


             
 
 

April 19, 2011 
 
VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 
 
Alex Starr, Chief (Alex.Starr@fcc.gov) 
Rosemary H. McEnery, Deputy Chief (Rosemary.McEnery@fcc.gov) 
Market Disputes Resolution Division 
Enforcement Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 
 

Re:  Halo Wireless, Inc. v. Citizens Telephone Company of Higginsville, Inc., et al. 
Request for Inclusion of Complaint, Once Filed, on FCC Accelerated Docket 

 
Dear Mr. Starr and Ms. McEnery: 
 

Citizens Telephone Company of Higginsville, Inc. (“Citizens”), Green Hills Telephone 
Corporation (“Green Hills”), Mid-Missouri Telephone Company (“Mid-Missouri”), Northeast 
Missouri Rural Telephone Company (“Northeast”), Chariton Valley Telephone Corporation 
(“Chariton Valley”), and Mark Twain Rural Telephone Company (“Mark Twain”) (collectively, 
the “Missouri RLECs”), by their counsel and pursuant to the request of the staff of the Market 
Disputes Resolution Division (the “Division”) of the Federal Communications Commission 
(“FCC” or “Commission”),1 hereby respond to the March 28, 2011 letter from Halo Wireless, 
Inc. (“Halo”) to the Division requesting inclusion of a complaint, once filed, on the Accelerated 
Docket (the “Complaint”).  Halo alleges, inter alia, that the Missouri RLECs and their third-
party tandem provider, AT&T Missouri (“AT&T”), have violated Section 201(b) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the “Act”), and various FCC rules by implementing 
blocking of traffic on the Missouri intrastate Feature Group C (“FGC”) network.  
 

As explained herein, the Missouri RLECs have reasonably and properly caused the 
implementation of blocking of Halo traffic on the FGC Local Exchange Carrier-to-Local 
Exchange Carrier (“LEC-to-LEC”) network pursuant to the Missouri Enhanced Records 
Exchange Rules (“ERE Rules”) of the Missouri Public Service Commission (“MoPSC”) for 
Halo’s failure to fully compensate the Missouri RLECs and to deliver originating caller 
identification, as well as for transmitting interLATA wireline traffic over the LEC-to-LEC 
network.2  The Missouri RLECs’ initial investigations indicate that Halo has engaged in a 
scheme to aggregate interexchange wireline-to-wireline and other third-party traffic and to route 
it as if it were Halo-originated Commercial Mobile Radio Services (“CMRS”) traffic.  Halo has 

                                                 
1 See Letter from Rosemary H. McEnery to W. R. England, III and Craig S. Johnson (dated April 6, 2011). 
2 See 4 CSR 240-29.010, et seq.   
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promulgated this scheme in order to avoid the payment of lawful compensation and 
interconnection obligations applicable to the exchange of wireline traffic.  The Missouri RLECs’ 
actions to address Halo’s scheme and failure to comply with the requirements for use of the 
LEC-to-LEC network are consistent with Section 201(b) of the Act and FCC precedent.  The 
Missouri RLECs also generally deny Halo’s other allegations that they have violated other 
provisions of the Act and the FCC’s rules.  

 
As discussed in greater detail below, this dispute is not appropriate for consideration on 

the Accelerated Docket.  Halo only obtained FCC authority to operate its alleged wireless 
facilities and to originate and carry traffic on April 15, 2011.  In addition, and as discussed in 
greater detail below, this dispute is highly complex, involving many issues and questions of fact 
and law.  Resolution will require extensive discovery and investigation that is not available under 
the constraints of the Accelerated Docket.  Moreover, this dispute is not unique to the named 
Missouri RLECs, as Halo is sending traffic to all small telephone companies across Missouri.  In 
addition, Halo seeks preemption of the rules of the MoPSC.  Basic principles of federalism 
dictate that the MoPSC must be given an opportunity to meaningfully participate in any FCC 
challenge to its rules.  The Accelerated Docket is not an appropriate process for this collateral 
challenge to the MoPSC’s rules.  Finally, Halo should have availed itself of proceedings before 
the MoPSC and has therefore failed to exhaust remedies readily available to it.  For these and 
other reasons discussed below, this matter is inappropriate for consideration on the Accelerated 
Docket.  The FCC should not allow its processes to be used to further Halo’s access avoidance 
scheme. This matter would best be considered by the MoPSC itself, and there are available 
procedures for doing so.  The Missouri RLECs, however, are willing to engage in reasonable 
FCC staff-supervised settlement discussions to attempt to resolve the dispute. 

 
I. Statement of Facts 

 
In approximately mid-December, 2010, Citizens received wireless billing records from its 

tandem provider, AT&T, indicating that an unusually large amount of wireless traffic had been 
transited to Citizens for termination in the prior month of November, 2010.  On closer review, 
this significant increase in wireless traffic was due to traffic from a new wireless carrier, Halo.  
In Halo’s initial month of sending traffic to Citizens, Citizens terminated almost 36,000 minutes 
of use (“MOUs”) of Halo traffic over the FGC, or common, trunk group from AT&T’s tandem.  
This amount of traffic was eight times the amount of traffic delivered to Citizens over the FGC 
trunks from all wireless carriers combined from the month before.  Citizens checked the Halo 
website and found that it was a small wireless carrier with limited offerings serving the 
communities of Tyler, Brenham, and Pleasanton, Texas. 

 
Given the substantial amount of traffic that this small wireless carrier appeared to be 

originating, Citizens undertook further investigation regarding the actual calls being originated 
and/or delivered by Halo.  While the AT&T tandem wireless billing records3 do not contain the 
actual telephone number of the end user actually originating the call (i.e., the calling party 
number or “CPN”), for each call, they do contain sufficient call detail (i.e., date, time, duration, 
called number, etc.) that Citizens – through much manual clerical work – was able to match the 
individual call detail it received in the AT&T tandem records with call detail information from 

                                                 
3 AT&T as the tandem provider is required by the ERE Rules to provide each subtending telephone company with 
records which specifically identify traffic transited from wireless carriers.  See 4 CSR 240-29.040(4). 
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Citizens’ own terminating switch records.  That initial review revealed that the traffic Halo was 
sending to Citizens for termination was a mix of wireline (e.g., LEC-originated), third-party 
wireless4, and originating 800 traffic.  

   
Shortly after Citizens began terminating traffic from Halo, Green Hills also began 

terminating traffic from Halo.  Green Hills sent an invoice to Halo billing a rate contained in 
several MoPSC approved Traffic Termination Agreements that Green Hills has with other 
wireless carriers.  Shortly thereafter, Green Hills received a letter from Halo’s General Counsel, 
Mr. John Marks, disputing and refusing to pay the bill.5  Green Hills also began a preliminary 
investigation of the nature of the traffic Halo was sending to Green Hills.  Green Hills’ 
investigation revealed the same results as Citizens – that the traffic Halo was delivering to Green 
Hills for termination was a mix of wireline, third-party wireless, and 800 traffic. 

 
Thereafter, Citizens and Green Hills caused correspondence to be sent to Halo requesting 

that it begin negotiations toward an interconnection agreement (to include compensation for 
intraMTA wireless traffic) and advising Halo that to the extent it was delivering interLATA, 
wireline traffic over its interconnection with AT&T for termination by Citizens or Green Hills, 
that Halo should cease and desist from doing so as that was a violation of the MoPSC’s ERE 
Rules.6     

 
While waiting for a response from Halo, Citizens and Green Hills saw a dramatic 

increase in the amount of traffic Halo was delivering from its first month to its second month.  In 
the case of Citizens, the Halo traffic nearly doubled from 36,000 MOUs to 65,000 MOUs.  Green 
Hills saw an even more dramatic increase from 48,000 MOUs to 142,000 MOUs.   

 
As a result of their investigations into the nature of Halo’s traffic, the significant increase 

in Halo traffic from month-to-month, and Halo’s failure to respond or otherwise acknowledge 
their December 30, 2010 correspondence, Citizens and Green Hills caused a letter to be sent to 
AT&T requesting that it block Halo’s traffic in accordance with the provisions of the MoPSC 
ERE Rules.7  On January 19, 2011, Citizens and Green Hills also sent a notice of their intent to 
block in accordance with the MoPSC ERE Rules by certified mail to Halo.8  The ERE Rules 
required that Citizens and Green Hills copy the MoPSC with the blocking notifications, and 
Citizens and Green Hills did so. 

 
At this point, under the ERE Rules, Halo could have determined to use alternative means 

of the delivering the traffic that was to be subject to the blocking, or filed a formal compliant 
with the MoPSC seeking expedited resolution.9  Halo was fully informed of its right to 
commence such a proceeding.10  Had Halo availed itself of such procedure, AT&T would not 

                                                 
4 “Third-party wireless” refers to traffic originated by a wireless carrier other than Halo (e.g., Verizon Wireless, 
Sprint, T-Mobile, etc.). 
5 A copy of Mr. Marks letter is attached as part of Exhibit 2 to the Complaint. 
6 A copy of this correspondence is attached as Exhibit 2 to the Complaint. 
7 A copy of this correspondence is attached as Exhibit 3 to the Complaint. 
8 A copy of this correspondence is attached as Exhibit 4 to the Complaint. 
9 See 4 CSR 240-29.130(9) & (10) (Originating carrier and/or traffic aggregator “should immediately seek action by 
the commission through the filing of a formal complaint...[and] shall include a request for expedited resolution.”). 
10 See, e.g., 3/14/2011 Email form AT&T to Halo Wireless, Complaint Exhibit 28 (Indicating that “Halo could effect 
an immediate halt to the blocking by the filing of a complaint with the MoPSC.”). 
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have implemented blocking pending the MoPSC decision.11  Halo, however, did not seek such 
recourse.  

 
Around the same January 2011 timeframe, the other Missouri RLECs also began 

receiving wireless call detail records from AT&T which indicated that Halo was delivering 
“wireless” traffic for termination by the Missouri RLECs.  Like Citizens and Green Hills, these 
RLECs were terminating unusually large amounts of traffic from what appeared to be a small, 
“start-up” Texas wireless carrier with no apparent presence in Missouri.  All of these RLECs 
began comparing their AT&T call records with their switch records, and the results were the 
same as Citizens and Green Hills.  The Halo traffic was a mix of wireline, third-party wireless, 
and 800 traffic. 

 
These companies engaged in various discussions with Halo,12 but ultimately sought to 

implement blocking of Halo’s traffic on the LEC-to-LEC network – as Citizens and Green Hills 
had done – for Halo’s failure to fully compensate them or to deliver originating caller 
identification.13  To date, Halo has not availed itself of MoPSC procedures to avoid the blocking, 
and blocking either has been or will be implemented for the remaining Missouri RLECs pursuant 
to Missouri law.    

 
In addition to seeking to implement the procedures under the ERE Rules, Citizens also 

continued to investigate the nature of the Halo terminating traffic and found that, based upon the 
CPN of the calling party, the majority of calls from Halo appeared to be intrastate, interexchange 
wireline calls (i.e. LEC-to-LEC calls).  In one case, Citizens identified four (4) calls delivered by 
Halo that in fact were originated by Citizens regulatory counsel in Jefferson City, Missouri and 
terminated to Citizens’ office in Higginsville, Missouri.  Citizens’ regulatory counsel has a 
wireline telephone which is presubscribed to CenturyLink for all long distance calling.  Jefferson 
City is located in the Jefferson City/Columbia, Missouri LATA, and Higginsville is located in 
the Kansas City, Missouri LATA so these calls were intrastate, interLATA interexchange calls 
that were being passed-off by Halo as “wireless calls.”   Jefferson City is located in the St. Louis 
Major Trading Area (“MTA”).  Higginsville is located in the Kansas City MTA.  Therefore, 
these calls also were interMTA in jurisdiction. 

 
When CenturyLink was asked how these calls were being delivered and terminated as 

Halo “wireless” traffic, CenturyLink determined, after investigation, that it used “least cost 
routing” to terminate some of its long distance traffic.  For the four (4) calls in question, 
CenturyLink had handed those calls off to an entity called Transcom, and it appears Transcom, 
in turn, handed those calls off to Halo for ultimate termination to Citizens.  Although Halo was 
made aware of these four (4) calls,14 Halo has offered no explanation for how these wireline-
originated, intrastate interexchange calls ended up being terminating over Halo’s interconnection 
with AT&T as “wireless intraMTA calls.” 

