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reduced by $38.108.59. The second adjustment 1s for the months November. and
December. 1990 when the minutes billed are substantially lower than those
found on the detail billing summaries. My calculation to adjust for this
difference results in an increase in the billing from ATC of $12.898.03.

Audit Disclosure No. 5 addresses Schedules 6 and 7 of the Lopez Levi
report which estimates the impact that billing TSI for international calls at
one minute increments (60/60) had cn TSI. as compared to billing the first
minute at a full minute increment and then at six second increments (60/6) as
required by the contract between the parties. Although ATC was not billing
pursuant to the contract. ATC may have given TSI 15% and 40% discounts (that
were also not in the contract) as compensation for this difference in the
billing. Therefore. | have not made an adjustment similar to that made in the
Lopez Levi report.

Audit Disclosure No. 6 addresses Schedules 8, 9. and 10 of the Lopez
Levi report which addressed four types of problem.:. calls over one hour,.
overlapping calls. short repetitive calls. duplicate calls. [ did not make
a smmilar adjustment on page 51 of the audit report. [ believe that there are
errors in the logic used in the adjustment as well as errors i1n the numbers
used. [ recalculated the schedules after correcting the logic errors and
found a possible error of $26.409.49. However, ATC gave credits of $74,751.79
to TSI for these same types of problems and the overlapping problem is
addressed in Disclosures 8 and 9. Therefore. I do not believe that any
adjustment needs to be made. ,

Audit Disclosure No. 7 discusses the March. 1992 and May. 1992 b1lling
format It appears that for these two months the bills were computed
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converted this number into minutes and multiplied it by the billing rate and
applied the unaffected call factors and credit factor. The calculation using
the order required a refund to TSI of $26.170.49. TSI returned the check
because they were already in litigation. My calculation amounted to
$83.350.43 for December 1990 to May 1992 and has been adjusted on page 51 of
the audit report. | also calculated. for informational purposes. the
adjustment for the entire time of the contract. July 1989 to May 1992. in case
the Commission determines that the ATC tariff did not apply and retroactively
applies the adjustment. The schedule is also attached and amounts to $111,521
for July 1989 to May 1992.

Audit Disclosure No. 10 addresses differences between the TSI tariff and
its billing rates. I randomly selected detarls n January 1990. December
1990, February 1991, August 1991. and March 1992 and asked ATC to provide the
rates used to bill. ATC provided the “slick™ sheets given to them by TSI.
Except for March, 1992 the rates on the sheets were the rates used to prepare
the billing. I also compared these rates to TSI's tarmiff | believe that TSI
is not b11ling according to 1t's tarmff. [n addition. these slicks appear to
be advertisements for services and state that all calls are billed 1n 6 second
increments. Since domestic calls are billed at 30/6 and nternational calls
at one minute increments these sheets do not appear to be accurate. [ could
not determine the amounts without the summary bills by TSI which were asked
for but never provided. It appears that TSI overfilled 1ts own customers.
It also appears that a separate investigation of TSI's overbir1ling may be

warranted.
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process used to review calls with the zero qualifier to determine if they were
billable. The criteria used in this process could not be located. The calls
that were given a rate and billed appeared to have bad data in the “Time Point
6" field. which is where conversation time begins. These calls appear to be
rated using Time Point 7-Time Point 1., the same as all other calls but they
did not include the extra 9 second error. However. not all calls with bad
data in the Time Point 6 field were rated. so I could not determine the
criteria used. The company appears to have discontinued this practice in
June, 1991, since no zero qualifier calls were given a rate and billed from
the June 21 tape. I also found calls with answer qualifiers that indicate a
busy signal was received but thatAthe caller did not hang up after a set
number of seconds. calls that had a long number of rings but the caller did
not hang up after several seconds. and calls that received silence but the
caller did not hang up after several seconds. [ could not determine the
number of seconds the software was set to. Accordirg to switch data. the
software could be set between zero and 120 seconds. [ estimated the dollar
affect of the busy. long ring., and silence callé using the percent of calls
for each qualifier in the sample. times total calls, times an average cost per
call to TSI of 63 cents. The busy calls billed amounted to $315. long ring
amounted to $46.284 and calls recorded with silence amounted to $958.
According to TSI's tariff, the call will be timed as follows:

“When a calling party allows the distant end to ring 1n excess of 60

seconds or approximately 8 to 10 rings. the call will be considered a

completed call. This only applies when hardware answer supervision is

absent on the terminating end.”
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Since the zero qualifier calls were less than 1% of the billable calls it does
not appear to be material and the other answer qualifiers appear to be valid
according to the tariff. However. I could not determine the time the software
was set to. to be able to determine if it was the same as the 60 seconds 1n
the tariff.

In conclusion, I estimate that TSI owes ATC $501.369 as shown on page 51
of the audit report. These numbers are based on the 40% international
discount and the 15% domestic discount being given as compensation for not
being able to bill at 60/6 increments for international and 6/6 for domestic.
It is also based on the assumption that TSI was entitled to a refund for the
difference between time point six (TP-6) and time point une (TP-1) because of
the attempted refund made by ATC based on Order PSC-93-1237-AS-TI.

Q. Does this conclude your testimony?

A. Yes. it does.
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