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Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol 500 E. Capitol These are the service Mings that the Commission has received for the period of:

Pirre SD._ 575015070 07/04/97 through 07/10/9

Phone: (800) 332-1782 1 you need a compiete copy of & fling faxed, overnight expressed, or melied 10 you, please contact Delsine Kolbo within five days of this fling.
Fax: (605) 773-3809
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REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

Application by Access Point, Inc. for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company within the state of
Tco7-122 South Dakota. (Staff: TS/TZ) "Appicant is a switchiess reselier which intends to offer 1+ direct dialing, 800 toll free, and travel o707R7 07257
card (no prepaid calling cards) service through the resale of telephone services provided by faciliies-based interexchange

carriers.

Appiication by USBG, Inc. for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company within the state of South

TC97-123 Dakota. (Staff: TS/TZ) "Applicant seeks authority to offer a full range of 1+ interexchange telecommunications services on 070787 07725097
a resale basis. Specifically, Applicant seeks authority to provide MTS, out-WATS, in-WATS and Calling Card services.
Al ant does not intend to provide oj services, 900 or 700 services.

Ligh Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company within the
97-124 | of South Dakota. (Staff TSITZ) Awianluoh mmyln ovide 1+, business 800, business calling cards, and prepaid | 07/07/97 0772597
cards to business

Application by Telco Hoklings, Inc. d/b/a Dial & Save for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company

TC97-127 within the state of South Dakota. (Staff: DJ/TZ) “Pettioner proposes to provide 24-hour intrastate interexchange 07/08/97 0772597
telecommunications services, 800 services, and postpaic debit travel card services.... Telco Holdings, Inc. hereby adopts the
tariff of Dial & Save which has been approved and is on file with the Commission "

Application by Clarity Telecom LD Network Servces, Inc. for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications
company within the stale of South Dakota. (Staff: DJ/TZ) "The specific services to be offered by Clarity include switched
TC97-128 | inbound and outbound services to employees of Clarity and switched and dedicated inbound and outbound services for | 07/10/27 072597

commercial customers, calling cards and directory assistance services for presubscribed commercial and residential
customers ~
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South Dakota
Public Utilities Commission

State Capitol Building, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, South Dakota 57501-5070

October 1, 1997
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service support Does the abov

2. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54.405 and 54.411, mmmwmmum
available by an ETC to qualifying Does the
referenced above, make these services

3. Please provide a verification by an authorized officer, under oath, to the Commission in
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[ fo data request nos. 1 and 2, above, are truthful.

Please respond womu 1997. umwummnm it will be evaluated by
staff and the matter will by the C Thank you for
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PLEASE NOTE THAT STAFF'S POSITION IS THAT THE COMMISSION CAN ONLY MAKE
AN ETC DESIGNATION FOR THOSE EXCHANGES WHICH ARE LOCATED IN SOUTH
DAKOTA




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE ) ORDER FOR AND NOTICE
FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) OF HEARING
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS )
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS )
CARRIERS: )

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY )
)

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.

SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY
MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY

INTRASTATE TELEPHONE = COMPANY
COOPERATIVE, INC.

INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.




SANBORN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE

BERESFORD MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE CO.

ROBERTS COUNTY TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

RC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

SPLITROCK PROPERTIES, INC.

SPLITROCK TELECOM COOPERATIVE, INC.

TRI-COUNTY TELECOM, INC.

FAITH MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE COMPANY

ARMOUR INDEPENDENT  TELEPHONE
COMPANY

BRIDGEWATER-CANISTOTA INDEPENDENT
TELEPHONE COMPANY

UNION TELEPHONE COMPANY

MCCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY




A hearing shall be held at 1:30 P.M., on Wednesday, November 19, 1997, in Room
412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota. It shall be an adversary proceeding conducted
pursuant to SL CL Chapter 1-26. All parties have the right to be present and to be
represented by an attomey. These rights and other due process rights shall be forfeited
if not exercised at the hearing. If you or your representative fail to appear at the time and
place set for the hearing, the Final Decision will be based solely on the testimony and
evidence provided, if any, during the hearing or a Final Decision may be issued by default
pursuant to SDCL 1-26-20. After the hearing the C ission will ider all evi
and testimony that was presented at the hearing. The Commission will then enter Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and a Final Decision regarding this matter. As a result of this
hearing, theCommnss;on may either granl ordenyﬂwmnm.wofhm
captioned ion as an eligible
telecommunications carrier, mdlrnComrmwon shnll nhuushmmfoumbh
telecommunications carriers. The Commission's decision may be appealed by the parties
to the state Circuit Court and the state Supreme Court as provided by law. It is therefore

ORDEREDtha(ahomngsfmllboholdmtfwhm“plmmuﬁodabonon
the issues of whether the above cap! ies should be
granted designatior: asohg»bleweeovmmwmmn and the Commission shall
establish service areas for eligible telecommunications carriers.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, this hearing is being held in a
physically accessible location. Please contact the Public Utilities Commission at 1-800-
332-1782 at least 48 hours prior to the heaning if you have special needs so arrangements
can be made to accommodate you

#
Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this 7 day of November, 1997.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

Commissioners Burg, Nelson and
Schoenfelder

WILLIAM BULLARD, JR
Executive Director




THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

RECEIVED
IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE S ; s s
FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS )  DEC 02 1897 : : _TC97-09
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS

JSOUTH D, ; : i <
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS: m“uns‘é‘g,}a.';‘,,“.,,!“ : i A TC97-093

7C97-089

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-068

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-069 "‘c,7-°,5
COOPERATIVE, INC.

i b G ) Tc97-096
VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE TC97-070 . S
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. :

3 2 ) TC97-097
VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE ) TC97-071 : : ) TC97-098
ASSOCIATES, INC.

)
) TC97-099
SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-073

MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-074

% \ o il )} TC97-100
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-07S 2

INTRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-077
COOPERATIVE, INC.

INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-078
COOPERATIVE, INC.

WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TC97-080
COMPANY

STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-081
ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-083

TC97-115
JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TC97-084
COMPANY

TC97-117
HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-085

TC97-121
MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC. TC97-086

TC97-125
BALTIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE TC97-087

e e e e

EAST PLAINS TELECOM, INC. TCS7-088




HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC., D/B/A TC97-131
MCCOOK TELECOM

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-154
COOPERATIVE

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. TC97-155
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-163

THREE RIVER TELCO TC97-167

November 19, 1997

1:30 P.M.

Room 412, Capitol Building
Pierre, South Dakota

Jim Burg, Chairman
Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
Pam Nelson, Commissioner

Rolayne Ailts Wiest
Camron Hoseck

Karen Cremer

Harlan Best

Bob Knadle

Gregory A. Rislov
David Jacobson

Reported by: Lori J. Grode, RMR




PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. We’ll go ahead and get
started. I‘ll begin the hearing for the dockets
relating to the eligible telecommunications carriers
designation. The time is approximately 1:50. The date
is November 19, 1997; and the location of the hearing
is Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota.

I am Jim Burg, Commission Chairman.
Commissioners Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Nelson are
also present. I'm presiding over this hearing. The
hearing was noticed pursuant to the Commission’s Order
For and Notice of Hearing issued November 7, 1997.

The issues at t hearing shall be as
follows: One, whether the requesting
telecommunications company should be granted

designation as eligible telecommunications carriers;

and, two, what service areas shall be established by

the Commission.

All parties have the right to be present and
to be represented by an attorney. All persons so
testifying will be sworn in and subject to
cross-examination by the parties. The Commission’s
final decision may be appealed by the parties to the
State Circuit Court and the State Supreme Court.

Rolayne Wiest will act as Commission




MS. CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff.

MR. HOSECK: Camron Hoseck, Commission

MS. WIEST: We have had a request to take one
of these dockets first and that’'s TC97-075. Do any of
the parties want to make an opening statement before we
begin?

Why don’t you proceed with 075 then.

MR. COIT: Sure, that’s fine. I really don’t|
have an opening statement. There are a couple of
exhibits that we would like to admit. And I understand|
there’s also been some letters sent to the Commission
that we would like to admit into the record as evidence|
on the ETC questions. And that would be Exhibit Number
1, which is the application of Fort Randall for ETC
designation, and Exhibit No. 2, which the response
of Fort Randall to a data request from staff, dated, I
believe, October 1st. And there are two letters. I
don’'t know if we’'ve marked those yet.

(EXHIBITS NO. 3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOR

IDENTIFICATION.)

MR. COIT: There are two other exhibits that
have been marked Exhibit No. 3. Kathy Marmet, is that
the letter of Dakota or is Exhibit 3 the letter.

MS. MARMET: Exhibit 3 is the letter of

‘we have marked

) letters are




that one. (Pause.) So at this time are you offering
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4?

MR. COIT: Yes, that’s correct.

MS. WIEST: Is there any objection to those
exhibits being admitted? 1If not, 1, 2, 3 and 4 have
been admitted in TC97-075. Then at this time I would
ask if any of the parties have any questions pertaining;
to TC97-075, including the Commissioners?

The only question I would have, Rich, is on
the response to the data request, Exhibit 2. And the
first question it talks about single party service. I
guess it’s not absolutely clear that it’s available to
all the customers the way that the statement is written|
and answered.

MR. COIT: Oh, because they said does the
above-referenced company have this service.