 
An example of the type of analysis Citizens performed is attached to this letter as 

Attachment No. 1.  This analysis consists of 246 calls delivered by Halo on February 4, 2011. 
The attached spreadsheet correlates the call detail as recorded by AT&T at the tandem with the 

                                                 
11 See 4 CSR 240-29.130(10).  
12 See, e.g., 2/25/2011, 3/2/2011 Emails between Halo Wireless and C. Johnson, Complaint Exhibit 23. 
13 See, e.g., Complaint Exhibits 31 & 33. 
14 See 2/18/11 letter from W.R. England, III, Complaint Exhibit 16. 
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call detail for the same call as recorded by Citizens’ switch.  As can be seen from the CPN 
captured by the Citizens switch, the majority of the Halo’s traffic is intrastate interexchange 
traffic originating from NPA-NXXs that are assigned to wireline carriers.  More significantly, 
not one of these 246 calls is from a caller with a number that is assigned to Halo.  What little 
wireless traffic that appears to be included in Halo’s traffic comes from NPA-NXXs that are 
assigned to other wireless carriers such as Verizon, Sprint, Leap, etc.15   

 
Of even greater concern, on or about February 14, 2011 (after Missouri regulatory 

counsel had challenged Halo regarding the nature of the traffic), Citizens and the other Missouri 
RLECs stopped receiving the originating caller identification (i.e., CPN) with each of the calls 
delivered to them by Halo.  Instead, all of the Halo traffic (i.e., thousands of calls) now contains 
the same NPA-NXX (e.g., 816-912-1901) in the “from number” field of the switch record.  This 
NPA-NXX is assigned to Halo.  It is significant to note that only Halo’s traffic no longer 
contains the CPN of the calling party, as Citizens and the other Missouri RLECs continue to 
receive the CPN on all the other wireless calls transited to them over the AT&T tandem by other 
wireless carriers, such as Verizon, Sprint, AT&T, etc.  The Missouri RLECs have done nothing 
to alter the way in which their switch captures and records call details, including CPN, and the 
Missouri RLECs anticipate that AT&T also will confirm that it has not modified its signaling or 
billing parameters for Halo traffic.  It is clear that somewhere upstream (i.e., in the Halo 
network, or the carriers that use Halo to carry their traffic) the CPN of the actual calling party is 
being replaced with an NPA-NXX that only identifies the carrier to be billed (i.e., Halo).  The 
failure by Halo to deliver the CPN of the originating caller is a separate violation of the Missouri 
ERE Rules and an additional reason why the Missouri RLECs have sought blocking of the Halo 
traffic.16 

 
Despite Citizens’ (and the other Missouri RLECs’) analysis of Halo calls, Halo has 

steadfastly maintained that all of its traffic is intraMTA CMRS traffic subject to reciprocal 
compensation rather than access charges.  As indicated in Halo’s Complaint, prior 
correspondence, and dealings with counsel for the Missouri RLECs, Halo maintains that all of its 
traffic is intraMTA CMRS traffic because, due to the nature of Halo’s network, all calls that 
originate in the Kansas City MTA terminate in the Kansas City MTA and all calls that originate 
in the St. Louis MTA terminate in the St. Louis MTA. The Missouri RLECs will demonstrate 
that this is not true and that the vast majority, if not all of Halo’s traffic is not intraMTA CMRS 
traffic and is subject to compensation and other requirements for utilization of the LEC-to-LEC 
network. 

 
II. Halo Lacked Authorized to Operate Base or Mobile Stations in Kansas or 

Missouri Until April 15, 2011. 
 

Halo alleges that it has been providing CMRS service from a base station located in 
Junction City, Kansas in the Kansas City MTA, and from a base station located in Wentzville, 
Missouri in the St. Louis MTA.  Halo, however, was not authorized to operate base or mobile 
stations in Kansas or Missouri until April 15, 2011.  If Halo operated such facilities prior to April 

                                                 
15 According to Halo’s website, Halo does not port-in telephone numbers and accordingly the originating wireless 
numbers in question were not ported to Halo and do not suggest that the calling party could be a Halo wireless 
customer. See, http://halowireless.com/vservice/index.jsp. 
16 4 CSR 240-29.040(16).  It also may be a violation of the Truth in Caller ID Act of 2009, Pub. L. No. 111-331, 
codified at 47 U.S.C. § 227(e).  
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15, 2011, it did so in violation of the Act and the FCC’s Rules and any traffic transmitted over 
the Kansas or Missouri base stations was not authorized.   
 

Halo claims to be providing wireless services pursuant to a nationwide, non-exclusive 
license in the 3650 MHz band.  Although Halo may hold a license in this band, a licensee in the 
3650 MHz “is not authorized to operate a fixed or base station until that station is registered with 
the FCC.”17  Specifically, prior to operating a fixed or base station, the licensee must register it in 
the Universal Licensing System (ULS)18 and “[o]perations cannot begin until the application for 
registration is in an ‘Accepted’ status and the nationwide license is updated on ULS.19”  Mobile 
and portable stations are not registered “but may only operate if they can positively receive and 
decode an enabling signal transmitted by a registered base station.”20   
 

Halo submitted applications to register its Junction City, Kansas and Wentzville, 
Missouri base stations on August 12, 2010, and October 12, 2010, respectively, File Nos. 
0004352472 and 0004416632.  These registrations, however, remained pending and were not 
“Accepted” until sometime on April 15, 2011.  Accordingly, prior to that time, Halo had no 
authority to operate either base station or any mobile stations allegedly served by the Junction 
City and Wentzville base stations.21   
 

Either Halo was not operating its base stations in Kansas and Missouri as it claims, or it 
was doing so without FCC authorization.  It was not authorized to operate mobile units or to 
originate or carry traffic.  Should Halo pursue a complaint on the Accelerated Docket, then as 
part of the automatic discovery Halo must produce detailed information regarding when it began 
operations at the Junction City and Wentzville base stations, and whether it has been 
continuously operating.22  The Missouri LECs request that Halo put an immediate litigation hold 
on all information relating to the commencement and provision of service at all of Halo’s base 
stations.  In any formal complaint proceeding, the Missouri RLECs will seek detailed discovery 
on this matter.  

 
  

                                                 
17 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Announces Start Date for Licensing and Registration Process for the 3650-
3700 MHz Band, Public Notice, DA 07-4605 p. 2 (rel. Nov. 14, 2007) (“Licensing PN”). 
18 47 C.F.R. § 90.1307 (“a licensee cannot operate a fixed or base station before registering it . . .”). 
19 Licensing PN at p. 3. and accompanying note 3 (“ registration is not complete until it is in an ‘Accepted’ status 
and the nationwide license is updated on ULS.”).  Halo itself acknowledges that the requirement to register each 
base station is a restriction on the actual provision of service. See Complaint note 14. 
20 Licensing PN at p. 4, citing 47 C.F.R. § 90.1333. This restriction is an express condition on the face of the license. 
21 The Missouri RLECs are assessing whether to inform the appropriate FCC Field Office, the Wireless 
Telecommunications Bureau (“WTB”), and/or Enforcement Bureau (“EB”) of Halo’s unauthorized operations.  Any 
such disclosure would be pursuant to the publically available licensing records of the FCC, which the Missouri 
RLECs do not regard as confidential information pursuant to the Division’s April 6, 2011 Letter.  
22 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.729(i)(1). This information should include equipment purchase contracts, delivery receipts, bills 
of sale, and work orders, contracts for tower work, applicable Antenna Structure Registrations (ASRs), FAA filings 
and notifications, tower leases, and any other information relating to the commencement of operations, and 
continuing operations at the Kansas and Missouri base stations.  
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III. Halo’s Traffic is Predominately Intrastate Wireline InterLATA Traffic Subject 
to LEC-to-LEC Compensation and Records Requirements. 

 
Halo argues that it is licensed as a common carrier, and that it provides CMRS, subject to 

the interconnection and intercarrier compensation provisions applicable to CMRS.23  As 
discussed above, however, the initial investigations of the Missouri RLECs indicate that a 
substantial amount of Halo traffic is intrastate interexchange traffic originating from NPA-NXXs 
that are assigned to wireline carriers.  That is, this traffic is intrastate LEC-to-LEC traffic that is 
fully subject to applicable access tariffs and the rules and regulations of the MoPSC.24  The Halo 
traffic volumes are grossly out of line with all other third-party wireless traffic transited over the 
FGC network (including the nationwide mobile wireless carriers).  Carriers in many other states 
including Texas, Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina are receiving significant levels of 
traffic from Halo and questioning whether Halo traffic is CMRS traffic.25 None of the traffic 
appears to be CMRS traffic originated by Halo wireless customers. 26 

 
The Missouri LECs have seen no evidence that Halo actually has any retail end user 

wireless customers (although admittedly it is now difficult to tell because Halo is no longer 
delivering meaningful originating caller information).  It is not clear that Halo customers can 
receive calls, and therefore not clear if Halo in fact provides two-way interconnected service.  
The Missouri RLECs question whether Halo is a bona fide CMRS carrier, and will require 
detailed discovery regarding the nature of Halo’s alleged CMRS services, the number and type 
of customers that Halo serves, as well as the true nature of traffic delivered by Halo.  If Halo 
files a complaint in the Accelerated Docket, Halo must produce this information as part of its 
automatic document production.      

 
Rather than providing bona fide CMRS, it appears that Halo is principally engaged in a 

scheme to aggregate interexchange traffic and pass it as “CMRS” in a deliberate attempt to avoid 
lawful access charges.  Because Halo failed to fully compensate the Missouri RLECs for this 
traffic and/or to deliver the required originating caller information, and has violated the ERE 
Rules by placing interLATA wireline traffic on the LEC-to-LEC network without MoPSC 
approval, the Missouri RLEC have invoked their lawful rights under the MoPSC ERE Rules. 

 

                                                 
23 See, e.g., Complaint at p. 5. 
24 Fixed wireless or landline originated traffic is not “transformed” into CMRS merely by having a wireless link 
somewhere in the middle of the call path.  See in re Petition for Declaratory Ruling that AT&T's Phone-to-Phone IP 
Telephony Services are Exempt from Access Charges, 19 FCC Rcd 7457 (2004) (AT&T’s “phone-to-phone” 
Internet protocol (IP) telephony services were not exempt from the access charges applicable to circuit-switched 
interexchange calls merely because the calls were converted to IP after call origination and routed over the Internet 
prior to call termination.). 
25 See Comments of Big Bend Telephone Company, et al. (Rural LEC Section XV Group) in Docket WC Docket 
No. 10-90 et al. at pp. 17-22 (filed April 1, 2011) (“Roughly one-third of all wireless minutes of use terminating to 
Texas Commenters’ networks originate from Halo.  However, it is important to note that for some individual Texas 
Commenters, Halo is originating more minutes of use than all other wireless providers combined including the large 
national wireless providers.”). 
26 The Missouri RLECs request that Halo place a litigation hold on traffic records/reports and contracts and 
correspondence with Halo’s “numbering partners” and produce this information pursuant to automatic document 
production in connection with any Accelerated Docket complaint. 
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IV. Halo’s Wireless Services Are Not Exclusively, or Even Predominantly, CMRS. 
 

Assuming for the sake of argument, that Halo provides some retail wireless service to end 
user customers in Kansas and Missouri, this does not mean that the services it provides are 
CMRS.  A particular service is CMRS only to the extent that it falls within the definition of 
CMRS under the Act and the FCC rules.  The 3650 MHz service is licensed under Part 90 of the 
rules and is not per se CMRS.27  A service that is not CMRS is not subject to the unique 
intercarrier compensation provisions applicable to CMRS and is fully subject to applicable state 
regulation and LEC-to-LEC compensation, including access charges.   
 

a. Definition of CMRS 
 

Section 332 of the Act defines commercial mobile service 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 users as to be effectively available to a substantial 
portion of the public.”28  Section 3(27) of the Act defines a “mobile service,” in pertinent part, as 
“radio communication service carried on between mobile stations or receivers and land stations, 
and by mobile stations communicating among themselves.”29   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.”30 

 
b. Even Halo’s Low Volume Service Is Not Exclusively CMRS. 

