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HALO WIRELESS, INC.’S 

OBJECTIONS TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARK NEINAST 
 

Halo Wireless, Inc. (“Halo”) hereby objects to and moves to strike the proposed Direct 

Testimony of Mark Neinast as follows: 

I.   General Objections 

Halo objects to Mr. Neinast’s testimony for the reason that most if not all of his 

testimony is self-serving, speculative in nature, and demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if 

any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

To the extent that Mr. Neinast purports to provide fact testimony, Halo objects to the 

entirety of such testimony on the grounds that Illinois Bell Telephone Company (“AT&T”) has 

failed to lay a foundation for Mr. Neinast’s personal knowledge or reliance on admissible 

hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  Halo further objects to Mr. 

Neinast’s expert testimony as to the rating and billing of traffic (which testimony purports to be 

based on the premise that telephone numbers are appropriate and reliable determinants for call 

rating and billing) in its entirety, as such testimony is not based on reliable principles and 

methods (i.e. it is methodologically unreliable) and is not based on a reliable reasoning process 

for connecting any such methodology to the traffic at issue.   
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II.   Reservation of Objections 

Halo hereby requests any data or other information underlying Mr. Neinast’s testimony.  

Halo reserves the right to make any additional objections that may be appropriate after review of 

such information. 

III.   Specific Objections to Lines 57-70 
 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is 

not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that 

would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended 

as fact testimony, rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a 

foundation of personal knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. 

Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on 

reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational 

assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the 

methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data 

relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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IV.   Specific Objections to Lines 72-83 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is 

not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that 

would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended 

as fact testimony, rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a 

foundation of personal knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. 

Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on 

reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational 

assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the 

methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data 

relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

V.   Specific Objections to Lines 83-96 
 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is 

not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that 

would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended 

as fact testimony, rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a 

foundation of personal knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on 
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by a reasonably prudent person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. 

Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on 

reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational 

assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the 

methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data 

relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

VI.   Specific Objections to Lines 98-101 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  Furthermore, his statements are inadmissible hearsay.  The 

probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

VII.   Specific Objections to Lines 103-108 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is 

not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that 

would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.     
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Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

VIII.   Specific Objections to Lines 110-116 

Mr. Neinast’s purported statements provide neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, 

but instead state conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is 

not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that 

would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended 

as fact testimony, rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a 

foundation of personal knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. 

Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on 

reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational 

assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the 

methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data 

relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

IX.   Specific Objections to Lines 118-133 
  

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

HALO’S OBJECTIONS TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARK NEINAST Page 5 
1150836 



by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

X.   Specific Objections to Lines 135-146 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 
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objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XI.   Specific Objections to Lines 148-159 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XII.   Specific Objections to Lines 165-169 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  

XIII.   Specific Objections to Lines 171-190 

Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal knowledge and/or 

reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  

Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo objects that 

HALO’S OBJECTIONS TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARK NEINAST Page 7 
1150836 



the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the 

underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XIV.   Specific Objections to Lines 192-205 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   
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Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XV.   Specific Objections to Lines 207-219 
 

Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. 

Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on by a reasonably 

prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, rather than an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal knowledge 

and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  

Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo objects that 

the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the 

underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XVI.   Specific Objections to Lines 221-225 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   
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XVII.   Specific Objections to Lines 239-247 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XVIII.   Specific Objections to Lines 249-257 
 

Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not testimony that Mr. 

Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on by a reasonably 

prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, rather than an 

expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal knowledge 

and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent person.  

Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo objects that 
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the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the 

underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

XIX.   Specific Objections to Lines 259-279 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XX.   Specific Objections to Lines 281-288 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXI.  Specific Objections to Lines 290-295 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 
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rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXII.  Specific Objections to Lines 297-309 
 

This testimony provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   
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XXIII.  Specific Objections to Lines 311-315 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXIV.  Specific Objections to Lines 317-325 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 
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are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXV.  Specific Objections to Lines 327-338 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

HALO’S OBJECTIONS TO DIRECT TESTIMONY OF MARK NEINAST Page 14 
1150836 



XXVI.  Specific Objections to Lines 340-343 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XXVII. Specific Objections to Lines 345-352 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XXVIII. Specific Objections to Lines 354-362 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: 

the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the 

testimony is based on reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable 

foundational assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would 

allow the methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that 

the data relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate 

field.   

Furthermore, his statements are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-

serving, speculative in nature and demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far 

outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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XXIX.  Specific Objections to Lines 364-371 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXX.  Specific Objections to Lines 373-382 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 
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are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXI.  Specific Objections to Lines 384-389 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXII. Specific Objections to Lines 391-401 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   
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Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXIII. Specific Objections to Lines 403-421 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XXXIV. Specific Objections to Lines 423-441 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   
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Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXV. Specific Objections to Lines 443-449 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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XXXVI. Specific Objections to Lines 451-458 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXVII. Specific Objections to Lines 460-470 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 
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not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XXXVIII. Specific Objections to Lines 472-480 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XXXIX. Specific Objections to Lines 487-491 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

XL.  Specific Objections to Lines 493-524 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 
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foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLI.  Specific Objections to Lines 526-551 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLII.  Specific Objections to Lines 553-564 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements are 

not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLIII.  Specific Objections to Lines 566-589 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 
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by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLIV.  Specific Objections to Lines 591-603 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 
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objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLV.  Specific Objections to Lines 605-610 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLVI.  Specific Objections to Lines 612-620 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 
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rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLVII. Specific Objections to Lines 622-645 
 