MS. WIEST: Right.

MR. COIT: Yeah, I guess that is correct.

And I am not here today to serve as a witness.

MS. WIEST: No.

MR. COIT: 1If that’s a concern that you feel
you need addressed, and I hate to say this, but I was
led to believe that if there were some questions on
applications and there was not a witness here to answer|

that, those questions could be dealt with between now

35

‘had planned to go




manner.

CHAIRMAN BURG: That's fine.

MS. WIEST: Let’'s just go through them and
then we’ll have Harlan as the witness. Let’'s go back
to TC97-068. Does anyone have any questions on
TC97-068?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a clarification. What
data request response is this?

MS. WIEST: Yes. That would be in that
packet.

MR. COIT: Is there a chance that we could
consider or deal with these en mass as Mr. Hoseck has
indicated or suggested?

MS. WIEST: 1I’'d rather not t because on a
few of them I have a couple questions on some of them.

MR. COIT: Okay. Should I go ahead and
introduce the exhibits?

MS. WIEST: Yes.

MR. COIT: With respect to Docket TC97-068
there are two exhibits. Exhibit No. 1 is the actual

ETC request filed by Vivian Telephone Company. And

Exhibit No. 2 is the response of Vivian Telephone

Company to a data request from Commission staff. We
would move the admission of those exhibits. I do not

have the dates. I don’'t have them here with me.




It's available to all customers?
A. Right.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. That's the only
question I have. Does anybody else have any questions
for this witness for 0687 If not, thank you. I did
admit Exhibit 1 and 2. 069.

MR. COIT: We would move the admission of
Exhibits No. 1 and 2 in 069, and that is an ETC request
or application dated 6-9-97 and response to a staff
data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they’'ve
been admitted.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Excuse me, 1 do
not have the data request up here with me for some
reason. I'm sorry about this, but I need to go back
and ask Mr. Lee about the Lifeline, Link Up. I think
was that covered in the data request? I‘m sorry to be
behind the eight ball, but I did not have that and so I

need to know whether this company is doing Lifeline,

Link Up now or whether you need to -- whether you

intend to have that implemented by 1-1?
A. You're referring to the vivian Telephone
Company?
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Yeah, Vivian

what we’re doing now.




in their original applications.

MR. COIT: I was at the conclusion of going
through, I guess, the questions and so forth, I was
basically -- before the Commission acts on any of
these, going to restate the request. But if the
Commission has questions of Mr. Lee with respect to
certain aspects of providing it, I would -- yeah, I
would suggest you go ahead and ask it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: No, I don‘t have a problem as|
long as we know all of them that’s going to apply to.
In other words, if it applies to every one of them,
then the statement at the end saying it applies on all
of them is adequate for me. Or if you have some that
already could do the toll control, we need to know
that. I doubt if there are any at this time.

MR. COIT: No, we don‘t. And the waiver
request is included in all the applications. But just
to make sure it was ruled on, I was intending on
bringing it up again at the end.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. That’s fine with me.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this

witness regarding 068 and 069? If not, we will go to

TC97-070.
MR. COIT: Again, I would move for the

admission of two exhibits in TC97-070, and that is the




to TC97-074.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-12-97
and Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data request date
10-31-97.

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If
not, 1 and 2 have been admitted. Are there any
questions concerning 07472 I have the same question on
this one, Rich, with respect to the data request number|
one.

MR. COIT: Would an affidavit be adequate?

MS. WIEST: Yeah, as far as all customers.

MR. COIT: Okay. I will make sure that gets

MS. WIEST: Any questions on 074? If not,
let’s go to TC97-077.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request and that’s
dated 6-13-97. Also move for admission of Exhibit No.

2, which is a response to data request dated 10-9-97.

And there is also an Exhibit No. 3 in this docket, a

supplemental response to staff data request. 1It's
dated 10-28-97. We move the admission of all three
exhibits.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, those




MS. WIEST: Are there any objections to 1 and
2? If not, they’ve been admitted. Any questions
regarding this docket? So, Rich, with respect to this
one, you will be asking at the end about the waiver for
the single party and all the other waivers; is that
right?

MR. COIT: Is there a waiver request in the
Stateline on the single party issue?

MS. WIEST: Yes.

MR. COIT: I wasn’'t aware of that. I
understood there were some companies that had purchased
U S West exchanges that were still in the process of
converting some party lines. But, yes, if they need a
waiver, I guess so. I’'ll renew that request. I don’'t

have any factual information I can provide. I don‘t

believe, Mr. Lee, are you here representing Stateline?

MR. LEE: I am. And in conversations with
Stateline management yesterday, they indicated that
they would likely need a waiver request until March,
April time frame when they can finish the construction
to provide all one party service.

MS. WIEST: And in their application they’re
actually asking for a one-year waiver; correct?

MR. LEE: But they’re willing to shorten it




party service to all customers, and the second waiver
on toll control for one year -- one year from what
date, Rich?

MR. COIT: I think I would guess that that
would be from the date of the order.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: On the toll control? You'‘re
speaking to the toll control; correct?

MS. WIEST: Yes, toll control.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a question|
as long as we're talking about the waivers both on toll
control and on the single party service. As long as
you’'re asking for waivers, let's make sure it's done
properly and that we’'re not back here in two months
asking for more waivers. I would hate to go through
this process, or would not like to go through this
process again. I think we need to be accurate when
we're doing it. I also have a question about what
meets the requirements of the Act? How much of a
waiver can we give? I don’t know as I know the answer
to that.

MS. WIES Right. The time actually in the

FCC Order is not specified. But it does say in

paragraph 89, I believe, that the Commission must, upo!

a finding of excepticnal circumstances, you can make a




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I hate to belabor
the point, and I know everyone wants to get through
this, but to me it’s very important that we do it
right. And so if it means that we need to answer the
question when we grant these waivers and we send these,
or you send them on to the FCC, we need to be sure that
you have spelled out why these companies at least
this is what I‘'m understanding -- why these companies
can’'t do toll control and why it’s going to take that
long of a period of time to do single party service.
And so I think that should be in the application
somewhere, or at least in our motion as we approve it,
or we should have something on the record to support
where we're going.

MS. WIEST: They do explain the reasons in
their application, their original application, with
respect to toll control.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

MS. WIEST: But if there are any further
questions that the Commission would like to ask at this
time, if you need more information on that, we could do
that now.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I would like to

know -- and this probably isn’'t true of all companies.

But of the ones you’‘re testifying for at least,




The second or alternative to that is a
software provisioning of toll control. And, again, to
my knowledge, there is no interface between a software
system and a switch that has that capability.
Primarily because it would take real time rating of a
customer’s usage; and because the customer control
switch interexchange carrier it’s choosing, there are al
myriad of optional call plans and rate structures that
would be applied. And, to my knowledge, there just is
no technology, nor software, available to carry out
that program.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: And if I recall
right, it doesn’t -- it’s not permissive, one or the
other. You really to need to do all of the above.

MR. LEE: It includes both, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe some
companies have asked the FCC for clarification, that
sort of thing. And as far as I know, you might have
better information than I do that that decision has not
been handed down by the FCC.

MR. LEE: A, I doubt I have better
information; and, B, I agree it has not been handed
down, to my knowledge. There is that clarification
procedure request in front of the FCC.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

n }: satisfies
‘giving the full

which at

t. I think

e it becom




available, it is in the public interest and would be
very supportive of that concept.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Wwith that 1’11 move that we
grant the one-year waiver on toll -- what is it
called? Toll limitation? Toll control?

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'm going to
concur with that as long as the motion is understood
that there will pe some formal way to limit toll for
these customers just so that everybody understands the
motion.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I think in every application
you agreed that you can do toll restriction --

MR. LEE: Right.

CHAIRMAN BURG: -~ if 1 remember reading the
applications, and that to me is satisfactory.

MR. LEE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Do you want them as a
separate motion? Okay. 1’11 also move -- which one do|
we need on this one?

MS. WIEST: The single party gervice until
June 1st.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we grant a

waiver in TC97-081 in the single party requirement

wntil June 1, 1998.

and the

ver on toll




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: For one year?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes.

MS. WIEST: 069.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’'1ll keep making them. 1I‘11
move we grant the toll control waiver in TC97-069 for
one y=ar.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST:

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’‘ll move that we grant toll
control in TC97-070 for one year, the waiver for one
year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 171.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I‘1ll move that we grant toll
control, the waiver for toll control, in TC97-071 for
one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 073.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’ll move we grant the waiver|

for toll control in TC97-073 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.




MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
the ETC request filed by Accent, dated 6-17-97, and
Exhibit No. 2, the response to staff data request which|
is dated 10-8-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, 1 and 2
have been admitted. Any questions regarding 0837

CHAIRMAN BURG: I‘ll move we grant the toll,
the waiver for toll control in TC97-083 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-084.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of the
ETC request dated 6-17-97, which is marked Exhibit No.
1, and we move for the adm ion of Exhibit No. 2, the
response to staff data request dated 10-8-97.

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If
not, they’ve been admitted.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we grant the waive
for toll control in TC97-084 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'll concur.
Does this have a single party question on this one?

MS. WIEST: No. They said in their original

application that they are offering single party service

to all consumers.




