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September 8. 1997 

Mr. William Bullard. Jr .• Execuli\'c Director 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
Stotc Capi1ol Building 
S00 East Capitol A venue 
Pierre. South Dak.0111 S7501-5070 

Good Moming. Mr. BuJlard. 

SEP 1997 
SOUTli DA~OTA PUBLIC 

WEST RI\JWlrlES ,CMMISSION 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE 

P.O. BOX 467 liAZEN. NORTH DAKOTA 58545 
TELEPHONE: (701 ) 748-2211 

FAX: (701) 748-6800 

The attached is submitted by West River Telecommunications Cooperative, McLaughlin, South 
Dakota (Ha.zc:n. North Dakota) seeking designation for Eligible Telecommunications Carrier. 
Included is one original and 1m copies. 

Sincerely, 

B£/fi. l,,f f J} 
Robert A. Barlicltt 
General M11ru1gcr 

RAB/co 
Enc. 

SERVING THE AREA OF NORTH DAKOTA ANO SOUTH DAKOTA ... 

NORntDAKOTA _, 
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FILINGS 
Thne - tM l~t MNk• fllk,gtthal IIM COlm'lltAOn hat NC.wed lorthepmocfof: 

09/05/97 through 09/11/97 
lfyounNCl • ~•COJl'JOl1Nlngl1aM, OWfnight••PfHNd. cwrNladtoyou.p1MMconcact09WneKolbo..,..IMl~ofthltNlnt, 

TITLE/STAFF/SYNOPSIS 

REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY 

Application by ACSI Local Switched Services, Inc. lor a Certibte of Authority lo operate as a te1ecommunkations company 
within the state ol South Dakota. (Staff· TSICH) ·AcS1 seeks authority to provide a full range of lnterexchange services. 
including MTS, dedicated MTS. to-11 lree, dedicated 800 access, calling card , debit card, audioconferendng and operator­
assrsted services· 

REQUEST FOR ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY STATUS 

West River Te1ecommuNCabonS CooperalM!, Hazen , North Dakota. pursuant to 47 U.S.C . 214 (e) and '47 CFR 5-4.201 hereby 
seeks dosignatlon as an ehgiblo telecommunications carrier within the local exchange area that constitutes its service area in 
South Dakota West RNer Telecommunications Cooperative is the facilities-based local exchange carrier presently providing 
local Hchange telecommunications services in the fo110'Ml'lg el!change kl South Dakota: Mclaughlin (823) . West RiYer 
Telecommunications Cooperative. to its knowledge, is the only earner today providing local exchange telecommunlcations 
~MCe in the above exchange area _(SJ~!t HBIKC 

Mobridge Telecommunications Co .• Hazen, North Dakota, pursuant to H U.S.C . 214(e) and 47 CFR 54.201 hereby seeks 
designabon as an ehg1ble telecommunications earner Within the local exchange area that constitutes its service area in South 
Dakota Mobndge Telecommunications Co rs the lacilities-based loeat ll!Change carrier presently providing loe111I exchange 
lelecommunicat,ons seMCM., the lollowlng exehange S'I South Dakota Mobridge (845). Mobridge Telecommunications Co • 
to its knowledge, rs the only earner today prOYiding local exthange lelec:ommunicalions service in the abov9 ewchange area 
Slaff HB/C 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSED RULES 

Any ,nterested person or entity inay rile proposed rules concerning advertising requirements for eligible telecommunications 
carr iers Pursu11n1 lo 47 USC section 214(e)(1), an eliglble telecommunications carrier must advertise the availabity ol 
seMces supported by the federal un1V11rsal MIMCO support mechnaisms and the charges for those services using media ol 
gener al d1stubution Tne ptoposed rules must be filed With the Commission on or bolore September 29, 1997 After 
cons,oenng the rules proposed by any 1nlerestecl person or entrty, the CommisS10n intends to open a rutemaking setting fonh 
111~es conc:e1n1na itdvtrt!S!.00.~Utremonts 10, ehafbt•- ._ , _____ __ _ , __ ., ______ .., 

DATE I INTERVENTION 
FILED DEADLINE 

09/10197 

09/10/97 

09/1 0/97 

09126197 

09/26197 

09/26197 

proposed rules 
by'?9129/97 

i.ry,,OP,c .- ..... ,.""9 ................. c:o.-. .... 
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Public Utilities Uommission 
Sate Capitol Building. .S00 Elsi Capitol AYcnuc, Pkm. South Dakota S1SOl -}070 

October 1, 1997 

Mr. Richard 0 . Coi1 
Executive Director 
SOITC 
P. 0 . Box57 
Pierre. so 57501 

RE: Eligibfe Te~munications carrier appielllion, TC97•15-4 
West River Telecommunications Cooperative 

Dear Mr.Coit: 

The above-referenced applK:.llion has been reviewed by the staff of the Public utilities 
Commission. The foflowing additional klfonn1tion is needed in order for the Commission to 
consider this application: 

1. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54. 101(■)(4) , single-party service o, its functional equiva~nl must 
be made available by an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier (ETC) lo receive universal 
se1Viee support mechanisms. Does the above-referenced company have this service? 

2 Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54.405 and 54,411 , Lifeline and Link Up Mf'Vices must be made 
availabkl by an ETC lo qualifying k,w-ine.ome consumers. Does the appliclnt company, as 
referenc.ed above , make these services available to qualifying consumers? 

3. Please provide a verification by an authorized officer, under oath. to the Commission In 
which the appk.ant represents to the Commission that the racts stated in the Request for ETC 
Designation and the response to data request nos. 1 and 2, above, are tn.rthfut. 

Please respond by October 14, 1997. Upon receipt or this information, it will be evaluated by 
staff and the matter will be schedu~ fOf' constderation by the Commission. Thank you (Of' 

your anentk>n lo this matter 

PLEASE NOTE THAT STAFPS POSITION IS THAT THE COMMISSION CAN ONLY MAKE 
AN ETC DESIGNATION FOR THOSE EXCHANGES WHICH ARE LOCATED IN SOUTH 
DAKOTA. 

i(a::~J (~1.1~,, ;~ 
Karen Cremer 
Staff Attorney 

cc Ha1lan Best 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE 
FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
COMPAi.JES 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. 

ORDER FOR AND NOTICE 
OF HEARING 

TCG7--068 

TC97-069 

TC9H170 

TC97-071 

TC97-073 

TC97-074 

TC97-075 

TC97-077 

TC97-078 

TC97-080 

TC97-081 

ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE 
COMPANY 

HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC. 

BAL TIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE 

EAST PLAINS TELECOM, INC. 

WESTERN TELEPHONE COMPANY 

STOCKHOLM-STRANDBURG TELEPHONE 
COMPANY 

KENNEBEC TELEPHONE CO., INC. 

JEFFERSON TELEPHONE CO., INC. 

SULLY BUTTES TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE, 
INC. 

VENTURE COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

SANCOM, INC. 

TC97-083 

TC97-084 

TC9Hl85 

TC97-086 

TC97-087 

TC97-088 

TC97-089 

TC97-090 

TC97-092 

TC97-093 

TC97-094 

TC97-095 

TC97-096 



SANBORN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE 

BERESFORO 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 

TC97--097 

TC97-098 

TC97--099 

TC97-100 

TC97-101 

TC97-102 

TC97-105 

TC97-108 

TC97-113 

TC97-114 

TC97-115 

TC97•117 

TC97-12t 

BROOKINGS MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE 

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC. D/B/A 
HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY 

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC. DIBIA 
MCCOOK TELECOM 

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
COOPERATIVE 

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. 

US WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

THREE RIVER TELCO 

TC97-t25 

TC97-130 

TC97-l31 

TC97-155 

TC97-t63 

TC97-t67 

The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received requests from 
the above captioned lelecommunications companies requesting designation as eligible 
telecommunications carriers. 

The Convnission electronically transmitted notice of the filings and the intervention 
deadlines to interested individuals and entities. On June 27, 1997, the Comm,ssion 
received a Petition to Intervene from Dakota Telecommunications Systems. Inc. (OTS) and 
Dakota Telecom, lnc.(DTI) with reference to Fort Randall Telephone Company {Docket 
TC97-075). On July 15, 1997, at its regularty scheduled meeting, the Commission granted 
intervention to DTS and OTI in Docket TC97-075. No other Petitions to Intervene were 
filed. 

The Comrmssion has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26 
and 49-31 . including 1-26-18. 1-26-19. 49-31 -3, 49-31 -7, 49-31 -7 1. 49-31-11 . and 47 
U.S.C. § 214(e)( 1) through (5) 

The issues at the heanng shall be as follows: (i) whether the above captioned 
telecommunications companies should be granted des1gnaI1on as el igible 
telecommun1ca1tons carriers. and (2) what service areas shall be established by the 
Commission 



A t~anng shall be held at 1.30 P.M . on Wednesday, November 19. 1997, In Room 
412, State Caprtol, Pierre, South Dakota. It shall be an adversary proceeding conducted 
pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26 All parties have the right to be present and to be 
represented by an attorney These rights and other due process rights shall be forfeited 
If not exercised at the heanng tf you or your representative fail to appear at the lime and 
place set for the hearing, the Final Decision will be based solely on the testimony and 
evidence prCMded, if any, dunng the hearing or a Final Decision may be issued by default 
pursuant lo SDCL 1-26-20. After the hearing the Commission will consider all evidence 
and testimony that was presented at the heanng. The Commission will then enter Findings 
of Fact, Condusions of l3'N, and a Final Decision regarding this matter. As a result of this 
I1eanng. the Comm1ss1on may either grant or deny the request from any of the above 
captioned telecommunications companies requesting designation as an eligible 
telecommurucahons catrier, and the Commission shall establish service areas for eligible 
telecommunicallons earners The Commission's decision may be appealed by the parties 
to the state C1roJit Court and the state Supreme Court as provided by law It is therefore 

ORDERED that a heanng shall be held at the time and place specified above on 
the ssues of whether the above captioned telecommunications companies should be 
granted des1gnahon as eligible telec.ommun1cations carriers, and the Commission shall 
establ ish serv1ce areas for ehgible telecommurncations carriers. 

