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September 28, 2012

PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF
JOHN JENNINGS
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.

My name is John Jennings. My business address is 24 So. Minnesota Ave., Cape

Girardeau, Missouri, 63703,

BY WHOM AND IN WHAT CAPACITY ARE YOU EMPLOYED?

I am the CFO of Big River Telephone Company, LLC (“Big River”) and have been

employed there in that capacity since August 19, 2002.

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.

Prior to joining Big River, I worked in the telecommunications industry for 6 years and
worked in the accounting field for 11 years. Immediately prior to joining Big River, I
was the Senior Accounting Operations Manager for Nuvox Communications, formerly
known as Gabriel Communications, a full service competitive local exchange carrier.
At Nuvox, I oversaw various accounting and executive reporting functions, as well as,
Billing, Revenue Assurance, Cost Assurance and Collections. Prior to joining Nuvox
Communications, I was responsible for accounting operations and reporting at Brooks
Fiber Properties. Brooks Fiber Properties was a leading full-service provider of

competitive local and long distance communications services in 44 metropolitan areas
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across the U.S. Prior to joining Brooks Fiber Properties I held various accounting
positions in other industries. I have a B.S. in Business - Accounting from the University

of Missouri and I am a Certified Public Accountant.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my direct testimony is to address our Percent Enhanced Usage (PEU)
factors provided to AT&T, to address changes to the amendment to the interconnection

agreement between AT&T and Big River and to address the dispute resolution process.
WHAT IS THE BASIS FOR BIG RIVER’S PETITION?

Big River and AT&T exchange telecommunications traffic pursuant to a Commission-
approved interconnection agreement (“ICA”). The ICA contains a provision that
exempts enhanced traffic from access charges. The parties previously had a dispute
regarding access charges. That dispute was resolved in November 2009. AT&T

continued to bill for access charges after the settlement agreement was reached.

WHAT DID BIG RIVER DO IN RESPONSE TO AT&T’S BILLING FOR

ACCESS CHARGES?

Big River disputed the billing, pointing out that the traffic in question was not subject

to access charges since it was enhanced traffic.

HOW DID AT&T RESPOND WHEN BIG RIVER OBJECTED TO THE

ACCESS CHARGES?
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AT&T continued to insist that Big River pay the access charges. AT&T eventually
threatened to stop processing orders from Big River if the disputed amount was not

paid. Big River filed its Petition to avoid any interruption in its services.
WHAT IS THE AMOUNT AT ISSUE?
AT&T alleges that Big River owes in excess of $355,000.00.

ARE THERE PROVISIONS IN THE ICA WHICH ADDRESS ACCESS

CHARGES AND ENHANCED SERVICES?

Yes. Attachment 12, section 13.3 of the ICA states as follows:
Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the Parties shall
exchange enhanced/information services traffic, including without limitation
Voice Over Internet Protocol (“VOIP”) traffic and other enhanced services
traffic (collectively, “IS Traffic”), in accordance with this section. IS Traffic is
defined as traffic that undergoes a net protocol conversion, as defined by the
FCC, between the calling and called parties, and/or traffic that features
enhanced services that provide customers a capability for generating, acquiring
storing, transforming, processing, retrieving, utilizing, or making available
information. The Parties shall exchange IS Traffic over the same
interconnection trunk groups used to exchange local traffic. In addition to other
jurisdictional factors the Parties may report to one another under this

Agreement, the Parties shall report a Percent Enhanced Usage (“PEU”) factor
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on a statewide basis or as otherwise determined by CLEC at its sole discretion.
The numerator of the PEU factor shall be the number of minutes of IS Traffic
sent to the other Party for termination to such other Party’s customers. The
denominator of the PEU factor shall be the total combined number of minutes
of traffic, including IS Traffic, sent over the same trunks as IS Traffic. Either
Party may audit the other Party’s PEU factors pursuant to the audit provisions
of this Agreement. The Parties shall compensate each other for the exchange of
IS Traffic applying the same rate elements used by the Parties for the exchange
of ISP-bound traffic whose dialing patterns would otherwise indicate the traffic
is local traffic. This compensation regime for IS Traffic shall apply regardless

of the locations of the calling and called parties, and regardless of the

originating and terminating NPA/NXXs.