MS. WIEST: Single party was offered to all
customers? Any other questions concerning this
docket? 1Is there a motion?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I‘ll move that we grant the
waiver for toll control to TC97-089 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 085, I believe.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Excuse me, 85.

MS. WIEST: TC97-086.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-17-97, and response to
staff data requests, Exhibit No. 2, which is dated
10-10-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they
have been admitted. Same question, can you answer
that, Mr. Lee?

MR. LEE: I'm sorry, I don’‘t have the
associated companies with the exhibit numbers. Which
company are we referring to?

MR. COIT: Midstate.

MR. LEE: They are currently all private line
services.

COIT: Single party; correct?

WIEST: Single party to all customers?

ting Baltic as

. all private




MR. LEE: Correct.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. TC97-088.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, ETC request dated 6-17-97, and response
to staff data request, which is Exhibit No. 2, which ig
dated 10-17-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, Exhibits]
1 and 2 have been admitted.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’l]l move we grant a waiver
on toll control in TC97-088 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I’d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: Can you answer my question on
this one, Mr. Lee?

MR. LEE: Company name, please?

MS. WIEST: East Plains.

MR. LEE: Currently is all single party
service.

MS. WIEST: Thank you.

MS. WIEST: TC97-089.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-17-97,

and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is a response

to staff data request, dated 10-21-

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they'’ve




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-092.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request of Kennebec
Telephone Company dated 6-18-97, and move for the
admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is the response to
staff data request dated 10-10-97. And I would note
that Mr. Rod Bauer is here to respond to any questions
that the Commissioners or staff may have concerning
their request.

MS. WIEST: Any questions concerning th
docket? If not, do you have a motion?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit both those?

MS. WIES I'm sorry, I did not. I will
admit Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I‘ll move that we grant a

waiver on toll control in TC97-092 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I’d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIES TC97-093.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of|
Ex t No. 1, which is the ETC request of Jefferson
Telephone Company, dated 6-18-97, and move also for the|
admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data

request, which is dated 10-10-97. And I would note




in the past?

A. Currently Sully Buttes Telephone has no
multi-line. The fact is all single party service. I
think they added that language such that if there were
a disaster that they had to respond to, they wanted to
reserve the right to offer party line under the
emergency basis only. But they have for a number of
years been all single party service.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’ll move we grant a waiver
on tol) control for TC97-094 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Well, I’11
concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-09S.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
ETC, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-19-97, and admission of
Exhibit No. 2, response to data request dated
10-15-97. I would point out that I believe that there
might be an issue with respect to single party service
waiver in this case as well.

MS. WIEST: Right. At this time are there
any objections to Exhibit 1 and 2? 1If not, they've

been admitted. Yes. And it would appear they would

need a waiver. And my question for apparently they

rant a waiver
in TC97-09S.




admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data request
dated 10-10-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they've
been admitted. Any questions concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l11 move we grant a waiver
on toll control in TC97-096 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-097.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, ETC request, dated 6-19-97, and Exhibit
No. 2, response to data request dated 10-10-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they've
been admitted. Does anybody have any questions
concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’1ll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-097 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-098.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC

request dated 6-19-97, which is marked Exhibit A5 2

and admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is the response

to data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exh




than this that as manager of the South Dakota
Association of Telephone Co-ops and the daily requests
we’ve had there that they do, in fact, provide all
single party service throughout Roberts County Co-op,
if that will suffice for your information here.

MS. WIEST: Is that sufficient?

MS. CREMER: That'’'s sufficient.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’l]l move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-099 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-100.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-19-97,
and admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data
request dated 10-9-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1If not, they'’ve
been admitted. Same question on this one.

MR. LEE: I don‘t know the answer.

MR. COIT: There is -- Mr. Lee is not here

representing RC Communications today, so I suspect

we’ll have to deal with that with a late-filed exhibit
if that’s okay.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

3%
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COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-105.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, datead 6-19-97, and admission of
Exhibit No. 2, response to data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concerning
this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I‘ll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-105 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-108.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-23-97, and the
admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data
request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits

1 and 2 have been admitted. Same question. n you,

Mr. Lee, answer that one? Is that single party service

available for --
MR. : For Faith.
MR. I do not represent them, I'm

MR. C : We would request permission




Telephone Company service area. It has been since the
late seventies.

MS. WIEST: Are there any others quest
this witness? Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I’11 move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-113 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-114.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ET
request of the Bridgewater-Canistota Telephone Company,
which is dated 6-25-97, that’'s Exhibit No. 1. And also|
move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
response to data requests of staff dated 10-9-97. And
Mr. Haugen is here as well to respond to any gquestions
in this docket.

MS. WIEST: First of all, any objection to
Exhibits 1 and 2? If not, they’ve been admitted. And
I would ask the same question.

MR. HAUGEN: Single party service is
available to all the customers in the
Bridgewater-Canistota Exchanges.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions

of this witness?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’1l]l move we grant a waiver




MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concerning
this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’l]l move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-117 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I’'d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-121.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC request of Kadoka, dated 7-3-97,
and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data
requests dated 10-28-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections to Exhibits 1 and

2? If not, they’ve been admitted. Any questions

concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-121 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I’'11l second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-125.

MR. COIT: We’'d move for the admission of ET
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 7-7-97, and Exhibit No.
2, response to data request of staff, which is dated
10-29-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exh




CHAIRMAN BURG: I’1ll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-131 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIUST: TC97-154.

MR. COIT: We would move into the record
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC request, dated 9-10-97, and also|
Exhibit No. 2, the response to data request dated
10-16-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibit 1 and
2? 1If pot, they have been admitted. Let’'s see, on
this one this was one of a couple that no time period
was requested for the waiver. 1 assume you still want
the one year?

MR. COIT: Mr. Barfield is here. He could
respond. He’s Mr. Bob Barfield, manager for West
River.

MS. WIEST: They request a waiver but this is
one of the few ones that didn’t ask for one year, as
far as I can see, or any time period. So I was
wondering if there was any different time period that
was being requested.

BOB BARFIELD,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

7, and lilo
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question with respect to the length of the waiver.

MR. BARFIELD: And the response would be the
same. We would ask for a year on the waiver.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions?

CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I’1ll move that we
grant a waiver on toll control in TC97-155 for one
year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I‘d second i

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I concur.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Let’s skip to
TC97-1€7.

MR. COIT: I would just note that Three River|
Telco is not an SDITC member company, 8o I‘m not reall
here today to represent Three River Telco.

MS. WIEST: Nobody is here?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we have any questions on

we have to have representation?

MS. WIEST: Somebody needs to move it in.

MR. COIT: Well, if you’re looking for a
body, 1 guess I can serve as the body.

MS. CREMER: Otherwise, I can move to admit
the two exhibits, Number 1, 10-10-97, the request for
ETC, and 11-7-97, the amended -- oh, I‘m sorry, that’'s
U S West. Let me try that again. 10-16 of ‘97 is the

request and 11-13-97 is the amended request, and I

a waiver

uly sworn,




please.

A. Harlan Best.

Q. And what is your job?

A. I am deputy director of fixed utilities for
the Public Utilities Commission, South Dakota.

Q. And have you been present in the hearing rool
this afternoon for the hearing on these applications?

A. Yes.

Q. And have you had the opportunity to review
the caption in the notice of this hearing which lists
the cases which are before the Commission on this date?

A. Yes.

Q. And are you familiar with the applications in|
each of these cases?

A. Yes.

Q. As a part of your job, have you reviewed
those applications?

A. Yes, I have.

Q. You have before you an exhibit numbered
Staff’'s No. 1; is that correct?

A. Yes.

Q. And is that an exhibit that you prepared

the course of your duties?
A. Yes, it is.

Q. Just briefly explain to the Commission,




MS. WIEST: 1Is there any objection?

MR. COIT: My comment would be that I just
received this so I haven’t had an opportunity to go
through to make sure this is all accurate. I guess I
can take Mr. Best’s word that it is accurate and I'1ll
have to do that, I guess. Other than that, I don‘t
have any comment.

MS. WIEST: Do you want an opportunity to
look it over?

MR. COI Well, it might take me a while, so
I don’t have any objection.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Then Staff Exhibit No. 1
will be admitted into all of the dockets that we have
gone through so far.

MR. HOSECK: Okay. Thank you.

Q. Based on the review of these dockets that you
have done and relying to whatever extent you may on
Staff’s Exhibit No. 1, did the applicant companies meet
the requirements of becoming an eligible
telecommunications carrier?

A. Yes, they have, with the noted late-filed
affidavits that will be done in a number of the
dockets.

Q. And with regard to advertising services

exchange-wide, do you have a recommendation to the

advertising

lo rates just fo
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COIT: No further questions.

MS. WIEST: Ms. Rogers?

MS. ROGERS: No, no questions.

MS. WIEST: Mr. Heaston?

MR. HEASTON: No.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The only question I'd have is|
there any -- is advertising identified in any way? 1Is
there any criteria for what advertising means in the
context of this? Is the methods in the FCC Order as
well?

MS. WIEST: I'm sorry, what was the
question?

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I had for Harlan
or anybody else is, is there a meaning, is there a
description, definition for advertising, what that
constitutes?

MS. WIEST: Under the statute itself
214 (e) (1) (B) they must advertise the availability of
such services and if you're referring to the services
that are supported by federal universal service and the
charges therefore using media of general distribution.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. I think that satisfies|

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Does that mean for

+ to follow

year after?




