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DIRECT TESTIMONY

Introduction

Please state your name, occupation, and business address.

My name is Randy G. Farrar. My title is Senior Manager — Policy Support. |
am employed by Sprint United Management Company, the management
subsidiary of Sprint Nextel Corporation. My business address is 6450 Sprint

Parkway, Overland Park, Kansas 66251.

What is your educational background?

| received a Bachelor of Arts degree from The Ohio State University,
Columbus, Ohio, with a major in history. Simultaneously, | completed a
program for a major in economics. Subsequently, | received a Master of
Business Administration degree, with an emphasis on market research, also

from The Ohio State University.

Please summarize your work experience.
| have worked for a subsidiary of Sprint Nextel Corporation (or a
predecessor) since 1983 in the following capacities: |

- 2011 to present: Regulatory Policy Manager. | provide financial,

economic, and policy analysis concerning interconnection, switched
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and special access, reciprocal compensation and other
telecommunications issues at both the state and federal level.

- 2005 to 2011: Senior Manager — Interconnection Support. | provided
interconnection support, and financial, economic, and policy analysis
concerning interconnection and reciprocal compensation issues.

- 1997 to 2005: Senior Manager — Network Costs. | was an instructor
for numerous training sessions designed to support corporate policy on
pricing and costing theory, and to educate and support the use of
various costing models. | was responsible for the development and
support of switching, transport, and financial cost models concerning
reciprocal compensation, unbundled network elements, and wholesale
discounts.

- 1992 to 1997: Manager - Network Costing and Pricing. | performed
financial analyses for various business cases, analyzing the profitability
of entering new markets and expanding existing markets, including
Custom Calling, Centrex, CLASS and Advanced Intelligent Network
features, CPE products, Public Telephone and COCOT, and intra-
Local Access and Transport Area (“‘LATA”) toll. Within this time frame,
| was a member of the USTA’s Economic Analysis Training Work
Group (1994 to 1995).

- 1987 to 1992: Manager - Local Exchange Costing. Within this time

frame | was a member of the United States Telephone Association’s
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(USTA) New Services and Technologies Issues Subcommittee (1989
to 1992).

- 1986 to 1987: Manager - Local Exchange Pricing. | investigated
alternate forms of pricing and rate design, including usage sensitive
rates, extended area service alternatives, intraLATA toll pricing, and
lifeline rates.

- 1983 to 1986: Manager - Rate of Return, which included presentation
of written and/or oral testimony before state public utilities

commissions in lowa, Nebraska, South Carolina, and Oregon.

| was employed by the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio from 1978 to
1983. My positions were Financial Analyst (1978 - 1980) and Senior
Financial Analyst (1980-1983). My duties included the preparation of Staff
Reports of Investigation concerning rate of return and cost of capital. | also
designed rate structures, evaluated construction works in progress,
measured productivity, evaluated treatment of canceled plant, and
performed financial analyses for electric, gas, telephone, and water utilities.
| presented written and oral testimony on behalf of the Commission Staff in

over twenty rate cases.

What are your responsibilities in your current position?
| provide financial, economic, and analysis concerning policy,

interconnection, switched and special access, reciprocal compensation, and
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other telecommunications issues at both the state and federal level. |
maintain a working understanding of the interconnection and intercarrier
compensation provisions of the Communications Act of 1934 as amended
most recently by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“the Act” or “the
1996 Act”) and the resulting rules and regulations of the Federal

Communications Commission (“FCC”).

Have you provided testimony before other regulatory agencies?

Yes. In addition to my previously referenced testifying experience, since
1995 | have presented written or oral testimonies or affidavits before twenty-
seven state regulatory agencies (lllinois, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Florida,
North Carolina, Nevada, Texas, Georgia, Arizona, New York, Oklahoma,
Missouri, Virginia, lowa, Kentucky, Ohio, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Minnesota, Arkansas, Oregon, Colorado, Alabama, Louisiana, California,
Wisconsin, and Connecticut) and the FCC, concerning interconnection
issues, reciprocal compensation, access reform, universal service, the
avoided costs of resold services, local competition issues such as the cost
of unbundled network elements, and economic burden analyses in the
context of Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier (“ILEC”)-claimed rural

exemptions.
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Q. Onwhose behalf are you testifying?
| am testifying on behalf of Sprint Communications Company L.P. (“Sprint”),

a subsidiary of Sprint Nextel Corporation.