Pursuant to the Amencans with Disabiht1es Act, this hearing is being held in a 
physically accessible location Please contact the Pubhc Utll1I1es Commission at 1-800-
332-1 782 at least 48 hours poor to the heanng rf you have special needs so arrangements 
can be made 10 accommodate you . ,;,) 

Dated at Pierre. South Dakota , this __2__ day of November, 1997 

The ~ntd l'leffl,y ~ that 01n 
~Mbe.n Mf'Wd lodeyus-.111,.,...,. 
ol,ec;otd.,lhi1doc:~et.11llstllClonttMdoc:ll.­
-,,,celill.by~Dl'byllrstc"'11ffllil,-. 
pnlflefty IICldrfl~ Nlwtopff, -ch CNr9H 

~"'Jiiu//:c.~h 
... ✓ 11/zfz1 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. 
Comm1ss1oners Burg, Nelson and 
Schoenfelder 



THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

-------------------------------------- ) 
RECEIVED 

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE 
FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS 
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS : 

6 VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY 

7 GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATI ONS 
COOPERATIVE , INC. 

VALLEY CABLE~ SATELLITE 
g COMMUNICATIONS, INC . 

10 VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE 
ASSOCIATES, INC . 

11 

1 2 

13 

14 

S I OUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY 

MOUNT RUS HMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY 

FORT RAN DALL TELEPHONE COMPANY 

IN TRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPAN Y 
1 5 COO P E RATIVE , I NC . 

16 IN TERSTATE TELE COMMUNICATIONS 
COO PERATI VE, I NC. 

1 7 
WEST RI VER COO PERATIVE TELEPHONE 

18 CO MPANY 

19 STATELIN E TEL ECO MMUNI CATI O?l S, INC . 

20 ACC ENT COMM l.' NICATI ONS , IN C. 

21 J AM ES VAL LEY COO PERATIVE TE LE PHONE 
COMPANY 

22 

2) 

,. 
25 

HEARTL AN D COMMUNI CATIONS, INC . 

MI OST ATE TELEPHONE CO MPAN Y, I NC . 

BALTIC TELE COM COOPER ATI VE 

EAST PLAIN S TELECOM I NC. 

) 
) DEC O 2 1997 
lsoUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC 
l UTILITIES COMMISSION 
) 

) TC97 • 06i 
) 

) TC97-069 
) 
) 
) TC97 - 070 
) 
) 

l TC97 - 071 
I 
I 
) TC91-0'73 
l 
) TC97 - 074 
I 
) TC 9 7 - 075 
) 
) TC97 - 017 
) 
) 
) TC91 - 018 
) 
) 
) TC91 - 080 
) 
) 
) TC9 7 - 081 
I 
) TC97 -0 83 
I 
) TC97 - 084 
I 
I 
) TC91-0 85 
I 
) TC97 · 086 
I 
I TC97 - 08 1 
I 
l TC97-0 88 

WESTERN TELEPHONE COMPANY 

STOCKHOLM - STRANDBURG TELEPHON E 
COMPANY 

KENN EBEC TELEPHONE CO. , INC . 

5 JEFFERSON TELEPHONE CO. , INC . 

6 i~~~y BUTTES TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE , 

10 

1 1 

VENTURE COMMUNI CAT IONS, INC . 

SANCOM, INC . 

SANBORN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE 

BE RE SFORD MUN IC I PAL TELEPHONE CO. 

ROBERTS COUNTY TE LEPHONE 
1 2 COOP ERATIVE ASSOCI ATI ON 

13 RC CO MM UNI CAT I ONS, I NC. 

14 SPLIT ROCK PROPERTIES. I NC . 

15 SPLITROC K TELECOM COOPERATIVE, I NC . 

16 TRI -COUNTY TEL ECOM, I NC. 

11 FAITH MUNI CIPAL TELEPHONE COMPANY 

18 ARMOU R I NDEPENDENT TELEP HONE 

19 

20 

2 1 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

COMPANY 

BR IDG EWATER -CANI STOTA INDEP ENDENT 
TELEPH ONE COMPANY 

UNION TELEPHONE COMPANY 

MCCOO K COO PERATIVE TE LEP HONE 
CO MPANY 

KADO KA TELEP HONE COMPANY 

BROOKI NGS MUNI CIPAL TELEPH ONE 

HANSO N CO MM UNI COATIO NS I NC. D'B' A 

TC97 - 089 

TC9 7 - 090 

TC91 · 0 9 2 

TC97 - 09 3 

TC97 - 094 

TC97 - 095 

TC97 -096 

TC97-097 

TC9 1 -098 

TC 97 -099 

TC97 - 100 

TC91-101 

TC97 - 102 

TC91 - 105 

TC97-108 

TC97-l l3 

TC97 · 114 

TC91 · 115 

TC91 - 117 

TC91 - 121 

l TC97 - 125 
I 
I TC97 -130 



HANSON COU NTY TEL EPHONE COMPANY 

HANSON COMM UNI CATI ONS INC . , D/ B/ A 
MCCOO K TELECOM 

WEST RIVER TEL ECO MMUNI CATIONS 
COO PERAT I VE 

5 MO BR IDGE TE LECO MMUN ICATI ONS CO. 

6 US WE ST CO MMUNI CATI ONS , INC. 

7 THREE RI VER TELCO 

T C97 - 131 

TC97 • 1S4 

TC 97- 155 

T C97 - 163 

T C97 - 167 

10 

11 

HEARD BEFORE THE PUBL IC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

12 PROC EEDINGS· 

13 

l4 

l 5 

16 

17 

PUC CO MM ISSION· 

18 COM MISS I ON STAF F = 

No vembe r 19, 199 7 
1 : 30 P. M. 
Room 4 12 , Ca p itol Bu ildi ng 
Pierre, Sou t h Dakota 

J im Bu rg, Cha irma n 
Las ka Sc hoe nfe l der , Commieeioner 
Pam Ne l s o n , Commiss i oner 

Rol a yne Ai lts Wiese 
Ca mre n Hose c k 
Karen Cremer 
Harlan Best 
Bo b Knadle 
Gregory A. Ri slov 
Da vi d Jacobson 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 
Repo rced by: Lo r i J. Gr o de , RMR 

10 

11 

Fo r US West : 

For SDITC: 

A P P E A R A N C E S 

Willia m P . Heast o n 
1801 Ca lifo r n ia Scree t 
Suite 5100 
De n v er , CO 8020 2 

a nd 

Tamara A. Wi lka 
P .O. Box 50 15 
S io ux Fa lls , SD 57117-50 1 5 

Richard D. Co ic 
P .O. Bo x 57 
Pi e:re, SO 5 7501 E . Solomo n 

12 For Ft . Ran d all: 

13 

Da rl a Pollman Ro ge r s 
P.O . Box 8 9 
Onid a , SD 5 7 56 4 

l4 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2' 

25 

Do n Lee 
Bill Haugen, Jr. 
Bob Barfield 
Harlan Bes: 
Jon Lehner 
Harlan Besc 

N D E X 

12 
4 6 
52 
54 
67 
8 6 



R O C E E P I N G S 

CH AIR MAN BURG : Okay. We'll go ahead and get 

started . I 'll begin the hearing for the dockets 

relating to t he eligible telecommunications ca rr ie rs 

5 designation . The time i s approximately 1:50. The date 

is November 19, 1997; and the location of the hear ing 

is Room 4 12, St a te Capitol, Pierre, Sout h Dakota . 

I am Jim Burg, Commi ssion Chairman . 

9 Commissione rs Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Nelson ar e 

10 als o present. I ' m pres i d ing over this he ar ing. The 

ll hearing was noticed pursua n t to the Commission 's Order 

12 For an d Notice of Hear i ng issued November 7 , 1 997. 

13 The issues at this hea r ing s hal l be as 

14 follows: One , wh ether the requesting 

15 telecommunic at ions company should be gr an ted 

16 designation as e ligible telecommu n icat ions c arr ie rs ; 

11 and , t wo, wha t servic e areas shall be established by 

18 the Commission. 

1 9 All parties have the right to be present and 

20 to be represented by an attorney. Al l person s so 

21 testifying will be sworn in and subje ct to 

22 croas•exa min a tion by the parties. Th e Commis s ion's 

2 3 final decisi on may be appealed by the part ie s t o the 

2 4 State Circuit Court an d the State Supreme Court . 

25 Ro lay ne Wies t will act as Comm i ss ion 

counsel. She may prov i de re commended rulings on 

2 procedural and ev i dentiary ma t ters. The Commissi o n may 

overrule its counsel's preli mi nary rulings throughout 

the hea r i ng . If not over ruled , the prelimina ry ruli ng s 

5 will become final. 

At this time I'll turn it over to Rolayne for 

the hea r ing . 

MS. WIE ST: I ' ll tak e appearances of the 

9 parties . Rich, who do you re present ? 

10 MR . COIT: I'm here today representing all o f 

11 the SDITC member companies, and also Kadoka which has 

12 recentl y applied for membership with the coalition . 

13 And Darla Rogers is here representing some compan ies , 

1 4 and I guess she could indicate for the record wh ic h 

15 ones she's representing . 

16 MS . ROGERS: I'm he :- e represent in g Valle y ; 

11 Stockholm~Strandburg; Golden We st, i ncluding Vivian; 

18 an d Sully Buttes and venture. 

19 MS . WIEST : Cou ld you repeat those again? 

2 0 Valley, Stockholm-Strandburg, Vivian, Golden West . 

21 MS. ROGERS: Gol den West, Sully Buttes and 

22 Venture. 

23 MS . WIEST: us West. 

MR. HE ASTON: Bill Heas ton and Tammy Wilka 

25 for Us West Communications. 



staff. 

MS . CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff. 

MR . HOSECK: Camron Hoseck , Commission 

MS . WIEST: We have had a request to take one 

s of these dockets first and that's TC97 -075. Do any of 

the parties want to make an opening statement before we 

7 begin? 