A. Yes. They would do it originally, and once a
year after.

MS. WIEST: How would they advertise?
Where?

A. Where would they advertise?

MS. WIEST: Yes.

A. Whatever general distribution it meets
according, I assume, it means newspapers and those
types of publications.

MS. WIEST: So it could be any type of
general distribution media once a year?

A. Whatever is available within their given
exchanges that they serve.

MS. WIEST: And it would only be for those
services supported right now by federal universal
service?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: And every time they changed a
rate for one of those services, then that would have to
be re-advertised at that time?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Are there any other questions of

this witness? If not, thank you. Actually, I do.

Could you retake the stand, Harlan? I guess we have a

question for you. Could you look at your exhibit for




Exhibit 1, which is the request, and Exhibit 2,
is the amended request, and Exhibit 3, which is
service territory map. That’s Exhibit 1, 2 and
respectively in the docket.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits
and 3? Do you have a copy of the service territory
map? Are there any objections to Exhibits 1, 2 and 3?
I1f not, they’'ve been admitted. You may proceed,

Mr. Heaston.

MR. HEASTON: We would also join in the
motion on the toll control. The reason we did not seek
a waiver in the initial application is because as I
read Paragraph 388 of the Order in the DA 97-157
indicated that toll blocking would be sufficient in the
meantime and it was dependent upon when you upgraded
switches. And so we do not feel we need a waiver of
toll control, but the common wisdom seems to be there
needs to be a waiver, so we will follow the herd here
and request the toll control waiver also.

And we are also one of the parties to the
request of the FCC to reconsider the toll limitation,
that this includes both toll blocking and toll
control. And I guess we would also point out that wit
the implementation of number portability that is going

to impact toll control somewhat significantly. And so

issioners --|

the exhibits?

m going to

‘ve been




there. I can understand why technology wasn't there,
but I didn’t -- I wasn’'t in Congress when they voted
that was part of the Act.

MR. HEASTON: It’'s not part of the Act.
guess that'’s the first thing. It’s an BCC =

COMMISSIONER NELSON: It's a rule.

MR. HEASTON: It’s an FCC dictate.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: But it has the same
weight as the rules and statute unless it‘'s changed in
court; right?

MR. HEASTON: That'’s true. But unless the
FCC changes, as we've urged them to do.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Right. So I'm
seconding your motion with the understanding it’'s
exactly as we had stated it originally; is that
correct?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I mean the motion was for one

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe the

motion was for one year, a waiver for one year, and I

didn’t know that the motion had anything more than

that, than just a waiver from toll control for one
year.
CHAIRMAN BURG: It doesn‘t.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then I’ll concur.




pieces of paper. So if we can find a way to
consolidate it at that time, I would welcome any
suggestions. That's all I have.
MR. HEASTON: I have Mr. Lehner available
here, and we do have a couple questions to ask him.
JON LEENER,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
DRIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. HEASTON:

Q. Mr. Lehner, in our application we described
the issue of eliminating multi-party services and going|
to single party service throughout U S West service
areas. Can you update the Commission on the status of
that consistent with what we’ve already put in the
application?

A. Yes. As of October 31 of this year the
number of multi-party or two- and four-party customers
in U S West's territory is 612. 612.

CHAIRMAN BURG: What was the date on that,

A. As of 10-31-

Q. And what can you tell the Commission about

our continuing effort to eliminate the multi-party

service?




exhibit. Let me just read them off. Arlington is
four- Belle Fourche, six; De Smet, four; Huron, three;
Lake Preston, one.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Do you want to start

A. Arlington, four; Belle Fourche, six; De Smet,
four; Huron, three; Lake Preston, one; Madison, two;
Milbank, four; Pierre, two; Redfield, two; Sisseton,
six; Spearfish, two; Volga, five; Watertown, ten;
Yankton, one.

Q. Is there a particular reason? 1Is it like
Anaconda line or something?

A. It’s a combination of many factors, but you
mean as far as the 52 are concerned?

Q. Yes.

A. It’'s a combination of many factors. We're
talking about feeder distribution, we’re talking about
in some cases a PAIR GAIN systems like Anaconda that
would need to be replaced.

MS. CREMER: Okay. That‘'s all the guestions

CHAIRMAN BURG: Have you investigated any

other technical solutions other than to a single party

other than line extension?

A. You mean in order to provide a single party

o far the
ite or fixed

that as




WIEST: And does it provide local usage?

MS. WIEST: Do you provide dual tone
multi-frequency signalling or its functional
equivalent?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to your

emergency services?
A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to operator
services?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to
interexchange service?

A. Yes.

MS. WIES And do you provide access to

directory assistance?
A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: And you've already talked about
toll control and the waiver. Do you provide or are you
able to provide toll blocking?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Then getting back to your request!

for the waiver on single party service, I know in your

application you talked about the ones that you have no




Yes.

MS. WIEST: And in the FCC's public notice
96-45 issued 9-29-97, it does state that we must send
to USAC the names of the ETC’s and the designated
service areas for nonrural carriers no later than
December 31st, 1997. And I know you made some
reference to these things in your application, but I
don’t think you really told us what you want your
service area to be. Because the FCC has told us that
we better not adopt your study area as your service
area for large ILEC’s. Do you have service areas for
your company that you want the Commission to adopt at
this time?

A. Well, I suppose that -- and, Bill, jump in

here, I guess, to help me with this. But I suppose
that our service area ought to be our exchanges in the

state of South Dakota. Now, the study area is a

different issue and that has not been determined yet.

But I would think that our service area would be our
exchanges that we serve in the state of South Dakota.

MR. HEASTON: If I may from a legal
standpoint, there is no definition yet; and certainly
our service area would be those areas within which we
are authorized to provide the supported services.

MS. WIEST: Right. And that‘s my question.




A. I can’t answer that exactly. It's
approximately 35.

MS. WIEST: It would be attached?

MR. HEASTON: 1It’s on our exhibit to our
application.

MS. WIEST: So however many with the
amendment the three that were missed. That’s how many
service areas you would like the Commission to
designate for U S West at this time?

7 45 I guess I'm not sure whether we would want to
designate each exchange.

MS. WIES My problem is we are supposed to
tell the FCC by December 31st what your designated

service area is.

A. Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by

exchange.
If you want more time to think
MR. HEASTON: Yes, I think I would. I mean
this is not something that’s come up in the other two
states that I’'ve done this in, and I had the same basic]
application. I will have to I will do a late-filed
exhibit on that if I could with an affidavit from Jon.
MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. HEASTON: What are you relying on again,

the other thing
185, for
ts its existing
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require an ILEC to serve areas other than they have not|
traditionally served.

MR. HEASTON: Yes. And, see, this -- what
the problem this causes is where you have not
considered and have left to the FCC to determine how
that’s going to be modeled from a proxy standpoint.
And, yes, we are advocating smaller geographic elements|
than the wire center for universal high cost support
but I do not have a South Dakota specific look because
this Commission decided not to do their own earlier
this couple months ago, as opposed to Wyoming and
North Dakota where I do have that because those two are
looking at doing their own, or sugg ng their own
cost study. So I do have the small grids, as we call
it, and I could identify that for you. 1I cannot
identify anything smaller than right now than a wire
center.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: Excuse me, may I comment briefly
on this? And I understand that I'm not a party but I
do believe it was my understanding today that the whole
issue of disaggregated service areas for U S West or
any other company may come up. But I would like to sa
we certainly have an interest in the issue. And I

think that the FCC rules indicate that -- the orders

I'm talking

ght up thi




jssue with respect to U S West. And it’s just my
understanding the Commission does have to do the
service area in order for U S West to get your
universal service money.

MR. HEASTON: If I could have until whatever
date was suggested earlier on getting the additional
affidavits in, I’11 have a recommendation for you from
U S West on that.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Are there any other
questions of this witness? One more question,

Mr. Lehner. Do you have any observation to what
Mr. Best suggested as advertising requirements for your
company?

A. I‘m not sure that I understood exactly what
he was requiring. If the requirement is to advertise
it once a year in the newspaper, I don’'t think we have
a problem with that.

MS. WIEST: And getting back to single party
service is high cost, the only barrier is to provide
single party service to those 52 customers?

A. Yes.

MS. WIES Is it also U S West’'s position

that the settlement agreement that you’ve stated is

suspended concerning single party service no longer

applies where I believe you stated you would have




of Mr. Lehner. And the reason I have a question is
because in your amended application you might have
addressed it, however, I don’'t have a copy of that and
I apologize. But you addressed in here and you have an
exhibit on your original application that regards
Lifeline, Link Up. And basically what it is it’s your
tariff, or a page that looks like a tariff page to me.
Now, U S West really intends to comply with the
Commission order in Lifeline, Link Up?

