-judgment, even
while acknowledging that the label is assumed.”® Once again. Halo and Transcom misconstrue
what this complaint is about. The Complaint does not argue what services Halo is entitled to
offer.”” RLEC Complainants do not suggest that Halo is not entitled to serve an ESP. It simply

maintains that Transom is not one. While RLEC Complainants admit that Transcom “claims to

“ Halo MTD at 5 (§ 9) (citing Service Storage & Transter Co. v. Virginia, 359 U.S. 171, 178-79 (1959)).

¥ FCC November 18" Order at 9 1006,

* Halo MTD at 17 (§ 34) (“Under binding FCC rules and the Communications Act, enhanced/information services
are by definition not ‘common carrier’ services, nor are they ‘felecommunications’ or a “telecommunications
service.” The FCC long ago decided that enhanced services should not be regulated by either the FCC under Title |
of the Communications Act or by the states in any respect. This commission completely lacks jurisdiction to take up
the questions of whether Halo's purported ESP customer ‘should” or ‘can’ be regulated for intrastate purposes as a
common carrier, whether Halo has ‘authority’ to serve an ESP, or whether intrastate access “should” or ‘can’ be
aPpiied 10 any traffic associated with a putative ESP.”).

* Halo MTD at 15 (% 31)(*Complainants imply that Halo cannot serve or has no authority to serve ESPs, such as the
alleged customer Transcor, and that Halo's service is ‘illegal. ™)
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be an Enhanced Service Provider.™ it disputes this claim. the same as when Global NAPs
asserted it. RLEC Complainants question whether Transcom is an ESP and how an entity can be
an ESP that offers no enhanced services to end use customers, but which nstead offers “voice
termination” services to other interexchange carriers. These claims are further addressed in the
RLEC Complainants™ Response In Opposition, which is incorporated herein by reference.

Ner would it legally matter if Transcom were enhancing the traffic under the precedent of
the Time Warner Declaratory Ruling® The fact that the content may be enhanced by someone
else does not change the telecommunication nature of Halo’s delivery. The transiting carrier is
providing a telecommunications service even if the call was part of an information service. It is
entitled to interconnection and must also pay access.

In the Time Warner Declaratory Ruling, the FCC ruled upon whether MCI and Sprint
were entitled to interconnection on traffic that could be considered an wformation service (cable
VoIP service).™ Tt held that, irrespective of the originating technology, the deliverer of such
traffic would be providing a “telecommunications service.”

We further conclude that the statutory classification of the end-user service, and

the classification of VolP specifically. is not dispositive of the wholesale carrier’s

rights under section 251... The Act defines “telecommunications”™ to mean “the

transmission, between or among points specified by the user, of information of the

user’s choosing, without change in the form or content of the information as sent

and recetved.” Finally. any provider of telecommunications services is a
“telecommunications carrier” by definition under the Act.!

* Halo MTD at 16 ( 32).

Y Time Warner Cable Reguest for Declaratory Ruling that Competitive Local Exchange Carriers May Obtain
Interconnection Under Section 251 of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, to Provide Wholesale
Telecommunications Services 1o VoIP Providers, WC Docket No. 06-55, Memorandum Opinion and Order, released
March 1. 2007, at § 2 (“Time Warner Declaratory Ruling™).

M TWC purchases wholesale telecommunications services from certain telecommunications carriers, including
MCl WorldCom Network Services Inc. (MCIE) and Sprint Communications Company, L.P. (Sprint), to connect
TWC's VolP service customers with the public switched telephone network (PSTN). MCI and Sprint provide
transport for the origination and termination on the PSTN through their interconnection agreements with incumbent
LECs.” Time Warner Declaratory Ruling at § 2.

! Time Warner Declaratory Ruling at 9 9-10,
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It made no difference to the FCC that the traffic delivered was “enhanced” by protocol
conversion. The carrier delivering such calls is a telecommunicatton carrier.
As the FCC further ruled in its Time Warner Decision, payments are due regardless of
and upstream enhancements (in that case, the originating technology):
. the wholesale telecommunications carriers have assumed responsibility for
compensating the incumbent LEC for the termination of traffic under a section
251 arrangement between those two parties. We make such an arrangement an
explicit condition to the section 251 rights provided herein. See. e.g.. Verizon
Comments at 2 (stating that one of the wholesale services it provides to Time
Warner Cable is “administration, payment, and collection of intercarrier
compensation™); Sprint Nextel Comments at 5 (otfering to provide for its
wholesale customers “intercarrier compensation, including exchange access and
. . wer, 82
reciprocal compensation™).”
Like the wholesale CLECs, Halo has obtained an interconnection agreement with AT&T (and
delivery access to RLEC Complainants) on the basis that it is a telecommunications carrier.
Having gained these rights, it cannot now claim that the traffic is not telecommunications and
deny the payment of access charges.
E. FEDERAL LAW DOES NOT PRECLUDE A STATE FROM TERMINATING A
CARRIER OF INTRASTATE CALLING THAT DEFIES STATE LAW
Halo's arguments about “blocking™ suffers from several flaws. First. blocking, when
regulatory approval is given, is not blocking. Blocking occurs when a carrier unilaterally ceases
accepting traffic from another. RLEC Complainants have not done this, but rather filed this
Complaint seeking authority to cease service to Halo if it does not pay. It also asks that, it the

Commission determines that Halo is operating telephone lines or offering intrastate

telecommunication services that it be compelled to comply with state law. If the Commission

*2 Time Warner Decision at § 17 (emphasis added).

