STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In the Matter of Sprint Communications
Company L.P.’s Petition for Consolidated
Arbitration Pursuant to Section 252(b) of
the Communications Act of 1934, As
Amended by The Telecommunications Act
0f 1996, and The Applicable State Laws for
Rates, Terms and Conditions of
Interconnection with Interstate
Telecommunications Cooperative.
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STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN INTERSTATE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE, INC. AND SPRINT
COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY L.P. AS To CERTAIN ISSUES

Interstate Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc. (“ITC”) and Sprint Communications
Company L.P. (“Sprint”) (collectively the “Parties”), by and through their respective legal
counsel, hereby stipulate and agree that those certain issues as set forth below and as identified
in Sprint’s Petition for Arbitration dated October 16, 2006 (the “Petition”), and the Response
thereto as filed by ITC dated November 13, 2006 (the “Response”), need not be arbitrated
before the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) and shall be resolved on
the basis of the following stipulated agreement. The Parties continue to seek Commission
resolution of the remaining disputed issues, identified in the Petition and Response as issues 1

through 8 and Issue 13.

1. Issue No. 9:

“What is the appropriate reciprocal compensation rate for the Termination of

Telecommunications Traffic, as defined by Sprint in the Agreement?”

In resolution of this outstanding issue, the Parties agree to adopt the following

Language to be included in Section 8.1.1:

“The Parties may renegotiate reciprocal compensation arrangements in the event
traffic is out of balance for 3 consecutive months. The traffic is out of balance
when one Party originates more than 55% of the traffic exchanged between the

Parties.”

The Parties agree that a Bill and Keep reciprocal compensation arrangement

applies only to local wireline traffic. The Parties further agree that the appropriate

reciprocal compensation arrangement applicable to CMRS traffic, as well as whether

CMRS issues should be addressed in this proceeding remain open issues.




2. Issue No. 10:

“Should Sprint’s proposed language regarding Local Number Portability be
adopted and incorporated into the Interconnection Agreement?”

In resolution of this outstanding issue, the Parties agree to adopt the following
Language in Section 10.1:

“The Parties will provide LNP in accordance with the applicable rules and
regulations prescribed by the FCC and the South Dakota Public Utilities
Commission.”

3. Issue No. 11:

“Should the ILEC proposed Directory Listing provisions, as modified by Sprint,
be adopted and incorporated into the Interconnection Agreement?”

In resolution of this outstanding issue, the Parties agree to adopt the following
Language as a new Section 15.3:

“Non-Published Customers. At Sprint’s option, Sprint may provide to TELCO
the names, addresses, and telephone numbers of a Sprint customer who wishes to
have a Non-Published listing (“NPL”) and thus not included in TELCO’s
directory. Where Sprint provides a NPL to TELCO, Sprint shall: (1) note in the
submission of information to TELCO that the information being provided
includes one or more NPLs; (2) pay to TELCO the rates as set forth in TELCO’s
tariff or applicable price list associated with NPLs; and (3) ensure that a NPL that
it provides to TELCO is in compliance with the specific format required by
TELCO for NPLs. Pursuant to Section 19, Sprint shall indemnify and hold
harmless TELCO should Sprint-provided NPL not be in compliance with the
specific format required by TELCO for NPLs and such NPL is included in
TELCO’s directory.

4. Issue No. 13:

“Whether Extended Area Service (“EAS”) traffic is covered under the
proposed agreement?”

In resolution of this outstanding issue, the Parties agree to adopt the following
language as a new Section 1.9:

Optional EAS Traffic. All calls between a TELCO End User and a Sprint End
User where the End Users are in different rate centers of the TELCO will be
completed by the calling End User’s presubscribed interexchange carrier and will
be subject to the applicable intrastate access charges.



The Parties agree that at the time the remaining issues as identified in the Petition
and Response are resolved, either through arbitration before the Commission or
agreement of the Parties, the language identified above shall be incorporated into the final
agreement arising from this proceeding.

The Parties further agree that execution of this Stipulation shall result in no
prejudice to any positions taken in the past or on any other issues as outlined in the
Petition or Response that are yet to be resolved in the future.

Dated this & day of February, 2007.

INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

Bywﬂm
RyantJ. Taylor

Meredith A. Moore

Cutler & Donahoe, LLP

100 North Phillips Avenue 9th Floor
Sioux Falls, SD 57104

Tel. 605-335-4950

Fax 605-335-4961

ryant@cutlerlawfirm.com
meredithm@cutlerlawfirm.com

Paul M. Schudel, NE Bar #13723
James A. Overcash, NE Bar #18627
WOODS & AITKEN LLP

301 South 13th Street, Suite 500
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508

Tel. 402- 437-8500

Fax 402- 437-8558
pschudel@woodsaitken.com

jovercash@woodsaitken.com

Thomas J. Moorman

2154 Wisconsin Avenue NW

Suite 200

Washington, D.C., 20007

Phone: (202) 944-9500

Fax: (202) 944-9501

Email: tmoorman@woodsaitken.com




Dated this _/__ day of February, 2007.
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Gunderson, Palpier, Goodsell &

Nelson, LLP

440 Mt. Rushmore Rd., Fourth Floor
P.O. Box 8045

Rapid City, SD 57709

Phone: (605) 342-1078

Fax: (605) 342-0480

tiw law.com

Diane C. Browning

Attorney, State Regulatory Affairs
Mailstop: KSOPHNO212-2A411
6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland Park, Kansas 66251
Phone: (913) 315-9284

Fax: (913) 523-0571
diane.c.brownin rint.com

Monica M. Barone

Senior Counsel

Mailstop: KSOPHNO212-2A521
6450 Sprint Parkway

Overland Park, Kansas 66251
Phone: (913) 315-9134

Fax: (913) 523-2738

monica.barone@sprint.com



