








without regard to the cxistirng E4S arrangements, t 

sustdnable. 

Similar rules designed, to plreserve existing EAS 

have been adopted in asthas states. The state of Colorarlol h 

~estrictive, It reads as follrrws:: 
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ehc- Commission shall 'be CQI 
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DTG proposes to delete the last sentence of 

alternative praviders to provide their s 

ta quality local exchange se~vices." 

SDITC opposes any change to the rule. The language i 

PlcIp to ensure that competing carriers in rural areas act "in good faith" 

s m k c  obligations imposed by lSDCL (j 49-31-73 and ARSD 

w~arld prevcrlt a carrier from puqpos 

OT h CIWS af customers as a meam of s 

BTG asks the Comrnissio~n to de 

SDITC apposes the deletion of or any 

mfegt~ard. provided for under SDCL tj 49-31-73 and ARSD fj 

pRWcling universal s~rvice in rural areas. Enforcement. of the 

Thave must be some penalty mec;lianism irr place to force compliance. 

DTG asks the Commission to dd~ete all of 

uc'rvn to define what clonstituters a "bona fide request" for purposes c ~ f  the rur  

m'ikw process set forth in SDCL Ij 49-3 1-79. 

DTG's objections relate more to the proce 

pldtnly established under SDCL (5 49-3 1 -7'9 and offer no basis for deleting 

SD'i7'G believes the rule provisio:ns are conlplctely ~easonabie. 

~t.juir.d is  inf~mation which the: requesting carries shouM possess if  i 

&a ~xrwkat and ~ornrnerl~e providhlg local exchange services. Fu 

%ha rrxqiiesting cmier provide its "best reasonable estimate" of the info 

Given the substantial rights h a d  may be affected through the vural exemp 

pvy)r;ess, SDITC believes the ~Comission must in this process estihli 

caoccmiaxg the type ~f inforrn,?Aion thzt sslhould be included in my ma1 i~nte 

Suc.h standards are necessary to give some assurance that my request fur 

, ~ ~ f ; i c a  or network eettrnents received by a mral telephone company isr in fa 