** Halo MTD at 20 (939) {“The complainants request an ‘order” by the TRA authorizing them to block Halo traffic.
They are asking the TRA to approve blocking of jurisdictionally interstate service. and they seek to deny Halo the
benefits of its federal right to interconnection as a CMRS provider.™).
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concludes Halo’s services are not CMRS and Halo rather is an interexchange carrier defivering
intrastate, then state certification is required. Suspension of services while Halo comphies is not
“blocking™ either.

Second. Halo’s arguments against blocking are based upon the same infirm arguments as
have been previously refuted. Halo’s interexchange “voice termination™ service 1s not a federal
service and the Commission would not be blocking federal traffic. Its claim that Transcom is
providing VolP service is explained nowhere and seems to be a random atfempt to interject yet
another stight of hand.™

Third. the cases cited by Halo relate solely to carriers that serve end user customers.
There is no specter here of calls not completing. There is no Halo-(or Transcom-) originated
traffic in any of the traffic analysis undertaken by RLEC Complainants. Halo and Transcom
simply are both links in the delivery chain of a call originated by someone else and terminated by
someone else. Their presence in these calls is non-essential and, were their companies’
operations to be terminated, the traffic would flow as it did before Halo came to Tennessee.
There are a myriad of other long distance carriers serving Tennessee and they would quickly and
efficiently pick up where they left off. In the final analysis. Halo and Transcom are simply
seeking to prolong their free ride taken at RLEC Complainants’ expense.

Finally. the means by which Halo and Transcom secured the ability to deliver calls.
namely interconnection agreement with AT& T, was based upon Halo’s representation that it was
intending to offer intraMTA CMRS service and, therefore, entitled to interconnect under the

Telecommunications Act. As detailed in this Answer, Halo does no such thing and, thus.

* Halo MTD at 21 (] 41) (“The cited state rules and laws do not apply to this set of circumstances. but even if they
did. they would be preempted given that the traffic is interstate, given that even according the complainants is VoIP
traffic coming from one of Halo's customers for whom Halo serves as a "numbering partner." The complainants
would end up blocking VolIP traffic, and that is a violation of § 201 (b)."). Parenthetically, the RLEC complaint
makes no such representation.



misrepresented itself. There is no public interest benefit of perpetuating an arrangement obtained

by fraud.

F. THE COMMISSION HAS THE STATE AUTHORITY TO HEAR THIS CASE

Finally, Transcom and Halo undertake some generalized scatter shots claiming that the
Commission lacks jurisdiction under the Tennessee Code to hear RLEC Complamants’
Complaint.

Cueing from RLEC Complainants’ description of Halo as “an access customer,” Halo
suggests that: “The Tennessee legislature did not see fit to turn the TRA into a court, or to allow
it to award damages payable from a customer to a regulated entity.” The label of “customer” is
irrelevant. Telecommunications service providers are “customers™ of other telecommunications
service providers and this fact does not remove them from the jurisdiction of the TRA. If such
label removed such providers from jurisdiction of the TRA, then the TRA could not enforce
disputes under the 1996 Telecommunications Act or any other federal or state law. Halo and
Transcom are public utilities, and as such, are subject to the jurisdiction of the TRA, even if they
are “customers”. There are no exemptions from TRA jurisdiction for such “customers™ as Halo

and Transcom. T.C.A. §65-4-117(a)(1) and (3).

G. COUNTS ALLEGING VIOLATIONS OF T.C.A. § 65-35-102(2) WITHDRAWN
Complainants hereby acknowledge that they are withdrawing the allegations that Halo and
Transcom violated T.C.A. § 65-35-102(2). The Amended Complaint does not set forth such

allegations.

55 Halo MTD at 25 (9 49) (Continuing, Halo also states that: “The TRA does not have state-level jurisdiction over
complaints filed by LECs against their "mere” customers.™).
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CONCLUSION

Since the Authority plainly has jurisdiction to hear the merits of this Complaint, the
Motion to Dismiss filed by Halo must be denied.
This 1st day of December. 2011.

Respectfully submitted,

H. LdDOl’l Baltlmore BPR #00 3836
Farris Mathews Bobango PLC

618 Church Street. Suite 300
Nashville, TN 37219

(615) 726-1200

Fax: (615) 726-1776
dbaltimorei@farrismathews.com

Norman J. Kennard

Thomas, Long, Niesen & Kennard
Pennsylvania [.D. No. 29921

212 Locust Street, Suite 500
Harrisburg. PA 17101
(717)255-7627 telephone

(717) 236-8278 facsimile
nkennardi@thomasionglaw.com

Attornevs for Complainanis
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing RESPONSE upon the

following persons by causing electronic copies of the same to be transmitted to each mterested

party that has supplied a valid email address, and all other parties to be served via first class mail

with adequate postage affixed thereon and deposited in the United States Mail addressed as

follows:

Paul S. Davidson, Esq.
James M. Weaver, Isq.

WALLER LANSDEN DORTCH & DAVIS, LLP

511 Union Street, Suite 2700

Nashville, TN 37219

W. Scott McMollough.

MCCOLLOUGHHENRY PC

Esg.

1250 S. Capital of Texas Hwy., Bldg. 2-235
West Lake Hills, TX 78746

wsme@dotlaw.biz

Steven H. Thomas. Esq
Troy P. Majoue, Esq.