 
Halo allegedly provides “low volume” service for voice and data service to end users, 

apparently using data dongles, and “high volume” service to an “enhanced service provider” 
using an undisclosed device.31  By Halo’s own admission, a customer may connect to Halo’s 
base stations using a stationary desktop computer.32  Assuming for the sake of argument (without 
conceding) that a netbook, tablet, or similar device may be a “mobile station,” a stationary 
desktop computer clearly is not.  It is not capable of being moved during operation and ordinarily 
does not move.  Accordingly, “voice” calls originated on such devices are not CMRS and are not 
subject to the specific interconnection and intercarrier compensation rules applicable to CMRS.33 

                                                 
27 See 47 C.F.R. § 90.1309 (“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 Commission's rules applicable to that service.”). 
28 47 U.S.C. § 332(d)(1); see also 47 C.F.R. § 20.3 (defining CMRS). 
29 47 U.S.C. § 153(27). 
30 47 U.S.C. § 153(28).  
31 See, e.g., Complaint at pp. 19, 21. 
32 Halo states, “The low volume ‘voice’ package employed by Halo at present involves use of a voice ‘client’ 
operating on a netbook, portable computer, tablet or personal computer that is communicating with the Halo base 
station using a USB wireless ‘dongle.’” Complaint at p. 19. 
33 According to Halo’s Website, Halo’s customers can complete calls either over Halo’s wireless network (where 
available) or over a customer’s home or business broadband connection using the customer’s wireless dongles and 
the voice client software.  Calls completed in the latter method would not be CMRS. 
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c. Halo’s High Volume Service Is Not CMRS. 
 

i. The High Volume Customer Likely Does Not Utilize a Mobile Station. 
 
The Missouri RLECs also question whether Halo’s alleged “high volume” service is 

CMRS.  Halo allegedly serves as a “numbering partner” to a high-volume enhanced services 
provider (“ESP”) that “has wirelessly connected the customer’s mobile station to a Halo base 
station in the MTA.”34  Halo does not identify what type of device the numbering partner 
allegedly uses to connect to Halo’s base stations. The Missouri RLECs doubt that the purported 
customer device is a “mobile station” within the meaning of the Act and FCC’s rules.  Is the 
ESP’s “device” capable of being moved, and does it “ordinarily move”?  The purported device 
would have to be capable of transmitting huge quantities of data (i.e., fiber or microwave 
capacity) via a small, battery-powered device.  

 
Mobile devices in the 3650 MHz band are limited in terms of power and capability.  All 

devices also must be type-certified by the FCC.  The Missouri LECs question whether any high 
capacity mobile devices have been certified for the 3650 MHz band.  Halo must provide detailed 
information regarding all equipment used by its ESP partner to deliver traffic.  If Halo files a 
complaint pursuant to the Accelerated Docket, as part of its automatic document production, 
Halo must identify its ESP customer, and its relationship to such customer, and produce all 
equipment, including any mobile or non-mobile devices used by such customer, along with 
information regarding the capabilities and actual use of such equipment. To the extent that 
Halo’s ESP customer does not deliver traffic over a “mobile station” as defined in the Act, such 
traffic is not CMRS.   

 
ii. The High Volume VoIP Traffic is Not CMRS and is Subject to 

Compensation Obligations. 
 

1. “Mobile-in-the-Middle” is Not CMRS 
 

Even assuming for the sake of argument, that Halo’s high-volume ESP “customer” 
transmits at least some traffic over a mobile device (a claim the Missouri RLECs do not 
concede), this does not render the traffic CMRS.  Calls originated on fixed wireless or wireline 
VoIP devices are not “transformed” into CMRS merely by being routed over a wireless link 
somewhere in the middle of the call path.  “Mobile-in-the-middle” does not a CMRS call make.35  
VoIP calls initiated by an end user on wireline broadband facilities are wireline in nature.  

 
Although an interconnected VoIP provider may be a “customer” of a telecommunications 

carrier for some purposes, the FCC has never held that a VoIP provider is the calling party for 
purposes of determining whether a call is originated as a “wireless call” or for purposes of 
determining the location of the calling party at the beginning of a call.  By Halo’s logic, any 
VoIP call – even a call originated on the far side of the globe, would be an “intraMTA” local call 
if somewhere in the call path, the call is transmitted over a wireless link in the same MTA in 

                                                 
34 Complaint at p. 20.   
35 See in re Petition for Declaratory Ruling that AT&T's Phone-to-Phone IP Telephony Services are Exempt from 
Access Charges, 19 FCC Rcd 7457 (2004) (IP-in-the-middle does not exempt calls from access). 
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which the called party is located.  This is not consistent with the long line of FCC and state 
commission cases that hold that the jurisdiction and nature of a call is determined by the 
locations of the calling and called party.36 And finally, even if Halo could be deemed to provide 
CMRS to its ESP customer, the location of the calling party and not the location of the ESP’s 
“mobile device” would determine the jurisdiction of the call.  

 
2. The MoPSC and FCC Have Held that VOIP Traffic is Subject 

to Compensation Obligations 
 
The MoPSC has held that VoIP traffic is subject to compensation, including access 

charges.  Section 392.550.2 of the Revised Statutes of the State of Missouri provides as follows: 
 
Interconnected voice over internet protocol service shall be subject to appropriate 
exchange access charges to the same extent that telecommunication services are 
subject to such charges. 
 
Recently in an arbitration proceeding between AT&T, on the one hand, and Global 

Crossing Telemanagement Inc. and Global Crossing Local Services Inc., (“Global Crossing”), on 
the other hand, the MoPSC was required, among other things, to decide how AT&T and Global 
Crossing shall bill one another for traffic exchanged over the public switched telephone network 
(PSTN) that uses internet protocol (IP) at some point in such traffic.  The MoPSC resolved the 
dispute by adopting neither party’s proposed language and directed that the following language 
be inserted into their interconnection agreement: 

 
Consistent with Missouri law, interconnected voice over Internet protocol traffic 
that is not within one local exchange is subject to access charges as is any other 
switched traffic, regardless of format.37 
 
Accordingly, Missouri law is clear that VoIP traffic, to the extent it originates and 

terminates in different local exchanges, is subject to access charges just like telecommunications 
traffic.  Therefore, Halo’s “High Volume” VoIP traffic is fully subject to applicable access 
charges.  This is consistent with the FCC’s determination that a VoIP provider’s ability to 
interconnect with a LEC through a telecommunications carrier numbering partner is conditioned 
upon the numbering partner entering into a Section 251 arrangement to compensate the LEC.38  
Halo has not done this, and the Missouri RLECs are under no obligation to terminate the VoIP 
traffic of Halo’s ESP customer.  

 
As discussed above, Halo appears to have no bona fide CMRS traffic. To the extent that 

any of the traffic is CMRS, a substantial percentage of such CMRS traffic is interMTA traffic 
subject to access charges.39  Therefore, the Missouri RLECs properly billed Halo for terminating 

                                                 
36 For example, a call that originates and terminates in the same state does not become an interstate call merely 
because it may be carried by facilities that cross a state line.   
37 MoPSC File No. IO-2011-0057, Decision issued December 15, 2010, p. 18-19. 
38 In re Time Warner Cable Request 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 to VoIP Providers, 22 FCC Rcd 3513 at ¶ 14 (2007) (“Time Warner”). 
39 Halo’s argument that all of its traffic is intraMTA is based on the notion that its “base station” through which a 
Halo call is routed is located in the same MTA as the Missouri RLEC exchange in which the call terminates. Even 
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Halo’s traffic, and such traffic was fully subject to applicable MoPSC requirements.  To the 
extent that Halo may provide some intraMTA CMRS, Halo should have negotiated with the 
Missouri RLECs, specifically with Citizens and Green Hills pursuant to their requests under 
Section 20.11(e) of the FCC’s Rules, to resolve the issue and adopt appropriate interconnection 
arrangements.  In addition, Halo should have requested interconnection and negotiated 
appropriate interconnection arrangements for the termination of its VoIP traffic.  As discussed 
below, however, Halo chose instead to maneuver to avoid negotiations and the payment of any 
terminating compensation.   

 
V. Halo Has Erected a Straw Man Barrier to Negotiating Indirect Interconnection 

and Compensation Arrangements with the Missouri RLECs. 
 

Halo has erected an elaborate straw man barrier to negotiating indirect interconnection 
and compensation arrangements with the Missouri RLECs pursuant to Sections 251(a) and 
251(b) of the Act and FCC Rule 20.11(e).  Essentially, Halo argues that it cannot obtain 
interconnection and the establishment of appropriate compensation arrangements as a requesting 
carrier because the Missouri RLECs may assert the Section 251(f) rural exemption to the 
obligations of Section 251(c).40  Halo argues that some rural telephone companies have asserted, 
and “at least two states” have agreed, that if a rural LEC is exempted from the obligations of 
Section 251(c), then there is no duty to negotiate in good faith, there is nothing for the state to 
arbitrate, and there are no remaining standards that the state commission must apply in 
arbitrating any dispute.41  Halo speculates that as a requesting carrier it would have no way to 
force the Missouri RLECs to negotiate in good faith toward reasonable terms for interconnection 
under the procedures of Section 252, and therefore “state-level arbitration is not an option if and 
to the extent Halo is the requesting carrier.”42  Halo also argues that it is not required to negotiate 
a Section 251(a) indirect interconnection arrangement in the context of a Section 252 
proceeding.43   

 
In Halo’s view, if the Missouri RLECs do not want to accept “default” bill and keep for 

all traffic, then under the T-Mobile Order44 and implementing rules, the Missouri RLECs must 

                                                                                                                                                                         
by Halo’s own logic and description of its network, however, all calls from Halo to customers of Mark Twain would 
be interMTA calls subject to access charges.  Mark Twain’s service area is located entirely within the St. Louis 
MTA.  Because of the way the MTA boundaries are drawn in Missouri, and the differences between MTA and 
LATA boundaries, however, Mark Twain’s exchanges subtend the AT&T tandem in Kansas City, in the Kansas 
City, MTA, but Mark Twain’s customers are located in the St. Louis MTA.  By Halo’s own explanation of its 
network, calls bound for Mark Twain would be handled by Halo’s base station in Junction City, KS for transit 
through AT&T’s Kansas City LATA tandem.  These calls to Mark Twain end users, however, cross the MTA 
boundary and would terminate in the St. Louis MTA.  Therefore, by Halo’s own logic, all calls to Mark Twain 
would be interMTA calls subject to access charges, and Halo’s refusal to pay bills from Mark Twain based upon 
access rates cannot be justified based on Halo’s contention all of this traffic is intraMTA.  This anomaly is not 
limited to Mark Twain.  A number of the exchanges served by Mid-Missouri, Northeast, and Chariton Valley 
subtend AT&T’s Kansas City tandem, but are located in the St. Louis MTA. 
40 See, e.g., Complaint pp. 12-14.   
41 See id. 
42 Id. at p. 15. 
43 See, e.g., 2/14/11 Letter from Halo Wireless, Complaint Exhibit 11. 
44 In re Developing a Unified Intercarrier Compensation Regime, T-Mobile et al. Petition for Declaratory Ruling 
Regarding Incumbent LEC Wireless Termination Tariffs, Declaratory Ruling and Report and Order, CC Docket 01-
92, FCC 05-42, 20 FCC Rcd 4855 (2005) (“T-Mobile Order”). 
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“request” direct interconnection with Halo.45  According to Halo, once the RLECs “request” 
interconnection, they are subject to all of the obligations of Section 251(c) and must directly 
interconnect at a technically feasible point on Halo’s network using packet-switched 4G 
technology rather than the circuit-switched technology currently used in the Missouri RLEC’s 
networks.46  

 
Halo’s arguments are without merit, and the Missouri LECs will not attempt to address 

every disputed or incorrect point in Halo’s Complaint regarding interconnection.47  What is 
significant to note, is that Halo is engaging in elaborate contortions and maneuvering to avoid the 
establishment of interconnection and compensation arrangements between the parties in order to 
continue to avoid paying any compensation for any traffic.   

 
The Missouri RLECs have not asserted the Section 251(f) exemption from the obligations 

of 251(c) and have reached agreements – primarily through negotiation, but where necessary 
through arbitration – with every other CMRS carrier in Missouri.48  The MoPSC has asserted 
jurisdiction over, and has arbitrated Section 251(a)/251(b) indirect interconnection agreements 
between LECs and CMRS carriers, and has established company-specific Total Element Long 
Run Incremental Costs (TELRIC)-based pricing.49  Accordingly, the MoPSC is the appropriate 
forum for resolving the interconnection and compensation arrangements between Halo and the 
Missouri RLECs, and, if necessary, Halo can obtain resolution of any disputed issues through the 
Section 252 process.   