Why don 't you proceed with 075 then . 

MR. COIT: Sure, that's fine. I really don't 

10 have an opening statement. There are a couple of 

11 exhibits that we would like to admit . And I understand 

12 there's also been some letters sent to the Commission 

13 that we would like to admit into the record as evidence 

14 on the ETC questions. And that would be Exhibit Number 

15 1, which is the appli cation of Fort Randall for ETC 

16 designation, and Exhibit No. 2, which iA the response 

17 of Fort Randall to a data request from staff , dated, I 

18 believe, October 1st. And there are two letters. 

19 don't know if we've marked those yet. 

20 

21 

22 

( EXHIBITS NO. 3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOR 

I DE NTIFICATION. ) 

MR . COIT : There are t wo other exhlbits that 

23 have been marked Exhibit No . 3 . Kathy Marmet , is that 

2 4 the letter of Dakota or is Exhibit 3 the letter. 

2S MS. MARMET : Exh i bit 3 is the letter of 

Dakota. 

MR . COIT: So the Exhibit 3 is the letter 

from Robert Marme t to the Commission, and Exhibit 4 is 

a letter fro m Mike Bradley to the Comm~asion. 

MS . WIEST: What's the date of that letter, 

the let ter from Bradley? 

MR. COIT: November 18th. 

MS. WIEST : Because I have one dated November 

18th and one the 19th. 

10 MR. COIT : I think so. Is that right, 

11 Exhibit 3, is that the 19th? Okay. I had a letter 

12 that was dated yesterday, but the ones we have marked 

13 for admiss i on today, I believe both the letters are 

14 dated the 1 9th, November 19th. 

lS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

dated the 

MS . WIEST : 

19th? 

MR . COIT: 

MS . WIEST : 

MR . COIT : 

So the l etter from Mr . Bradley 

Yes. Sorry about that. 

And that's Exhibit ' . 

I d o n't know why they're dated 

20 d1fferently . The 19th 1s the one we're seek i ng 

21 adm i ssion on, I believe . Yes, they are identical so 

22 we're seeking admission of the 19th letter. 

23 MS . WIEST : I think they're not exactly 

ls 

24 identical but we'll go with the 19th. Could I see the 

25 letter from Dakota ? I don't believe we got copies of 



that one. ( Pause. I So at this time are you offering 

Exhibits 1. 2, 3 and 4 1 

MR . COIT : Yes. that's correct, 

MS. WI EST : Is there any objection to those 

s exhib i ts being admitted'? If not, l, 2, 3 and 4 have 

6 be e n admitted in TC91 - 015. Then at this time I would 

a sk i f any of the pa rties have any que stions pertaining 

t o TC91 -0 15, in c luding the Commission ~rs? 

The on l y question I would have , Rich, is on 

10 the response to the data request , Exhibit 2. And the 

f i rst question it t alks about single party serv i c e. 
1 1 

1 2 

13 

15 

16 

l 7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

2 2 

2 3 

2 4 

25 

guess it's not absolutely clear that it's available to 

all the customers the way that the statement is wr itten 

and an s wered. 
MR. COIT: Oh, because they said does the 

abov e - referenced company have this service. 

MS. WIEST: Ri ght. 

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

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

MS . WI EST : No . 

MR . COIT : If that's a concern that you feel 

y o u ne ed addressed , and I hate to say this, but I was 

l ed to bel i eve that i f there were some questions on 

appl i catio~s and there wa s not a witness here to answer 

that, those questi o ns could be dealt with be t ween now 

10 

and December 2nd . There are witnesses 
s o me o! h here today f o r 

t e other appl i cations, 
3 wi t ness here but there i s not a 

today wi th respect to Fort Randall's 

app lica t i o n . 

MS. WIEST : Th 
suggest is that e only othe r th i ng I would 

i 

perhaps the Co mmission could . 
t cl arified by Just have 

another affida v it from the person . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: 
9 ba sis o f t hat We could approve it o n the 

c l arif ication . 

1 0 

11 

12 

13 

" 
15 

16 

17 

1 8 

19 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

MS . WIEST: 
cl ar if yi ng that s i nc e A la t e - filed exh i bit j us t 

w1tne s se s on we a r e taking affidav i ts 
o t he r issues . 

from the 

MR . COI T: I a pprec i ate that o pt io n . 

MS. WIEST : Oth e rw i se , are there any o ther 

questions re l at i ng to 075? 

CHA I RMAN BU RG: Can we make bench dec i sions >. 

MS. WI EST: 
They'll have St aff wi ll have s ome thi ng t o o. 

t es timon y on a ll o f the 
want t o go no w, or do you wan t t o go case s. Do es staff 

at the very end? 

MR . HOS ECK: Or19i n all y we 

afte r t he app lica nts ha d. 

had p l a nned to g o 

MS. WIEST: All the app lic an t s ? 

MR . HOS ECK: Yes. 
en mass o r s om e thi ng fa i r l y And i f the s e are treated 

would be prepared to close t o that, then we 
p u t o n ou r case in a similar 
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1 manner . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: That's fine. 

MS. WIEST: Let's just go through them and 

then we'll have Harlan as the wi tne ss . Let's go back 

to TC97 •06 8. Does anyone have any ques tions on 

TC97-068? 

CH AI RMAN BURG: Just a c larification . What 

B data request respo ns e is th is? 

MS . WIEST: Yes . That would be in that 

10 packet. 

11 MR. COIT : I s there a chance that we c o uld 

12 consi der o r deal with these en mass as Mr . Hoseck has 

13 indicated or suggested? 

14 MS . WIEST: I ' d rather not ju s t becaus e on a 

15 few o f them I h av e a couple quest ions on some of them. 

16 MR. COIT: Okay . Should I go ahead and 

17 introduce the exhibits? 

18 

19 

MS. WIEST : Yes. 

MR . COIT: With respect to Docket TC9 7 -068 

20 there are two exhibits. Exhibit No . l i s the act ual 

21 ETC request filed by Vivi an Teleph o ne Company. And 

22 Exh i bit No. 2 is t he response of Vi vi an Te l ephon e 

23 Company t o a data req uest f rom Commission staff . We 

2 4 would move the admiss io n of those e xh i b its. I do no t 

25 have the dat es . I don't have them here with me . 

12 

Oka y . Yeah, the date on the Exhibit No. 1 is 6-1997, 

2 and the date o n the response t o the data request is 

10 -14-9 7 . 

CHAIRMAN BURG : 6-9 ; right , not 6-19? 

MR . COIT: 6-19 6-9, excuse me. 

MS. WIEST : Oka y . Is there any objection to 

admitting Exhibits l and 2 i n 068? If not , they' ve 

been admitted . Again, Rich, on Exh i bit 2 , the first 

9 question, it says we provide s i ngle party service 

10 throughout. I guess I'll assume that means all 

11 customers? 

12 MR . COI T : I wo uld call Don Lee . Don Lee is 

13 here representing Vivian as well as some of the other 

14 companies. Don Lee, d o you want to take a seat? 

15 

16 

17 

DON LEB , 

ca lled as a witness, ein g first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follo ws: 

1e DIRECT EXAMINATI ON 

1 9 BY MR. COIT : 

20 could you ~espond to Commission counsel's 

21 quest ion, p lease ? 

22 A. Yes . The answer to your question is, yes, i t 

23 d o es indicate that they provide service private line 

2~ throughout the study area. 

25 MS . WIEST: Single party to a ll customers? 
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It's available to all customers? 

A . Right . 

MS . WIE ST: Thank y ou. That's the only 

question I have . Does anybody else have any questions 

for this witness for 068? If not, thank you. I d id 

admit Exhibit land 2. 069. 

MR. COIT: We wo u ld move the admission of 

e Exhibits No . 1 and 2 in 069, and that is an ETC request 

9 or application dated 6-9-97 and response to a staff 

10 data request dated 10-14-91. 

11 MS. WIEST: Any o bjection ? If not, th e y've 

12 been admitted. 

13 CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Excuse me , I do 

1 4 not have the data request up here with me for some 

15 reason. I 'm sorry about this, but I need to go back 

16 and ask Mr. Lee about the Lifeline, Link Up. I think 

11 was that covered in the data request? I'm sorry to be 

18 behind the eight ball, but I did not have that and so I 

19 need to know whether this company is doing Lifeline, 

20 Link Up now or whether you n eed to -- wh e ther you 

21 inte nd to have that implemented by 1-1? 

22 A. You're referring to the Vivian Telephone 

23 Company? 

24 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDE R : Yeah, Vivian is 

25 wha t we 're doing now. 

14 

A. Vivian Telephone Compa ny d oes provide 

Lifeline and Link Up throughout its system with the 

exception of the Vivian Exchange, and they anticipate 

providing it in the Vivian Exchange by January 1, 

1998 . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: But anticipated 

and doing it are two different things . And I think I'm 

a going to have to be assured that you're either going to 

9 do it or that you're going to ask for something from 

10 us . 

11 A . Do you want a commitment that we will do it 

12 by that date? 

13 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : I think that's 

14 one of the requirements, i f I'm reading the Act right. 

15 

16 

A. Yeah. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: And I think 

17 t hat's important that we have that on the record. 

18 A. Certainly, Commissioner. The answer is, yes, 

19 they are committed to providing it by 1-1-1998. 

20 

21 

CO MM ISSIO NER SCHOENFELDER : Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a quest ion, a general 

22 o ne on that. On the toll, what do we call it toll 

23 control? Do we need a statement on those, too, or a 

24 request f or a wa i ver? 

25 MS . WIE ST: They did act u a lly request waivers 
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i n the i r o riginal applications. 

HR, COIT: 1 was at the conclusion of g o ing 

thro ugh , I guess, the quest i ons and so forth, I was 

ba sical l y - - before the Comm i ssion acts on any of 

these , g oi ng t o resta t e t he request. But i f the 

6 Commi ss ion has questions of Mr . Lee wi th respect t o 

7 cert a i n aspects of provid ing it, I would - - yeah , I 

a woul d sugge s t you g o ahead and ask it . 