Jenmifer M. Larson. Esq.
MCGUIRE, CRADDOCK & STROTHER, P.C.

2501 N. Harwood. Suite 1800

Dallas, TX 75201
sthomas@mcslaw.com

This Ist day of December, 2011.
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HERMANGZWHITEAKER, Lc

oG
PO B0 3418684

BETHESDA, MO 20827

VIA ECFS
September 23, 2011

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
Office of the Secretary

445 12th Street, SW

Washington. DC 20554

RE:  Ex Parte Notice - Connect America Fund, WC Docket No. 10-90: A National
Broadband Plan for Our Future, GN Docket No. 09-51; Establishing Just and
Reasonable Rates for Local Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 07-135; High-
Cost Universal Service Support, WC Docket No. 05-337: Developing a Unified
Intercarrier Compensation Regime, CC Docket 01-92; Federal-State Joint Board
on Universal Service, CC Docket No. 96-45; Lifeline and Link-Up, WC Docket
No. 03-109

Dear Ms. Dorich:

On September 22, 201 [, Tom McCabe and Norman Kennard representing TDS Telecom
(TDS). Colin Sandy, Bob Gnapp, and Mark Novy of the National Exchange Carrier Association
(NECA), Jill Canfield of the National Telecommunications Cooperative Association (NTCA),
Steve Pastorkovich of the Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small
Telecommunications Companies (OPASTCO), and the undersigned counsel on behalf of twenty-
eight members of the Missouri Small Telephone Company Group (MoSTCG), met with Albert
Lewis, John Hunter, Randy Clarke, Victoria Goldberg and Rebekah Goodheart of the Wireline
Competition Bureau (WCB), Margaret Dailey and Terry Cavanaugh of the Enforcement Bureau,
and Peter Trachtenberg of the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau of the Federal
Communications Commission (FCC or Commission). Mr. Gnapp and Mr. Novy participated in
the meeting via telephone.

The participants discussed the attached presentation regarding Halo Wireless, Inc. (Halo).
Specifically, the representatives of TDS discussed TDS’s experience in seeking compensation
from Halo for the termination of traffic. The representatives of NECA presented a summary of
the significant volumes of Halo traffic being terminated to NECA members. The participants
also explained that the “re-origination” of a call over a wireless link in the middle of the call path
does not alter the jurisdiction of the call or convert a wireline-originated call into a wireless call.

T EXHIBIT

A




Herman & Whiteaker, LLC
September 23, 2011
Page 2 of 2

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s rules, a copy of this letter is being filed
via ECFS with vour office. If you have any questions or require additional information, please

contact the undersigned.

Gregory W. Whiteaker

Sincerely,

Attachment

ce: (via email)
Albert Lewis
John Hunter
Randy Clarke
Victoria Goldberg
Rebekah Goodheart
Margaret Dailey
Terry Cavanaugh
Peter Trachtenberg






s3I [edny 1INOSSIA
Wo023|2] Sal




| ‘SIDIBIA UOZIIDA Ul 103UU02433Ul 0] DU|
SADIAIDS §S3|DUM O]eH Auedwod mau e paleaud sey [[amplig
102 JaUMOo ayl pue Adidnpjueq pajy sey ssoadipn OleH
'SHIND VLIARIIUL IO [EDO|

SSO|OHM OJBH-UOU 9%ZT pUB Y1IA-191Ul S53|2JIM OjeH-uou

S1 90T  28UBYIXBIUI BUIDIIM SI 98/ YSHe1ISa 01 §||e2 ay)

JO syuiod-pus ugeuiwssy pue duneudiio ayl pasn sey sal
‘'S9dJeyd ssaooe

BuiAed ploae Ajjua|npnel} 01 19pJo Ut SSaDJIAN O|eH aleljyje s
03 JU4ed} 8yl SuliBAldp pue duyjed) ||ol Supedatdde S| woosuel |
{901IAI9S

UoneUIWID]) 934 188 01 dL4ell paleuldio-Ssa|adim v LN

~eJjul se 1 asingsip 03 sundwane pue Jyjes) sssd3e pajeuldlio
-$S3|SJIM PUR BUIBIIM JO UOLeUIGLIOD B BUIpuds St O|eH




"SBUWDYIS BIURPIOAR $S3208 SN0y} PaJsalep
Syjea] Suneunuia) pue 3undsode asesd Aeul SISLIED 1BYL WILYUOD pInoys DD
‘saped a|qisuodsald JO uoLeIyIuBP!
SIRINDIE MO||E 01 0S| UOLBWIO UL Jated Suneuldlio apnjoul
(AJBSSBIBU SWISIUBYIDW JUBWB3I0IUB)
N1Sd 8yl uo ugeuruual 10 SURUISLIO JUJRIL || JO) UCHIBWIOIU Suneudiio
lea ssed pue aiejndod Ap@ieindoe o) siapiaoad jje aunbad pinoys DD
" 9IppIW-aYI-UI-SYIAD  H UBAS ‘SiSAjeue  pUS-03}-pUd  WILjedy
DLl JO Binjeu o
uoLIpsUNl 4a1|e J0U SB0P JYeI] JO  UOLRUISIIO-B) 1BYL UWLIHUOD PINnoys DD
BIppIW 8yl ut ASojouydal Jo ssajpJledal
D141 91BISBAUL IBA0 SBINASIP SSaIppe 01 AJJoyIne 81e3S WiLleay
WuBpssald  sjppiw-sy)
~Ul-] 41IM JUDISISUOD ‘SSD0B 931e)sIalul Aed 01 uones||qo |eda| uyuo)
JUle4Y JO vUniey 10 uondipsuni
19]]e 10U S20p _3|pplul-ay1-u-AB0j0UYa1 1B LLIYUOD PINoYys D04