Halo objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s 

opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable 

principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and 

data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be 

applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the 

type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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XLVIII. Specific Objections to Lines 647-663 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  Halo further objects that the testimony lacks foundation 

establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; 

that the testimony is based on reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on 

reliable foundational assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that 

would allow the methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; 

and that the data relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the 

appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

XLIX.  Specific Objections to Lines 665-672 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 
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methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

L.  Specific Objections to Lines 681-684 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

LI.  Specific Objections to Lines 686-692 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 
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methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

LII.  Specific Objections to Lines 694-699 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 

knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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LIII.  Specific Objections to Lines 701-706 
 

Halo objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the best 

evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict the 

terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.   

LIV.  Specific Objections to Lines 708-724 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person. Halo further objects that the testimony lacks foundation 

establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and the underlying data supporting his opinion; 

that the testimony is based on reliable principles and methodology; that the testimony is based on 

reliable foundational assumption and data; that the testimony is based on reliable reasoning that 

would allow the methodology to be applied to the foundational data underlying his testimony; 

and that the data relied upon is of the type that is reasonably relied upon by experts in the 

appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

LV.  Specific Objections to Lines 726-740 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony nor expert testimony, but instead states 

conclusions of law.  As such, Halo objects that this testimony is not helpful, is not relevant, is not 

testimony that Mr. Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on 

by a reasonably prudent person.  To the extent that this testimony is intended as fact testimony, 

rather than an expert opinion, Halo objects that AT&T has failed to lay a foundation of personal 
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knowledge and/or reliance on admissible hearsay that would be relied on by a reasonably prudent 

person.  Alternatively, to the extent that such testimony is intended as an expert opinion, Halo 

objects that the testimony lacks foundation establishing: the basis for Mr. Neinast’s opinion and 

the underlying data supporting his opinion; that the testimony is based on reliable principles and 

methodology; that the testimony is based on reliable foundational assumption and data; that the 

testimony is based on reliable reasoning that would allow the methodology to be applied to the 

foundational data underlying his testimony; and that the data relied upon is of the type that is 

reasonably relied upon by experts in the appropriate field.   

Halo further objects because his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 

LVI.  Specific Objections to Lines 742-750 
 

Mr. Neinast provides neither fact testimony based upon his personal knowledge, but 

instead offers inadmissible hearsay.  As such, Halo objects that this is not testimony that Mr. 

Neinast is qualified to provide, and is not testimony that would be relied on by a reasonably 

prudent person.  

Halo further objects because the written documents referred to by Mr. Neinast are the 

best evidence of the purported facts adduced by Mr. Neinast, and statements offered to contradict 

the terms of the written documents violate the parol evidence rule.  Furthermore, his statements 

are not admissible for the reason that his claims are self-serving, speculative in nature and 

demonstrably untrue.  The probative value, if any, is far outweighed by its prejudicial value. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
/s/ Jennifer M. Larson (5/15/12) 
STEVEN H. THOMAS 
Texas State Bar No. 19868890 
TROY P. MAJOUE 
Texas State Bar No. 24067738 
JENNIFER M. LARSON 
Texas State Bar No. 24071167 
McGUIRE, CRADDOCK 
& STROTHER, P.C. 
2501 N. Harwood, Suite 1800 
Dallas TX 75201 
Phone: 214.954.6800 
Fax: 214.954.6850 
 
W. SCOTT MCCOLLOUGH 
Texas State Bar No. 13434100 
MCCOLLOUGH|HENRY PC 
1250 S. Capital of Texas Hwy., Bldg.  2-235 
West Lake Hills, TX  78746 
Phone: 512.888.1112 
Fax: 512.692.2522 

 
Attorneys for Halo Wireless, Inc. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Objections to Direct Testimony of Mark 

Neinast has been served on the following via e-mail on this the 15th day of May, 2012: 

Janis Von Qualen, ALJ  
Illinois Commerce Commission 
527 E. Capitol Ave. 
Springfield, IL 62701 
jvonqual@icc.illinois.gov 

J. Tyson Covey, Atty. for Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company 
Mayer Brown LLP 
71 S. Wacker Dr. 
Chicago, IL 60606 
jcovey@mayerbrown.com 
 

Karl Wardin, Executive Director 
Regulatory 
Illinois Bell Telephone Company 
555 Cook St., Fl. 1E 
Springfield, IL 62721  
ww3587@att.com 
 

Dennis G. Friedman, Atty. for Illinois Bell 
Telephone Company  
Mayer Brown LLP 
71 S. Wacker Dr. 
Chicago, IL 60606  
dfriedman@mayerbrown.com 
 

James Zolnierek, Case Manager 
Telecommunications 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
527 E. Capitol Ave. 
Springfield, IL 62701  
jzolnier@icc.illinois.gov 
 

Michael J. Lannon 
Office of General Counsel 
Illinois Commerce Commission 
160 N. LaSalle, Suite C-800 
Chicago, IL 60601  
mlannon@icc.illinois.gov 
 

Karl B. Anderson 
Corporate/Legal 
Illinois Bell Telephone Company 
225 West Randolph, Floor 25D 
Chicago, IL 60606  
ka1873@att.com 
 

 

  
/s/ Jennifer M. Larson 
JENNIFER M. LARSON 
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