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COMES Now SSTELECOM, INC. ("SSTELECOM") and pursuant to the invitation of
the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission contained in the Notice of Further
Comment Period dated April 1, 2011, hereby respectfully submits these comments to the
Final Rules regarding switched access rates for competitive local exchange carriers of the
same date, which Final Rules were issued on March 21, 2011.

BACKGROUND

At the Commission's March 18, 2011 meeting, the Commission moved and
ultimately approved the revision of proposed A.R.S.D. 20:10:27:02.01, which revision
eliminated that portion of the rule allowing for a CLEC serving a community with a
population of less than 10,000 inhabitants to charge a rate of $0.09 per minute as opposed
to $0.06042. Compare with Commission's Draft Rules dated June 2, 2010. The revised
and final rule required that all CLECs, regardless of the areas served, charge a rate of
$0.06042 or less per minute. The Commission issued its Final Rules on March 21,2011,
and presented them to the Legislative Research Council for approval. At the Legislative
Rules Review Committee meeting held on March 29, 2011, the Committee voted to
revert the rules to the Commission for further comment and other action deemed
necessary by the Commission.

ANALYSIS

The result of the revision to proposed A.R.S.D. 20:10:27:02.01 is significant.
While great consideration was given to all parties' comments and arguments,
SSTELECOM respectfully submits that the concerns expressed about the supposed
creation of a distinction between CLECs and the inclusion of the $0.09 per minute rate in
the rule itself are not of such a magnitude so as to result in the elimination of the higher
rate.

There were numerous arguments advanced and taken into consideration when
evaluating the proposed rules, but the primary argument advanced in support of the
elimination of the two-tiered rating approach focused on a perceived lack of statistical or
other analytical support for differentiating between CLECs such to allow certain CLECs
to bill at a higher switched access rate than others. In furtherance of this argument, and
in an apparent attempt to minimize the impact of the reduction in switched access rates, it



was suggested that a CLEC may file a cost study if it believes a higher rate than the
RBOC rate is justified. These arguments miss the mark.

1. All CLECs Are Not Created Equal.

Given the extensive history of this docket, SSTELECOM will not reiterate its past
comments herein. Suffice it to say that there is ample support for differentiating between
CLECs and those who disagree with the proposition have done little to distinguish that
authority. See generally In the Matter of Access Charge Reform, Reform of Access
Charges Imposed by Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, CC Docket No. 96-262,
Seventh Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Released April
27, 2001, ~~3, 80; see also Commission Docket TC 10-014, In the Matter of the
Investigation of Pricing Regulation for Switched Access Services Provided by
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, Testimony of Dan Davis on behalf of SDTA dated
April 1, 2010, p. 7, lines 6-18. Simply stating that a CLEC is a CLEC is a CLEC does
not in and of itself make it true.

The arbitrary distinction of which others complain is not arbitrary in the least, but
rather a realistic and justifiable distinction that finds support not only at the federal
administrative level, but also in this Commission's own records. The Commission's
website identifies 66 Competitive Local Exchange Carriers, which number does not
include wholesale companies. See www.puc.sd.gov/commission/telecomlclec.pdf. Of
those companies, the majority, as evidenced by the service area identification, serve in
non-rural areas. Others provide service in the Qwest or former US West exchanges. Of
the CLECs identified on the Commission website, ten identify a South Dakota presence
for operations. 1 The remaining CLECs are from outside South Dakota? These companies
do not have any sizeable presence in South Dakota and typically provide service in
multiple states around the country. Moreover, several of the other CLECs identified as
having a headquarters in South Dakota provide service in communities with a population
greater than 10,000, and in at least one instance, greater than 100,000. They stand in

lOne of the ten companies with a South Dakota presence is South Dakota Network ("SDN"). SDN does
not currently provide switched access service, but filed for designation as a CLEC in the event it should
ever choose to provide such service in the future.

2 By way of example, the following CLECs identified on the Commission's website are from outside of
South Dakota and, according to Commission information, have no office, significant presence or facilities
in South Dakota:

Access Point, Inc. - Cary, North Carolina
ACN Communication Services, Inc. - Farmington Hills, Michigan
COMTECH 21, LLC - Wallingford, Connecticut
Crexendo Business Solutions, Inc. - Tempe, Arizona
Digital Telecommunications, Inc. - Winona, Minnesota
EnTelegent Solutions, Inc. - Charlotte, North Carolina
Granite Telecommunications, LLC - Quincy, Massachusetts
Hypercube Telecom, LLC - Lancaster, Texas
Level 3 Communications, LLC - Coudersport, Pennsylvania
Metropolitan Telecommunications - New York, New York.
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stark contrast to SSTELECOM and similarly situated South Dakota CLECs who maintain
the base of their operations in South Dakota and provide services in those areas where
others choose not to compete because of population and other more rural demographics.3

Under these facts and circumstances, the oft-repeated argument that the majority of
CLECs bill at the Qwest rate is not worthy of the weight it is given and is ultimately a
misleading statistic.