'S91INUIW D00‘000'S 49A0 paleuliLl SAL TTOT

1sndny Ag 000 2z¢ Ajirewxoddde sem 107 4200100 Ul
S3INUILW JO J3qUINU |B10} 9y} "UOLIBUILLISYL J0OJ SS3|34M

O|eH Wo4) sa1nuiw SuiAdal uedadq sal — 010z 41890120

'SIBPINOL SHIND
13410 pue |91y U9daMIa(q SIUBLUDBIEE UOLIIBUUODIID}UI

o1ul sundo uesaq sSORUIM OleH — 0T0Z-6007
'SSRUMN OleH 1suiede O Ul julejdwos
e ul dunedipnled S| pue ‘WodsUeL] pue SSISIIM

o|eH 1suiede N1 pue yo ut duipuad sjulejdwion sey sl -

M,Awmﬁmm m gmmit
SODIAIDS PADUBYUS LWOISURL ], /SSO[aaIp O[eH — WodaP ], SA.L




ted

#®

erimindg

"%

es ']

1t

1

®

-
-
-
)
=
i<
M
i

yT

6,000,000

5,000,000

4,000,000

3,000,600

R

2,600,000

e

- m}%

RN
e

o

e

TR R

SRR

i

S

1,000,000

i
]
e

b=

i
N
-
=

May-11

i

4
=

<

Mar-11

]

i

2 lec-10 Blan-11

#0100 B Nov-10



‘Yauow Jad Q000G TS AQ Smoud
pue 000‘008S JO SS3IXd Ul St SS3[aJIM OjeH AQ pamo
sadleys ssadde TTOZ 1sndny ysnoayj — 110z isnsny .
's9d4eyd $sad%e 0}
108[gNs 10U SI Yd1IYyMm dUJeIl SHIAID YV LIABIIUL ST UOLBUILLIBY
10} S(1L 01 paJaAljep duyjedl ayl jje eyl sutwie)d
pue ‘Japirodd (SHIAD) 921A18G Olpey 9JIGOIAl |eIDJauwwo)
e si ojeH 18yl 3uida||e sjjIg ssaotoe asay) paindsip sey ojeH
'SSI|UIAN OJBH 01 $SIDI0AUI $S8I0E

panssi Sl eiep /SS JO MalAaL e U0 paseq -TT07 |MdY

surpowl [, (twodsued],) -Duj SOdIAIS
OOUPLUY WOISURLL/SSORIIAA OB H — WODIR], S(]

- M
%r;‘ %




1LY pue sH37Y 03 SJejjop 4O suol|jil SUIMOo
‘Asydnpjueq AJelun|oa 104 pajy SSSI9JIM OjeH — TT0Z ‘g isndny

"S1OYJBW UOZIIDA
Ul SpUsWaaJlde uoLoauu02433Ul SUPS3S 40 03Ul PaJ3IUS sey
pue pajelodiodul Sem *IU| SADIAIDS SSISUIM OjeH — 1107 |Hdy

| O[R[H — WOo23d [, S(.L




"eILIDWY |BINJ 0] SIIIAIDS puBqpROo.q
0 1uBwWAo|dap spedw Aj@lewin sanUsAaL 95943 JO SSO| 9y -

'$adieyd ssaooe Jo uswiAed 1noyim
SDINUIL JO SUOH|IW 91eUIWLIDY 0} Si3111eD 853aY] pasn aney
Aayy se sawayds 9say] Wol) Ajlesud pajysuaqg sey woasued]

‘984D JO 994} SOTTY JO SYHOMIBU BYF 9sSN 0} SUINURUOD 3{IYM
sAejop Aiojendad Aj3sod pue AYisua| jiojdxa 03 18pJo Ul 151X3
10U 0p 1eyl sajoy dooj jeda) pue Aloje|ngdad 918040 SSBIDIIAN
O|BH MOU pue siauliedquiulor ‘sdyN [eqoin se yons saiuedwo)
"93eJ11gJe $S932. JO 9SNeI3( SONUIA

SS900E U SIB||OP JO SUOI||IW 1SO] Sey 'sOITY ||e 93! ‘SAl




131ndwios dojde)

B pUB UOLI8UUOD puegpeotq e sadmnbad 11 1eyy up e[ a18e Jo
1BY1 03 Jejiulls S| SULIBHO 8DIAIBS BDI0A [1B1BY  SSB|DJIM OleH
SIDWOoISNY) asudiaiug pue s4s3 01 3DIAIRS

a8uUeYIXT $SOBHAN JO1IBD UOWIWIOY) (7) puk Siswnsuo’) 181y
01 S9JIAISS B1e(] PUB DDI0A 3JIQOIAl SSO|3JIM puegpeodq (1)
{S3DIAIDS (Z) OM| BpIn0Id 01 sada||y a1led X3  SS9|alIM OfeH




OfeH
Aq pansas Jswoisn)  BwWN|oA YdiH  Ajuo ayj st woosued]