A. Absolutely.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I need to know

And that page doesn’t apply any more.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? Thank you.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess I have a
question. You know, you -- when you were talking about
why you shouldn’t have to provide this single party
systems for these areas that you listed like Spearfish
and Pierre and all the list that you went through --

A. Yes.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why would it -- it just
seems weird to me that it would be that expensive to
provide those services in some areas. Like Pierre and

Huron, those are pretty -- I mean can you explain that

in my mind it

didn’t exactly




because I was thinking maybe these lines had to be run
out miles and miles and miles and there’s nobody out
there or something. But if this is in a fairly
populated area, and it doesn’t seem to me that these
people should have to live with just two party
telephone system when most of the world doesn’t, as we
know it in South Dakota, doesn’t have to do that
because the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm
looking for some reason why that’s acceptable,
especially when some of those little companies are
saying that they got maybe three or four people left
that they don’t have that service for and they’ve made
every effort to say, well, we want a waiver but we will
do it by the end of the year or whatever.

A. I think that most of the companies you've
been listening to up until now -- and I obviously can’t
speak for them, but I think you’re talking about
engineering that was done probably 15, 20 years ago in
most of these companies’ cases where they at the time
spent the money to do that. We did not do that. We
provided distribution systems that were literally
designed not to provide single party service. There
are different funding mechanisms and different
requirements that we've had. They’'ve had the ability

to spend that kind of money and recover it. Now, I can

Yy wouldn't

e in tho‘

situations once|
8 closer that

£ these?

)x, if there

to serve

when we’re down)




to 52, we ought to get a list of those names and see if
we could work it out. I share what Counsel has said.
I'm not sure we can make the exception. I know that
U S West's counsel has given us what I call a short
term one, that in other words, we could give the waiver|
for a limited period of time, but I don‘t know that's
an indefinite solution and we probably ought to work --
look at working together to meet and find the solution
to meet the FCC rules I think if we can. But so many
-- maybe, I guess, what I would like to request is the

actual name and location of those 52 filed at some
time. I don’t care whether it part of this docket or|
not.

I think that can be provided.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? If not,
thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I suppose we do need some
type of waiver in order to grant them an ETC status.

MS. WIEST: Sorry, for which now?

CHAIRMAN BURG: For single party.

MS. WIEST At this time staff has a witness
on this case first.

MS. CREMER: Staff would call Harlan Best.

HARLAN BEST,

called as a witness, being previously sworn,




MS. WIEST: Any questions, Ms. Wilka?

MS. WILKA: No questions.

MS. WIEST: Commissioners?

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I‘d have is
based on that, should we not -- I mean is this -- what
do I call it? Is this a document that is filed in
these hearings?

MS. CREMER: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I guess I think we ought to
correct that exhibit to put no on each of those that
we’'ve nade a waiver for on the single party because I
believe the answer is no and we’ve made a waiver to
satisfy that.

MS. CREMER: Okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Since that’'s filed.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved
for a waiver in that area, have we?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes, for six months on one
other company.

MS. WIEST: We have two single party waivers
so far, but U S West we haven’'t moved yet; right?

CHAIRMAN BURG: But if we do and for any we
do, since he’'s a witness on the stand and this is his
document, I think that this document should be

corrected to reflect, no, they do not meet that to

. know.
tion is

What

ade?




didn’t really need it in mine. But I can certainly
move it.

MS. WIEST: It’s up to you.

MS. CREMER: We don’t need it in this docket.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this
witness? Thank you. Anything else from any of the
parties? At this time I believe the Commission will
take these matters under advisement. We are waiting
for some late-filed exhibits in some dockets, and it
will be possible that perhaps the Commission will make
the decisions either at a Commission meeting or at the
December 2nd hearing on some other related ETC
dcckets. Are there any questions from anybody or any
comments?

MR. cOI I would just, for the record, like

to formally request that the Commission designate each

of the -- based upon the record, the affidavits yet to

be submitted, that the Commission designate each of the
rural telephone companies, SDITC member companies, as
ETC’s and that their study areas be designated as their]
service area. That's all I have.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. That will close the
hearing.

(THE HEARING CONCLUDED AT 3:50 P.M.)

~and correct

the time and
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@ 1C97-130

RECEIVED
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION f

L 101997

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
JTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC. D/B/A REQUEST FOR ETC
HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY DESIGNATION

FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE DOCKET TC97-
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER

Hanson Communications d/b/a Hanson County Telephone Company (*“Hanson™)
pursuant to 47 United States Code Section 214(¢) and 47 Code of Federal Regulations Section
54.201 hereby seeks from the Public Utilities Ci ission (“C ission”) desi ion as an
“eligible telecommunications carrier” within the local exchange areas that constitute its service

area in South Dakota. 1a support of this request, Hanson offers the following:

1. Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e) it is the Ci ission’s ibility to desi local

exchange carriers (“LECs") as “eligible telecommunications carriers” (“ETCs"), or in other
words, to determine which LECs have assumed uni 1 service obligati i with the
federal law and should be deemed eligible to receive federal universal service support. At least
one eligible telecommunications carrier is to be designated by the Commission for each service
area in the State. However, in the case of areas served by “rural telephone companies”, the
Commission may not designate more than one LEC as an ETC without first finding that such
additional designation would be in the public interest. Under 47 CFR § 54.201, beginning
January 1, 1998, only telecommunications carriers that have received designation from the

Commission to serve as an eligible telecommunications carrier within their service area will be
cligible to receive federal universal service support.

2. Hanson is the facilities-based local carrier p providing local

exchange telecommunications services in the following exchanges in South Dakota:
Alexandria 605-239




Hanson to its knowledge is the only carrier today providing local exchange
telecommunications services in the above identified exchange area.

3. Hanson in accord with 47 CFR § 54.101 offers the following local exchange

telecommunications services to all consumers throughout its service area:

- Voice grade access to the public switched network;

- Local exchange service including an amount of local usage free of per minute
charges under a flat rated local service package and as part of a measured
local service offering;

- Dual tone multi-frequency signaling;

- Access to emergency services such as 911 or enhanced 911 public service;

- Access to operator services;

- Access to interexchange service;

- Access to directory assistance; and

Toll blocking service to qualified low-income consumers.

As noted above, Hanson does provide toll limitation service in the form of toll blocking
to qualifying however, the additional to!l limitation service of “toll control” as
defined in the new FCC universal service rules (47 CFR § 54.400(3)) is not provided. Hanson is
not aware that any local exchange carrier in South Dakota has a current capability to provide
such service, The FCC gave no indication prior to the release of its universal service order (FCC
97-157) that toll control would be imposed as an ETC service requirement and, to our
information and belief, as a result, LECs nationwide are not positioned to make the service
immediately available. In order for Hanson to provide the service, additional usage tracking and
storage capabilities will have to be installed in its local switching equi At mini the
service requires a switching software upgrade and at this time Hanson is investigating and
attempting to determine whether the necessary software has been developed and when it might
become available.




According, Hanson is faced with ional cil ing its ability to

make the toll control service available as set forth in the FCC's universal service rules and must

request a waiver frym the requirement to provide such service. At this time, a waiver for a
period of one year is requested. Prior to the end of the one year period, Hanson will report back
to the Commission with specific information indicating when the necessary network upgrades
can be made and the service can be made available to assist low income customers. The
Commission may properly grant a waiver from the “toll control” requirement pursuant to 47
CFR 54.101(c).

4. Hanson has previously and will continue to advertise the availability of its local
exchange services in media of general distribution throughout the exch areas served. Prior
to this filing, Hanson has not generally advertised the prices charged for all of the above-
identified services. It will do so going forward in accord with any specific advertising standards

that the Commission ma)' develop.

5. Based on the foregoing, Hanson respectfully requests that the Commission:

(a) grant a temporary waiver of the requirement to provide “toll control” service; and

(b) grant an ETC desi ion to Hanson ing all of the local areas that
constitute its present service area in the State.

TA
Dated this 3¢ day of June, 1997

Hanson Communications Inc. d/b/a
Hanson County Telephone Company

la Aond Tohustn A/ /éh. .\rf‘/
Lanford Johnson, Manager




Suscsary of
MeCook Corop Tamphors Co

Hanson County Telephone Company

LANNY JOHNSON, MANAGER
P.O. Box 217  Alexandria, S.D. 57311
Telephone (605) 239-4302  FAX: (605) 239-4301
October 13, 1997

RECEIVED

0CT 14 1997
Mr. Camron Hoseck
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
Staff Attorney UTILITIES COMMISSION

Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol Building

500 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501-5070

RE: Eligible Telecommunications Carrier application, TC97-130
Hanson County Telephone Company

Dear Mr. Hoseck:

Listed below is the additional information requested for our
ETC Docket TC97-130:

1. Hanson County Telephone Company provides single-party service
to all its subscribers.

2. Hanson County Telephone Company is not currently offering
Lifeline and Link Up services within its exchange, but will as
required by the FCC rules, 47 C.F.R. 54.400 - 54.417, make the
established discount programs available to its qualifying low-
income customers beginning January 1, 1998. It is our understanding
that while providing the Lifeline and Link Up services is a
requirement imposed on ETCs pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54.405 and
54.411, it is not actually a precondition which must be met before
ETC status can properly be granted by the Commission. 47 C.F.R.
54.101 which 1ists the service obligations that must be met before
a carrier can receive federal universal service support does not
specifically reference Lifeline and Link Up Services.

3. 1, Lanny Johnson, being first duly sworn, state that I am the
President for the responding party, that I have read the initial
ETC application and the foregoing, and the same are true to my
own best knowledge, information and belief.



STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
COUNTY OF McCOOK

On the 13th day of October, 1997, before me Linda Bjerke, a notary
public, personally appeared Lanny Johnson, known to me to be the
President of Hanson County Telephone Company.