Q. What is the purpose of this proceeding?
On October 11, 2011, Native American Telecom, LLC (“NAT-cC”)’ applied
to the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) for a state
Certificate of Authority to provide competitive local exchange service on the
Crow Creek Reservation. This is the second time that NAT-CC has applied
for such a Certificate, the first time being on September 8, 2008; but, that
application was voluntarily withdrawn after Sprint and other parties

intervened to oppose that application.

This hearing is to determine whether NAT-CC’s second request should be

granted.

"The acronym “NAT-CC,” i.e., NAT-Crow Creek, is used in the April 1, 2009 Joint Venture
Agreement to reference Native American Telecom, LLC. This testimony will use that acronym to
better distinguish NAT-CC from NATE (Native American Telecom Enterprise, LLC), a non-tribal
entity.
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Has NAT-CC requested such a Certificate?

Yes, NAT-CC has request such a Certificate on two occasions. First, on
September 8, 2008, NAT-CC applied to the Commission for a Certificate.
However, on October 28, 2008, after NAT-CC obtained authorization from
the Tribal Utility Authority, NAT-CC withdrew its application from the

Commission.

Second, on October 11, 2011, NAT-CC reapplied to the Commission for a

Certificate. This hearing is a result of that second application.
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Q. Please describe the creation of NAT-CC and the Joint Venture

Agreement.

A. On August 26, 2008, NAT-CC was organized under the laws of South

Dakota by the Los Angeles office of Legalzoom.com Inc. Per the NAT-CC

Articles of Incorporation, its two founders were Gene DeJordy and Tom
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Reiman, who are non-tribal members. Thus, NAT-CC was initially created

without any involvement by the CCST.2

On September 8, 2008, NAT-CC applied to the Commission for a state
Certificate of Authority to provide competitive local exchange service on the
Crow Creek Reservation. That application described NAT-CC as “a joint
venture with the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe ... to provide service only within

the exterior boundaries of the Crow Creek Indian Reservation.”

On October 28, 2008, NAT-CC obtained authorization from the Tribal Utility
Authority to provide LEC services within the Crow Creek Indian Reservation.

NAT-CC then withdrew its application for a certificate from the Commission.

On April 1, 2009, the NAT-CC Joint Venture Agreement was signed by

CCST, NATE, and WideVoice.

In April/May 2009, NAT-CC and Free Conference signed a Service
Agreement making Free Conference the sole provider of conferencing

service for NAT-CC.°

8 Preliminary Injunction Transcript, Sprint Communications Company L.P. v. Native American
Telecom, U.S. Court Dist. Of S.D., Case 10-4110, (Oct. 14, 2010) (“Oct. 24, 2010 Tr.”), Exhibit
RGF-4. See also NAT Articles of Organization, Exhibit RGF-5.

® Service Agreement, paragraph 6.

10
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On October 11, 2011, for the second time NAT-CC applied to the
Commission for a state Certificate of Authority to provide competitive local

exchange service on the Crow Creek Reservation.

Q. Please describe the ownership interest in Native American Telecom

(“NAT-CC”).

A. Per the Joint Venture Agreement dated April 1, 2009. NAT-CC has the

following legal ownership:
e CCST owns 51% of NAT-CC,
e NATE, which is owned by non-tribal members Tom Reiman and
Gene DeJordy, owns 25% of NAT-CC, and
¢ WideVoice , which is a Nevada corporation that operates an end

office switch in California, owns 24% of NAT-CC. Itis owned by

11
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non-tribal members including Dave Erickson (who also owns Free

Conference, the sole provider of conferencing services for NAT-CC).
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10 Preliminary Injunction Transcript, Sprint Communications Company L.P. v. Native American
Telecom; U.S. District Court, District of South Dakota, Case 10-4110, March 3, 2011 (“Mar. 3,
2011 Tr.") Tr. P. 150, Exhibit RGF-6.

" NAT-CC’s 2011 FCC Form 499-A, Line 421: Uncollectible revenue/bad debt expense
associated with gross billed revenues amounts shown on Line 419 [See Instructions], Exhibit
RGF-7.