Further, Big River Telephone and AT&T amended its interconnection agreement on

November 2, 2009. The amendment stated, in pertinent part:

The Parties shall exchange interconnected voice over Internet Protocol
(“VOIP”) served traffic, as defined in Section 386.020 RSMo. subject to
appropriate exchange access charges to the same extent that
telecommunications services are subject to such charges; provided, however, to
the extent that as of August 28, 2008, the Agreement contains intercarrier
compensation provisions specifically applicable to interconnected voice over

internet protocol service traffic, those provisions shall remain in effect through



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

Q.

Case No. TC-2012-0284
Direct Testimony of
John Jennings
On Behalf of Big River Telephone
Company, LLC
September 28, 2012
December 31, 2009, and the intercarrier compensation arrangement described in
the first clause of this Section shall not become effective until January 1, 2010.

DID BIG RIVER PROVIDE AT&T WITH BIG RIVER’S PERCENT ENHANCED

USAGE?

Yes. On October 20, 2005, I provided a letter to AT&T (see Jennings Direct Schedule
1) stating that 100% of our traffic sent over our local interconnecting truck groups in

Missouri was enhanced. This was a requirement of our interconnection agreement with

AT&T as stated in Attachment 12 Section 13.3.
DID AT&T EVER REQUEST TO AUDIT BIG RIVER’S PEU FACTOR?

No. Per Attachment 12 Section 13.3 of our interconnection agreement with AT&T they

could request to audit this factor, but they never did.

YOU MENTIONED EARLIER THAT THE ICA WAS SUBSEQUENTLY
AMENDED; DID THE NEGOTIATIONS OF THAT AMENDMENT PROVIDE

ANY INSIGHT INTO THE APPLICABILITY OF THE AMENDMENT?

Yes. Prior to the final version of the amendment, paragraph 6 of the amendment had
language that addressed enhanced/information services traffic such that
enhanced/information services traffic would be treated like VOIP and be subject to
access charges. However, the reference to enhanced/information services was struck

by AT&T prior to Big River even raising the issue with them in negotiations. By
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AT&T striking the enhanced language it clearly means that billing of Enhanced traffic
was still subject to the terms agreed to in the original interconnection agreement, as the

ICA, as amended currently stands. (see Jennings Direct Schedule 2)

DID BIG RIVER TELEPHONE FILE DISPUTES WITH AT&T REGARDING

THIS BILLING ISSUE?

Yes. Big River Telephone disputed each month with AT&T. In many cases AT&T
required Big River Telephone to provide the disputed details by CLLI per AT&T’s
request. I have no idea why AT&T required such detail, I only know that it required a
significant amount of effort on our part to comply with their request and culminated in

over a 1,000 rows of data which basically replicated their entire invoice.

WHERE YOU ABLE TO RESOLVE ANY DISPUTES REGARDING ENHANCED

WITH THIS DISPUTE PROCESS?

No.

HOW DID YOU ATTEMPT TO RESOLVE THIS DISPUTE NEXT?

On April 19, 2011 I sent a letter to AT&T requesting that we enter into the informal
dispute resolution process, to which AT&T subsequently agreed. In my letter to AT&T,
as well as in subsequent discussions, I clearly indicated that our dispute was in regards
to enhanced traffic and not VOIP traffic. (see Jennings Direct Schedule 3) Per

AT&T’s request, I sent a follow up letter on May 19, 2011 providing the rationale as to
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why this traffic is enhanced. (see Jennings Direct Schedule 4)

DID THE INFORMAL DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS RESOLVE ANY

DISPUTES REGARDING ENHANCED TRAFFIC?

No. After multiple meetings and correspondences we were never able to resolve this
issue. AT&T continued to state that the disputed traffic was VOIP traffic. In one of
our last meetings to resolve the dispute, held on January 12, 2012, AT&T brought in an
expert, Stanley Mensinger, to explain AT&T’s position. Mr. Mensinger went on to
explain that Big River, as an Interconnected VOIP provider, was sending AT&T VOIP
traffic that was subject to access charges. Mr. Mesinger also indicated that Big River
had failed to file as an interconnected VOIP provider with the Missouri Public Service
Commission. I explained to Mr. Mensinger that Big River was not an Interconnected
VOIP provider, but was a certificated CLEC in the state of Missouri. I further pointed
out the letter I sent to AT&T in May of 2011 where I explained the rationale on why
our traffic is enhanced. Mr. Mensinger seemed surprised at these revelations and
simply continued to contend that Big River’s traffic is VOIP and subject to access
charges. At this point it was clear that our explanation and detailed descriptions of the

nature of our traffic as enhanced was falling on deaf ears.
DOES THAT CONCLUDE YOUR DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes.