'SI9PINOI SSAIBIAN PUE DT ‘SIapInod

a|qen ‘sHx| wod} pajedaldde oy Ajjedipulid Dyjesy aleuiwiay
01 "OU| ‘S90IALDS paodueyuy woodsued | Auedwod ajeljuje

S SMO|{e JULIBYO JBWOISND)  BUWNJOA YSIH —~ SSB|aJIAN OeH

9%

'19SN pud  S19114eD IFUBYIXD |BD0| BU) 0} UOLBUIWIS]
104 Wapuel ayl 01 oyyeay Aued-paiyy utiaalep ‘sulisyo
lawoisn)  swnjoA YsiH, oyl st ssauisng Atewlid s ojeH




(030 mau e paynuap! SSaRIIM

ojeH sey AjIuadad AjuQ) “jenpliAlpul sules 3yl aJom
SSO|DJIAN OlEH pue Wodsued] JO 1UapIsald pue 03D 9yl -

rJolesado

wiapuel ayl 01 dujedl 1aA1ep 01 sapiaoad Aued-paiyy e

S9SN 11 peajsul Ing “Uapiaodd wapuel e Yiim s10suuodialul

Aj3oa41p woasued] jeyy Jeadde jou sa0p 1 ‘ssaulsng

S} 01 uoLeUIWIB) |BD0] JO dcuelodwl ayl sndsa(

‘Yyiuow sad

$SOINUIW UOIjIg U0 A[JedU JO 914 UnJ 1UdJINd B S1Seoq

W UDIYM J0J  BDIAISS UOLEBUILLIBY BDIOA  SI BULIBHO

9JIAIBS 840D S1 ‘B1ISqAM S LWOISURS| 0 SUIPI0IIY




ey
s

e T

e e g

L ABULYIXS dHjed} Y] ¢

i E

ﬁ.
UOISIAAUOD AT L-JT a4yt ySnoayy dn sjutod ssanoe ssafatim

IDLLIOISID WOA] J] [[E S1I0MIIU 310D S SS3[aIIAL O[eH

v A




"(§2d/ssapaam

pue aiqes/3310 0ad/731) wswBas Jawued Yoea Aqg pajeutfiic yjed) pajel ssadoe jo adejusisad

3y st sisayjusied ay) up junowe ayy -seidde ssadoe yorwym 03 ‘Suod Suneuuis) pue Suleuwlsiio vodn
paseq W 1AL 10 aFuRYINBISIUI ST DR JO %488 'paleuiduo Aved-paiyl S1Dyjell poIsAlBR-0jeH |V,

(i 10
wiosue 1}
FIN0Y
1507 15891

oAG
SSTEET]

LR

UoReuiuins ] HO-PUEH sssialipp JUHRoY
e {{eD-pil padajly 1507 15837

USHBUENIG
fHeo

wieageiq mol4 ||ed ojeH |enioy



‘O|BH JO J2WI0ISND 19sSN-pus ue Ag paleuidiio sem dijely ON
‘s9dJeyo

$S8OOE 91RISEAIUI PUB B1B15191UI 01 103[gNs Si dU4eal 9yl JO %88
"‘CYIAID VLA BAIU] JO |ED0| SUI[SUIM JBYLS SeM 9% 7T UeY) SSa7
‘saluedwod ajges pue DI D310

SUI2M SYIND-UOU AQ paleuldiio sem syjedy Jo (%8/) Ayiolen
‘0jeH 404 satuedwod g1 Ag paleuiwial senuiw

UOI|IA §°Z 19A0 U0 pawilojdad sisAjeue Jo synsad ajisodwo)




‘Juipeaisiw pue asje) A|ldwis sy 1IA owes syl ul suoLels
9SE( MUl SSO|OHIM JDUI0ISND WO} 31euUidLIO siuswaduelie
LOLDBUUODIBIUI BUISIDARIL DUJEIL ||B JBY) WIe[D S OjeH -