CHAIRMAN BURG : No, I don't have a problem as 

10 lo ng as we know all of them that's going to apply to. 

11 In ot her wo rds, if it applies to every one of them, 

1 2 

13 

1 4 

1S 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

2S 

then the statement at the end saying it applies on al l 

o f them i s adequate for me. or if you have some that 

a l ready cou l d do the to ll control, we need to know 

tha t. I d o ubt i f there are any at this time . 

MR. COI T : No, we don't. And the waiver 

request is i ncluded in all the applications. Bu t 

t o make s u re it was ruled on, I was intending on 

bri nging i t up again at the end. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay . That's fine with 

MS . WIEST: Any other questions of this 

just 

me. 

wi tness regard i ng 068 and 069? If not, we will go to 

TC9 7 -0 7 0. 

MR. COI T: Again, I would move for the 

admi ssion of two exhibits i n TC97 - 070, and that is the 

16 

ETC application or request dated 6-10 -9 7 and response 

to s taff ' s data request da te d 10 - 97 . 

MS . WIEST : Any object i o n? If not, Exhibits 

land 2 have been admitted . 

5 wi th r egard to th i s docket ? 

6 TC 97 •0 71 . 

Are t here any quest i ons 

If n o t , let's g o to 

l 0 

11 

12 

13 

" 
1S 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

2S 

MR . COI T : We wo u l d mo ve for the adm i ssion 

Exh i b i ts No. 1 d o f an 2 . request for ET C status dated 

6-10•97 and re spo nse to data reques t o f sta f f da t ed 

2? 

MS . WI EST : Any o b jec t ion to Ex hibits l a n d 

If not , t.hey' ve been ad mi t. t ed . Are th e r e a ny 

questions rega rding TC97-07 1 ? 

TC97-073. 

I f not, we will g o t o 

MR. CO I T : We woul d mo v e f o r t h e adm is s ion 

Exhibit No. 1, ETC r e q u e s t d a te d 6-1 1 -9 7 o f a nd Exhib i t 

No. 2 , r-es p ons e to sta ff da t a request dated 10-1 4 -9 7. 

MS. WI EST: An y o b j e c t io n s t o Exh i b i ts 1 and 

2 bei ng a d mitted? If no t , t hey ha ve been ad mi t te d . 

Any quest i ons i-egar-di ng 0 7 3? 

MR. COIT: I woul d n o te that Denn i s Law , 

is th e curre n t man ag e r- o f S io ux Va ll ey Te l epho ne 

Company , i s 1 ava 1 a ble i f the Co mm i ssi o ner s have any 

q uestions . 

wh o 

MS. WIEST : Any questi o ns ? If no t , we'l l go 
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to TC97-01 4. 
HR. COIT: we would move for the admiss ion of 

Exhibit No. 1, wh ich ie the ET C request dated 6-12 - 97 

and Exh i bit No, 2, respo nse to staf f data request d ated 

HS. WI EST: Are ther e any objections? If 

not, 1 and 2 h ave been admitted. Are there any 

e q uestions conce r ning 07 4 ? I have the same question on 

th is o ne, Rich, wit h respec t to the data request number 

10 one. 

11 

12 

13 

14 filed. 

1S 

HR. COIT: wo uld an affidavit be adequate ? 

HS . WIEST: Ye ah, as far as all customers. 

HR . COIT: Okay. I ~ il l m4ke sur e t hat gets 

MS. WI EST: Any questions on 074? If not, 

16 let's go to TC97-011. 
MR . COIT: We wou ld move for the adm ission of 

11 

23 

18 Exhibit No, 1, wh ic h is the ETC request and that's 

19 dated 6-13 - 91. Also move for ~dmission of Exhibit No. 

20 2, which is a response to da t a request dated 10 -9 - 97. 

21 And there i s a lso an Exhibit No. 3 in this doc ket, a 

22 supplemental response to sta ff data request. It's 

dated 10-28 - 97. We move the admission of al l three 

2S 

exhibits. 
MS . WIEST: Any objection? If not, those 

18 
three exhib its have been admitt ed . Are there any 
quest ion s regard ing th is docket? 

HR . COIT: 1 believe Mr . Le e is representi ng 
ITC today as well? 

HR . LEE: That's right . 

MS . WIEST: Oka y . 
MR . COIT: Let's go to TC97-078. 

8 Ex h ibit No. We move f or the adm is sion 
1, wh ic h . of 

9 and move f is t he ETC requ est 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1S 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

2S 

r esponse 

or the admission 
dated 6-13 - 97 

of Exhibit N 
to staff data request o . 2 which is 

MS. WIEST: dated 10-9 - 97 
Any objection . 

If not, h to th o t ey've been admitted se exhibits? 

co ncerni ng this docket ? . Any questions 
Let's go to TC97-080. 

MR. COIT: 
Exhibit We mo ve for t he admission 

No. 1, which is of 
and I the ETC request d 

a s o move for ated 6-16-97, 
admission of 

request E h " b r esponse to staff data 
X l it No. 2, which is d 

MS. WIEST: ated 10-14-97. 

2? If Any o b jection to Eh 
not, they've been x ibits 1 and 

adm i tted. 

regarding th1s docket ? 
Any questions 

If not, let's move to 

MR . COIT: We move f 
request dated 6-16-97. which or the admission of ETC 

Exhibit No. is Exhibit No . 1, 
2 • response to and also 

10-15-97, staff data request, dated 
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MS . WIEST: Are there any o~jections to 1 and 

2? If n o t , they've been adm itt ed . Any ques tion s 

regarding this docket? So, Rich , with respect to this 

one, you will be asking at the end about the wa iver for 

the single pa r ty and all the other wa ivers; is that 

right? 

MR. COIT: Is there a wa i ve r request in the 

e Stateline on the single party issue? 

MS. WIE ST: Yes. 

10 MR. CO IT: I wasn't aware of that. 

11 understood there were some companies that had purc hased 

12 Us West exchanges that were still in the process o f 

13 conve rting some party lines . But, yes , i f they need a 

14 waiver, I guess so. I'll renew that request . I don ' t 

15 have any factual in formation I can provide . t don't 

16 believe, Mr. Lee, ar e you here representing Stateline? 

l 7 MR. LEE : I a m. And in conversations with 

18 Stateline management yesterday, they indi cated t ha t 

•9 they woul d likely need a wa ive r reque~t until March, 

20 Apr il time frame when they ca n finish the construction 

21 to provide al l o ne party service . 

22 MS . WIEST: And in their appl i cation they're 

23 a ct ually ask i ng for a one- year wa iver; correct? 

24 MR. LEE : But they're willing to shor te n it 

25 up. 

20 

MS . WIES T: S o yo u probab l y j ust need a 

2 wa ive r until June? 

MR. LEE : That would be adequate . 

MS . WIE ST : June l et? 

CHAIR MA N BURG: Do we need to act on the 

6 waivers n o w? 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENF ELD ER : Do you wa nt a 

8 motion o n the waiver now? 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

is that 

a motion 

control , 

at this 

MS . WIEST: Let' s talk about that. The thing 

all of these, I believe, are going to also nee d 

on the wa ivers for the one ye ar on the t oll 

and we haven 't been doing any of those motion s 

t ime. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: We hav e to take each of those 

15 separate motions, do you think, at the end for the toll 

16 control? 

17 

18 

MS. WIEST : Yes . If we wa nt to go - -

MR . COIT: we co uld pick it up here now and 

19 start doing wa!vers . Tha t might be the eas iest wa y. 

20 

21 one. 

22 

23 

24 

CHAIRMAN BURG: If we got to go through each 

MR. COIT: Rule on them as you g o through. 

CHAIRM AN BURG: Easier than going back. 

MS . WIEST: Ok ay. For 081 with respect to 

25 the waiv er until June 1s t, 1998 , concerning single 
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party service to all customers, 
and the s econd waiver 

2 
on toll control for one year -- one year from wha t 

3 date, Rich? 

MR. COIT: I think I would guess that that 

5 would be from the date of the orde r . 

MS. WIEST: Okay . 

MR . COIT: On the toll control? You're 

speaking to the toll control; correct? 

MS. WIEST : Yes, toll control. 

10 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: 1 have a question 

as long a s we "re talking about the waivers both on toll 

control and on the single party service. As long as 

you"re asking for wa ivers, let's make sure it's done 

properly and that we ' re not back here in two months 

15 
asking for more wa ivers. I would hate to go through 

16 
this pro cess, or would not l ik e to g o through this 

17 process again. I think we need to be accurate when 

18 
we're doing it. I also have a question about what 

19 meets the r ~quirements of the Act? How much of a 

20 
waiver can we give? I don't know as I know the answer 

21 to chat. 

22 
MS . WIEST: Right, The time actually in the 

2 3 FCC order is not specified . But it does say in 

24 

25 

paragraph 89, I bel ie ve, that the Commission must, upon 

a findi ng of exceptional circumstances, you can make a 

22 

1 waiver for single party services for a specified period 

of time . And also on the toll limitation the company 

must also show exceptional circumstances exist and need 

for additional time to upgrade. Th ey should have to 

show individual hardsh ip , individualized hardship or 

inequity wa rrants additi onal time to comply and that 

7 would better serve the public in terest that is in 

strict adherence to the time period and it should 

extend only as long as the exceptional circumstances 

10 exist. 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

MR . COIT: I would note that in the 

applicat ions , while we've requested a year, we've also 

indicated that within that period of time we would file 

some information with the Commission i ndicating, you 

15 kno w, when the capability is available. If the 

16 Commission -- what we have -- and Kr . Lee, I think, can 

17 answer some questions in the area of toll control that 

18 I ca~•t answer. But we're faced with a s1 t uation today 

19 wh ere the capab1lit1es are just n o t ava il able . If a 

20 year is too long, you know. from our perspective we 

21 rea ll y didn 't know when it would be availab l e and 

22 that's why we requested a year . But i f there's better 

23 informat io n on that, maybe the time period can be 

24 

25 

different. But right now we really don't know when the 

capability is going to be ava il able. 
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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 

s question when we grant the se waivers and we send these, 

o r you send them on to the FCC, we need to be sure that 

y ou have spelled out why these companies - - at least 

this is what I'm understanding -- why these compa n ies 

9 can't do toll control and why it's going to take that 

10 long of a period of time to do single party se r vice. 