 
Halo’s tortured reading of the T-Mobile Order and implementing rules is incorrect. 

Contrary to Halo’s argument, the Missouri RLECs are not required to “request interconnection” 
pursuant to Section 251(c) in order to trigger a wireless carrier’s obligations under the T-Mobile 
Order and FCC Rule 20.11(e).  Nor are they required to “request” Halo to submit to commission 
arbitration.  In the T-Mobile Order and Rule 20.11(e), the FCC addressed the concern of small 
incumbent LECs that they would be unable to obtain a compensation arrangement “by providing 
them with a new right to initiate a section 252 process through which they can obtain a reciprocal 
compensation arrangement with any CMRS provider.”50  As Halo noted in its Complaint, the 
FCC knew that most small LECs and CMRS carriers are interconnected indirectly.  Accordingly, 
it would have been inefficient and nonsensical for the FCC to require the small LEC to request 
direct interconnection with the CMRS carrier in order to effectuate a reciprocal compensation 
arrangement pursuant to Section 251(b).    

                                                 
45 See Complaint at pp. 16-17. 
46 See id. at p. 17. 
47 Resolution of these complex factual and legal issues is appropriate before the MoPSC in an arbitration or 
complaint proceeding and wholly inappropriate for resolution on the Accelerated Docket.  Citizens and Green Hills 
anticipate filing petitions for arbitration with the MoPSC of these disputed interconnection matters once the 
arbitration window opens pursuant to Citizens and Green Hills’ Rule 20.11(e) requests to Halo.  
48 At no time have the Missouri RLECs asserted the rural exemption as an impediment to such negotiations or 
arbitration.  The Missouri RLECs generally deny Halo’s allegation that they have failed to negotiate in good faith.   
49 See, e.g., in re Petition for Arbitration of Unresolved Issues in a Section 251(b)(5) Agreement with T-Mobile USA, 
Inc., Arbitration Order, Case No. TO-2006-0147 et al. (MoPSC 2006) (consolidated arbitration proceeding 
including Citizens, Green Hills and Mark Twain), subsequent history omitted; in re Petition of Alma Telephone 
Company for Arbitration of Unresolved Issues Pertaining to a Section 251(b)(5) Agreement with T-Mobile USA, 
Inc., Arbitration Report, Case No. IO-2005-0468 (MoPSC 2005) (consolidated arbitration including Chariton 
Valley, Mid-Missouri, and Northeast), subsequent history omitted.  
50 T-Mobile Order RFA ¶ 20. 
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Green Hills and Citizens also dispute Halo’s claims that they have not properly invoked 

Section 20.11(e) or negotiated in good faith.  In fact, it is Halo that is not acting in good faith.  
Halo misstates the Missouri RLECs’ position when it states that the Missouri RLECs expect 
Halo “to simply sign their proffered terms containing non-cost-based prices using legacy 
interconnection methods rather than modern IP based technology. . .”51  First, this statement is at 
odds with the 12/30/10 letter from W.R. England, III,52 which states as follows: 

 
Citizens and Green Hills currently have a number of Traffic Termination or 
Interconnection Agreements with wireless carriers for the indirect interconnection 
and exchange of intraMTA wireless traffic and they would propose using one of 
those arrangements as a starting point for purposes of these negotiations. 
 
(emphasis added).  Clearly this is not a “take-it-or-leave-it” proposition.   
 
Second, Halo neglects to inform the FCC that, in a March 4, 2011, telephone 

conversation with Citizens’ and Green Hills’ counsel, Halo was advised that, as a result of a 
MoPSC arbitration case between a number of Missouri RLECs, on the one hand, and T-Mobile 
and Cingular, on the other hand, the MoPSC has established cost-based rates, based on TELRIC, 
for these companies.  Counsel for Citizens and Green Hills followed up that telephone 
conversation with an email to Halo’s General Counsel containing a summary of the terms of 
those arbitrated agreements, including their company-specific, TELRIC-based rates, interMTA 
factors and other traffic factors.  In addition, counsel for Citizens and Green Hills supplied 
copies of actual agreements which resulted from that arbitration.  A copy of this email 
correspondence to Halo is attached to this letter as Attachment No. 2.  In short, the Missouri 
RLECs have not claimed exempt status under Section 251(f) for purposes of negotiating an 
agreement with wireless carriers or with Halo, nor have the Missouri RLECs proffered an 
existing agreement as a “take-it-or-leave-it” agreement for purposes of interconnection. 

 
The Missouri RLECs remain willing to work with Halo to negotiate arrangements and to 

engage in the Section 252 process, including MoPSC arbitration if necessary.  It is Halo that has 
maneuvered to erect barriers to the establishment of an interconnection and compensation 
arrangements and that has refused to fully compensate the Missouri RLECs as required. It is 
Halo’s actions that forced the Missouri RLECs to avail themselves of the remedies available 
under the MoPSC ERE Rules. 

 
VI. Halo Is Failing to Deliver Required Originating Caller Information. 

 
The Missouri ERE Rules require an originating carrier or traffic aggregator to deliver 

originating caller identification.53  The ERE Rules define originating caller identification as “the 
ten (10)-digit telephone number of the caller who originates the telecommunication that is placed  

                                                 
51 Complaint at p. 9. 
52 Exhibit 2 to the Complaint. 
53 See 4 CSR 240-29.040(1) & (5).   
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on the LEC-to-LEC network.  This feature is also known as . . . calling party number (CPN) . . .”54  
The ERE Rules also provide, “The originating telephone number shall be the telephone number of 
the end user responsible for originating the telephone call.”55 

 
The Missouri RLECs believe that Halo is failing to deliver the caller identification 

information required by the ERE Rules and industry standards and that Halo’s practices also may 
violate the Truth in Caller Identification Act.56  Halo vociferously denies that it is failing to pass 
required call information.57  This issue is extremely complex.  It will require technical discovery 
and expert analysis to determine whether Halo is in fact complying with the law and applicable 
industry standards.  Currently, Halo is in exclusive possession of most of the information 
necessary to resolve this matter.   

 
What the Missouri RLECs do know, however, is that prior to mid-February of 2011, they 

were receiving information that allowed them to identify the telephone number of the actual 
calling party.  This originating caller identification information indicated that “Halo” calls 
actually were originating from callers with numbers assigned to various wireline and third-party 
wireless carriers.  After the Missouri RLECs questioned Halo about this traffic, the Missouri 
RLECs stopped receiving the originating caller identification of the calling party.  Instead, 
originating caller identification information reflects the same Halo number.  This change 
strongly suggests that Halo and/or its ESP partner altered the information that they send to the 
Missouri RLECs in order to further the access avoidance scheme.  To the extent that Halo’s 
“service package” could allow its ESP partner “options and capabilities” that may include failing 
to deliver or altering the originating caller identification of the end user that actually initiates a 
telephone call, then the terms and conditions of Halo’s service to its ESP customer, as well as 
Halo’s relationship to its ESP customer are relevant to Halo’s compliance with applicable law 
and resolution of this issue.58 

 
What the Missouri RLECs also know, is that this highly technical issue is not appropriate 

for consideration on the Accelerated Docket. 
 

VII. Blocking Halo’s Traffic from the LEC-to-LEC Network Pursuant to the MoPSC 
ERE Rules Is Not an Unjust or Unreasonable Practice in Violation of Section 
201(b) of the Act. 

 
Halo alleges that the Missouri RLECs violated section 201(b) of the Act by engaging in 

call blocking without FCC permission.59  Halo also argues that this matter may not be resolved 
by the MoPSC and must be resolved by the Commission because the traffic at issue is 
jurisdictionally interstate.   The Missouri RLECs disagree. 

                                                 
54 4 CSR 240-29.020(28).    
55 4 CSR 240-29.040(6). 
56 Pub. L. No. 111-331, codified at 47 U.S.C. § 227(e).  The Truth in Caller ID Act prohibits anyone in the United 
States from causing any caller identification service to knowingly transmit misleading or inaccurate caller ID 
information with the intent to defraud, cause harm, or wrongfully obtain anything of value. 
57 See Complaint at pp. 17-20.   
58 Should Halo file an Accelerated Docket complaint, in addition to the signaling information that Halo says it will 
automatically produce, see Complaint at p. 20, Halo also must produce contracts with its ESP and information 
regarding the relationship of Halo and its ESP partner as this information is relevant to resolution of the issues in 
this dispute.  See 47 C.F.R. § 1.729(i)(1).     
59 See Complaint at p. 23.   
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The Missouri RLEC’s implementation of remedies pursuant to the MoPSC ERE Rules is 

not an unjust and unreasonable practice prohibited by Section 201(b) of the Act and is consistent 
with FCC precedent.  Although the FCC has held that unreasonable call blocking, especially 
when employed as a self help measure, is not permitted, the FCC has allowed call blocking in 
limited circumstances.60  Specifically, the FCC has allowed call blocking in order to prevent a 
scheme to game access charge payments.61  As explained above, the Missouri RLECs believe 
that Halo is engaged in a scheme to deliver wireline and VoIP interexchange traffic as if it were 
intraMTA CMRS traffic in order to avoid lawful access charges.  Frustration of this access 
avoidance scheme pursuant to lawful MoPSC rules falls squarely within the limited 
circumstances exception to the FCC’s general call blocking prohibition.62 

 
The Missouri RLECs actions in this dispute also is consistent with the Act and FCC rules, 

because the Missouri RLECs did not engage in self help,63 but rather invoked state law 
procedures, the MoPSC’s ERE Rules.  These rules, which were adopted after a lengthy and 
carefully considered proceeding, set out clear rules for carriers utilizing the FGC LEC-to-LEC 
network in Missouri.  The rules protect the integrity of the Missouri FGC LEC-to-LEC network.  
Notably, they limit the type of traffic that may be routed on that network, and establish record 
exchange, compensation, and signaling requirements regarding traffic on the network.   

 
The ERE Rules also establish a procedure that requires the tandem provider to block 

traffic from the LEC-to-LEC network if a carrier does not follow the rules.  Notably, the tandem 
provider is required to block traffic if the originating carrier and/or traffic aggregator in question 
has failed to fully compensate the terminating carrier or failed to deliver originating caller 
identification.64  

 
The rules also establish due process procedures for a carrier that is to be blocked to 

challenge the requested blocking in a MoPSC proceeding.  Specifically, the carrier whose traffic 
is to be blocked may file a complaint with MoPSC and the tandem provider must cease 
preparations to implement blocking until the MoPSC resolves the matter. 65    

 
As discussed above, Halo has refused to pay lawful charges, and to otherwise enter into 

arrangements for compensation.  The MoPSC ERE Rules allow blocking for Halo’s failure to 
fully compensate the Missouri RLECs, and this action is consistent with the Act and FCC law.  
The FCC also has made clear that its general blocking prohibition does not apply to blocking for 
nonpayment of bills or violations of applicable terms and conditions of valid access tariffs, (a 

                                                 
60 See in re Establishing Just and Reasonable Rates for Local Exchange Carriers, Call Blocking by Carriers, WC 
Docket No. 07-135, Declaratory Ruling, 22 FCC Rcd 11629 (WCB 2007) (“Declaratory Ruling”). 
61 See Total Telecommunications Services, Inc. and Atlas Telephone Company, Inc. v. AT&T Corp.,  Memorandum 
Opinion and Order, 16 FCC Rcd 5726 (2001). 
62 In addition and as noted above, Halo was not authorized to operate wireless facilities in Kansas or Missouri until 
April 15, 2011.  
63 See Declaratory Ruling, supra, ¶ 5 (“By issuing this Declaratory Ruling, we seek to alleviate any possible 
confusion by clarifying that carriers cannot engage in self help by blocking traffic to LECs allegedly engaged in the 
conduct described herein.”). 
64 See 4 CSR 240-29.130(2) & (3). 
65 See 4 CSR 240-29.130(9) & (10) (Originating carrier and/or traffic aggregator may “immediately seek action by 
the commission through the filing of a formal complaint...[and] shall include a request for expedited resolution.”). 
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point implicitly conceded by Halo in its Complaint).66  The ERE Rules have the force of law, and 
accordingly, failure to comply with ERE requirements is an even more serious offense than 
failing to comply with the conditions of a tariff. 67  

 
Equally as important, the MoPSC rules require carriers utilizing the LEC-to-LEC 

network in Missouri to deliver originating caller identification information.  As discussed above, 
Halo is not delivering this required information and the MoPSCs rules clearly provide for 
blocking in order to protect the network and the carriers that make up the network.   