Z'ig

6D HAAK-ZE9 904 HKXKK-LEL BG4 HYAL ELrdd 8E¥ 03731300 3Ny 031 9rE 4 2370 YO - WO HAGIMANYE
0 HKKR-ZEG L XXXX-15L 904 LOTBIY EliFad BEY O3 1E1L 25Gid Aid] 530 E f444 ] O - WOD HAGIMANYSE
Y KHHKXCES 90 KRNKLGL 804 LLGEIETIS d62¥F oEY [sle R ETREL I IETIRT I ] ELS 444 BEEY V9 - WO HIGIMONYE
o KEXATESF906L KXXX-BEL 50L TIGE/LS 167 BEY QI4L 300 3NTg) 231 9 [44 EERS) o8- 0T
'SNOIEYSINAWNGCS £ 13A37T
k' KXXA-TES 80GL XXXX-8EL 904 T10e/32/5 462 [ O3 1AL 390 3l 231 13 vy [EERS ¥E - 31T WIBH0ES
3C INOHd 1SYDN0D
L0 XXXX-FLE BGL XAXX-BEL 0L Ti07/te/s 162 134 03713139018 3N8 O3 Srt 444 DFT0 ONEVIDHEGHD 20 ADOTONY
. KAXKPLE BOL XXXK-BEL 904 BGHET] 468F 215 4 QD LIV NG 3% abe 423 OF10] DN VIBH0OID 40 ADDTONM
0 XXKXZED $04 MXXKLEL B0 HOE/8E/5 H46Z% 2wy OO0 L 300G Ay 03 ElZS ohr D08y TI[Y 08 HINOSTI=
L0 KXAKEeD HL KXXKLEL BOL LLOZAES A6LF BEY G0EL 300 30T OdH ave (443 SOy Tizd 68 HINOS T3
3 XXXX¥L8 90L XRXK-LEL 0L [ fictay gey OO TEL 30 A O3 9vE g 23731 Ol YIDuOED 30 ADCIONM
£ XXXX-ZE9 004 XXXKQEL S04 LE0OZACIS 46CF oy [CRRE T T 9rE 443 pERs: Y5 ONE WODVLTEG
e MKKKFLE 904 XOOXX9EL B0L VEOZAOLS ELT4d Ei3 [ ETR=LlalEleh = I E R ] e [4¢4 ere 1138 OY HiAosTEg
4 KEXXTED 904 XXXHEEL G0 LEOZIbEG 48ck 8ed 0D 735 200 3l o5 e [444 EEN YO - 371 'vOE030
A0 ANOHG 1SYONOD
g7 XXXK-LED 90L XXXX-EEL 90L Tioz/oe/s 46T BEY O 13L 3005 amgy 23 atre a4 J08Y THEE 08 HLAOSTI3E
Ty XXAX-BST 904 XAXK-£EL 90L TI0z/5¢/s 162 BEY (027313501 3mg] 23 Eid3 (444 2084 1138 05 HINOSTidE
44 KHXXXRLE 901 XXXX8CL 804 LLOZIEIS E[¥44 Bey 03731 300 ang O3 are [424 D30 ONE VIS HG IO O ADOTONY
¢ 1 XXXA-TEG 90L KXXA-ZEL 90L 1w/l ELTed BEY G331 350w 3718] 331 9¥E vy 2084 7136 O5 HINOST138
bt XXXX-GGC 004 XXXX-ZEL B804 VLOEHZIS 462¥F gLy 00731 30GE AN 3T Bl [ D08 1196 OF HINOSTIEE
L XHXK-BST GOL KRXK-1Z2 904 LLOZI0EA Elerad ey O0 11 300 AN OFT ELeS [444 3084, TIEE O8 HINOSTIE8
L0 XXXX-8E8 3L XXXX-66Y S04 LLgzsiis dbek ey RNETRES =Ty = B ] Bl orF EEERETTIN YOSSITREIM NOZIdAA
L0 XHXKCES GOL KXXK-ES 904 1102/58 A6y ey PRRETESGTETETN e ] Sre oy EEEREEHY VO M HYINONIO MEN
0 KXKXTES GOL KANKR-LEB 0L 1102/B/5 462y PRRETEGTERNE eve fAsd 80d ST RNELOSAS TNEaE
T




‘Fuipes|siw pue as|e}

Ajdwiis st pred aJe sagieyd ssadoe adueyoxa pue ‘uljpuey Joj
X1 Ue 01 paInod Sl ayjedy 48ylo ||e DUl Siyl J8A0 uoleuIud]
10} paidanoe st sapisad Jamol 8yl Yolym Ul LA swes syj ul
adueyoxs suoyds|al 01 paulsap el Ajuo eyl pauwied ojeH




-1 '5Dd bESY
SSF1IIHIA HVINONID MIN

Y9 11 °S2d P1EY
SSTIIHIA HYINONID MAN

VO - Y11 'S4 P
SSHTTHIM HVTIONID MIN

YO - T SDdYIZ9
SSTNTHIMYVINONID MIN

YO - SSHTTHIAA NOZRIFAGYSS
VO diHSYINIEYd Q01D

V& - SSA13dIM NOZIIAOTSS
YHO JIHSHANIYYD OO1133

¥O - 13171V Yad 8678
ITTSNOLLYIINAWNGD

SST1IHIM 3TV

V5 - 13TV vad 8679

I SNOLLYINNIWINDGD
SSNIHA GINY

DN SNOHYBINMTINWOD TETS
13LKIN

SWEN NDO SdH0d NG

SO

£’y

gy

vh

L8

L4

£zt

781

LE

oW

it

11

Ti

i1

Ti

Tt

Tt

T

11

YA wia g

HHAN-TED 904
XHKAK-1LE 90L
KEAK-TEG 904
KXRHPLE 904

XERK-PLE GOL

HRKH-BST 904

KHXH-TE9 904

KRAXKBLE 804

KKAK-2E89 904

auoydaa)
VET]

L1

it

Lt

LE

LE

43

FALLEINS]

SWItep o[e Se H¥X] Bla 10U

HONI9UUODIaU] [ED0] BIA PaAaAl]3(]

SUJRLL, SHIND VLA

HHAK-86L L18

MHAK-TS6 S0

XKEX-TL9 058

XHAA-0E9 6l

WHAK-TEG 62T

RXKK-195 622

KEXK-EOY 62C

XXWH-6LE 6T

¥XEK-CET BiL

auouda@l
gy







ARy S GG PEPRIXG §) B1EP JELY ] INGHERN AJYIUOwL e apiaosd 10U PP SIUBpUOUSEl BWOS
LR SIYT WO PAPNIXS USBY Sey PUE B1EP iuoLy [eRied Ao pauieiuod 1107 A