Please contact our office if in need of any further information.
Sincerely,
- < |
ol L ha
Linda Bjerke
Administrative Assistant



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY HANSON ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. D/B/A HANSON ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY FOR ) ORDER AND NOTICE OF
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) ENTRY OF ORDER
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) TC97-130

On July 10, 1997, the Public Uhlmu C ission (C issi i a request for
as an eligible carier (ETC) from Hanson Communications, Inc.

d/b/a Hanson County Telephone Company (Hanson). Hanson requested designation as an eligible

telecommunications carrier within the local exchange areas that constitute its service area.

The C. issi i notice of the filing and the intervention deadiine
1o interested individuals and entities. No person or entity filed to intervene. By order dated
7, 1997, the C ission set the hearing for this matter for 1:30 p.m. on November 19,

1997, in Room412 State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota.

The hearing was heid as scheduled. At the hearing, the Commission granted Hanson a one
year waiver of the requirement to provide toll control service within its service area. At its December
11, 1997, meeting, the Commission granted ETC designation to Hanson and designated its study
area as its service ares.

Based on the evidence of record, the Commission enters the following Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law.

FINDINGS OF FACT
I
On July 10, 1997, mc«nm-umnmm-mmnmmmumacm
. Hanson as an ETC within the local exchange areas that constitute
its service area. Hanson serves the following exchange: Alexandria (239). Exhibit 1.

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(2), the Ci ission is required to i
umormalnmmmummsdumzu(o)mumEl'clorlmmmn
by the Commission.

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(1), a common camier that is designated as an ETC is eligible
10 recsive universal service support and shall, throughout its service area, offer the services that are
supported by federal universal service support mechanisms either using its own facilities or a
combination of its own facilities and resale of another camier's services. The carrier must also
advertise the availability of such services and the rates for the services using media of general
distribution.

v

The Fedaral C C (FCC) has services
service support mechmnsms (1) voice m




‘access to the public switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its
functional equal; (4) single party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to emergency
services; (6) access to operator services; (7) access (o interexchange service; (8) access to

and (9) toll limi for qualifying | 47CFR. §

54.101(a).
v

nundnsmmums‘rc an ETC is required 1o make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F.R. § 54.405; 47 CF.R. § 54.411.

vi

Hanson offers voice grade access to the public switched network to all consumers throughout
its service area. Exhibit 1.

vil

Hanson offers local exchange service including an amount of local usage free of per minute
charges to all consumers throughout its service area. |d.

i

X

Hanson offers single party service to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit 2.
X

X

Hanson offers access to operator services to all consumers throughout its service area. |d.

Xi

Xiv

One of the services required to be provided by an ETC to qualifying low-income con:
is toll limitation. 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(a)(9). lemmmuuumcanmmmm

2




control. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(d). Toll control is a service that allows consumers to specify a certain
Mdhlusmmmvybobwndpumomhorwwlmcyd. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(c). Toll

is & service that lets consumers elect not to allow the completion of outgoing toll calls. 47
C.F.R. § 54.400(b)

xv
Hanson offers toll blocking to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit 1.
xwvi
Hanson do:'s not currently offer toll control. |d. In order for Ha son to provide toll control,
additional usage tracking and storage capabilities will have to be installed in its local switching

equipment. Hanson is attempting to determine whether the necessary software has been
developed and when it might become available. |d.

Hmleuhudwnh i i its ability to make

service. Id. Pmrlolhomdo'homnpmod Hanson will report back to the Commission with
:podf»cnﬂormmvmmn network upgrades can be made in order to provide toll
control. |d.

general
lh.pnen!ormufvm d. Hamon mmmwwmmm
by the C -8

XIX

Hanson does not currently offer Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in its exchanges.
Exhibit 2. Hanson will offer the Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in all of its service area
b.gmnngmulrw 1900 in accordance with 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.400 to 54.417, inclusive, and any
imposed Exhibit 2.

XX
Tncg«nmwﬁqgmﬁmmwmmy and will continue to provide the

The Commission finds that pursuant to 47 C.F.R. S5010|(c)nwﬂmw.m
of the requirement to offer toll control services until De 1998.
wwmmmmumummmwwm
in y softwa 1o provide the service.

3




XX

The Commission finds that Hanson intends to provide Lifeline and Link Up programs to
qualifying customers throughout its service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders.

XX
‘The Commission finds that Hanson shall advertise the availability of the services supported
by the federal universal service support mechanism and the charges therefor throughout its service
area using media of general distribution once each year. The Commission further finds that if the
rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal service support mechanism changes,
the new rate must be advertised using media of general distribution.
XXIV

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(5), the Commission designates Hanson's current study area
as its service area.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26, 48-31,
and 47 U.S.C. § 214.

Pursuant to 47 US.C. 5214(0)(2) the Commission is required to designate a common
carier that meets the requirements of section 214(e)(1) as an ETC for a service area designated
by the Commission.

Pursuant to 47 US.C. sz1«-x1>.ammm:nmmumsrc-sm
1o receive universal service support and shall, throughout its service area, offer the services that are
supported by federal universal service Wmmummmmwn
combination of its own facilities and resale of another carrier's services. The carmier must aiso
advertise the availability of such services and the rates for the services using media of general

v

The FCC has desi the services or ionalities as those by
federal universal service support mechanisms: (1)mmmnmmm
network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone muilti: ing or its equal; (4) single
party service or its functional equivalent; (5)mlommnqm(ﬁ)lwulww
services; (7)mswmnxmm()mwm assistance; and (9) toll

low-income 47 CF.R. § 54.101(a).

v

As pan of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required to make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F.R. § 54.405; 47 CF.R. § 54.411.




vi

Hanson has met the requirements of 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(a) with the exception of the ability
fo offer toll control. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(c), the Commission concludes that Hanson has
i ] that justify granting it a waiver of the requirement to offer

toll control until De=ember 31, 1998.
vil

Hanson shall provide Lifeline and Link Up progr to ifyw its
service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders.

i

services i
service support mechanism and the charges therefor using media of general distribution once each
year. |If the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal service support
mechanism changes, the new rate shall be advertised using media of general distribution.

X

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(5), the Commission designates Hanson's current study area
as its service area.

X
The Commission designates Hanson as an eligible telecommunications carrier for its service

It is therefore
ORDERED, that Hanson's current study area is designated as its service area; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Hanson shall be granted a waiver of the requirement 1o offer toll
control services until December 31, 1998; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Hanson shall follow the advertising requirements as listed above;
anditis
ORDERED, that Hanson is designated as an eligible telecommunications camier
for its service area.
NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order was duly entered on the / Zd/uyum

1997. Pursuant to SDCL 1-26-32, this Order will take effect 10 days after the date of receipt
failure to accept delivery of the decision by the parties.

-




A,

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _/ 7 %

day of December, 1997.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMI

SKA SCHOENFELDER,




McCoot Cocp Tepnore Co

Hanson County Telephone Company
H LANNY JOHNSON, MANAGER

P.O. Box 217  Alexandria, S.D. 57311
Telephone (605) 239-4302 FAX: (605) 239-4301

I 7C97-/30

December 22, 1997

RECEIVED
DEC 23 1997
Bill Bullard SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission UTILITIES COMMISSION

State Capitol Building

500 East Capitol

Perre, SD 57501

Dear Mr. Bullard,

I am enclosing th= Lifeline and Link-Up Plan for Hanson County Telephone
Coinpany. Also attached is “Exhibit A" (PUC Order issued in Docket TC97-150)
and Tariff pages regarding Lifeline and Link-Up.

Hanson County Telephone Company is a subsidiary of McCook Cooperative
Telephone Company.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us.
Sincerely,

s S alan

Lanford 1. Johnson
Manager

LUAb

Enclosures



"ECEIVED

LIFELINE AND LINK UP PLAN DEC 73 1997

TH DAKOTA PUBLI
OF HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY, 7 COMMISSIOO::

The Hansun County Telephone Company submits this plan pursuant to 47 CFR §
54.401(d). Hanson County Telephone Company has been designated as an eligible
telecommunications carrier by the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (“SDPUC™) and, as
such, must make Lifeline and Link Up service available to fying low-income as
set forth in the Commission’s Final Order and Ded.nan Notice of Entry of Decision dated
Vmemhef 18, 1997 issued in Docket TC97-150 (In_the Matter of the Investigation into the

, which is attached as Exhibit A, and consistent with the criteria
established umkr47 CFR §§ 54.400 to 54.417, inclusive.

A. General

1. The Lifeline and Link Up programs assist qualified low-i by

providing for reduced monthly charges and reduced connection charges for local

telephone scmcc The assistance applies to a single telephone line at a qualified
's | place of resid:

2. A qualified low-i is a teleph ibscriber who partici in at least
one of the ing public assi p

a. Medicaid
b. Food Stamps

¢. Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

d. Federal Public Housing Assistance

¢. Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LHEAP)

3. A qualified low-income consumer is eligible to receive either or both Lifeline and
Link Up assistance.

4. Hanson County Telephone Company will advertise the availability of Lifeline and
Link Up services and the charges therefore using media of general distribution and in
accord with any rules that may be developed by the SDPUC for application to eligible
telecommunications carriers.