"2 The FCC’s Connect America Order does not address retroactive payments.

14
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'3 Service Agreement, paragraph 6.
" Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 67.
'® Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 67.
'° Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 13-16, 20-21.
" Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 20.
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%% Oct. 14, 2010 Tr. p. 66.
% http://blog.freeconferencecall.com/?paged=7.
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7 See Mar. 2, 2011 Tr. pp. 1561 and 154, where Mr. Lengkeek testified that there were
approximately 115 installations of service. Compare that to the 2000 Census Data, included as
Exhibit RGF-10, that shows a total Native American population on the CCST reservation of 1,936.

% Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 150.
% Mar. 3, 2011 Tr. p. 171. “Q. My question to you was, isn't it true the Tribe has received no

money from NAT. Isn't that correct? A: Yes.”
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1 Minutes
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION Docket No. TC11-087

OF NATIVE AMERICAN TELECOM, LLC

FOR A CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY TO SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS
PROVIDE LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE COMPANY L.P.’S RESPONSE TO
WITHIN THE STUDY AREA OF MIDSTATE NATIVE AMERICAN TELECOM,

COMMUNICATIONS, INC. LLC’S STATEMENT OF
UNDISPUTED FACTS

1. On October 11, 2011, NAT filed its Applicatidn for Certificate of Authority
(“Application”) with the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission™).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

2. Exhibit A to this Application contains NAT’s “Certificate of Organization —
Limited Liability Company” from the South Dakota Secretary of State’s Office.
(Application-Exhibit A).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

3. Exhibit B to this Application contains a listing of NAT’s key management
personnel. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that Exhibit B to NAT’s Revised

Application purports to be a listing of NAT’s key management personnel, fuitSprinthas

4. Exhibit C to this Application contains NAT’s confidential financial
statements. (Application-Exhibit C).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that Exhibit C to NAT’s Revised

Application contains certain confidential financial information that NAT represents as



5. On November 30, 2011, Commission Staff served a series of Data Requests
on NAT. (Affidavit of Scott R. Swier in Support of NAT’s Motion for Summary
Judgment, § 2).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

6. NAT’s Response Data to the Commission Staff’s Data Requests was
December 21, 2011. (Affidavit of Scott R. Swier in Support of NAT’s Motion for
Summary Judgment, 9 3).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

7. NAT provided its Responses to the Commission Staff’s Data Requests in a
timely manner. (Affidavit of Scott R. Swier in Support of NAT’s Motion for Summary
Judgment, 9 4).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed. Sprint notes that these responses are not

part of the record as they were not filed.

~

8. On January 27, 2012, NAT filed its Revised Application for Certificate of
Authority (“Revised Application™) with the Commission.

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

9. NAT’s Revised Application incorporates the original Application’s
Exhibits A-C. (Revised Application).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

10.  NAT’s Revised Application seeks authority to provide local exchange and
interexchange service within the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Reservation (“Reservation”)
which is within the study area of Midstate Communications, Inc. (“Midstate). (Revised
Application, page 1).



SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

11. NAT’s Revised Application provides all information required by ARSD
20:10:32:03. (Revised Application).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that NAT’s Revised Application

was deemed complete by Staff, she-the-metiorsentto-renrime=trtreriest=rrforrrrtior=—

. .. L L
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12. On January 31, 2012, NAT’s Revised Application was “deemed complete”
by the Commission’s Staff. (Affidavit of Scott R. Swier in Support of NAT’s Motion for
Summary Judgment, 9 5).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

13. NAT’s business address is 253 Ree Circle, Fort Thompson, South Dakota
57339,  Telephone:  949-842-4478, Facsimile:  562-432-5250, Web  page:
NativeAmericanTelecom.com. (Revised Application, page 2; Direct Testimony of Jeff
Holoubek on Behalf of NAT, page 3) (hereinafter “Holoubek Testimony, page —).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.