 
Moreover, the blocking instituted in this case is limited.  Consistent with the MoPSC 

rules, the blocking only prevents Halo traffic from being transited through the AT&T tandem on 
FGC trunks on the LEC-to-LEC network.  The blocking implements reasonable trunking 
limitations contained in the ERE Rules which generally prohibit carriers from sending 
interexchange traffic on FGC trunks unless otherwise approved by the MoPSC.68  Halo violated 
the terms of use of the FGC trunks, but has other means to deliver its traffic to the Missouri 
RLECs.  Notably, Halo can properly route its interexchange traffic on the interexchange network 
and/or take numerous other steps to prevent or alleviate the blocking. 

 
Finally, Halo had a due process opportunity to participate before the MoPSC to 

demonstrate that its traffic should not be blocked.  It declined to do so.  Although Halo claims 
that it is not subject to the ERE rules, Halo has chosen not to raise that issue before the MoPSC 
or in any way avail itself of the state law procedures that could have avoided the implementation 
of the call blocking remedy.69  Instead, Halo is attempting to use the FCC’s Accelerated Docket 
procedures to engage in an improper collateral attack on MoPSC administrative remedies and 
avoid or at least further delay paying lawful intercarrier compensation.  Halo failed to avail itself 
of any of the appropriate procedures at the MoPSC, and the FCC should not entertain Halo’s 
collateral attack on the MoPSC’s rules.   

 
It is apparent to the Missouri RLECs that Halo is aggregating access traffic but refusing 

to pay the prescribed compensation for such traffic.  Halo also is refusing to negotiate 

                                                 
66 See, e.g., in the Matter of Local Exchange Carrier Blocking of Feature Group B Traffic Transiting Access 
Tandems, 61 Rad. Reg. 2d (P & F) 437 (CCB 1986) at n. 11 (emphasis supplied), in which the FCC clarified: 

Some confusion apparently was engendered by our statement in the Iowa Order to the effect that 
the existence of a dispute over the appropriate compensation level does not provide ECs [exchange 
carriers] with grounds for denying interconnection for interstate telecommunication services. 
[citations omitted]. Several parties contend that this is a blanket prohibition that does not allow 
ECs to block calls for the nonpayment of bills or for other violations of valid access tariffs. 
Nothing in the language of the Iowa Order should be read to bar denial of service in accord with 
proper tariff provisions for such acts as nonpayment of bills or other violations of access tariff 
terms and conditions. 

67 Halo’s argument that the Missouri RLECs violated various Part 63 rules likewise fails as these provisions are 
generally not applicable to the denial of service for lack of payment or violation of applicable terms and conditions.  
Moreover, these rules are applicable when a carrier seeks to “discontinue, reduce or impair interstate or foreign 
telephone or telegraph service to a community, or a part of a community” and that is not the case here.  See 47 
C.F.R. § 63.61.      
68 See 4 CSR 240-29.010(1). 
69 Halo asserts that the MoPSC ERE Rules do not apply.  The Missouri RLECs disagree and can provide full legal 
analysis to the Division if requested.  The determination of whether or not the MoPSC rules apply or not, however, 
is a matter that should have been raised with and decided by the MoPSC pursuant to its lawfully adopted procedures 
and process. It is not a matter appropriate for resolution on the Accelerated Docket.  
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compensation arrangements unless the Missouri RLECs structure the “request” and negotiation 
in the manner demanded by Halo.  Further, Halo has failed to deliver the required call 
identification information and is violating the terms of use of the FGC network.  Accordingly, 
the Missouri RLECs availed themselves of the lawfully adopted remedy available under the ERE 
Rules.  The MoPSC has adopted rules for use of the LEC-to-LEC telephone network in Missouri.  
Halo has not followed those rules, and the Missouri RLEC’s invocation of the ERE Rules to 
prevent Halo’s abuse of the Missouri network is just and reasonable under the circumstances and 
consistent with the Act and FCC rules.   

 
VIII. The Missouri RLECs Have Not Violated Section 201(b) by Blocking VoIP 

Traffic. 
 
Halo’s argument that the blocking of VoIP traffic received from Halo’s ESP partner is a 

separate violation of Section 201(b) of the Act also fails.  The Commission has made absolutely 
clear that wireline originated interexchange traffic remains subject to lawful access charges 
despite the fact that the traffic may at some point be routed over IP facilities70 and has expressly 
refused to forbear from applying access charges to voice embedded Internet communications.71  
Indeed, with respect to interconnected VoIP services, the Commission has yet to rule whether 
such services are information service or telecommunications services.  If they are the former, the 
Missouri RLECs are under no duty to provide interconnection or exchange access services under 
Section 251 of the Act.72  While the FCC has held that certain information providers can obtain 
interconnection by partnering with a wholesale telecommunications services provider that is 
covered by Section 251 of the Act, the Commission has also made it abundantly clear that such 
interconnection arrangements are conditioned on the wholesale provider’s assumption of 
responsibility for compensating the incumbent local exchange carrier for the termination of 
traffic under a Section 251 arrangement between the two parties.73  In the present case, Halo has 
repeatedly refused to assume this compensation responsibility thereby relieving the Missouri 
RLECs of any obligation under the Act to terminate the VoIP traffic generated by Halo’s ESP 
partner. 

 
IX. This Dispute Is Not Appropriate for Resolution on the Accelerated Docket 

 
This dispute is not appropriate for consideration and resolution on the Accelerated 

Docket for numerous reasons.  First, prior to April 15, 2011, Halo was not authorized to operate 
the wireless facilities through which the traffic at issue allegedly was being delivered.  The FCC 
should not entertain an accelerated complaint regarding traffic which Halo lacked authority to 
generate.  

 
                                                 

70 In re Petition for Declaratory Ruling that AT&T's Phone-to-Phone IP Telephony Services are Exempt from Access 
Charges, 19 FCC Rcd 7457 (2004). 
71 In the Matter of Feature Group IP Petition for Forbearance From Section 251(g) of the Communications Act and 
Sections 51.701(b)(1) and 69.5(b) of the Commission’s Rules, 24 FCC Rcd 1571 (2009),  recon. den. 25 FCC Rcd 
8867 (2010). 
72 In re Time Warner Cable Request 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 to VoIP Providers, 22 FCC Rcd 3513 (2007) (“Time Warner”) ¶ 14. 
73 See id. at ¶ 17.  As noted above, Missouri law is clear that VoIP traffic, to the extent it originates and terminates in 
different local exchanges, is subject to access charges just like telecommunications traffic.  See note 37 supra, and 
accompanying text. 
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Second, the numerous and complex issues of this dispute are not suited for a decision 
under the constraints of the Accelerated Docket.74  The dispute involves numerous complex 
issues that are either highly factual or legally complex or both.  These include, without 
limitation, determining: the extent to which Halo is aggregating and attempting to disguise 
wireline, LEC-originated traffic as CMRS traffic in order to avoid paying access; the nature of 
Halo’s traffic, and whether there is any bona fide CMRS traffic (and if so whether it its 
InterMTA); the equipment used in Halo’s operations and its capabilities; Halo’s relationship with 
its alleged ESP numbering partner; whether the ERE Rules apply; whether Halo’s access 
avoidance scheme justifies application of the Missouri ERE Rules; whether federal law preempts 
the Missouri ERE Rules; the respective interconnection obligations of the parties and resolution 
of their differing interpretations of the T-Mobile Order; whether Halo is complying with 
applicable signaling and billings orders, rules, and requirements and delivering caller 
identification information. 

 
Third, these issues will require extensive and complex discovery and fact finding.  This 

will include such matters as the SS7 signaling messages, call detail records, billing records, 
information regarding the type of equipment used by Halo’s customers, and extensive discovery 
for resolution of the issues noted above and as otherwise noted herein.  The discovery of this 
information will not be possible under the constraints of the Accelerated Docket,75 and would 
best be handled (and typically is handled) in a state commission proceeding.   

 
Forth, the dispute is inappropriate for resolution on the Accelerated Docket because Halo 

failed to exhaust its remedies before the MoPSC.  Halo could file a complaint with the MoPSC 
and request expedited consideration of these disputed matters.  The MoPSC in the first instance 
would be the appropriate fact-finding body to consider and resolve this dispute.  

 
Fifth, the dispute is wholly inappropriate for resolution on the Accelerated Docket 

because Halo requests preemption of validly adopted rules of the MoPSC.76  The MoPSC should 
be a party to any proceeding seeking to preempt or otherwise negate the effect of the MoPSC’s 
rules, and the Accelerated Docket is not an appropriate process for a collateral attack on the 
MoPCS rules.   

 
Sixth, this dispute is the leading edge of similar disputes with telephone companies all 

across Missouri.  The Missouri RLECs adamantly believe that the MoPSC is the proper forum 
for resolving these matters pursuant to due process and procedures provide under the MoPSC’s 
rules.  This matter could be resolved globally through a MoPSC proceeding and/or commission 
arbitration, whereas FCC consideration of the issues will of necessity be piecemeal and will only 
lead to further MoPSC proceeding.    

 
Seventh, expedited resolution of this dispute on Accelerated Docket will not advance 

competition in the telecommunications market because Halo is not a bona fide wireless 
competitor.  Instead Halo is merely aggregating and disguising interexchange traffic to avoid 
paying access.   

 
                                                 

74 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.730(e)(3).   
75 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.730(e)(3) (Whether dispute suitable for Accelerated Docket resolution may entail, inter alia, 
“the likely complexity of the necessary discovery….”).   
76 See 47 C.F.R. § 1.730(e)(6).   
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For these and the reasons discussed throughout, resolution of this dispute is not
appropriate for the Accelerated Docket. The Missouri RLECs are, however, wiling to engage in
staff-supervised settlement discussions to attempt to resolve the dispute.

Sincerely,

Gregory W. Whiteake
Howard S. Shapiro
Counsel for the Missouri RLECs

Attachments (1 & 2)

cc: Matthew A. Henry, counsel for Halo (via Email and U.S. Mail) 

W. Scott McCollough, counsel for Halo (via Email and U.S. Mail) 

Leo J. Bub, AT&T (via Email only)
Anisa A. Latif, AT&T (via Email only)
Wiliam L. Roughton, AT&T (via Email only)
W. R. England, III, counsel for Citizens, Green Hils & Mark Twain (via Email)
Craig S. Johnson, counsel for Chariton Valley, Mid-Missouri & Northeast (via Email)



Missouri RLEC Attachment 1 ‐ HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL 
ATT RECORDS CITIZENS SWITCH RECORDS

CALLING CALLED CALL CALL CALL CALL CONVER.  TOTAL CALLING CALLED CALL CALL CALL CALL CARRIER CONVER TOTAL CPN COMPANY NAME (ASSUMING CPN IS NOT PORTED) RATE CENTER
NUMBER NUMBER DATE HOUR MIN SECONDS TIME CONVER NUMBER NUMBER DATE HR MIN SEC TIME CONVER