5. In addition, Hanson County Telephone Company, as required by the Final Order and
Decision; Notice of Entry of Decision of the SDPUC (Exhibit A), will indicate in it’s
annual report to the SDPUC the number of subscribers within it’s service area receiving
Lifeline and/or Link Up assistance. In addition, this information will be provided to the
Universal Service Administrative Company (“USAC™).

6. Infonnauon as to lhc number of consumers qualifying for Lifeline and/or Link Up
cannot be provided by Hanson County Telephone Company because




it has no access to the g inf ion necessary to d ine how many of its
leph bscrib are icipating in the above referenced public assistance

programs  Without this mfommuon Hanson County Telephone Company cannot
provide, at this time, even a reasonable estimate of the number of its subscribers who,
after January 1, 1998, will be r:ccmng Lifeline and/or Link Up service. Information as
to the number of its low-i qualifying for Lifeline and/or Link Up can be
provided after applications for Lifeline and Link Up assistance have been received by
Hanson County Telephone Company.

In accord with the SDPUC’s Final Order and Decision; Notice of Entry of Decision,
Ilun.mn County Telephonf Company will make application forms available to all of its
existing resid to all new when they apply for residential local
telephone service, and to other persons or entities upon their request.

B. Lifeline

1. Lifeline service means a retail local service offering for which qualified low-income
consumers pey reduced charges.

2. Lifeline service includes voice gnd: access to lhe pnbhc swuchcd network, local
usage, dual tone multi or its functi quival single-party
service or its functional i , access 10 services, access o operator
services, access to mlcrcxchmge service, access to directory assistance, and toll
limitation.

3. Qualified low-income subscribers are required to submit an application form in order
to receive Lifeline service. In applying for Lifeline assistance, the subscriber must certify
under penalty of penury that they are currently participating in at least one of the
qualifying public progr listed in Section A.2, above. In addition, the

subscriber must agree to notify Hanson County Telephone Company when they cease
participating in the qualifying public assistance program(s).

4. The total monthly Lifeline credit available to qualified consumers is $5.25. Hanson
County Telephone Company shall provide the credit to qualified consumers by applying
the federal baseline support amount of $3.50 to waive the consumer's federal End-User
Common Line charge and applying the additional authorized federal support amount of
$1.75 as a credit to the consumer’s intrastate local service rate. The federal baseline
support amount and additional support available, totaling $5.25, shall reduce Hanson
County Telephone Company’s lowest tariffed (or otherwise generally available)
residential rate for the services listed above in Section B.3. Per the attached SDPUC
hml Order und Decision; Notice of Entry of Dccumn the SDPUC has authorized

rate ions for eligible tek carriers making the additional
federal support amount of $1.75 available. The SDPUC did not establish a state Lifeline




program to fund any further rate reductions. (Exhibit A, Findings of Fact VII and VIII;
and Conclusions of Law Il and I1I).

5. Hans.n County Telephone Company will not disconnect subscribers from their
Lifeline service for non-payment of toll charges unless the SDPUC, pursuant to 47 CFR §
54.401(b)1), has granted the company a waiver from the non-disconnect requirement.

6. Except to the extent that Hanson County Telephone Company has obtained a waiver
from the SDPUC pursuant to 47 CFR § 54.101(c), the company shall offer toll limitation
to all qualifying low-i when they subscribe to Lifeline service. If the
subscriber elects to receive toll limitation, that service shall become part of that
subscriber’s Lifeline service.

7. Hanson County Telephone Company will not collccl a service deposit in ordef
to initiate Lifeline service if the qualifying |
elects toll blocking on their telephone line. H , one month’s local sefviec

charges may be n:quir:d as an advance payment.

C. Link Up

1. Link Up means:

(a) A reduction in the ,chngefor
service for a single tell ion at a
place of residence. The reductions shall be 50 percent of the clmomary charge or
$30.00, whichever is less; and

(b) A deferred schedule for payment of the charges assessed for commencing
service, for which the consumer does not pay interest. The interest charges not
assessed 10 the consumer shall be for connection charges of up to $200.00 that are
deferred to a period not to exceed one year.

2. Charges assessed for commencing service include any charges that are customarily
assessed for connecting subscribers to the network. These charges do not include any
permissible security deposit requirements.

3. The Link Up program shall allow a consumer to reccive the benefit of the Link Up
program for a second or subsequent time only for a principal place of residence with an
address different from the residence address at which the Link Up assistance was
provided previously.




Hanson County Telephone Company
PO Box 217

Alexandria, SD 57311
605-239~.302

; y Sz
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EXHIBIT "A"

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION ) FINAL ORDER AND

INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP ) DECISION; NOTICE OF

PROGRAMS ) ENTRY OF DECISION
) TC97-150

At its August 18, 1997, regularly scheduled meeting, the Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) voted to open a docket conceming the Federal Communications
Commission’s (FCC's) Report and Order on Universal Service regarding the Lifeline and
Link Up programs. In its Report and Order, the FCC decidad that it would provide for
additional federal support in the amount of $1.75, above the current $3.50 level. However,
in order for a state's Lufshneconsmlers to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support,
the state issi that reduction in the portion of the intrastate rate paid
by the end user. 47 C FR§ 54 403(a). Additional federal support may also be received
in an amount equal to one-half of any support generated from the intrastate jurisdiction,
up to a maximum of $7.00 in federal support. 47 C.F.R. § 54.403(a). A state commission
must file or require the carrier to file information with the administrator of the federal
universal service fund demonstrating that the carrier’s Lifeline plan meets the criteria set
forth in 47 C.F.R. § 54.401.

By order dated August 28, 1997, the Ci issi Il i and
entities to submit written comments conceming how the Oarmanon should mplernent the
FCC's rules on the Lifeline and Link Up programs. In their written comments, interested
persons and entities commented on the following questions:

1. Whether the C ission should i rate reductions to allow
consumers eligible for Lifeline support to recewe tha additional $1.75 in federa! support?

2. Whether the Commission should set up a state Lifeline Program to fund further
reductions in the intrastate rate paid by the end user?

3. Whether the Commission should modify the existing Lifeline or Link Up
Programs?

4. Shall the Commission file or require the carrier-to-file information with the
administrator of the federal universal service fund demonstrating that the carrier's Lifeline
plan meets the criteria set forth in 47 C.F.R. § 54.401(d)?

By order dated October 16, 1997, the Commission set public hearings to receive
public comment on the questions listed above. The hearings were held at the following
times and places:

RAPID CITY: Monday, October 27, 1997, 1:00 p.m., Canyon Lake Senior Citizens
Center, 2900 Canyon Lake Drive, Rapid City, SD




Tuesday, October 28, 1997, 1:30 p.m., State Capitol Building, Room
412, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, SD

SIOUX FALLS: Wednesday, October 29, 1997, 9:.00 am, Center for Active
Generations, 2300 West 46th, Sioux Falls, SD

At its Novembor? 1997, meeting, the Commission ruled as follows: On the first
issue, the C i authorized i rate reductions to allow eligible consumers
to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support. With respect to the second issue, the
Commission decided to not set up a state Lifeline program to fund further reductions at this
time. On the third issue, the Commissior eliminated the existing TAP program that
requires U S WEST and cariers that have p USWEST ges to fund a
$3.50 reduction of local rates to low income customers age 60 and over. The Commission
mmledmtms«momumwpmgmhuawmsccm In addition, the

1 that staff, in itation with the carriers, develop a standard form
forsel'-cemﬁcauon,mtmoseforrnsbesemtoallowmrc\mmmmormmy1
1998, and tt , to all new s; and that the carriers make the forms available
loanypersonorentityuponrequest On the fourth issue, the Commission ruled that the
carrier be required to file with the FCC the information demonstrating that the carrier’'s plan
meets the applicable FCC criteria and that the carrier send an informational copy to the
Commission. Furthar, that the carriers include in their annual report to the Commission
the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up support.

Based on the written comments and evidence and testimony received at the
hearings, the Commission makes the following Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The current state Lifeline program is to as the Ti Assi Plan
(TAP). Truwmu*UppmgramnsrefomdtoasmeumUmenap'wﬂn
The C iSSil rted these prog in the U S WEST exchanges pursuant

its Docnsvon and Ordor dated Februury 17, 1988, ussued in Dock.t F4703 ln_mgm

. Exhnban at page 1 Subsequem buyers of u s WEST ou:hangos m
required to also offer the TAP and Link Up America programs. |d. at pages 1-2.

The amount of TAP assistance is $7.00, $3.50 of which is federally funded, with the
remaining $3.50 funded by the local telecommunications carrier. |d. at page 3. Although
U S WEST was originally allowed to charge a surcharge to fund the program, U S WEST
subsequenlly gave up that nghl in Docket F-3647-8, mmmmmmm

ma ect
unhm Exhibit 5 In order to recsnve the TAP ass:slance a membef 01 the housohold
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must be 60 years of age or older and participate in either the food stamp or the low-income
energy assistance program. Exhibit 1 at page 2.