STATE OF MISSOURI
COUNTY OF ST. LOUIS

YERIFICATION

John F. Jennings, being duly swom upon his oath deposes and states that he is the Chief
Financial Officer of Big River Telephone Company, LLC, that he has prepared and reviewed
the foregoing, Direct Testimony, and that the statements contained therein are true and correct
to the best of his knowledge, information and belicf.
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Subscribed and sworn to before me, & Notary Public, this_ 2 § _ day of September, 2012,
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12344 Pouvescoun Dnve Seite 3%
81 Lowks, Miswwuss 3134

Phome: 43141 2282202

Fax; (304) 225-200

Sk jlemingegiipn ombepiune. com

October 20, 2005

Ms. Debbie Josephson

Accouni Manager - Industry Markcts
Southwestern Bell Telepbone, L.P
311 8. Akard St., Four SBC Plaza
Room 720.03

Dallas Texas — 75202-5398

LY

Subjecr: Big River Telephone Missouri Percent Epbanced Usage (PEU)

Dear Ms Josephson,

Our interconnection agrecment with SBC Missouri requires us to provide SBC with our
Percent Enhanced Usage (PEU). Thixs requirement s nddressed in Attachment 12
Intercarricr Compensation, Seclion 13.3. Big River Telephone's PEU for the state of

Missouri is 100" as of the effective date of the intcrconnection agreement. This factor
encompasses all raffic sent over our local inlerconnecting truak groups as required.

Please iet me know if you have ony questions,

Sincerely,

e

John Jennings
Vice Presideni-Controller

M i
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AVECONENT CONFORS TG CASE WO, 0501254 CAS AND CASE NOS: S0-JN0 S5-J728, AND 06-1737 AND EXIEND SENMDATE

10F4
AT MES0IINNG FIVER RELERMOME COMPANY, LIC

AMENDMENT TO
INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT UNDER SECTIONS 251 AND 252 OF THE
TELECOMMUMICATIONS ACT OF 1908
BETWEEN
SOUTHWESTERN BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY d/b/a ATAT MISSOURI
AND
BIG RIVER TELEPHONE COMPANY, LLC

The inlerconaacion Agresmend doled Auguat 9, 2006 by and belween Soulweslem Bal Telephone
memmrmrmtmm-uumrmnm LG POLECY)
("Agresinenl”) allective In the Stale of Missauri is hereby amended as

mnmmnmmmmmmammmnw
Public Service Commission {"Commiasion”) lnssed an Artitraion Order deled July 11, 2005 ("Ady 11, 2006
Abiiration Ovder™);

WHEREAR, the Parsies conforsmad the Agrsemen! (induding the Remand Order Embedded Base
Rider) 1o the July 11, 2005 Artivalion Osder sind e Commieeion approved the Agresment;

WHEREAS, ATAY NESSOUNY fled an ackon seeking deciarsiory $nd injunotive relisf climing that the
Ay 11, 2006 Artitration Oer wee, smong olher things, conivery 1o federal law; :

WHEREAS, ATAT SUSSOURYs requsst kv & Praliminary injunciion it Case No. 4:05-0v01264-CAS
was grarded on Sepiamber 1, 2006, sejoining the July 11, 2005 Asiirasion Order and isted orders
appeoving the Agreenint 10 the extent they requined ATET MISROURN i M new orders Tor unbundied locel
swiliching or UNE-P pursusnt 1o e Federal Talscomannications Aol of 1996;

e Eastern Disision of the United Stxies Disirict Cowt for the Eastarn District of Missoust,

WHEREAS,
Case Number 4:05-CV-1264 CAS, issusd s Memorandum and Ovder and its Osclersiory Jidgmand and
mmmmu 2008, granking i part and damying in pan the relief sought by ATAT

WHEREAS, the Unilod Stales Court of Appeals for she Elghih Circt, Caes Numbars 06-3701, 08-3726
a0l 06-3727 iswund s Qrcer on Jume 20, 2008, aiaming the Disivict Cour's jdgment,

WHEREAS, e Pariion wish 10 amend the Agresment 30 reflect e Disirict Courf's snd Eighth Gircal
Court's orders; and

WHEREAS, e Perties wish 10 ameed the Agmemant o reflect $hs Missci legishalion in Houes Bl
rwbhmmhmmmmmmmm