14.  NAT is a tribally-owned teleéommunications company organized as a
limited liability company under the laws of South Dakota. (Revised Application, pages
2-3; Holoubek Testimony, page 3).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that NAT is owned in part by the

Crow Creek Sioux Tribe, b

15. NAT’s principal office is located at 253 Ree Circle, Fort Thompson, South
Dakota 57339. (Revised Application, page 2; Holoubek Testimony, page 4).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

16. - NAT’s registered agent is Scott R. Swier, 133 N. Main Street, P.O. Box
256, Avon, South Dakota 57315. (Revised Application, page 2; Holoubek Testimony,

page 4).
SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

17. NAT has a certificate of authority from the South Dakota Secretary of State
to transact business in South Dakota. (Revised Application, page 4 and Exhibit A:
Holoubek Testimony, page 4).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

18.  NAT’s Federal Tax Identification Number is 26-3283812. (Revised
Application, page 12; Holoubek Testimony, page 12).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

19. NAT’s South Dakota sales tax number is 1012-1173-ST. (Revised
Application, page 12; Holoubek Testimony, page 12).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

20. NAT’s ownership structure consists of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe (51%)
(“Tribe”), P.O. Box 50, Fort Thompson, South Dakota 57339-0050, Native American
Telecom Enterprise, LLC (25%) (“NAT Enterprise™), 747 S. 4th Ave., Sioux Falls, SD
57104, and WideVoice Communications, Inc. (24%) (“WideVoice”), 410 South Rampart,
Suite 390, Las Vegas, NV 89145. (Revised Application, pages 3, 6; Holoubek
Testimony, pages 4-5).



SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this is the ownership structure set

forth in the joint venture agreement,

21. The Tribe is a federally-recognized Indian tribe with its tribal headquarters
located on the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe Reservation (“Reservation”) in Fort Thompson,
South Dakota. (Revised Application, page 3).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

22.  NAT Enterprise is a telecommunications development company. (Revised
Application, page 3). :

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: This statement of fact is not verified or otherwise
supported by sworn testimony. It therefore lacks “an appropriate citation to the record”
and does not establish an undisputed fact for purposes of summary judgment. SDCL
§ 15-6-56(c)(1).

23. WideVoice is a telecommunications engineering company.

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: This statement of fact is not verified or otherwise
supported by sworn testimony. It therefore lacks “an appropriate citation to the record”
and does not establish an undisputed fact for purposes of summary judgment. SDCL
§ 15-6-56(c)(1).

24. NAT seeks to provide facilities-based telephone service to compliment its
advanced broadband services. (Revised Application, page 1).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: SRk bk PSS S RS SRS b heted




25.  NAT proposes to offer local exchange and interexchange service within the
Reservation, which is within the study area of Midstate. (Revised Application, page 6;
Holoubek Testimony, page 13).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

26.  NAT will provide service through its own facilities. (Revised Application,
page 6; Holoubek Testimony, pages 8, 10).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that NAT claims it will provide

service through its own facilities. Hemweremdrf=rsretused=tommenidemooronmpnith

27.  NAT is currently interconnected with Midstate and other carriers for the
exchange of telecommunications traffic. (Revised Application, page 6; Holoubek
Testimony, page 8).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that NAT is currently

interconnected with Midstate.

Wﬁ” Bacad ~n NTA T o8

28.  NAT is using WiMAX (Worldwide Interoperability for Microwave Access)
technology operating in the 3.65 GHZ licensed spectrum providing service to residential,
small business, hospitality and public safety. (Revised Application, pages 6-7; Holoubek
Testimony, page 8).



SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Spuiitedisguiesethissiatonment-osoeoniminkmtoiibtoltome
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29.  The network supports high-speed broadband services, voice service, data
and Internet access, and multimedia. (Revised Application, page 7; Holoubek

Testimony, page 8).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE:

30.  Through the use of advanced antenna and radio technology with OFDM1
OFDMA (Orthogonal Frequency Division Multiplexing), NAT is able to deliver wireless
IP (Internet Protocol) voice and data communications. (Revised Application, page 7;
Holoubek Testimony, page 9).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: spuint-disputesstisstatenrenttrmet-arriifpmforemry=
“Compel, pp. 18-19, 22-23

5
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31.  This 4G technology offers flexible, scalable and economically viable

solutions that are key components to deploying in vast rural environments, such as the
Reservation. (Revised Application, page 7; Holoubek Testimony, page 9).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE:

32.  NAT has established a toll-free number and email address for all customer
inquiries and complaints, and has a physical location on the Reservation to handle
customer complaints and inquiries within twenty-four (24) hours. (Revised Application,
page 8; Holoubek Testimony, pages 9-10).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.