1T0¢  Tioz YTO¢ TTo0¢  Ltoz  1T0¢ OTOZ Qtoe O0m0d O10¢ otoc
aung  Aepy ady o aewy R uef 28(] AON 30 TS 3y

ooo'onn's

000°000°0T

o0o'000'5Y

000'000°07

000’000

{now) @8esn Apyiuoln ofeH

ojeH 01 paingiiyne NON mcmﬁwmamgwmw UOHIW 8TT

SSB|AAN OjBH UM uonediil
uaiind 8ulln Asains syl 01 puodsal 03 paulsep siagquisiu jood yIIN |BLOAS

sjuspuodsad 6971
TT0Z AIng uj syuedidied j00d YJIN 01 panss| -

UONI3[[0)
ere aindsiy







'SHIAD se sauljenb 11 Jou 1o Jaylaym sujuialsp ‘9dIn1as
1BY) JO UCLRZII910BIRYD S OBH uey) Jayied ‘ojeH Ag papiaoad
Ajlen1oe 931A19S 3y Jo aunieu 8yl 10U JO 3JIAIDS SHIAD
apiaosd 01 9suadl| ZHIA 00Z£-0G9€ SH asn Joe} Ul ‘Aew ojeH «

(S002) pung ZHIN 00/ £-059€ 3Y1 Ui suopiadQ ssajali)
Jo 431101 HY3 Ul *99SUIII| BYI JO SUOLBSIGOo pue uoLedyisse|d
Aio1e|IN8o4 8yl SUIWIIBIBP {|IM papirosd Ajjenloe 80IA18S

Jo adA} 2y} 18Y1 Pa1L1S UOISSILIWOY) 9yl ‘a|nJ siyl sundope uj

'60ST'06 § H4D L 'S2OIAJISS OIped 311D UOWLUOD 10
a1ealid apiaoad 03 9so0yd ABW S985UBDIT SISBQ BAISN|IXa-UoU
‘994) B U0 301AJ9S ZHIA DOLE-0S9E $aSUBDI| UOISSILLUWOD 9y L »

SHIAD ATANLLDINNSTHd LON SHADINGES S ,OTVH




(9007) sa2inias pind buljjo) piodaid o uononbay pue Woisioag buiod
dIOA 43P0 AIgoIIod Jaquiny [ppowdaju) "padueyd uaa( Jou aney
pUB S3LUL SNOJaWNU PBWILE US3( aARY SB|NJ Sulj|ig pue ulnod asay]

(9661) 49p40 uoIadWOo) (D307 15414 "UORUIBIIO S [{ED
$SB|3JIM B UOLIEDO| 8] SUIULIBISP O] Pasn aq P|nod Jajuad Sulydims
ajiqow ayl sdeysad J0 a1IS |90 [pLjuUl BY1 Jey) pauiejdxa 1 pue dyjedy

$SB{aJIM 10 PAsN ag pinom (dsquuinu pajjed pue duijjed ayj uodn paseq
pus 01 pua) Adojopoyiaul BWEeS SiY3 1Y ‘966 T Ul ‘Paldalip uoissiuwo)
ay] oyjesy pereuidio-ssajadim 03 ssijdde AJojopoyleul autes siy g

‘ogendue| sWeS By] Seouslaial syliey

91e1SeIIUl pue a1eIstalul SAL (S86T) SUOLOIIUNWIWOI[3 ] (DN "s98ieyd
$SDIIE PBYIUMS Uissasse Jo sasodind 10} 91eiSeIIU] 10 B1BISIOIUL ST |{BD
ayl Jaylaym auluilalap ‘suonedo| Jsquinu suoyds|al ayl Ag painsesw
se ‘[jea e Jo syutod uoneuyssp pue uiduo syl eyl sddulid auniussaip
-150d 5 UOISSILIWOY 9y} S| Suljjig pue duted |{ed JO UOBePUNO) By |

SINIOd NOILVYNIWNYAL
/NOILVNIDINO A9 GINIAYIALIA SINOLLIASHNT ONITIVO




(TTOZ 41D 'D°Q) €T¥ 0TY PC
4 Yy D704 A DT ‘DIUIOfijp) §Ddonapy “s|eaddy Jo 1Nno) elgwn|od
J0 1011517 9Y1 AQ Bunads jse| AJoaus ) Ul paswyje sem guting siy |,

13pIO Mainay A1uno?)
Y40p “I8PI0 NESING JUSWBI0UT 3yl pawde Ajny 304 [N} a8yl

‘6007 43p40 SHI3N AJUNO) YLioN

‘PBAJOAUL 3G JUBIW SHIAID 348YyM UBAS ‘Suijjed yons 104 uoyesuadiod
NECINPRCWRI=NYB] @ﬁw 185 Solils @Lw _ucm u_.tm(ﬁ mmmmmt\ﬁ %O wcwceageu
91B1S B S| 943yl 18yl paspajmouwoe AjJualisisuod sey UoISSILILO?) 8y

SALV.LS AH.L A0 NOLLDIAsRINS AH.L SI
SSATTHIM ONIATOANI D31 ALV ILSVH.LNI



‘duns Asoesedsp Joj 1sanbad usnbasqns
e 3ydnouq jjen ALY L Uaym ‘S ayl uo duljnt uoissiluo)
eUljOIR) YUON 8yl pue 1urejdwon e yons 3utiqg 03 uonapsun|
sadoid Yyl sem 31e35 ayl 18yl pauliyje yiog uoissiuuio) ay g