For those non-South Dakota, and non-rural, South Dakota CLECs identified on
the Commission's website, the elimination of the $0.09 is a non-issue. For
SSTELECOM, it is a harsh reality. SSTELECOM currently bills access at a rate of
$0.115 per minute. The reduction to the RBOC rate of $0.0642 results in a reduction of
almost half of its current rate. In efforts to ascertain the impact of the rate reduction on
its budget SSTELECOM prepared an analysis wherein it calculated the lost revenue on
an annual basis. In its analysis, SSSTELECOM assumed that its minutes of use for
switched access would remain the same for the coming year. The analysis demonstrated
a reduction of almost half of its intrastate switched access revenue on an annual basis,
which loss amounts to tens of thousands of dollars. This is not a loss for which
SSTELECOM account in its budget.4 Small businesses operate on equally small budgets
and any loss strikes a blow to that company's bottom line. While not known at this time,
it is anticipated that the loss will result in a lack of funds for future investment in network
improvements, both of a necessary and progressive nature. It could also potentially result
in an increase in end-user customer rates. This is not necessarily the reality for the
CLECs which operate in multiple communities in South Dakota and multiple states,
which CLECs have the opportunity to effectively de-average their respective rates over
the whole of the communities they serve.

2. The Filing of a Cost Study is Not a Viable Solution for the Projected Loss in
Revenue.

Those supporting revised A.R.S.D. 20:10:27:02.01 have advanced the argument
that CLECs can perform a cost study if they believe a higher rate than the RBOC rate is
merited. Under the existing rules and Final rules, cost studies or cost data supporting a
carrier's rate are required to be filed no less than once every three years. See
20:10:27:02.

3 Admittedly, the majority ofCLECs identified on the Commission's website, including SSTELECOM, are
identified as providing service in non-rural areas. However, one need only look at a map or census analysis
to identify the problem with this designation. SSTELECOM provides competitive service in Milbank,
which is a town of approximately 3,350 residents according to the 2010 census results. SSTELECOM has
approximately 970 access lines in the Milbank area.

4 Interestingly, in stipulations entered into between Commission Staff and other CLECs following
SSTELECOM's Stipulation, Staff and the CLEC agreed to the use ofa "step down" rate, whereby the
CLEC agreed to reduce the access rate charged by a certain amount per year, thereby making it easier to
plan for and accommodate the loss in revenue. See TC 07-128, In the Matter ofthe Filing by Sancom, Inc.
d/b/a! Mitchell Telecomfor approval ofits Intrastate Switched Access Tariffandfor an Extension ofan
Exemptionfrom Developing Company Specific Cost-Based Switched Access Rates, Settlement Stipulation
dated July 21,2008.
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The decrease in access revenue is considerable. The expense associated with the
performance of a cost study is even more considerable, and that cost would increase in
the event of a contested proceeding. SSTELECOM requested from its consultants a
preliminary estimate of the expense of performing a cost study. Those costs were
conservatively estimated at $35,000 to $40,000 for the preliminary study, with the cost
likely to increase by a minimum of $5,000 to $10,000 in the event of discovery requests
served by Commission Staff. In the event that other parties intervened in the docket and
required the matter to proceed to a contested hearing, the estimated costs associated with
the necessary defense of the proffered rate would likely double. The expense associated
with the cost study, even in the absence of a contested cost study filing, would likely
easily exceed the annual revenue lost as a result of the proposed rate decrease. Simply
stated, the expense associated with the cost study is prohibitive under the circumstances.

It is because of the great potential for the expense of the cost study to outweigh its
benefits that this Commission enacted a rule which allowed for the filing of an exemption
from the requirement of developing company specific cost based switched access rates.
See, ~, A.R.S.D. 20:10:27:11. This procedure has been utilized by a majority of
CLECs, including SSTELECOM, in the past. Tellingly, even Qwest, which serves
thousands of access lines in South Dakota, and approximately 10,000,000 access lines
across the fourteen states in which it operates, has availed itself of this exemption. In its
most recent filing this year, Qwest noted in its Application for Waiver that its request was
premised in part on the fact that "producing such a study is costly and consumes a great
deal of resources[.]" See TC 11-002, In the Matter of the Application of Qwest
Corporationfor Waiver ofSwitched Access Cost Study, Qwest Corporation's Application
for Waiver of Switched Access Cost Study, p. 1. Qwest also stated that "preliminary
analysis based on past studies indicates that a cost study would likely justify higher rates
than those from the last submitted study." Id.

While an appealing argument in theory, the completion of a cost study for a
company such as SSTELECOM is not an appealing or realistic solution in practice. This
is but one of the reasons why there is a legitimate basis for allowing those CLECs serving
a predominantly rural population base in those communities of less than 10,000 residents
to charge a higher rate.