NOW, THEREFORE, in conokdeniion of the fosegoing, and lhe promises and wulusl agreemons sat
forth 4 the Agresiment and in this Ameadmant, he Agraement Is heveby snended:

dwiled por patiarship,
BVWET tac., & Missowi corperation, wits SWET der. 35 e stmvivy sallly. Sescherss wiih e Serger, SWET inc, changed s
mnmutmm Soubrwasierm Bl | Company ik doiey imlsces in Mesoul s ‘ATAT




AMENDMENY COMPQRM T0 CABE H0, 4050V- L2848 CAS AND CABE NOS. 88-X0D1, 053735, AMD $8-3777 AND EXTEMD RERSS GATE

1T
ALAT SRRSO RIWER TELEMHONE COMPANY, LLC
OPII0R

1. Rechals. The shove recitals ans heveby incorporated in thair anlisely inko this Amendmant.

2. Decinsaifind Swdiching and UNE-P. in accordance with $ including the Remand Order
Embedded Base Rider, ATAT MSSOURS has no obligation unde! this Agreament 10 provide CLEC with
ULS, whelher alons, i cwnbisalion (s will "UNE-P”), or olhersies (inchading, withoot Nesllaicn, any of
e heme sted in Seclion 2.1.1 of the Embacded Base Rider). As of he Amendment Efiacive Dsle,
ATAT MISBOUR mey disconnect such slaments af-ls-sele-Sourelion In the sveril Bices slamenis soe pot
stacienicaly convested lo LWC by ik Ml il 0 s licion ol siapeiuts

3. Seclom 271 Blemenis.
with any Seclion 271

Arbiiration Order: wwiiching, UNE-P, high cepacily Joopa, dadiceled
ranspart, Do level Ioops, davk Rbet loops, dark fibar dedicaled kesnaport and lesder subloopel, sther
#one or in combingion {whether new, exisling, or pra-sisling)
ehawoni, sarvice of funclionallty. CLEC shall be prohibiled om submiliing
271 Elamants uncer this Agoament. The Pariles hamby acknowledge
mmwmmmmm«znﬂummm
Agruemard, and CLEC has aol ordarad asy Seclion 271 swikching andior UNEP. As

Elecive Date, ATAT MISSOUNI may conwert, re-price, or dieconsect such elements 31 is soke
diecration, ecyided, hoeser, ATAT il aecvide lo CLEC 80 flay agverce weilen sofice.

Z
§
;

Iy

framminsion iacities that connect CLEC networis with ILEC motenrks. CLEC Is not entiled o
Entrance Faciltios for any ofhar punpose, inchuding, withoul Smitalion {T) a8 unbundied nebwork
clemants under Section 251(ci(¥) of the Act, or (i) for backhauling (e.g., Yo provide a finet link i
tho dedicaled trarsmission palh bebwesns 3 CLEC's customas and B CLEC'S swilch, or bo camry
iralfc fo and from lis own ead users) {"Declassiied Enlrance Faciilien™).

4.2 CLEC shal not mubwll amy orders kv Declassified Enlance Faclities. As of the Amendment

| mmmmm.mamwmuhm

5. Pricing Scheduies, The Parles agros Jo delole the acheduls anlitied "Section 271-interim Rilgs Per

gofind in Secticn J06.0X) REMO, -and-sieranhanond-senvioss-Welfic-{oollecively;
35-Twlie’)-aubjoct 10 the spproprale swchangs mccess chasges do e same edonl thet
islscommunications services ars subjedt K such changes; provided, however, 10 e adent that -as of

* Th Puiies disagees 25 K whelber 2ny ox oll of hesx lermmnis asm § 271 crrtyvabive checkit s or ceqpitd o be cfiesad
uder §271 of e A,

1 Comment [kl ) 103000 - Navs from Daen

Eamp i Rvar’s mupant Rar

% " M.H?Uﬂm'ﬂ&h
T aspetn of the holday.

Nowavar, ¥ Blg Miver an allossuie

e P ————— el
4. Evtronce Faciiithes.,




AMENIENT COMFORM O CADE 0. 405.C-L204 CAB AND CASE HOR. 05-X701, 16-3728, AND 98- 3727 AND EXTEND TERM-DATE

W!Gl
ATAT IHICHEISN RIVER TELEPHCIE COMPANY, LLC
L

over lnlemal ceolccol iy shell semsin in
mmmat 2008, ﬂhmmmmhm
chauzse of Sis Saciion shal not bacome effective wiil January 1, 2010,

7. Seckon4 of he Getaeal Tarns and Condiions ks smended by sdding the foliowing section;

4212 Nowdhatadng anything ko e cosiary In Shis Section 4, e original sxpiration date of this
&8 modiiad by this Amendmant, Wil be suieaded for » peded of ¥ves [3) years

fom November 10, 2008 unil November 30, 2011 (e “Exiended Expirsiion Dete’). The
Agreament shall axpire on the Extended Expieation Ol provided, however, thel during the

period fmm (he allacive dale of this Amandment unil e Extended Explalion Dalo, the
Ammmumm*mummmmwammmn

the Agraamant's ey termination provisions, by mulal agreement of the parSies, or upon the

affactive date of 2 withon and signed suparseding agresment bebwesn the pariies.

