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SDITC questions whether the words: offerad: by DTG ar* i
application of ARSD § 20:10:32:02 to only local: s~=rv1ce provulers{ tha

of authority under the new rule provisions.
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g universal service, protecting the pib

lity of service, and safeguarding the rights of affei
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DTG is apparently a

ceriificate of authority for local
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and conditions™ is consistent with the:general authority. given this ‘7"

253(b) and the general authority conferred by SDCL §49:31-71. -
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D §20:10:32:1 L. Loeal calling scope for altemative providers, -
DTG and AT&T are opposed to ARSD § 20:10:32:11. They

that competing local service providers should have complete-discretion t
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unique local calling areas.




terms. and conditions that
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| impose on com‘peﬁng carriers any:-differer
carriers, Moreover, the rule is nec'es'sary (
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‘sustainable.

Similar rules designed fo preserve existing EAS arrangements in

have been adopted in other states. The state of Colorade has adofited:

restrictive, It reads as follows:
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-permitted to provide such-service.”

geographic arca as determined by the Commission.” Empha.s’is addéd. o

legislatures have recognized that in order to preserve universal service i

focal service providers must carry a minimum set of service obligaticns.

US.C. § 253(, in conjunction with 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(1), and also $DCL §

these minimum service obligations. The provisions are speéiiﬂc.:illy tntended t

competitors from merely “cherry picking” customers in rural markets.




migal service areas is a-differentissue and

“public inferest” review. The fact that all

issue, inasmauch as it determines. eligibility for universal service. !

review and involves different concems.




RS0 8 20:10:32:17, aith offering requir ;

DTG proposes to delete the last sentence of ARSD § 20:10:32:17 wh,i;cjh;w’”l il
alternative providers to provide their services “in a manner that ensures continued'r¢
. toauality local exchange services.”

SDITC opposes any change to the rule. The language in the Jast Sf:nten_cg—:d
fielp 19 ensure that competing carriers in rural areas act *in good faith"” toward:feeti
service obligations imposed by SDCL § 49-31-73 and ARSD § 20:10:32:16. ;
would prevent a carrier from purposely offering a less than quality service to Ac,e';ﬁt_jai

ora¢lass of customers as a means of skirting the imposed service obligations.

DTG asks the Commission to delete ARSDE § 2(;):’:10:32:f2f07iih<iité'.';eniiiet§:.» DR

SDITC opposes the deletion of or any change to the:rule. As already h’dt‘

preserving universal service in rural areas. Enforcement of the safeguard willlike

There must be some penalty mechanism in place to force compliance.

S0 § 20:10:32:38. Rural exemption from negotiation.and interconnection: requirs

DTG asks the Commission to-delete all of the language in ARSD § 20:10:
serves to define what constitutes a “bona fide request” for purposes: of ‘the rura exe
review process set forth in SDCL § 49-31.79. |

DTG’s objections relate more to.the process for reviewing:the rural exemp
plainly established under SDCL § 49-31-79 and offer no basis for déleting any part'of th

SDITC believes the rule provisions are completely reasonable.  All of the
resjuired is information which the requesting carrier should possessif it-seriously. ?-i‘»rijte” S
tht: market and commence providing local exchange services. Further, the rule only:require
the requesting carrier provide its “best reasonable estimate™ of the information listed. K

Giiven the substantial rights thet may be affected through the rural -ex;:mpt{ifé 1
process, SDITC belisves the Commission must in this process establish. some §t
concerning, the type of information that should be included in any rural-interconnection re

Such standards are mecessary to give some assurance that any request for interconne
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