TIME TIME
8169121999 6605847444  B10204 0 3 24 404 0.67 0 6605847444 B10204 0 0 49 0 414 0.69 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847444  B10204 0 4 27 2084 3.47 0 6605847444 B10204 0 1 52 0 2094 3.49 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847751  B10204 0 36 43 420 0.7 9134882604 6605847751 B10204 0 34 8 0 430 0.72 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605843921  B10204 1 17 21 484 0.81 5613673491 6605843921 B10204 1 14 46 0 494 0.82 BELL SOUTH TELECOMM INC DBA SOUTHERN BELL TEL&TEL BOCA RATON
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 1 31 8 234 0.39 0 6605847673 B10204 1 28 33 0 244 0.41 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 1 44 21 244 0.41 0 6605847673 B10204 1 41 46 0 254 0.42 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847139  B10204 2 10 12 1067 1.78 9134923634 6605847139 B10204 2 7 1 0 1078 1.8 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 2 26 58 2614 4.36 0 6605843771 B10204 2 24 23 0 2623 4.37 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605843392  B10204 2 27 14 254 0.42 8668296455 6605843392 B10204 2 24 39 0 264 0.44 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605842953  B10204 2 30 56 539 0.9 8668296455 6605842953 B10204 2 28 21 0 543 0.91 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605842953  B10204 2 42 26 540 0.9 8668296455 6605842953 B10204 2 39 51 0 544 0.91 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605845557  B10204 2 42 52 1407 2.35 4052962450 6605845557 B10204 2 40 17 0 1411 2.35 INVENTIVE TECHNOLOGH LTD ‐ OK CROMWELL
8169121999 6605843790  B10204 3 4 18 54968 91.61 6604929693 6605843790 B10204 3 1 43 0 54975 91.63 VERIZON WIRELESS(VAW) LLC CLINTON
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 3 23 17 228 0.38 0 6605847673 B10204 3 20 42 0 238 0.4 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847650  B10204 3 23 43 818 1.36 8668296455 6605847650 B10204 3 21 8 0 822 1.37 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847650  B10204 3 31 40 373 0.62 8668296455 6605847650 B10204 3 29 5 0 383 0.64 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 3 35 14 239 0.4 0 6605847673 B10204 3 32 39 0 249 0.41 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605846122  B10204 4 21 5 543 0.91 5613673489 6605846122 B10204 4 18 30 0 553 0.92 BELL SOUTH TELECOMM INC DBA SOUTHERN BELL TEL&TEL BOCA RATON
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 4 28 43 508 0.85 0 6605843771 B10204 4 26 8 0 518 0.86 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 4 29 55 951 1.58 0 6605843771 B10204 4 27 20 0 960 1.6 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847531  B10204 5 1 43 499 0.83 8668296455 6605847531 B10204 4 59 8 0 503 0.84 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847562  B10204 5 2 40 2081 3.47 8163597641 6605847562 B10204 5 0 5 0 2091 3.48 LEVEL3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC ‐ MO KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605843966  B10204 5 13 10 1674 2.79 8163052610 6605843966 B10204 5 10 35 0 1683 2.81 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605845954  B10204 5 13 30 62 0.1 8167326794 6605845954 B10204 5 10 54 0 71 0.12 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK HOLDEN
8169121999 6605845954  B10204 5 14 17 170 0.28 8167326794 6605845954 B10204 5 11 42 0 180 0.3 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK HOLDEN
8169121999 6605843233  B10204 5 19 11 691 1.15 5613673489 6605843233 B10204 5 16 36 0 701 1.17 BELL SOUTH TELECOMM INC DBA SOUTHERN BELL TEL&TEL BOCARATON
8169121999 6605843073  B10204 5 29 14 1436 2.39 6466666239 6605843073 B10204 5 26 38 0 1446 2.41 LEVEL3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC ‐ NY NWYRCYZN01
8169121999 6605849288  B10204 5 32 42 505 0.84 5613673496 6605849288 B10204 5 30 7 0 515 0.86 BELL SOUTH TELECOMM INC DBA SOUTHERN BELL TEL&TEL BOCARATON
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 5 42 49 238 0.4 0 6605847673 B10204 5 40 14 0 247 0.41 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847673  B10204 5 55 21 246 0.41 0 6605847673 B10204 5 52 45 0 256 0.43 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605848484  B10204 6 0 10 181 0.3 6605800368 6605848484 B10204 5 57 35 0 191 0.32 NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS INC WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847025  B10204 6 3 33 1836 3.06 8179965494 6605847025 B10204 6 0 58 0 1846 3.08 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ IL GLENDALE
8169121999 6605846805  B10204 6 8 14 62 0.1 8166060559 6605846805 B10204 6 5 38 0 71 0.12 LEAP WIRELESS INTL INC DBA CRICKET COMM INC KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605846805  B10204 6 8 38 43 0.07 8166060559 6605846805 B10204 6 6 3 0 52 0.09 LEAP WIRELESS INTL INC DBA CRICKET COMM INC KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 6 22 17 945 1.57 0 6605846149 B10204 6 19 42 0 955 1.59 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605846805  B10204 6 23 20 39 0.07 8166060559 6605846805 B10204 6 20 45 0 48 0.08 LEAP WIRELESS INTL INC DBA CRICKET COMM INC KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 6 24 12 613 1.02 0 6605846149 B10204 6 21 37 0 623 1.04 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605846805  B10204 6 31 28 39 0.07 8166060559 6605846805 B10204 6 28 53 0 48 0.08 LEAP WIRELESS INTL INC DBA CRICKET COMM INC KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605842452  B10204 6 41 11 2605 4.34 4172342698 6605842452 B10204 6 38 36 0 2614 4.36 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ IL SPRINGFLD
8169121999 6605847139  B10204 7 0 52 1420 2.37 9137809467 6605847139 B10204 6 58 16 0 1430 2.38 SOUTHWESTERN BELL OLATHE
8169121999 6605847481  B10204 7 14 48 121 0.2 6608641302 6605847481 B10204 7 12 13 0 131 0.22 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605843327  B10204 7 15 20 1154 1.92 8166337296 6605843327 B10204 7 12 45 0 1163 1.94 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 7 17 45 568 0.95 6602627595 6605846149 B10204 7 15 10 0 572 0.95 SOCKET TELECOM LLC ‐ MO WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605843401  B10204 7 19 26 834 1.39 6605384564 6605843401 B10204 7 16 51 0 844 1.41 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK BLACKBURN
8169121999 6605848460  B10204 7 22 10 111 0.18 8163054902 6605848460 B10204 7 19 35 0 121 0.2 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605847272  B10204 7 22 42 630 1.05 8162295554 6605847272 B10204 7 20 7 0 639 1.06 SOUTHWESTERN BELL BLUESPG
8169121999 6603942420  B10204 7 23 30 547 0.91 8165094610 6603942420 B10204 7 20 55 0 556 0.93 CELLCO PARTNERSHIP DBA VERIZON WIRELESS ‐ MO KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605848899  B10204 7 24 10 542 0.9 8162295554 6605848899 B10204 7 21 35 0 551 0.92 SOUTHWESTERN BELL BLUESPG
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 7 24 28 570 0.95 6602627595 6605846149 B10204 7 21 53 0 574 0.96 SOCKET TELECOM LLC ‐ MO WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847454  B10204 7 25 20 6080 10.13 7707715861 6605847454 B10204 7 22 45 0 6091 10.15 NUVOX COMMUNICATIONS ATLANTA NE
8169121999 6605846499  B10204 7 28 2 641 1.07 5613673496 6605846499 B10204 7 25 27 0 651 1.08 BELL SOUTH TELECOMM INC DBA SOUTHERN BELL TEL&TEL BOCA RATON
8169121999 6605843401  B10204 7 28 31 388 0.65 6605384564 6605843401 B10204 7 25 56 0 398 0.66 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK BLACKBURN
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 7 31 10 569 0.95 6602627595 6605846149 B10204 7 28 35 0 573 0.95 SOCKET TELECOM LLC ‐ MO WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 7 37 54 575 0.96 6602627595 6605846149 B10204 7 35 18 0 579 0.96 SOCKET TELECOM LLC ‐ MO WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847560  B10204 7 39 22 1164 1.94 7856237790 6605847560 B10204 7 36 47 0 1174 1.96 SOUTHWESTERN BELL HAYS
8169121999 6605845954  B10204 7 41 26 6814 11.36 8167326794 6605845954 B10204 7 38 51 0 6824 11.37 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK HOLDEN
8169121999 6605843250  B10204 7 44 11 630 1.05 8472952424 6605843250 B10204 7 41 36 0 639 1.06 AMERITECH ILLINOIS LAKEFOREST
8169121999 6605846149  B10204 7 44 36 577 0.96 6602627595 6605846149 B10204 7 42 1 0 581 0.97 SOCKET TELECOM LLC ‐ MO WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 7 46 32 2372 3.95 9134923634 6605843771 B10204 7 43 57 0 2382 3.97 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6603942411  B10204 7 47 38 465 0.78 5636764553 6603942411 B10204 7 45 2 0 475 0.79 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP DAVENPORT
8169121999 6605846061  B10204 7 48 55 104 0.17 8167395232 6605846061 B10204 7 46 20 0 114 0.19 AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605843011  B10204 7 50 1 822 1.37 8162301609 6605843011 B10204 7 47 25 0 831 1.39 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605843581  B10204 7 50 43 80 0.13 8162963192 6605843581 B10204 7 48 7 0 90 0.15 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK LAWSON
8169121999 6605847670  B10204 7 51 11 6915 11.53 8166335510 6605847670 B10204 7 48 36 0 6925 11.54 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605843254  B10204 7 55 59 9292 15.49 8166958322 6605843254 B10204 7 53 23 0 9302 15.5 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY



8169121999 6605843930  B10204 7 56 33 404 0.67 9132813679 6605843930 B10204 7 53 58 0 413 0.69 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605842344  B10204 7 58 46 1049 1.75 6604932766 6605842344 B10204 7 56 11 0 1059 1.76 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WAVERLY
8169121999 6602374419  B10204 7 59 39 1391 2.32 8167216620 6602374419 B10204 7 57 4 0 1396 2.33 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605846686  B10204 8 1 7 39 0.07 8775171978 6605846686 B10204 7 58 32 0 49 0.08 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605846494  B10204 8 2 24 321 0.54 7076596206 6605846494 B10204 7 59 49 0 331 0.55 PAC‐WEST TELECOMM INC PIERCY
8169121999 6605848717  B10204 8 3 6 2781 4.63 8169348459 6605848717 B10204 8 0 31 0 2791 4.65 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WELLINGTON
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 8 3 7 989 1.65 6602593561 6605847787 B10204 8 0 32 0 999 1.67 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605845000  B10204 8 4 9 2017 3.36 8164706576 6605845000 B10204 8 1 34 0 2026 3.38 SOUTHWESTERN BELL RICHMOND
8169121999 6605843804  B10204 8 4 31 47 0.08 8002980827 6605843804 B10204 8 1 56 0 57 0.1 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605848700  B10204 8 4 47 1559 2.6 8166994875 6605848700 B10204 8 2 12 0 1568 2.61 AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605848739  B10204 8 5 8 363 0.6 2026072756 6605848739 B10204 8 2 33 0 374 0.62 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WSHNGTNZN1
8169121999 6605847711  B10204 8 5 24 7 0.01 6604637725 6605847711 B10204 8 2 49 0 17 0.03 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605843581  B10204 8 5 52 62 0.1 8162963192 6605843581 B10204 8 3 16 0 71 0.12 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK LAWSON
8169121999 6605843131  B10204 8 6 0 310 0.52 8162305273 6605843131 B10204 8 3 25 0 320 0.53 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605842131  B10204 8 6 11 3547 5.91 8167326170 6605842131 B10204 8 3 35 0 3556 5.93 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK HOLDEN
8169121999 6605842927  B10204 8 6 40 1111 1.85 8437424642 6605842927 B10204 8 4 5 0 1121 1.87 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐GA WMYRTLEBCH
8169121999 6605842823  B10204 8 6 51 60 0.1 0 6605842823 B10204 8 4 16 0 70 0.12 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605843676  B10204 8 7 45 342 0.57 6608646889 6605843676 B10204 8 5 10 0 352 0.59 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605842142  B10204 8 8 28 2541 4.24 3868688787 6605842142 B10204 8 5 53 0 2551 4.25 LEVEL3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC ‐ FL DAYTONABCH
8169121999 6605842707  B10204 8 8 36 569 0.95 6604632249 6605842707 B10204 8 6 1 0 578 0.96 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605843252  B10204 8 8 54 793 1.32 2519671729 6605843252 B10204 8 6 18 0 803 1.34 GULF TELEPHONE CO DBA CENTURYLINK GULFSHORES
8169121999 6605848245  B10204 8 9 7 115 0.19 8669326719 6605848245 B10204 8 6 32 0 124 0.21 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847713  B10204 8 9 53 1410 2.35 6604637030 6605847713 B10204 8 7 18 0 1420 2.37 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605843658  B10204 8 10 57 15485 25.81 8166908737 6605843658 B10204 8 8 22 0 15496 25.83 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK OAKGROVE
8169121999 6605842192  B10204 8 12 13 666 1.11 6604634446 6605842192 B10204 8 9 38 0 671 1.12 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605847353  B10204 8 12 43 3 0.01 8003662373 6605847353 B10204 8 10 8 0 13 0.02 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605842797  B10204 8 12 44 1636 2.73 8163049443 6605842797 B10204 8 10 9 0 1646 2.74 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605847477  B10204 8 14 11 149 0.25 3144951679 6605847477 B10204 8 11 35 0 159 0.27 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP LADUE
8169121999 6605842288  B10204 8 14 17 632 1.05 8162846677 6605842288 B10204 8 11 42 0 637 1.06 CELLCO PARTNERSHIP DBA VERIZON WIRELESS ‐ MO CAMERON
8169121999 6605847989  B10204 8 14 35 2214 3.69 6602593171 6605847989 B10204 8 12 0 0 2224 3.71 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605842344  B10204 8 15 18 5333 8.89 9133904500 6605842344 B10204 8 12 43 0 5343 8.9 SOUTHWESTERN BELL OLATHE
8169121999 6603942690  B10204 8 15 56 11607 19.34 3145180881 6603942690 B10204 8 13 21 0 11617 19.36 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP LADUE
8169121999 6605848739  B10204 8 18 12 497 0.83 2145402035 6605848739 B10204 8 15 37 0 507 0.84 XO TEXAS INC DALLAS
8169121999 6605847404  B10204 8 19 7 1436 2.39 8162296013 6605847404 B10204 8 16 32 0 1446 2.41 SOUTHWESTERN BELL BLUESPG
8169121999 6605845270  B10204 8 19 13 6870 11.45 8166125927 6605845270 B10204 8 16 38 0 6880 11.47 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 8 20 22 738 1.23 6604634448 6605843771 B10204 8 17 47 0 747 1.25 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605845221  B10204 8 20 34 561 0.94 8005762797 6605845221 B10204 8 17 59 0 570 0.95 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605843958  B10204 8 22 16 5699 9.5 8179965494 6605843958 B10204 8 19 41 0 5709 9.52 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ IL GLENDALE
8169121999 6605842151  B10204 8 22 47 454 0.76 9132087877 6605842151 B10204 8 20 12 0 464 0.77 NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS INC KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605847798  B10204 8 23 10 98 0.16 6369472321 6605847798 B10204 8 20 31 0 0 0 SOUTHWESTERN BELL ST CHARLES
8169121999 6605846444  B10204 8 23 28 54 0.09 0 6605846444 B10204 8 20 53 0 64 0.11 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605843392  B10204 8 25 15 552 0.92 3032971727 6605843392 B10204 8 22 40 0 557 0.93 QWEST CORPORATION DENVER
8169121999 6605847931  B10204 8 26 3 1028 1.71 2145402035 6605847931 B10204 8 23 28 0 1032 1.72 XO TEXAS INC DALLAS
8169121999 6605842181  B10204 8 26 50 42649 71.08 5736343948 6605842181 B10204 8 24 14 0 42662 71.1 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK JEFFERSONCY
8169121999 6605843313  B10204 8 27 40 561 0.94 8166904208 6605843313 B10204 8 25 5 0 570 0.95 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK OAKGROVE
8169121999 6603942474  B10204 8 29 32 13834 23.06 6602592386 6603942474 B10204 8 26 57 0 13845 23.07 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843131  B10204 8 30 0 172 0.29 8162305273 6605843131 B10204 8 27 25 0 182 0.3 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605848484  B10204 8 30 51 244 0.41 9054348914 6605848484 B10204 8 28 16 0 248 0.41 BELL CANADA OSHAWA
8169121999 6605842146  B10204 8 31 29 51 0.09 6602240096 6605842146 B10204 8 28 54 0 60 0.1 LEVEL3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC ‐ MO MARYVILLE
8169121999 6605842181  B10204 8 32 14 39415 65.69 5733861306 6605842181 B10204 8 29 38 0 39427 65.71 KINGDOM TELEPHONE COMPANY AUXVASSE
8169121999 6605847711  B10204 8 33 39 395 0.66 6604637725 6605847711 B10204 8 31 4 0 405 0.68 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605846265  B10204 8 33 49 222 0.37 8666163671 6605846265 B10204 8 31 14 0 226 0.38 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605842181  B10204 8 34 54 37805 63.01 5736348424 6605842181 B10204 8 32 18 0 37817 63.03 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK JEFFERSONCY
8169121999 6605846224  B10204 8 35 16 335 0.56 8162511200 6605846224 B10204 8 32 41 0 344 0.57 SOUTHWESTERN BELL LEES SUMMIT
8169121999 6605847521  B10204 8 35 19 199 0.33 6604291514 6605847521 B10204 8 32 44 0 210 0.35 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605842057  B10204 8 35 34 965 1.61 6605483114 6605842057 B10204 8 32 59 0 975 1.63 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK BRUNSWICK
8169121999 6605848700  B10204 8 38 1 2566 4.28 4172611032 6605848700 B10204 8 35 26 0 2576 4.29 CENTURYTEL MISSOURI LLC(SOUTHWEST)DBA CENTURYLINK DORA
8169121999 6603942493  B10204 8 38 5 1077 1.79 8669326731 6603942493 B10204 8 35 30 0 1087 1.81 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847989  B10204 8 38 12 348 0.58 9134891148 6605847989 B10204 8 35 36 0 358 0.6 BIRCH TELECOM OF KANSAS INC OLATHE
8169121999 6605848700  B10204 8 38 49 3746 6.24 6602597713 6605848700 B10204 8 36 13 0 3756 6.26 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6603942505  B10204 8 39 15 759 1.26 9139518797 6603942505 B10204 8 36 40 0 768 1.28 SUREWEST KANSAS LICENSES LLC ‐ KS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6603942482  B10204 8 39 22 807 1.34 9139518797 6603942482 B10204 8 36 47 0 817 1.36 SUREWEST KANSAS LICENSES LLC ‐ KS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605847434  B10204 8 39 57 155 0.26 2145400714 6605847434 B10204 8 37 22 0 164 0.27 XO TEXAS INC DALLAS
8169121999 6603942640  B10204 8 41 57 10620 17.7 6606410283 6603942640 B10204 8 39 22 0 10631 17.72 CELLCO PARTNERSHIP DBA VERIZON WIRELESS ‐ MO HIGGINSVL
8169121999 6605844393  B10204 8 42 15 402 0.67 6602592321 6605844393 B10204 8 39 40 0 412 0.69 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843546  B10204 8 42 47 11151 18.59 5074500762 6605843546 B10204 8 40 11 0 11161 18.6 VERIZON WIRELESS(VAW) LLC WINONA
8169121999 6605848426  B10204 8 43 29 297 0.49 9054348914 6605848426 B10204 8 40 54 0 301 0.5 BELL CANADA OSHAWA
8169121999 6605848149  B10204 8 43 56 2837 4.73 6604637730 6605848149 B10204 8 41 21 0 2847 4.75 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605847367  B10204 8 44 15 900 1.5 8164052559 6605847367 B10204 8 41 39 0 910 1.52 AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605843111  B10204 8 44 26 435 0.72 6602594007 6605843111 B10204 8 41 50 0 445 0.74 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605842250  B10204 8 45 1 1234 2.06 6604637477 6605842250 B10204 8 42 26 0 1243 2.07 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA



8169121999 6605845783  B10204 8 47 12 55 0.09 6602592271 6605845783 B10204 8 44 37 0 64 0.11 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843721  B10204 8 47 21 214 0.36 9136489182 6605843721 B10204 8 44 45 0 219 0.36 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605846359  B10204 8 47 27 101 0.17 6604382676 6605846359 B10204 8 44 52 0 113 0.19 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARSAW
8169121999 6605845901  B10204 8 47 43 11717 19.53 6608859525 6605845901 B10204 8 45 7 0 11727 19.55 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK CLINTON
8169121999 6605843295  B10204 8 48 14 300 0.5 6604637447 6605843295 B10204 8 45 39 0 310 0.52 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842110  B10204 8 48 58 286 0.48 6602592489 6605842110 B10204 8 46 22 0 296 0.49 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605844810  B10204 8 50 7 1289 2.15 8167297283 6605844810 B10204 8 47 32 0 1298 2.16 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6603942600  B10204 8 50 25 173 0.29 8166957455 6603942600 B10204 8 47 50 0 183 0.3 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605842927  B10204 8 50 48 1428 2.38 6608646601 6605842927 B10204 8 48 13 0 1437 2.4 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847717  B10204 8 50 54 341 0.57 6604932613 6605847717 B10204 8 48 19 0 351 0.58 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WAVERLY
8169121999 6605847751  B10204 8 51 28 531 0.89 6604382124 6605847751 B10204 8 48 53 0 541 0.9 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARSAW
8169121999 6605843676  B10204 8 52 44 876 1.46 6608646889 6605843676 B10204 8 50 9 0 886 1.48 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605843716  B10204 8 52 47 23 0.04 3192427342 6605843716 B10204 8 50 11 0 32 0.05 AT&T LOCAL CEDARFALLS
8169121999 6605842131  B10204 8 53 3 1098 1.83 6608643781 6605842131 B10204 8 50 28 0 1108 1.85 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847261  B10204 8 53 48 692 1.15 6607476547 6605847261 B10204 8 51 12 0 701 1.17 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605846227  B10204 8 54 3 449 0.75 8005192643 6605846227 B10204 8 51 28 0 458 0.76 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847404  B10204 8 54 18 4433 7.39 6602593236 6605847404 B10204 8 51 43 0 4443 7.41 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843770  B10204 8 55 2 732 1.22 9139518797 6605843770 B10204 8 52 26 0 742 1.24 SUREWEST KANSAS LICENSES LLC ‐ KS KANSASCITY
8169121999 6603942388  B10204 8 55 48 1782 2.97 6602593128 6603942388 B10204 8 53 13 0 1791 2.98 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843877  B10204 8 56 43 530 0.88 3032971727 6605843877 B10204 8 54 8 0 534 0.89 QWEST CORPORATION DENVER
8169121999 6605842956  B10204 8 56 46 423 0.7 9134841171 6605842956 B10204 8 54 10 0 432 0.72 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605842667  B10204 8 57 30 363 0.6 6607470095 6605842667 B10204 8 54 55 0 373 0.62 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6603942679  B10204 8 57 55 560 0.93 6604291514 6603942679 B10204 8 55 20 0 570 0.95 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605848149  B10204 8 57 58 1076 1.79 6604637783 6605848149 B10204 8 55 23 0 1085 1.81 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842009  B10204 8 58 16 215 0.36 0 6605842009 B10204 8 55 41 0 225 0.38 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605846334  B10204 8 59 7 764 1.27 6602592271 6605846334 B10204 8 56 32 0 774 1.29 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605847232  B10204 8 59 19 491 0.82 6604637420 6605847232 B10204 8 56 43 0 500 0.83 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842175  B10204 9 0 25 363 0.6 6602596901 6605842175 B10204 8 57 50 0 372 0.62 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 9 0 55 473 0.79 8162631513 6605847787 B10204 8 58 20 0 477 0.8 AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS ODESSA
8169121999 6605847186  B10204 9 0 57 282 0.47 6604932865 6605847186 B10204 8 58 22 0 292 0.49 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WAVERLY
8169121999 6605843771  B10204 9 1 2 640 1.07 6602592445 6605843771 B10204 8 58 27 0 650 1.08 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6603942312  B10204 9 1 34 36 0.06 8774875583 6603942312 B10204 8 58 59 0 45 0.07 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605843056  B10204 9 1 38 5515 9.19 6604637620 6605843056 B10204 8 59 3 0 5525 9.21 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842104  B10204 9 1 54 216 0.36 8166337576 6605842104 B10204 8 59 19 0 225 0.38 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 9 2 21 3574 5.96 8162631513 6605847787 B10204 8 59 45 0 3584 5.97 AERIAL COMMUNICATIONS ODESSA
8169121999 6605846216  B10204 9 2 33 147 0.24 8164615234 6605846216 B10204 8 59 57 0 157 0.26 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605847887  B10204 9 2 50 3309 5.51 8166337505 6605847887 B10204 9 0 14 0 3319 5.53 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605845532  B10204 9 3 43 1053 1.75 6608538883 6605845532 B10204 9 1 8 0 1063 1.77 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP MARYVILLE
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 9 3 49 356 0.59 6604637795 6605847787 B10204 9 1 14 0 366 0.61 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6603942484  B10204 9 4 2 47 0.08 6602006890 6603942484 B10204 9 1 27 0 57 0.1 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK BUTLER
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 9 4 39 787 1.31 6604637795 6605847787 B10204 9 2 4 0 796 1.33 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605848195  B10204 9 5 14 49338 82.23 8167785481 6605848195 B10204 9 2 39 0 49351 82.25 WINDSTREAM NUVOX MISSOURI INC ‐ MO KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605842597  B10204 9 5 25 43 0.07 8008358985 6605842597 B10204 9 2 49 0 52 0.09 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605847609  B10204 9 5 35 401 0.67 6602593128 6605847609 B10204 9 3 0 0 411 0.69 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605844235  B10204 9 5 38 13715 22.86 8164705299 6605844235 B10204 9 3 3 0 13725 22.88 SOUTHWESTERN BELL RICHMOND
8169121999 6603942484  B10204 9 5 50 4226 7.04 6602006890 6603942484 B10204 9 3 15 0 4236 7.06 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK BUTLER
8169121999 6605847887  B10204 9 6 4 396 0.66 8165888198 6605847887 B10204 9 3 29 0 405 0.68 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6603942333  B10204 9 6 25 999 1.67 6603730523 6603942333 B10204 9 3 50 0 1008 1.68 CELLCO PARTNERSHIP DBA VERIZON WIRELESS ‐ MO BETHANY
8169121999 6605842131  B10204 9 7 5 742 1.24 8167326084 6605842131 B10204 9 4 30 0 752 1.25 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK HOLDEN
8169121999 6605845783  B10204 9 8 8 448 0.75 6602592271 6605845783 B10204 9 5 33 0 458 0.76 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605842131  B10204 9 8 16 1733 2.89 6607476103 6605842131 B10204 9 5 41 0 1742 2.9 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605842221  B10204 9 8 35 451 0.75 6604637701 6605842221 B10204 9 5 59 0 461 0.77 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605847653  B10204 9 9 17 3045 5.08 8168653379 6605847653 B10204 9 6 42 0 3055 5.09 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK STRASBURG
8169121999 6605842444  B10204 9 9 45 874 1.46 6604932993 6605842444 B10204 9 7 10 0 884 1.47 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WAVERLY
8169121999 6605848888  B10204 9 10 11 329 0.55 7855340811 6605848888 B10204 9 7 36 0 339 0.56 VERIZON WIRELESS(VAW) LLC BELOIT
8169121999 6602374229  B10204 9 11 22 1068 1.78 8166908730 6602374229 B10204 9 8 47 0 1077 1.79 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK OAK GROVE
8169121999 6605842175  B10204 9 11 35 995 1.66 6365282583 6605842175 B10204 9 9 0 0 1005 1.68 CENTURYTEL MISSOURI LLC(SOUTHWEST)DBA CENTURYLINK TROY
8169121999 6605842425  B10204 9 13 24 1203 2 6607475114 6605842425 B10204 9 10 48 0 1212 2.02 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605847798  B10204 9 14 5 103 0.17 8473687290 6605847798 B10204 9 11 25 0 0 0 AMERITECH ILLINOIS ARLIGTNHTS
8169121999 6605847457  B10204 9 14 28 958 1.6 0 6605847457 B10204 9 11 53 0 968 1.61 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847009  B10204 9 14 41 2448 4.08 6604637551 6605847009 B10204 9 12 6 0 2457 4.09 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842204  B10204 9 15 18 259 0.43 8189231016 6605842204 B10204 9 12 43 0 267 0.45 LEVEL3 COMMUNICATIONS LLC ‐ CA SNFN GRHL
8169121999 6605843902  B10204 9 16 21 422 0.7 6602592872 6605843902 B10204 9 13 46 0 432 0.72 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6603948884  B10204 9 16 45 403 0.67 3154366239 6603948884 B10204 9 14 10 0 412 0.69 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ DC SYRACUSE
8169121999 6605842111  B10204 9 17 1 1146 1.91 5736357166 6605842111 B10204 9 14 26 0 1151 1.92 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK JEFFERSONCY
8169121999 6603942312  B10204 9 17 28 276 0.46 6607476192 6603942312 B10204 9 14 53 0 285 0.47 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605846227  B10204 9 18 29 37 0.06 3239633943 6605846227 B10204 9 15 54 0 47 0.08 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP LSAN DA 14
8169121999 6605842106  B10204 9 18 50 2624 4.37 6602592271 6605842106 B10204 9 16 14 0 2634 4.39 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605846659  B10204 9 19 8 188 0.31 6607476192 6605846659 B10204 9 16 33 0 198 0.33 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605843522  B10204 9 19 27 561 0.94 8167765058 6605843522 B10204 9 16 51 0 571 0.95 SOUTHWESTERN BELL RICHMOND
8169121999 6605847612  B10204 9 19 46 374 0.62 8166276488 6605847612 B10204 9 17 11 0 383 0.64 TCG KANSAS CITY, INC ‐ MO KANSASCITY