33.  NAT has established connectivity with telecommunications carriers to
provide its customers with access to 911, operator services, interexchange services,
directory assistance, and telecommunications relay services. (Revised Application, page
8).

SPRINT'S RESPONSE: Spuiatdisautecthis.statementbecausedtis not sunnarted.

34. NAT will target its direct marketing efforts to only those individuals and
organizations within the Reservation. (Revised Application, page 9; Holoubek
Testimony, page 10).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint has no basis to dispute NAT’s representation that

it will, in the future, target its direct marketing efforts to only those individuals and

organizations within the Reservation. MNeieioimiitmmbtitimtoooiifmthomitooimetbisumms

35.  As a newly-formed limited liability company, NAT is not registered or
certificated to provide telecommunications services in other states, nor has NAT applied
for or ever been denied authority to provide telecommunications services in other states.
(Revised Application, page 10; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

36. NAT will utilize advertising designed to market its services. (Revised
Application, page 10; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

37. NAT will not solicit customers via telemarketing. (Revised Application,
page 10; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).



SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

38. NAT will require all personnel to be trained in NAT’s policies and
procedures to ensure affirmative customer selection of service from NAT. (Revised
Application, pages 10-11; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

39.  NAT will require customers to complete an order form and/or a Letter of
Authorization (“LOA”) selecting NAT as the customer’s carrier, if a consumer is
switching local service providers. (Revised Application, page 11; Holoubek Testimony,

page 11).
SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

40.  NAT will comply with all state and federal rules prohibiting the slamming
of customers. (Revised Application, page 11; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

41.  NAT has never had a complaint filed against it with any state of federal
commission regarding the unauthorized switching of a customer’s telecommunications
provider and the act of charging customers for services that have not been ordered.
(Revised Application, page 11; Holoubek Testimony, page 11).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

. 42. NAT will post the current rates, terms and conditions for its local and
interexchange services offered in South Dakota on its website located at
www.NativeAmericanTelecom.com. (Revised Application, page 11; Holoubek
Testimony, page 12).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint has no basis to dispute that NAT intends to post
its rates, terms and conditions.

43.  NAT will notify customers by mail, email or telephone, depending upon the
customer’s expressed preference, as to how notification should be made, to apprise them
of any changes in rates, terms and conditions of service. (Revised Application, page 11;
Holoubek Testimony, page 12).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.



44, NAT is a tribally-owned telecommunications carrier currently providing
service on the Reservation. (Revised Application, page 3; Holoubek Testimony, page 4).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE:
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45.  In 1997, the Crow Creek Sioux Tribal Council established the Crow Creek
Sioux Tribe Utility Authority (“Tribal Utility Authority”) for the purpose of planning and
overseeing utility services on the Reservation and to promote the use of these services “to
improve the health and welfare of the residents.” (Revised Application, page 4;

Holoubek Testimony, page 5).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: «Speintdisputeshis statement hecanse Teff Holoubek hag,
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46.  On October 28, 2008, the Tribal Utility Authority entered its Order

Granting Approval to Provide Telecommunications Service (“Approval Order”).
(Revised Application, page 4; Holoubek Testimony, page 5).

SPRINT'S RESPONSE!  aibckiiticksificbiis sl Sonfibcsbeb iAotk bmbnsok b oobrsmon

47.  Under this Approval Order, NAT was “granted authority to provide
telecommunications service on the . . . Reservation subject to the jurisdiction of the laws
of the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe.” (Revised Application, page 4; Holoubek Testimony,

pages 5-6).
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SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that the order contains those

48. NAT currently provides service on the Reservation pursuant to this
Approval Order. (Revised Application, page 3; Holoubek Testimony, page 4).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute that NAT currently provides
service on the Reservation.
thehasis that NAT | used de Soriat disc n ] .
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49.  NAT currently provides high-speed Internet access, basic telephone, and
long-distance services on and within the Reservation. (Revised Application, page 3;
Holoubek Testimony, page 5).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