& The Paties achnowledge and agres thal ATAT Missowi shall parsll the srenslon of this Agresment,
subject o amencinent 1o slied! ke changoe of kaw a8 and when they may wise.

9. Noling in this Amendment 3hat siect B ganical application and slleciveness of e Agreement's
“change of lew," Telarvaning k", successor rales” andior sny simliardy purposed provisions.  The
rights and chiigations sel foth in this Amendmwnd apply in addition o ary otiwe rights amd cbilgations
thai may be crated by such inbervening law, change in law of othw substantively similler provision.

10. EXCEPT AS MODIFIED MEREWN, ALL OTHER TERME AND CONDITIONS OF THE UNDERLYING
AGREEMENT SHALL REMAIN UNCHANGED AND N FULL FORCE AND EFFECT.

11. The Pases agres that Bis Anmandment will act fo superseds, Mmend and modiy the applicable
provisioss contained & the Agrsemand, To fhe exten! there e any incomsisioncies bebvesn By
provisions of ihis Amendmant snd e Agresment, the provisions i Ihis Amendmant shall govem.

12. 1n sslering inlo this Amendment, nelthir Party waives, and each Parly sxpressly reserves, any ights,
rwmading or arguments [ may have al low or undar the inlarvening kaw or regUisiory change provisions
In e underlying Agreamand (including inlervening taw rights seseriad by alther Party vie wiilien motice
prodating this Amendment) with respect 10 any anders, dacialons, legislation or procesdings and may
semands thereol, which ihe Partias have not yet ity inconporated indo this Agreement or which may be
e subjeot of furthar review,

13. This Amarcment shad be Bod with and is aublect b wwmmmm
Camemsission and sholl become effeclive fen (10) days following approval by such Comeninsion

(‘Amendment Eteciive Dale’).

Mnm”mmmmmwn
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By: By:

Mams: Name: Eddie A. Read, J.

¢Paind ee Type)
Title: Thie:  Direcior-interconnaction Agreements
(Pt o1 Type)

Dile Date:

UNE OCN # 6562
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BIG RIVER

!

ATET

A
ATTN: Nofices al
311 Souh Akard 51, B Floor 5"+ et J arrod g s
Dalias, TX 75202-5398 “"“ ot o oyl

To whom it may concern,

Big River Telephone Company, LLC is invoking our right to an informal dispute in regards to
enhanced traffic nsage that is being billed on BAN 110 401 0113 803. We have disputed this
issue with the local billing group in the past; however with the continnous denisd of these
disputes the matter remsins uoresolved. The claim number assigned by ATXT is
LISOD4026008A, with a spreadsheet identifier of 501631, 'We've been billed for this type of
usage as of the February 5, 2010 invoice through and including the March 5, 2011 invoice. The
total amount billed during thix imcframe is $202,990.19, with 4,644,926 total minutes of vee
(16,889 interstate minutes, 4,487,739 intrastaie minuics, snd 140,298 local minutes). We are
disputing 100% of the billing based on the following facts:

Per the Inderconnection Agreement between SBC Missouri and Big River Telephone Company,
Attachment 12 - Section 13.3, “In sddition to other jurisdictional factors the Partics maay report to
one another under this Agreement, the Pastics shall report a Percent Enhanced Usage (“PEU™)
fucior on & statewide basis or as otherwise determined by CLEC st its sole

discretion.” Therefore o sccordance with the terms of this section we submitied the PEU factor
of 100% on Oclober 20, 2005 to our account manager at that time, Debhie Joscphson. Please see
the attached PDF document for a copy of this lcier, Attachment A. ATET never implementod
owr PEU factor and continued 10 bill Big River in full for thix cobsnced traffic. Because of the
continued billing of enhanced traffic and other billing issues with AT&T, Big River filed a
Inwauit with AT&T.