BUIOIRD YHION Ul S31BUILLIID]Y pUE BUIJOJED YLION
Sjomiau JaWolsno e siolua I JI 10 BUIJOJEY) YLION Ul S91BUIISY
mcm 591eUISIIC 1 I B1BISEIIUL SI aNnss] 18 dUjel] 9Y3 1Byl paulLLIBlap
UOISSILULIOT) 2UI04EY) YLION Y| "10u 10 ei8i099 ySnoiys

P3IN0L SEM [[BD 3} J8Ylaym JO $SB|pLedal sjjed ||0] alelseliul

U0 $981eyd $S8208 91e1SeAIU] 108]]0D 0] UOISSILULIOD 31e1S 8Y]

210J3q 1INS pajy (8484 Wodd|a] Sl ol) Auedwod ugeututal ay |

(p002) (1o AYy ~e181089 ul palewdiio aiam

S||e2 BY1 }i SB Palkl 948M S|jed ayl ‘Bi8i080 ul siapded weasisdn ayy
Ag JJO papuey aJaMm Sjjed al3 9duls 1Byl pandie ‘(wodsuel] pue ojeH
21| 191IBD S JBLLIED B) I3|ESDIOYM DDUBISIP BUO| B “aSED Q0T € Ul

SLINIOd FSTHL SINHIHAY ONINNY TIVO ALI-HL



(Y007) uoisI2aq aIPPIN-3Y]

-Ui~d] 191V "S984eYd $S9228 Fulleuiwia)l 01 103[gns snyl pue voISIsAu0D
100010.4d 13U OU Y1im UOISSILLSURL] 8D10A AJUD pauleRIgO SIBLWI0ISND

JOUIS BIIAIS SUOLIBIIUNWILLODB|D] B SBM 3DIAIBS OUIDBds s 'RV

1ey3 Surpnjouod ‘uoinad Alojedepsp s 19 1Y paidales uoIssiwuwo) ayy

1aypa sasoduand 3uijjiqg
10} 24nieu s1 83Ueyd 10U S0P [{eo e Jo ajppiw ayy ut ASojouysal sy

STVdIDNIYd ONITHE ONV DNILVY 3S3HL
17344V LON S30d F1AAIN 3HL NI ADOTONHOAL




"SNOJOALLJ SI
(3 1Y) 82UBYUUS O] WIRD 9y} PUR SBJIAIBS J9SN pus Ou saplaosd wodsuel |

(6861) $891n438 1

DI 006 1’91V "92IAI8S  padueyus Ue JO UOLIUYep |ediuydsl syl Jsyiaym
10 wmm:ucmmw‘_ mu.?_mm mQOSmu cmEEOuw_wu E sulellad 8dIAIeS 9yl

- 321185 suoyda|ay wﬁ, “.E 4810edEY) [EIUDWERPUNY w% isije w>muwa$mm_
S 19sn pus syl wouy “ou $O0pP juswWadURYUB 3yl ‘Bsed S woosued | uj

(5002) voisiaq pav) Buijjo) (1Y "931A19s auoydsa]al 8yl Jo Jajoeteyd
[eluawepuny syl sutisyje oYM ‘palajdwod aq Aew |jed auoyda|al

e yoIym 13A0 yied uoissiusued] d1seq e Jo Juawysiqeisa ajelljioe) Apisw
1843 $22IA485 01 Ajdde J0u $20p uoLBUSISAP JDIAIDS “vmummzc@: Yl

'sadieyd ssaooe
Supeutwia) wouj 1dwsxs si ‘el0ja4ay] ‘pue wodsues] Aq pasueyua
S| PBJBAIRP dLJeIT BOURISIP BUO] BY1 JO [|€ 1BY3 Wie|d OjeH pue Wodsuel|

dSH NV LON STINOISNVH.L




'sadieyd ssa20e Jo uawhed syl Ausp pue suoLEIIUNWIWOI3|8]
10U SI 2UJe4) 341 1841 WD MOU 1ouued 1l ‘Siysid 8say] pauies BulneH

"191A1BI SUOLEDIUNWIIODS|3] B St 11 1BY] Siseq ay}
uo (Woo3|3 ] SAL 01 $$9208 AISAIRP 123.ipul pue) 11V YUMm juswsalde
UO{29UUO0DIBIUL UB pauie1qo sey ojeH ‘S737) a|esajouym syl a1

‘(ABojouyaal supeusiio ayl ‘esed jey)
ut) sjuswadueyus wesaldisdn pue Jo sssjpiedal anp aie siuawAied ssaooe
‘Buiiny A101DIBIIBC JOUIDAA S S UL PBINJ J8YLINY UOISSIWWOD) 9] Sy

‘AlBAI@p s OJBH JO d4nieuU UOLEIIUNLLIWODD|S) 8yl 8dueyd jou
S0P BS|D BUODWOS S wieaJdisdn paoueyus aqg Aew 1U31U0D 3Yl 1YL 1084
aul ‘(£L00¢) buiny Aio1pippaq 13UIDAA dWil] 84l Jo Juspadsid ayl sepun

"OjeH O} se dsyew 10U Sg0p | ﬁuEmb al] mcmur_mﬁﬁm 29 LLUODJSURL ] JI UaA]

SNOLLVOII0 S 0TV
LTIV L NOA SINTWAINVT
YAAIAOYd SNOLLVIINNIWIWOIITAL V SV




-
-
=
e
4
<<
-
e