50. NAT has physical offices, telecommunications equipment, and
telecommunications towers on the Reservation. (Revised Application, page 5; Holoubek
Testimony, page 6).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Spsnbdispuics.thisstatemantonthehasishat NAT LSS

respect to the identification and location of

51.  NAT provides a computer training facility with free Internet and telephone
service to tribal members. (Revised Application, page 5; Holoubek Testimony, page 6).
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52.  NAT provides 110 high-speed broadband and telephone installations at
residential and business locations on the Reservation. (Revised Application, page 5;
Holoubek Testimony, page 7).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: $psiatdenies this statement on fhe basis that NAT has
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53.  NAT has established an Internet Library with six (6) work stations that
provide computer/Internet opportunities for residents that do not otherwise have access to
computers. (Revised Application, page 5; Holoubek Testimony, page 7).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

54, NAT has years of managerial and technical experience in providing the
telecommunications services proposed in its Revised Application. (Holoubek Testimony,

page 13).
SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

55.  Patrick Chicas (“Chicas”) is the Chief Technical Officer for NAT.
(Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

56.  Chicas’ business address is 410 South Rampart, Suite 390, Las Vegas,
Nevada 89145.



SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

57.  Chicas has overall responsibility for NAT’s strategic guidance, network
operations, and network planning and engineering. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

58.  Chicas also serves as President and a Managing Director for Wide Voice,
LLC. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

59.  From September 2003 to April 2009, Chicas was a co-founder and Chief
Technology Officer of Commpartners, Inc., a nationwide CLEC. (Application-Exhibit
B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

60. From August 2000 to November 2003, Chicas was the president, co-
chairman, and a member of the board at Rubicon Media Group, a sector pioneering
Internet publishing concern recently sold to Advanstar Communications, Inc.
(Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The

Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.
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61.  From March 1999 to August 2000, Chicas was the vice president for Data
Services at Mpower Communications. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

62.  While at Mpower, Chicas designed the company’s entire IP infrastructure
and the first production VoIP (Voice Over Internet Protocol) network for small business
services. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The

Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

63.  From January 1997 to September 1998, Chicas was the first executive hire
and vice president of operations at Digital Island, Inc. (Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The
Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

64.  Chicas also has prior telecommunications experience with Pacific Bell
(now AT&T), PacTel Cellular (now Verizon), and GTE Mobilnet (now Verizon).
(Application-Exhibit B).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Sprint does not dispute this statement, but notes that this
is not supported by “an appropriate citation to the record.” SDCL § 15-6-26(c)(1). The

Application was not verified and this statement is not found in any sworn testimony.

65.  Jeff Holoubek (“Holoubek”) is NAT’s acting president. (Application-
Exhibit B; Holoubek Testimony, page 2).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.
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66.  Holoubek received his law degree from the Boston University School of
Law. (Application-Exhibit B; Holoubek Testimony, page 3).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

67.  Holoubek received his Masters of Business Administration (M.B.A.) from
California State University-Fullerton. (Application-Exhibit B; Holoubek Testimony,

page 3).
SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

68.  Holoubek holds Bachelor of Arts degrees in Accounting, Finance, and
Philosophy. (Holoubek Testimony, page 3).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.
69. NAT is not a publicly-held entity. (Holoubek Testimony, page 14).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: Undisputed.

70. NAT has provided its “confidential financial documents” for the
Commission’s analysis and review. (Holoubek Testimony, page 14).

SPRINT’S RESPONSE: -Spermdmrestrasimtenrenioomtierarsimthntdpieb=ymmn

71.  The “confidential financial documents” provided by NAT to the
Commission include (1) NAT’s Balance Statements and (2) NAT’s Profit & Loss
Statements (through December 31, 2011). (Affidavit of Scott R. Swier in Support of
NAT’s Motion for Summary Judgment,  6). '

SPRINT’S RESPONSE:

72. NAT is committed and prepared to allocate the necessary resources to
provide high-quality telecommunications services to its customers. (Holoubek
Testimony, page 14).
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SPRINT’S RESPONSE:

Dated: April 11,2012 BRIGGS AND MORGAN, P.A.

s/Philip R. Schenkenberg
Philip R. Schenkenberg

Scott G. Knudson

2200 IDS Center

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402
(612) 977-8400

Counsel for Sprint Communications
Company L.P.
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