11 And so I think that should be in the application 

12 somewhere, o r at least in our motion as we approve it, 

13 or we should have something on the record to support 

14 where we 're g oing . 

15 
MS . WIEST : They do explain the reasons in 

16 their appli cation , their original application, with 

11 respect to toll control . 

1B 
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay. 

19 
MS. WIEST : But if there are any further 

20 questions that the Commission would like to ask at this 

21 time, if you need more information on that, we could do 

22 that now. 

23 
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I would like to 

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

25 But of the ones you're testifying for at least, 

24 

l Mr. Lee, where they 're at in deploying the technology 

that we need to do these two things and what kind of 

delays you might expect. Because I don 't want this to 

not go forward the way that it's been perce ' ved • that it 

should go forward. 

MR. LEE : Sure . Okay . I might respond to 

that in general; and then if there are specific 

But the issue of 

9 t o ll limitation, which I believe under the FCC's 

questions . I'd be happy to do that. 

10 description iden t ifies a toll restriction and a toll 

11 control, and the issue at hand is in the toll 

12 which my understanding is control, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

1B 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

25 

to i nd ic ate that the end user 

subscriber is to be able to con t rol the amou nt of its 

mon thly bil 1, at wh ich . time a restr ic tion automatically 

kicks in and disallows access to the long distance 

network. To my kno wledge, there is no switch vendor in 

the United States d to ay wh o provides that capabil ity 

within its s witch. I know that the vendors are wo rking 

on it. I could not sit here with a clear conscience 

and indicate th at on X date that I would expect it wil l 

be available. Given my honest o pin io n , I wou ld doubt 

that it's available to t he general popula~'on ...... within a 

year's time period. And therein is the reason I 

believe that SDITC members ask for the one-year 
because period 

we don't anticipate it being ava ila ble. 
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The second or alternative to that is a 

$Oftware provisioning of toll coht rol. And, again, to 

3 my knowledge, there is no interface between a software 

syBtem and a s wi tch that has that capability. 

Primarily be c ause it would take real t i me rating of a 

custome r's usage; and because the customer control 

switch i n te rexchange carrier it' s cho os i ng , there are a 

a myriad of o ptional call plans and rate structures that 

g woul d be applied. And , t o my kno wledge , there just is 

10 no tech nology, nor software, ava i lable to carry out 

11 that program. 

12 COMMISSI ONER SCHOENFELDER: And i f I recall 

13 right , i t d o esn't -- it's not permissive, o n e or the 

l 4 o ther. You really to need to do all of rhe above. 

15 

16 

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

COMMISSIONER SCHOE NFELDER: I believe some 

11 compani es have asked the FCC for clarifi cation, that 

18 s o rt of thi ng. And as far as I know, you might have 

19 better information than I d o that that decision has not 

20 been handed down by t h e FCC. 

21 MR . LEE: A, I doubt I have better 

22 info rmat ion; and, 8, I agree it has not been handed 

23 do wn , to my knowledge . There is that clarification 

2 4 procedure request in front of the FCC. 

25 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay . 

26 

CHAIRMAN BURG : To my knowledge, everybody 

can offer toll limitation ; right, from what we've had 

to get a general stateme n t? 

MR . LEE : I'm going to define as toll 

restriction, if I can, i nstead of t o ll limitation, yes. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: Tol l bl o cking is what I 

7 mean. Everybody can offer that? 

MR . LEE : To my knowledge , that's a true 

statement. 

10 CH AIR MAN BURG : And I guess my position is t o 

11 me, th e other -- I really don ' t see, you know, since 

12 y ou sai d it's not availa b le, I c an't see them i mplying 

13 it o r even putting it into he re. I think it satisfies 

14 all of our needs . I have no problem giving the full 

15 yea r or more as lo ng as i t ge t s t hrough FCC, which at 

16 this time it appears it s ho uld . So I don't see this 

17 point to me in mak ing it a shorter limit because I 

1 8 don't think it wi ll inte rfere wi th the ETC 

19 establishment . 

20 MR . LEE : I woul d agree wit h t ha t and then 

21 wou ld point out in the applications the companies have 

22 in d i cated that they will inves ti gate and will wo rk with 

23 their s witch vendors so that when i t d o es become 

2 ~ ava i lable, they're wi lli ng to implement it. I think 

25 that the telephone com panies feel that once it becomes 
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available, it is in the public in t e rest and would be 

ve ry supportive of that concept . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I'll move that we 

grant the one-year wa i ver on toll -- what is it 

s called? Toll limitation? Toll control? 

CO MMI SSIONER NELSON: I'd second. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I ' m going to 

concu r with that as long as the motion is understood 

that there will be some formal way to limit coll for 

10 these cuotomers just so that everybody understands the 

ll motion . 

12 

13 

14 

1S 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1 think in every application 

you agreed chat you c an do toll restriction -­

MR. LEE: Right. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: if I 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. I'll also move -- which one do 

we need on this one? 

MS. WIEST: The single party service until 

June 1st. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant a 

waiver in TCS1 -0 81 in the single party requ irement 

until June 1, 1998 . 

28 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur. 

MS. WIEST: Any other questions in 081? 

you want to go back now? 

CHAIRMAN BURG : 

6 a nd get these others. 

It might be easier to go back 

MR. COIT: Whatever . 

MS . WIEST: We'll go back to 068, and the 

9 motion in 068 will be for the one-year 
10 control. waiver on toll 

11 

12 

l 3 

14 

1S 

16 

17 

18 

1 9 

2 0 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

wa iver of 

CHAIRMAN BURG : I'll move that we grant the 

toll control in TC97-075. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST: 068. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll mov~ we grant the toll 

-- I mean I'll move we grant the waiver for toll 

limitation. 

MS . WIE ST: Toll control. I'm sorry, we have 

to be accurate because what the FCC did is they call it 

combined toll cont r o and toll blocking as toll 

limitation . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll mov e we grant the waiver 

for toll control in TC97-068. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. 
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COMMISS IONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

HS . WIEST: For one year? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes. 

MS. WIEST: 069. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I ' ll keep making them. I'll 

6 move we grant the toll control waiver in TC97-069 for 

7 one year . 

10 

11 

CO MM ISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. 

COM MI SSION ER SCHOENFELDER: Concur . 

MS . WIEST : 070. 

CHAIRMAN BURG : I'll move that we gran t toll 

12 control in TC91-070 for one year, the wa iver for one 

13 year . 

14 

15 

16 

17 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur . 

MS. WIEST: 171. 

CHAIR MAN BURG: I'll move that we grant toll 

18 control, the waiver for toll control , in TC9"'-071 for 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

24 

25 

one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: seconded . 

COMMISSI ONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST : 013. 

CHAIRMAN BURG : I'll move we grant the wa iver 

{or toll control in TC97-073 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded . 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

!? 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

for toll 

for toll 

for toll 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concu r . 

MS. WIEST : 07 4 . 

CH AIRMAN BURG: I ' ll move we grant 

control in TC97 - 074 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST: 077 . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant 

control in TC97 - 077 for one year . 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST: 078. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant 

control in TC97-078 for one year. 

CO MM ISS IONER NELSON: Seconded . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELD ER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST : 080 . 

30 

the waiver 

the waiver 

the wa iver 

CHAIRMAN BURG: And I'll move we grant the 

wa iver f or toll control in TC97-080 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: 

done with 8l. 

We did 81; right, and we are 

MS . WIEST : 

083, TC97-083. 

Any further questions on 081? 
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11 

12 
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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 no t , 1 and 2 

have been admitted. Any questions regarding 0837 

CHAIRMAN SURG: I'll move we grant the toll, 

the wa iver for toll control in TC97-083 for one year . 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : Seconded. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Co ncur. 

MS . WIEST: TC97-084 . 

MR. COIT: We move for the admiss i on o( the 

13 ETC request dated 6-17-97, which is marked Exhibit No. 

14 1 , and we move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, the 

15 response to staff data request dated 10-8-97. 

1 6 MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If 

17 not, they've been admitted. 

18 CHA IRMAN BURG : I'll move we grant the waiver 

19 f or toll control in TC97-084 for one year . 

20 

21 

COMMISSI ONER NELSON : Seconded. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'll concur. 

22 Does this have a s ingle party question on this one? 

23 MS. WIES T: No. They said in their original 

24 appl i cati o n that they are offering single party service 

25 to all consume rs. 
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I got a sticky on 

it. Sorry . James Valley; right? 

MS. WIEST : I believe in their -- okay. 

Yeah. that was Bob's question. And the reason he had 

the question is it was actually in the original 

application. So if you look at the original 

application on page t wo, under quest ion number three, 

they do state that they provide single party service to 

al l consumers in their service area. Number four down 

10 on that list. 

11 

12 

13 TC97-0 8S. 

1' 

COM MI SSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Okay . 

MS. WIEST : Thank you. Okay. Let's go to 

MR. COIT : We move for admitting of Exhibit 

15 No. l. the ETC req uest , dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit No. 

16 2, the response to staff data r equest dated 10-10-97. 

17 MS . WI EST : Any o b jec ti o ns? If not, they've 

18 been adm it ted . I have the same question here with 

1 9 respect t o quest1 o n number one. 

2 0 MR . COIT : Mr . Benton i s available to respond 

21 to questions, I be 1eve . Is this Heartland? Ri ght? 

22 Or , Don, can y ou respond to any questions? 

23 MR . LEE: Mark has asked me to resp o nd on his 

2 4 behalf , wh i ch will be Heartland Commu ni cations, and 

2S they are offering all s ingle . 
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MS . WIEST: Single party was offered to all 

2 customers? Any other questions concerning this 

3 docket? Is there a mot ion? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I ' ll move that we grant the 

5 wa iver f o r toll control to TC97-089 for one year. 