8169121999 6605843401  B10204 9 20 30 796 1.33 8166334951 6605843401 B10204 9 17 55 0 806 1.34 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK ODESSA
8169121999 6605846192  B10204 9 22 32 215 0.36 9135419704 6605846192 B10204 9 19 57 0 224 0.37 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605845942  B10204 9 22 45 12236 20.39 6608419502 6605845942 B10204 9 20 10 0 12246 20.41 CENTURYTEL MISSOURI LLC(SOUTHWEST)DBA CENTURYLINK PRAIRIHOME
8169121999 6605846222  B10204 9 23 16 7350 12.25 8166253895 6605846222 B10204 9 20 41 0 7361 12.27 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK OAK GROVE
8169121999 6605847512  B10204 9 23 21 3049 5.08 8166276488 6605847512 B10204 9 20 46 0 3059 5.1 TCG KANSAS CITY, INC ‐ MO KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605842192  B10204 9 23 48 3530 5.88 6602592849 6605842192 B10204 9 21 12 0 3540 5.9 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605847804  B10204 9 23 52 401 0.67 3154366239 6605847804 B10204 9 21 16 0 411 0.69 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ DC SYRACUSE
8169121999 6605842111  B10204 9 23 59 2034 3.39 5736357166 6605842111 B10204 9 21 23 0 2038 3.4 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK JEFFERSONCY
8169121999 6605847404  B10204 9 24 13 25 0.04 3239633943 6605847404 B10204 9 21 37 0 34 0.06 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP LSAN DA 14
8169121999 6605847731  B10204 9 24 41 938 1.56 6607471542 6605847731 B10204 9 22 6 0 948 1.58 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605842754  B10204 9 24 51 371 0.62 8162572869 6605842754 B10204 9 22 16 0 380 0.63 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSASCITY
8169121999 6605848149  B10204 9 24 54 862 1.44 6604638081 6605848149 B10204 9 22 19 0 872 1.45 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842110  B10204 9 25 8 254 0.42 0 6605842110 B10204 9 22 33 0 263 0.44 INVALID CPN
8169121999 6605847989  B10204 9 26 26 1636 2.73 8162572869 6605847989 B10204 9 23 50 0 1646 2.74 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605845000  B10204 9 27 5 2995 4.99 6606635523 6605845000 B10204 9 24 30 0 3005 5.01 WINDSTREAM MISSOURI INC GALLATIN
8169121999 6605847787  B10204 9 29 4 636 1.06 8162402729 6605847787 B10204 9 26 28 0 646 1.08 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WELLINGTON
8169121999 6605847713  B10204 9 29 9 3164 5.27 6606563245 6605847713 B10204 9 26 34 0 3174 5.29 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK CENTERVIEW
8169121999 6605843399  B10204 9 29 20 1301 2.17 8163091411 6605843399 B10204 9 26 45 0 1311 2.19 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605843703  B10204 9 29 58 30 0.05 3157013190 6605843703 B10204 9 27 23 0 40 0.07 CHOICE ONE COMMUNICATIONS INC ‐ NY SYRACUSE
8169121999 6605846790  B10204 9 29 58 17135 28.56 9139088908 6605846790 B10204 9 27 22 0 17140 28.57 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605842754  B10204 9 30 18 837 1.4 8162572869 6605842754 B10204 9 27 43 0 846 1.41 SOUTHWESTERN BELL KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605842823  B10204 9 30 55 55 0.09 8888200961 6605842823 B10204 9 28 20 0 63 0.1 TOLL FREE
8169121999 6605842131  B10204 9 31 19 544 0.91 8162135883 6605842131 B10204 9 28 44 0 554 0.92 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605847751  B10204 9 31 41 911 1.52 8162208727 6605847751 B10204 9 29 6 0 916 1.53 SOUTHWESTERN BELL BLUE SPG
8169121999 6605843131  B10204 9 33 33 1427 2.38 8166065083 6605843131 B10204 9 30 57 0 1436 2.39 LEAP WIRELESS INTL INC DBA CRICKET COMM INC KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605847055  B10204 9 33 34 882 1.47 8322576174 6605847055 B10204 9 30 59 0 891 1.49 SPRINT SPECTRUM LP SPRING
8169121999 6605843673  B10204 9 34 16 327 0.55 6604637522 6605843673 B10204 9 31 41 0 337 0.56 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605847751  B10204 9 34 42 1052 1.75 8162208727 6605847751 B10204 9 32 7 0 1061 1.77 SOUTHWESTERN BELL BLUE SPG
8169121999 6605847434  B10204 9 34 52 1795 2.99 8165647387 6605847434 B10204 9 32 17 0 1805 3.01 NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS INC KANSAS CITY
8169121999 6605842151  B10204 9 35 24 468 0.78 6604637522 6605842151 B10204 9 32 49 0 478 0.8 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK CONCORDIA
8169121999 6605842525  B10204 9 35 57 356 0.59 3142270116 6605842525 B10204 9 33 22 0 366 0.61 DAVIDSON TELECOM LLC ‐ MO LADUE
8169121999 6605843581  B10204 9 36 40 66 0.11 8162963192 6605843581 B10204 9 34 4 0 76 0.13 SPECTRA COMMUNICATIONS GROUP LLC DBA CENTURYLINK LAWSON
8169121999 6605846224  B10204 9 36 41 670 1.12 8162511200 6605846224 B10204 9 34 6 0 680 1.13 SOUTHWESTERN BELL LEES SUMMIT
8169121999 6605848101  B10204 9 37 6 412 0.69 3154366239 6605848101 B10204 9 34 31 0 422 0.7 NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS LLC ‐ DC SYRACUSE
8169121999 6605842700  B10204 9 37 14 3102 5.17 6602592591 6605842700 B10204 9 34 39 0 3112 5.19 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK LEXINGTON
8169121999 6605843676  B10204 9 37 18 161 0.27 4174854224 6605843676 B10204 9 34 43 0 170 0.28 CENTURYTEL MISSOURI LLC(SOUTHWEST)DBA CENTURYLINK OZARK
8169121999 6605848688  B10204 9 37 30 1082 1.8 6604295632 6605848688 B10204 9 34 55 0 1092 1.82 EMBARQ MISSOURI INC‐MO DBA CENTURYLINK WARRENSBURG
8169121999 6605845603  B10204 9 37 58 467 0.78 5738860811 6605845603 B10204 9 35 22 0 477 0.8 CENTURYTEL MISSOURI LLC(CNTL)DBA CENTURYLINK COLUMBIA
8169121999 6605848757  B10204 9 38 3 4250 7.08 8165647228 6605848757 B10204 9 35 28 0 4260 7.1 NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS INC KANSAS CITY



-----Original Message----- 
From: Trip England 
Sent: Friday, March 11, 2011 1:35 PM 
To: 'jmarks@halowireless.com' 
Subject: Summary of RLEC Agreements with Cingular and T-Mobile 
 
Attached per our telephone discussion is a summary of indirect 
interconnection Traffic Termination Agreements between our Missouri 
rural local exchange carrier (RLEC) clients and Cingular and/or T-
Mobile.  This summary was compiled some time ago, and we have not 
reviewed it recently.  Of course, the executed agreements will control 
if there is any difference between this summary and the actual 
agreements.  
 
Also enclosed are copies of the Agreements between Citizens Telephone 
Company and Cingular and T-Mobile.  With the exception of the rates, 
traffic factors and the provision for transit traffic to Alma Telephone 
Company, the terms and conditions of these agreements are very similar, 
if not identical, to those with the other RLECs listed on the summary. 
 
Trip 
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