The Link Up Ameri i ce in an amount equal to one-half
of the qualifying subscnbers telephone service connection charges up to a maximum of
$30.00. |d. at page 3. lnomertomcewel.mkUpmm a customer must be
receiving either food stamps or low-income energy must not p y have
bcalm:mumcaandmustmthavobunpmvidedmmmmhuwhu
residence within the previous three months, and must-not:be a dependent for federal
income tax purposes (dependency criteria does not apply to those 60 years of age or
older). |d. The Link Up program is funded entirely out of federal funds. Id.

v

The FCC revised the current Lifeline and Lmk Up programs in CC Docket No. 96-

2 ! 3 adopted May 7, 1997.

Beglnnlng Jlnumy 1, 1998 !m CC found that lhofodeml bmlmo Lifeline support will

be $3.50 per quahfyu\g Iow—meonw consumer mm an additional $1.75 in federal support

if the state ponding reduction in intrastate local rates. 47

C.F.R §54.403(a). Addmonaﬂeara! Lifeline support in an amount equal to one-half the
amount of any state Lifeline support (not to exceed $7.00) is also available. |d.

v

The FCC further found that the federal support for Link Up will continue to be a
reduction in the telecommunications carrier’s service connection charges equal to one haif
of the carrier's customer connection charge or $30.00, whichever is less. 47 C.F.R. §
54.413(b).

vi

Pursuant to the FCC's rules, if there is no state Lifeline or Link Up program, a
consumer is eligible for support if the consumer participates in one of the following
programs: Medicaid; food stamps; Supplemental Security Income; federal public housing
assistance; or the Low-income Home Energy Assistance Program. 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.409(b)
and 54.415(b). In addition, if there is no state Lifeline or Link Up program, a customer
must certify under penalty of perjury that the customer is receiving benefits from one of the
programs listed above and agrees to notify the carier if the ceases to parti
in such program or programs. |d.

vi

The first issue is whether the C ission should app: ir rate reductions
to allow consuimers eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1.75 in federal
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support. ‘I'heCormusseonﬁndsMrtshallalm intrastate rate reductions for eligible
P providing local exchange service to allow eligible
consumers to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support. Thus, the total amount of
federal support is $5.25 per eligible customer.

Vi

The second issue is whether the Commission should set up a state Lifeline program
to fund further reductions in the intrastate rate paid by the end user. The Commission
finds it will not set up a state Lifeline program to fund further reductions at this time.

X

The third issue is whether to modify or eliminate the existing Lifeline program or
Link Up program. With respect to the existing Lifeline program, the Commission finds that
it shall eliminate the existing TAP program that requires U S WEST and carriers that have
purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a $3.50 reduction of local rates to low income
customers age 60 and over. The Commission further finds that the South Dakota Lifeline
and Link Up programs shall follow the FCC rules. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417.
The effect of following the FCC rules and not instituting further state funded reductions is
that the FCC eligibility requirements and self-certification requirements will apply to the
South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs. In addition, the Commission orders that the
C ission staff, in itation with the carriers, develop a standard form for self-
certification. The carriers shall send these forms to each customer prior to January 1,
1998. The carriers shall also send a form to each of their new customers. Finally, the
carriers shall make the forms available to any person or entity upon request.

X

The fourth issue is whether the Commission should file, or in the alternative, require
the carrier to file information with the fund administrator. See 47 C.F.R. § 54.401(d). The
Commission finds the carriers shall be required to file that information demonstrating that
the carrier's plan meets the applicable FCC rules and that the carrier send an informational
copy to the Commission. The carriers shall also be required to include in their annual
report to the Commission the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up
support.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapter 49-31,
specifically 49-31-1.1, 49-31-3, 49-31-7, 49-31-7.1, 49-31- 11 49-31-12.1, 49-31-12.2 and
124, and 47 C.F.R. §§54400t054417




Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54403(a) the l‘ ission at i i rate
ductions for ¢ ‘igible tel g local service
1o allow eligible consumers to recsive the additional $1 75 in hdord n.ppon.

The C issi i to institute a state Lifeline program to fund further
reductions at this time. The existing South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs shall be
modified to follow the FCC rules found at 47 U.S.C. §§ 54400 to 54.417, inclusive, on
January 1, 1998. The C ission staff, in consultation with the carriers, shall develop a
standard form for self-certification. The carriers shall send these forms to each customer
prior to January 1, 1998. The carriers shall also send a form to each of their new
customers. Finally, the carriers shall make the forms available to any person or entity
upon request.

v

Puuulnnn47CFR §54401(d)m.0mmﬂubnﬁrmhmlhlllbo

ired to file that i 1 demor g that the carrier's plan meets the applicable
FCC rules and that the carrier send an ir ional copy o the C ission. The carriers
shall also be required to include in their annual report to the Commission the number of
subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up support.

It is therefore

ORDERED, that the C: issi izes i rate ions for eligible
companies local ge service to allow eligible
mwmmmnwn 75mhd-r:ln.ppofttndnn

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission will not set up a state Lifeline program
to fund further reductions at this time; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the C. shall elimi the existing TAP
program; that the South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs follow the FCC rules; that
the C: ission staff, in consultation with the carriers, develop a standard form for self-
certification; that the carriers shall send these forms to all of their customers prior to
January 1, 1998; that the carriers shall also send a form to each of their new customers;
and that the carriers make the forms available to any person or entity upon request; and
itis




FURTHER ORDERED, that the carrier shall file with the FCC the information
demonstrating that the carrier's plan meets the applicable FCC rules and that the carrier
send an inf i copy to the C: i . The carriers shall also include in their
annual report tc. the Commission the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link
Up support.

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _/.¢ dday of November, 1997.

CHNTIASATE OF sewace BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:
The undersigned harety cartfies et this
documat s bean served taday upon of partes of

M. by fckrde o by s cess e, s repery
addressed wah charges prepeid therson.




McCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE COMPANY TELEPHONE TARIFF PART VII
Subsidiary: Hanson County Telephone Compan; Original Sheet 9

d\b\a M:Cuk Telecom

ry: Hanson C
Filed wﬁh SDPUC

LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A. LIFELINE SERVICE

Lifeline service is a program that assists qualified | I with in their
monthly local exchange service rate. Lifeline service includes: voice grade access to the public
switched network, local usage, du.ll-lone multi- fmquency signaling or its functional equivalent,
single party service or its services, access to operator
services, access to interexchange scrv:ce access lo dnecmy assistance, and toll limitation
(except to the extent a waiver from having to provide toll limitation has been granted by the
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission “SDPUC™).

The assistance provided through the Lifeline program applies to a single telephone line at the
applicant’s principal place of residence. Qualified applicants shall have their monthly local
exchange service rate reduced by $1.75, thus allowing the federal support of $1.75, in addition to
the $3.50 of baseline federal support used to reduce the Lifeline customer’s residential rate. The
total monthly credit provided is $5.25.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS
To be eligible for assistance, an applicant must participate in one of the following:

a. Medicaid (¢.g. Title XIX/Medical, state supplemental assistance)
b. Food Stamps

c. Supplemental Secunty Income (SSI)

d. Federal Public Housing Assistance

¢. Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LHEAP)

The Lifeline customer is responsible for nonfym; the Compmy if the customer ceases to
participate in any of the public assistance programs listed

. APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE

In applying for Lifeline service, the qualified customer must certify under penalty of perjury that
they are currently participating in at least one of the above listed qualifying public assistance
programs. An applicant shall request through ion of a form
provided by the Company.




McCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE COMPANY TELEPHONE TARIFF PART VI

Mnry El—ln C..ny Telephone Company Original Sheet 10
d\b\a McCook Telecom

Flled wllh SDPLC

LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

A. LIFELINE SERVICE (Continued)
4. RATES
Lifeline Service - Waiver of Federal End-User Common Line Charge $3.50
- Additional Federal Support

Total $5.25

. Toll blocking shall be included with this service offering without charge. No service deposit
is required if applicant voluntarily elects toll blocking with the initiation of Lifeline Service.
However, one month's local service charges may be required to be paid in advance.

LEC will not disconnect Lifeline service for non-payment of toll charges.

. Any Lifeline partial payments will be applied first to local service charges then to toll
charges.




McCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE COMPANY TELEPHONE TARIFF PART VI
S.bdﬂlry HamCultdeqh!tCo Original Sheet 11

d\b\a McCook Telecom

mm SDPLC

B. LINK UP ASSISTANCE
1

. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

. APPLICATION FOR ASSISTANCE

. CHARGES AND DEFERRED PAYMENTS

LOW INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The Link Up Program is a plan which assists qualified low-income applicants with reduced
service connection charges. The assistance applies for a single telephone line at the applicant's
principal place of residence. A reduction of fifty percent of all service connection charges, or
$30.00, wk ‘chever is less, will be provided to qualified applicants.

The consumer shall receive the benefit of the Link Up Progzam for a second or subsequent time
only for a principal place of residence with an address different from the residence address at
which Link Up assistance was provided previously

To be eligible for assistance, an applicant must participate in one of the following:

Medicaid (e.g. Title XIX/Medical, state supplemental assistance)
Food Stamps

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

Federal Public Housing Assistance

Low-Ii Home Energy Assi: Program (LHEAP)

fppo o

An applicant shall request
provided by the Company.

a. All customary service connection charges for installing basic residential telephone service,
except security deposits, shall be reduced by 50% or $30.00, whichever is less. The
assistance does not extend to inside wirng.

. An applicant may defer payment of the service connection charges. Payments may be
deferred up to 12 months for connection charges up to $200.00. Interest will not be charged
on deferred payments.
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