10 

11 

COMMISSI ONER NE LSON: I'd second it. 

CO MMI SSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST : 085, I believe. 

CH AIRMAN BURG: Excuse me, 85. 

MS. WI EST: TC97 -0 86. 

MR . COIT: We move for the adm ission o f ETC 

12 request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6 -1 7-97, and response to 

13 staff data requests, Exhibit No. 2, which is dated 

14 10-10-97. 

15 MS . WIEST: Any objections? If not , they 

16 have been admitted. Same question, can you answer 

17 that, Mr . Lee? 

18 MR. LEE : I'm sorry, I don't have the 

19 associated companies with the exhibit numbers. Wh ich 

20 company are we referring to? 

21 

22 

23 services. 

2 4 

25 

MR. COIT: Midstate. 

MR . LEE : They are currently all private line 

MR. COIT : Single party; correct? 

MS . WIEST : Single party to all customers? 
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MR. LEE: Correct . 

MS . WIEST : Any other questions in this 

docket? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the toll 

control waiver in TC 97-086 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I 'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur. 

MS. WIES T: TC97-087. 

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of 

10 Exhib it No. 1. £TC request, dated 6-17-97, and Exhib i t 

11 No . 2 , response to staff data request, dated 10 -1 6-97. 

12 MS. WIEST: Any objections ? If not, Exhibits 

13 1 and 2 have been admitted. 

CHAIRM AN BURG: I'll move we grant toll 

15 control waiver i n TC97 -0 87 for ~ ne year. 

16 

l 7 

18 

COMMI SSIONER NELSON: I ' d second it . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Co n cur. 

MS. WI EST: Aga in, I'd have a question on 

19 t his one, Rich. 

2 0 

21 wel l. 

22 

MR . COI T : Mr . Lee is representing Baltic as 

MR . LEE: Ba l tic is currently all private 

23 li ne . I'm so rry, single party. I should use the right 

2 4 term, single party service. 

25 MS. WIEST: To all customers? 
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MR . LEE : Co rre ct. 

MS. WIE ST: 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 Exh ibit No. 2, which i s 

6 dated 10 - 17-97. 

MS . WIEST : Any objections ? If not, Exhibits 

l and 2 have been admi~ted. 

CH AIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waive r 

10 on toll control in TC97-088 for o ne year. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

this one, 

18 service. 

19 

20 

21 

COMMISSIONE R NELSON: I'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST: Can y ou answer my question 

Mr. Lee? 

MR. LEE : Compa ny name, p lease? 

MS. WIEST: East Plai ns. 

on 

MR . LEE: Cur rently is all s i ngle party 

MS. WIEST: Thank you. 

HS. WIEST: TC97-089. 

HR . COIT: We move for the admission of 

22 Exhibit No . 1, wh ich is the ETC request dated 6-17-97, 

23 and the adm i ssion of Exhibit No . 2, which is a response 

24 to staff data r equest, dated 10-21-97. 

25 M3. WIEST : Any ob j ections? If not, they ' ve 
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been admit ted. Same question. 

MR . COIT: I don't believe that Mr . Lee is 

he r e r ep r esenting Wes tern today. Wha t did they say in 

the response? 

MS . WIEST: They said Weste r n Telephone 

6 offers single party service . My question is do t h ey 

offe r to every customer aga in? 

MR. COIT: Well 

MS . WIEST: Can y o u do a late-filed on that? 

1 0 MR . COIT: We can do an affidavit on that 

11 one, I guess . 

12 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

13 on toll control for TC97-089 for one year. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

COMMISSI ONER NELSON : I'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOE NFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST: Okay. Let's go on to TC97-090. 

MR . COIT: We move for the admission of 

18 Exhibit No. l, which i s the ETC request dated 6-17-97 , 

19 and Exhibit No. 2, wh ich is t~e response to staff data 

20 request dated 10- 24 -97. 

21 MS. WIEST : Any objection? If not, they've 

22 been admitted. Any questions con c erning this docket? 

23 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant a 

24 waiver on toll control in TC9 7- 090 for one year . 

25 COMMISSIONER NE LSON: I'd second it. 
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur. 

MS . WIEST : TC91-092. 

MR. COIT: 

Exhibit No . 1, whic h 

we move for t h e adm ission of 

is the ETC re que st of Kennebec 

5 
Telepho ne company da ted 6 - 18-91, and move for the 

6 
admissi o n o f Exhibit No. 2, whic h is the response to 

staff data request dated 1 0 - 10 - 97. 
And I would note 

that Hr . Rod Bauer is here to respond to any quest ions 

that the commissioners or staff may have co ncern ing 

1 0 t h e i r r c qJest . 

ll 

1 2 

13 

l4 

15 

16 

1 7 

lB 

1 9 

20 

2 l 

2 2 

23 

2' 

docket ? 

MS. WIEST: Any questions concerning this 

If not , do you have a motion? 

CHA IR MAN BURG: Did we admit both t hose ? 

MS . WIEST: I'm sorry, I d id not. 1 wi 11 

admit Exhib i t Numbers land 2 . 

wa iv er on 

CHAIR MAN BURG : I'll move t ha t we grant a 

t oll co ntrol in TC91-092 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHO ENFELDER: Concur . 

MS . WIEST: TC91 - 093. 

MR . COIT : we wo u ld move for the admiss i on of 

Exhi b it No . 1. which is the ETC request of Jefferson 

Te le pho ne company , dated 6-18-97, and move also f o r t he 

a dmiss i on o f Exhib i t No. 2, response t o staff data 

2 5 request, wh ich is dated 10-1 0 -91. 
And I wo uld note 
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that Mr . Di ck Conno r s i s ava il able to an s wer any 

2 quest i ons concerning the Jefferson request . 

MS . WIEST : Any objection to the exhibits? 

If not, they've been admitted. Any questions 

5 concerning this d ocket? 

10 

ll 

12 

CH AIR MAN BURG: I'll move we grant a wa ive r 

f or toll control i n TC97-093 for one y ear. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it. 

CO MM ISSI ONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur. 

MS. WIEST : TC91 - 09 4 . 

MR. COI T : We ' d move for the adm i ssion of 

Exhib it No. 1 , whic h i s the ETC request dated 6-19-91, 

1 3 and mo ve f o r the ad mi ss io n of Exhibit No . 2 , wh ich is 

14 t he resp o nse t o da t a request dated 10-15-91. 

15 MS . WIE ST : Any o b jection to Exh i bits 1 and 

16 2 ? I f n o t , tho s e e x h ibit s have be e n adm i tted. Do you 

17 

1 8 

have any wi tne s ses f o r th i s one? 

MR . COI T : Mr . Lee 1s available f o r b o th 

19 Sully Buttes an d Vent u re . 

20 MS . WIES T : I ) USt had a question, I guess, 

21 co n c ern i ng sing l e party service because i n th i s o ne i t 

2 2 

23 

24 

does say should fa cl 1t i es not al l o w immediate s i ngle 

party serv i ce, Sull y 9uttes may offer multi-pa rt y 

serv ice until the fac i lities are restored or installed 

25 t o a low for s i ng l e party service. Has that occurred 
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i n the pas t ? 

"· Current ly Su ll y Bu t te s Tele p h on e h as n o 

multi-line. Th e f a c t i s a ll single par ty s e r v ice. 

thi n k t h e y added that l anguage suc h that if there we r e 

a diaaste r th a t the y had t o respo nd t o, they wanted to 

reser ve the r i g ht to o ffe r par t y l i ne unde r the 

7 emer g enc y ba sis o nly . Bu t t hey have for a number of 

years been all si ng le party s ervic e . 

MS. WIE ST : Any ot her qu e cc io ne ? 

l 0 CH AIRMAN BURG : I'll mov e we grant a wa i ve r 

11 o n coll control for TC9 7 - 09 4 f or o ne year. 

12 

l) 

1 4 concur . 

15 

16 

COMMISS I ONER NELSON : I ' d second it . 

COMM IS S IO NE R SCHOENFELDER: Well , I ' ll 

MS. WIEST: TC97-09 5 . 

MR. COIT: We wo u l d mo ve f o r Lhe admissi o n of 

11 ET C, Exhibit No. 1, da ted 6· 1 9 - 97, and admission of 

18 Exh i bit No. 2, r es p o nse to data request dated 

19 10-15-97. I woul d p oi nt o ut that I be lieve that the re 

20 might be a n issue with res pect t o s ingle party service 

21 waiver in th i s c a se as well. 

22 MS . WI EST: Ri ght . At th i s t i me are there 

23 any o b j e c t ion s t o Ex hi b it land 2 7 If not, they've 

24 been a d mitted. Yes . An d it wou ld appear t hey wo uld 

25 nee d a wa i ver . An d my q ues ti on f o r appar e ntly the y 

4 0 

have three mult i -pa rty cu s t o mers and they pla n to 

i nsta l l sing l e party serv i c e during the 19 88 

3 c onstruct i on season . So I g ues s my quest io n is 

appa r en t ly t hey haven 't a sk e d for a wa iver . Are yo u 

s d oin g so a t th i s ti me? 

MR . CO IT : Yes , we wo uld o n t heir beha lf . 

7 An d I thi nk Mr . Le e wo u l d be a b le to r espon d to 

e q uestions on tha t . I ass ume so a nyway . 

MR. LE E: Sure. Bu t th a t would be correct , 

10 we do need a wa i ver. The same J une l da t e would be 

11 accepta b le to us. 

12 

13 

MS. WI EST: J u ne 1, oka y . 

CH AIRM AN BURG: I ' ll move we g ra nt a waive r 

l ~ in single p a r ty service to J u ne l, 1998, in TC97-095. 

15 

16 

17 concur. 

18 

COM MI SSIONER NELSO N: I wo u ld second th a t. 

COMMISSI ONER SCHOENFELDE R : Sure, I• 11 

CHAIRMAN BURG : An d I'll also mo v e that we 

19 grant a waiver for toll control on TC97-095 for on e 

2 0 year. 