CONCLUSION

Any loss of revenue has an impact, particularly when that loss of revenue may
translate into less investment in network infrastructure and technology. The projected
loss of revenue in the instant case is great. Given the oft-repeated premise of ensuring
the provision of better service and greater opportunity in rural, outlying areas, the
proposed rules in this instance do little to generate the revenue necessary for such
investment and promotion of more technologically-advanced service. The consequences
of the elimination of the higher rate contained within the prior version of the Final Rules
is an immediate reality. There is no transition period. There is virtually no time for the
readjustment of budgets and realities. Accordingly, SSTELECOM respectfully requests
and implores the Commission to reconsider its decision to eliminate the two-tiered rate
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structure which was contained in the proposed rules of record prior to March 21, 2011, or
in the alternative, allow for a transitional period during which period the rate would be
reduced incrementally.

Dated this 13th day of April, 2011.

Respectfully Submitted,

Ryan J. aylor
Meredith A. Moore
100 N. Phillips Avenue, 9th Floor
PO Box 1400
Sioux Falls, SD 57101-1400
Attorneys for SSTELECOM, Inc.

CUTLER & DONAHOE, LLP

Atto~~

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was
served electronically on the 13th day of April, 2011, upon the following:

Ms. Patricia Van Gerpen
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501
patty.vangerpen@state.sd.us
Telephone: 605-773-3201

Mr. Richard B. Severy
Assistant General Counsel
Verizon
201 Spear Street, 9th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
richard.b.severy@verizonbusiness.com
Telephone: 415-228-1121

Ms. Karen E. Cremer
Staff Attorney
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501
karen.cremer@state.sd.us
Telephone: 605-773-3201

Mr. Thomas F. Dixon
Assistant General Counsel
Verizon
707 17th Street, #4000
Denver, CO 80202
thomas.f.dixon@verizon.com
Telephone: 303-390-6206

Ms. Bobbi Bourk
Staff Analyst
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501
terri.labriebaker@state.sd.us
Telephone: 605-773-3201

Mr. Milt H. Doumit
Director, State Government Relations
Verizon
410 lIth Ave. SD, Suite 103
Olympia, WA 98501
Milt.h.doumit@verizon.com
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Mr. Rudolph M. Reyes
Asst. Gen. Counsel - West Region
Verizon Legal Department
711 Van Ness Ave., Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94102
Rudy.reyes@verizon.com

Ms. Ann Johnson
Verizon
600 Hidden Ridge
Irving, TX 75038
Ann.johnson@verizon.com

Mr. William M. Van Camp
Olinger, Lovald, McCahren & Reimers, PC
PO Box 66
Pierre, SD 57501-0066
bvancamp@olingerlaw.net
Telephone: 605-224-8851

Mr. Brett M. Koenecke
May Adam Gerdes & Thompson, LLP
PO Box 160
Pierre, SD 57501-0160
koenecke@magt.com
Telephone: 605-224-8803

Mr. Christopher Madsen
Boyce Greenfield Pashby & Welk, LLP
PO Box 5015
Sioux Falls, SD 57117-5015
cwmadsen@bgpw.com
Telephone: 605-336-2424

Mr. Wayne M. Johnson
State Regulatory Affairs
Director
Qwest Corporation
925 High Street, 9S(
Des Moines, IA 50309
WayneJohnson3@gwest.com
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Ms. Kathryn E. Ford
Davenport Evans Hurwitz & Smith, LLP
PO Box 1030
206 W. 14th Street
Sioux Falls, SD 57104
kford@dehs.com
Telephone: 605-357-1246

Mr. James M. Cremer
Bantz, Gosch & Cremer, LLP
PO Box 970
Aberdeen, SD 57402-0970
jcremer@bantzlaw.com
Telephone: 605-225-2232

Mr. Thomas J. Welk
Boyce Greenfield Pashby & Welk, LLP
PO Box 5015
Sioux Falls, SD 57117-5015
tjwelk@bgpw.com
Telephone: 605-336-2424

Mr. George Baker Thomson, Jr.
Qwest Corporation
1801 California Street, Suite 1000
Denver, CO 80202
george.thomson@gwest.com
Telephone: 303-383-6645

Mr. Richard D. Coit
SDTA
PO Box 57
Pierre, SD 57501
richcoit@sdtaonline.com
Telephone: 605-224-7629

Mr. Jason D. Topp
Corporate Counsel
Qwest Corporation
200 S. 5th Street, 2200
Minneapolis, MN 55402
Jason.Topp@Qwest.com



Mr. Jeffrey D. Larson
Larson & Nipe
PO Box 277
Woonsocket, SD 57385
jdlarson@santel.net
Telephone: 605-796-4245

Mr. Talbot Wieczorek
Gunderson Palmer Nelson & Ashmore LLP
PO Box 8045
Rapid City, SD 57709
tjw@gpnalaw.com
Telephone: 605-342-1078

Ms. Darla Pollman Rogers
Riter Rogers Wattier & Northrup LLP
PO Box 280
Pierre, SD 57501-0280
dprogers@riterlaw.com
Telephone: 605-224-5825

Ms. Margo D. Northrup
Riter Rogers Wattier & Northrup LLP
PO Box 280
Pierre, SD 57501-0280
m.northrup@riterlaw.com
Telephone: 605-224-5825
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