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Designations in the State of South Dakota and to Partially Relinquish ETC
Designation, Docket No. TC10-090

GPNA File No. 09540.0003
Dear Counsel:

This letter is a follow-up to my telephone call to Ms. Rogers yesterday. I am including Mr. Coit
in this letter because issues raised by Ms. Rogers in our call yesterday concern a conference call
we had last week that also included Mr. Coit and Andy Carlson.

It is my understanding that Golden West Cooperative’s and South Dakota Telecommunications
Association’s position is, at this point, that their joint letter agreeing to provide certain
information in response to contested discovery requests was conditioned on no Motion to
Compel on any issues being filed. As I understand your position, Verizon must now supplement
its Motions to Compel to include those responses where you offered additional information and
Verizon accepted by letter of April 21, 2011.

Regarding your position, I must say that your position is contrary to my experience with meet
and confer discussions. The common approach is to narrow the issues as much as possible, if not
totally. This leaves open the ability then to only argue over the few questions where agreement
could not be reached.
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In addition to this historical approach, I have reviewed your letter of April 20, 2011, and see
nothing in the letter that conditioned it as an all or nothing approach. Because the Motions to
Compel already apprised the Commission of the meet and confer and the resolution of the meet
and confer, [ will have to provide the Commission copies of your April 20™ letter, our April 21%
response and an explanation of why these items are still at issue. Prior to doing that, [ am simply
asking that you confirm in writing that I have accurately set forth your position in this letter. I
also ask that you confirm this no later than the close of business tomorrow, Wednesday, so we
can supplement our filings on Thursday.

Sincerely,

TIW :klw

C: Clients
Andy Carlson
Kara Semmler