21 

22 

23 

,. 

COMMIS SION ER NELSO N: I ' d s ec o nd i t . 

CO MM ISSI ONER SCHOENFELDER: Con c u r . 

MS. WIEST: TC 97- 096 . 

MR. COIT: I move for the a d mission of ETC 

25 request, Ex hibi t No . l, da ted 6-19 - 97, a n d mov e f or th e 
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1 I admission of Ex hibit No. 2, r es p onse to data request 

2 dated 10 - 10-97 . 

10 

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

been admitted. Any questions concerning this docket? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

on toll control i n TC97 - 096 for one yea r . 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I 'd second it . 

COM MISSIONER SCHOENFELD ER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST: TC97-097. 

MR . COIT: We move for the admi s sion of 

11 Exhibit No . 1, ETC re q uest , d a te d 6- 1 9-97, and Exh ibi t 

12 No . 2, response to data request d ate d 10 -10-9 7 . 

13 MS. WIEST : Any objections ? If not, t h ey've 

14 been admitted . Does anybody h a ve any questions 

15 concerning this docket ? 

16 CH AIR MA N BURG : I'll move we g r ant a wa iver 

17 for toll control in TC97-097 for one y ea r . 

18 

19 

20 

21 

COMMISSI ONER NELSON : I'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST : TC97 • 098. 

MR . COIT : We move for the admissio n of ETC 

22 request dated 6-19-97, which is marked Exhibit No. 1, 

23 and admission of Exhibit No. 2, wh ich is the response 

2 4 to data request dated 10-14-97. 

25 MS. WIEST : Any objection to Exhibits 1 and 
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2? If not, they've been admitte d . Are there an y 

2 questi o ns concerning this docket? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I ' ll move that we g rant a 

waiver for toll control in TC97-098 for one yea r . 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it . 

COMMISSI ONER SCHOENFELDER: Concu r . 

MS . WIEST : TC97-099 . 

MR . COIT: We move for the admission of 

Exhibit No. l, wh ich is the ETC dated 6-19-97, and 

10 admission of Exhibit No. 2, wh ic h is the response to 

11 data request dated 10-9-97 . 

12 MS . WIEST: Any object io n? If not, they've 

13 been admitted . I have th e same question on this one . 

1 4 The questi on i s do we have single party service, and 

15 the answer 1s yes? 

16 MR . COIT: Mr . Lee, are you here for Roberts 

17 County or not? 

18 

19 

MR . LEE : No. 

MR . COIT: Then we probably need to ha ndle 

20 that. I suppose, by the affidavit. 

21 

22 

23 County o r 

24 

25 

MS. WIES T: Okay. 

MR . LEE: Rich, are we talking about Roberts 

MR . COIT: Roberts Co unty. 

MR. LEE : I know from another source other 
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1 i than this that as manager of the South Dakota 

2 Association of Telephone Co -ops and the daily requests 

we've had there that t.hey do, in fact, provide all 

single party service throughout Roberts Co unty Co-op, 

if that will su ffice for your i nformation here. 

MS. WIEST: ls that sufficient? 

MS . CRE MER: That's sufficient. 

MS. WI EST: Ok ay . 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

10 for toll cont rol in TC97-099 for one year. 

11 

12 

13 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIEST : TC97 -1O 0 . 

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of 

15 Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-19-91 , 

16 and admission o f Exhibit No. 2, response to data 

11 request dated 10-9-97. 

18 MS. WIEST: Any objection? If r.ot , they've 

19 been admitted. Same question on this one. 

20 

21 

MR . LEE: I don't know the answer. 

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

22 representing RC communications today , so I suspect 

23 we 'll have to deal with that wit h a late-filed exhibit 

24 1f that' s okay. 

25 MS. WIEST: Okay. 
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CHAIRMAN BURG : I'll move we grant a waiver 

for toll control in TC97 - 100 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I'd second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS. WIE ST: TC97-101. 

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of 

Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC requ e st dated 6-19-97, 

8 and Exhibi t No. 2, response to staff data request dated 

10-14-97. 

10 MS . WlE ST: Any objection? If not, they've 

11 been admitted . Any questions concerning this docket? 

12 CHAIR MAN BURG: I' 11 move we grant waiver for 

13 toll control 1 n TC97-l01 for one year. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

CO MMI SSIONER NELSON: I'd second it. 

COMMISSI ONER SCHOE NFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WI EST: TC97-102. 

MR. COIT: We move for the adm ission of 

18 Exh i bit No. l, which is the ETC dated 6-19·97, and 

19 Exh i bit No . 2. wh ich 1s a response t o data request 

20 dated 1 0- 1'. ·97. 

21 MS . WIES T : Any objec ti ons? If not, 1 and 2 

22 have been admitted. Any questions concerning this 

23 d oc ket? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

25 for toll control in TC 9 7-102 for one year . 
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COMM ISSI ONER NELSON: I ' d second i t . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur . 

MS . WIEST : TC97-105. 

45 

MR. COIT: we move for t h e admission of ETC 

reques , Exhibit No . 1, dated 6-19-97, and admission of 

Exhibit No. 2, response to data request dat e d 10-1 4 - 97. 

MS . WIEST : An y o bjection? If not, Exhibits 

1 and 2 have been admitted. Any quest io ns conce rning 

this docket.? 

CH AIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a wa iver 

11 for toll con trol in TC 9 7 - 105 f o r one year . 

12 

13 

15 

CO MMI SS I ONER NELS ON: I'd second it. 

COMMISS IO NER SCHOENFE LDER : Concur. 

MS . WIEST : TC97-108. 

MR . COIT: We move for the admiss i on o f ETC 

16 request, Exhi b i t No. 1, dated 6-23-97, and the 

11 admission of Exhibit No . 2, response to staff data 

18 request dated 10-14-97. 

19 MS. WIEST : Any obj ect ion ? If n o t, Exhib it s 

20 1 and 2 have been adm itted. Same question. Can you, 

21 Mr. Lee, answer that one? Is that si ngle party service 

22 available f o r 

23 

24 

25 

MR . COIT: For Fa it h . 

MR . LEE: I d o not represent them, I ' m sorry . 

MR . COIT: we would request pe r mission to 
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provide that v i a aff idavit. 

HS . WIEST : Oka y . 

CHAIR MAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

for toll control in TC97 -10 8 f or on e year. 

COMMI SSIONER NELSON: I 'd second it. 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur. 

MS. WIEST: TC9 7-11J . 

MR . COIT: We move for the admission of 

9 Exhibit No. 1, ETC request da te d 6-25-97, and Exhibit 

10 No. 2, response to d a ta requests dated 10-9-97. 

11 MS. WIE ST: Any objection? If no t, they've 

12 been admitted. I have the same que stion on this one. 

13 MR . COIT: This is Armour. Bill Haugen ca n 

1 ~ respond to your question. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

MR . HAUGEN: Yes , I can answer that. 

BILL HAUGEN , JR., 

called as a witness, be i ng first du ly s worn , 

wa s examined and testified as follo ws : 

EXAMINATION 

MR. HAUGEN: Good afternoon. 

MS . WIEST: And I would just like to ask you 

22 if you currently provide single party service to all of 

23 your customers in your area. 

MR . HAUGEN: Single party service is 

25 avail able to a ll of our customers i n Armour Independent 
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Telephone Company service area . It ha s been since the 

late seventies . 

MS . WI EST: Are there any others quest io ns o f 

rhis witness? Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I 'll move we grant a wa iver 

for toll con trol in TC97-113 !or one year. 

CO MM ISSIONER NELSON : I'd second. 

CO MMI SSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST: TC97· 1 14. 

MR . COIT: We move for the admis s ion of ETC 

11 request of the Bridge wa te r -Canistota Telephone Company, 

12 which is dated 6-25-97 , t ha t 's Exhibit No. 1 . And also 

13 move f o r the admi ssio n of Exhibit No. 2, wh ic h is 

1 4 response to dat a requests o f st aff dated 10 - 9 - 97. And 

15 Mr. Haugen is here as well to respond to any ques tions 

16 in this docket . 

17 MS. WIE ST: Firs t of all, any objection t o 

18 Exhibits l and 2? If not, they'v e been admitted . A1 .d 

1 9 i wo uld ask the same questio n. 

2 0 MR . HAUGEN: Si ng le party serv ice i s 

21 available to all the cus t omers in the 

22 Bridge wate r-C an i s tot a Ex c hanges. 

23 MS . WI EST: Tha nk y o u . Any other quest ions 

2 4 of this witness? 

25 CH AI RMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver 

f or t oll control in TC97-11 4 fo r one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I'd second it . 

COMMISSI ON ER SCHOENFELDER : Co ncur . 

MS . WIEST: TC97-115 . 
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MR . CO I T: We woul d move the adm ission of 

Exhib i t No. 1, the ETC request of Union Te l ephone 

7 Company. dated 6-25 - 9 7, and Exhibit No. 2, re sponse to 

e data request which i s dated 1 0-9-97. 

MS . WIEST : Any o b jection? If not, Exhibits 

10 land 2 have been admit ted. And I wou ld a sk the same 

11 question in this docket . 

12 MR . HAUGEN: Single party service is 

13 available t o all the customers i n the Union Telepho ne 

14 company serv ic e area, Hartford and Wall Lake Excha nges, 

1 5 again, has been since l ate seventies . 

l 6 MS . WIEST : Thank you. Any ot her quest ion s 

17 of th i s witness ? 

18 CH AIRM AN BURG : I ' ll move we grant a wa ive r 

1 9 for toll restr1ction in TC97 - 115 for o ne year. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

CO MM ISSI ONER NELSON: I'd second it. 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOEN FELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST: Thank you. TC97-117. 

MR . COIT: We move for the admission of 

24 Exhibit No . 1 . ETC r equest dat ed 6 - 3 0-97, and Exhibit 

25 No. 2, re s p onse to d ata request dated 1 0- 14-97 . 
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MS. WIEST : Any objection ? If not, Exh ibits 

1 and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concerning 

th is docket? 