‘The result of this lawsuit was a settlement between Big River and ATAT in November 2009
where this Enhanced Usage billing error was addressed. In the settioment, ATRT credited, in
full, the billing on this sccount for both past and present invoices. The Enhanced Usage 25 2
going forward concern was addressed per the settiement, section 1 (b) “On and sfer January |,
2010, the Parties’ respective obligations will be governed by the Interconnection Agreement o
be amended as described herein.” Again, the Interconnection Agreement siates, “In addition to
other jurisdictions] factory the Parties may report to one another vader this Agreement, the
Partics shall report s Percent Enhanced Usage (“PEU™) factor on a statcwide basis or as
otherwise determined by CLEC at its sole discretion.” Again, our original PEU factor should
therefore be applied o this usage and the sppropriste credits need to be issued.

While the prior dispute resolutions mentioned VoIP traffic multiple times, the fact remains that
our traffic on this BAN is Enhanced Usage which is governed by the terms of our
Interconnection Agreement. This has been the case from the time we originally cxecuted the




Interconnection Agreement, and has been further affirined by the November 2009 lewsuit
scitlement agreement execuled by AT&T. We bave continually painted out the fact that this
traffic is Enhanced, and that the PEU facior should apply to our billing. This fact has been
recognived by ATRT in the iswsuit settiement sgreement by their crediting of all charges
through that time period. ATAT did agree to adhere 10 the terms of the Interconnection
Agreement for all future dealings with this enbaaced traffic which plsinly stetcs that ATAT will
apply our PEU factor, Therefore, we are submitting the dispute again via the informul dispute
process, based on the fact that the traffic is Enhanced and is therefore governed by the
Interconnection Agreement tcrms. The PEU factor thet should have been applied since 2005 is
sttached, and per the ICA (and the scttlement agreement that points back to us being governed by
the ICA), we wre allowed fo submit this PEU factor to be implemented on our invoice, which we
bave done. In summary we roquest this PEU factor be spplicd to our present involces, going
forward invoices, and retroactively sapplied to all past invoices dating back to February S, 2010

Big River Telephone's point of contact for this dispuie is John Jennings and he can be reached at
573-388-2697 or LienningsiBigRiverTelephone.com.

Respectiully,

Lo =

Chief Financial Officer
Big River Telepbone Company, LLC
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May 19, 2011

Jonice Mullin:
ATAT

RE: Enbanced Servioes - informal Dispule
MM&WW&

Per your request firom our conlierence call on May 13, 201 |, Big River Telephone la providing ATET with
the following exsmples of enhanced services that it provides o its exsiomers:

-

Rig River's switching sysiem cmploys compiter procesting thel changes the formal of commwnleation
media recaived Frow, snd delivered to, the public switched ielephone network (PSTH), The sysiem
first recelves media o digital PCM foem Bom the PSTN snd packetizes the media into IP datagrams,
with the wse of wn mudio codes, 8 sofiwaee prograns resident on a diglial sigmal processor {DSP) the
Mhhmew&'MMummmmmhﬂmaﬂuﬁ»
codes” is s compuicr program implementing an algotitn thet compresses and decompreases dightal
mwmmn.mmmm The sysicm in siso capable of kanscoding (direct
digital-to~Jigital comversion of onc sudio codec lo another).

The swilching system employs compier processing that stiows a subscriber 40 record  call and slore
the recording In the swischlug system. This festwre is enabled by keying apecific dusl-tone moli-
W[ﬂfﬂﬂmmwu“ﬂmmnaﬂﬁ'nmlllupnimimwdnnﬁllinmﬂnr
the call.

The switching system: emplors compiller processing that sllows a subscriber 1o view snd configire and
mumnge their call-hendiing options. For wxample, s subsoriber mmy wish thelr phone ko ring 8 normal,
reject the cabl, Korveard the call (1o voicemnit or another number), chalienge caliers who have withheld
their namber 1o record theie nanse or kave Uir pleone ring with » special tanc.

The subscriber can act these mies 4o apply b0 specific catlas, for example ks those in » specific contect
group or to calbers who have withbeld their mimber, The subscriber can also set the inconting call
managey (FCM) (o apply o different sei of rules at differen) times, by defining 4 schedule. For cxample,
when zetting up 1ICM on » home kand line, the swbecriber can tell KOM 1o fovward calis fom their office
o a mobile phonc - but only during working hours, sot disring evenings or i the weekend. The
sudworiber cn configure their ICM rubes and schedules using & Big River web portel.

We can discuss say questions you may have an owr wext conference call,

Chief Financial Officer

12444 Powcerscourt Dr., Suite 270, St. Louis MO 63131