CH AIRMAN BURG : I'll mov e we gr a nt a waiver 

for toll cont rol i n TC97 - 117 for o n e year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I ' d second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST : TC 97-121. 

MR . COI T : We mo v e fo r th e admission of 

Exhibit No. 1 , the ETC request of Kadoka, dated 7-3-97 , 

and the admission of Exh i b i t No. 2, response to data 

12 reques ts dated 10-28 -9 7 . 

13 MS . WIEST: Any objections to Exhibits land 

1 4 2? If not, they've been adm i tted . Any quest ions 

15 concer ning this docket ? 

16 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll mov e we grant a wa iver 

17 f or to l l control in TC97-121 for on e year. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

COMMISSIONER NELSO N: I ' ll second it. 

COMMISS ION ER SCHOENFELDER : Concur . 

MS . WIEST: TC97-125 . 

MR . COIT: We ' d move for the adm ission of ETC 

22 request, Exh i bit No. 1 , dated 7-7-97, and Exh i b it No . 

23 2, response to data request of staff, which is dated 

24 10-29-97 . 

25 MS . WIEST : Any o bjection to Exh i bits land 

2? If not , th~y• v e bee n adm i tted . Any questions 

co ncerning this docket? 
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CHAIRMAN BURG: I 'll move we grant a wa iver 

for toll control in TC97-1 25 for one year. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I ' d seco nd it . 

COMM ISSION ER SCHO ENFELDER: Co ncur. 

MS. WIEST: TC97-130. 

MR . COIT: We wo uld move for tne adm ission o f 

9 Exhibit No . 1 , the ETC re q uest dated 7-10-9 7, and 

10 Exhibit No. 2, t he response to data request dated 

ll 

12 

10 -1 4 -97. 

HS . WIE ST: An y o b jec ti o n to Ex hibits land 

13 2? If not, they've been admit ted. Any questions 

14 co ncerning this d oc ket ? 

15 CH AIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a wa iver 

16 for toll control in TC97 - 13 0 for o ne year. 

1 7 

18 

19 

CO MM ISSIONE R NELS ON: I wo uld s e cond it. 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Co n cur. 

MS. WIE ST: TC97 -1 31 . 

20 MR . COIT : We woul d mo ve the admission of ETC 

21 request Exhi bit No . l, wh ich is dat e d 7 -10- 97, and 

22 Exh i bit No. 2, response t o data reques t d a t ed 10 - 14-97. 

23 MS . WIEST: Any Ob Jectio n t o Exh i bits land 

24 2? If not, they've been adm it ted. Any questions 

25 concerning this docket? 
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CHAIRMAN BURG: I ' ll move we grant a wa i ver 

f o r toll control in TC97-131 for one year . 

COMMISSIONER NELSON : I ' d second it. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIE ST : TC97 - 154 . 

MR . CO IT : we would move into the record 

7 Exh i b it No . 1, the ETC request, dated 9 - 10-97, and also 

Ex hi b it No. 2 , the response to data request dated 

10 - 16-9 7 . 

10 MS . WI EST: Any objection to Exhibit land 

11 2 ? I f not, they have been admitted. Let ' s see, on 

12 this o ne th i s was o ne of a couple that no time p e r iod 

13 was r equested for the waiver. I assume you still want 

1 ,; the o ne year ? 

15 MR . COIT : Mr . Barfield is here . He could 

16 re spo nd. He ' s Mr. Bob Barf i eld, manager for West 

17 Ri v er. 

18 MS . WIEST : They request a waiver but this is 

1 9 o ne of t h e few o nes tha t didn't ask for one year, as 

2 0 far as r c a n see, o r an y ti me period. Sor was 

21 wondering if there was any different time period that 

22 was be i ng requested . 

23 BOB BARPISLD, 

24 

25 

c a l led a s a witness, being first duly sworn, 

was exa mined and t estified as follows: 
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EXAMINATI ON 

MR. BARFIELD : In response to your question, 

s i nce the vendor does n o t have a date , as far as we 

know, at th i s t i me to provide this, that ' s t he reason 

5 we d i dn 't ask for a ce r tain t ime per i od o n the waiver . 

MS . WIEST: But we will need a time per i od. 

MR . COIT : Would you be wi l ling to ac c ept the 

9 o ne- year ti me peri o d that is be i ng granted t o ot h e r 

9 compa ni es? 

1 0 

1 1 

MR . BARF I EL D: We sure wou ld . 

CHAIRMAN BURG : An d I th i nk the thought 

12 behind i t is if t here s t ill i sn't any so l u ti o n, t hen i t 

1 3 woul d be renewed o r we ' d request . With t hat, I ' ll move 

1 ~ that we gr a nt a wa i ver fo r t oll control i n TC9 7- 1 54 for 

1 5 o ne y ear . 

1 6 

17 

18 

19 

CO MM I SSI ONE R NELS ON: I wo uld seco nd i t. 

COMM I SSI ONER SCHOENFEL DER : Con cu r. 

MS. WI EST : Le t's g o t o TC 97 - 155. 

MR . COIT : We wo ul d reque st a dmis s io n o f 

2 0 Exhi b i t No . 1, wh i ch is t he ETC requ est of Mo br i dge 

21 Tel e comm un ica tions , which i s date d 9 · 10 - 9 7 , and a ls o 

2 2 Ex hi b i t No . 2 , wh ich i s the response to data reque s t 

23 date d 1 0- 16 -97. 

MS . WIE ST : Any o b j e ction ? If n o t , Exh i b i ts 

2 5 1 and 2 h a v e be en ad mitt ed . And I wo u l d ha v e the s a me 
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question with respect to the length of the wa i ver . 

MR . BARFI ELD: And the response would be the 

same. we would ask for a year on the waiver. 

MS. WIEST : Thank you. An y other questions? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I'll move that we 

6 g rant a wa i ver on toll cont r ol in TC97-155 for one 

7 year . 

10 

11 TC97 - 167. 

12 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I concur . 

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Let's skip to 

HR . COIT : I wou l d j ust no te that Three River 

13 Telco is not an SDITC member company, so I'm not really 

14 here today to represent Three River Telco . 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

it, or 

body, I 

MS. WIEST: Nobody is here? 

CHAIRMAN BURG : Do we have any questions on 

do we have to have representation? 

MS. WIEST: Somebody needs to move it in. 

MR . COIT : Well, if you • re looking for a 

guess I can serve •• the body . 

MS . CREMER : Otherwise. I can move to a dmit 

22 the two exhibits , Number 1, 10-10 - 97, the request for 

23 ETC, and 11-7-97, the amended -- oh, I'm sorry, that's 

2 ~ u s West . Let me try that again. 10-16 of '97 is the 

25 request and 11-13-97 is the amen ded request, and I 
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1 would ask that they be admitted i n. 

MS. WI !:ST: Any objection? If not, they've 

been admitted. Are there any questions concerning Lhis 

docket? I would note that the i r application does 

request a waiver for one period for toll control. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: There is n 't a question on the 

single party line, though , is there? 

MS. WIEST: No. 

CHAIRM AN BURG : I 'll move we grant a wai v er 

10 for tol l cont r ol in TC97 - 167 for one year. 

11 

12 

13 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second. 

COMMISSIONER SCHO£NFELDER: Concur. 

MS . WIEST : At this time did you want t o go 

1~ to US Wes t, o r is Harlan going to speak to these 

lS d oc kets? 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

MS . CREMER: We'll finish up these first. 

MS . WIEST: Okay . 

(STAFF'S EXHIBIT NO . l WAS MARKE D FOR 

ID ENTIFI CATION. ) 

BARLA.N BBST , 

called as a wi tness, be ing first duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follows : 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

24 BY MR. HOSECK : 

25 Q. Wo uld you state your name fo r the record, 
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1 please. 

10 

: 1 

12 

13 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Harlan Best. 

And what is your job? 

I am deputy director of fixed u tili ties for 

the Public Utilities commission, Sou th Dakota. 

Q. And ha ve you been present in the hear i ng room 

th is afternoon for the hear i ng on these applications? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes . 

And have you had the opportunity to review 

the ca p tio n i n the notice of this hearing which lists 

the c ases wh i ch are before the Commission on this date? 

A. 

Q. 

Yes. 

And are you familiar with the applications in 

14 eac h of t hese ca se s? 

15 

16 

A . 

Q . 

Yes . 

As a part of your job, have you reviewed 

11 those appl ic ations? 

18 

19 

A . 

Q. 

Yes , I have. 

You have b e fore you an exhibit numbered 

20 St aff ' s No. l; is that co rrect? 

21 

22 

A . 

Q . 

Yes. 

And is that an exhi b it that you prepared in 

23 t h e course of your duties? 

2 4 

25 

A. 

Q . 

Yes, it is. 

J ust briefly exp l a i n to the Commission , 
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please, what that exhibit entails. 

A. What I have done on this exhibit is across 

the top is listed each of the companies requesting 

eligible t elecommu n ications carrie r status, the 

5 as socia ted docket number , and the staff counsel that is 

assign e d t o the respective dockets. Do wn the side, the 

left-hand side, is the requirements t hat are set forth 

for ETC status. Populated within t he colu~ns is the 

respo ns es that the respective companies gave within 

1 0 

11 

12 

the i r exhibits 1 a nd Exhibit 2 that have been admitted 

into the record. 

Q. And are there any changes o r correc t ions to 

13 this exhibit t hat you wou ld like t o make at this ti me? 

14 A . One that I am aware of is under Vivian 

15 Telep hone . Docket TC97 - 06 8, under the Lifeline and Link 

16 Up it shows that i t will be ava il able 1 - 1-97. It 

17 shoul d be 1-1-9 8 . I ' m no t aware of any other 

18 corrections. 

19 MR . HOS ECK : Ok ay . At this p oi n t in time I 

20 woul d mo ve Staff 's Exhibit No. 1 into evidence. This 

21 is intended as testimony for all of th e dockets en mass 

22 wi th the exception of U S West. 

23 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: US West is on 

2 4 here t h o ugh. 

25 MR . HOSECK : That wo uld be han dled later. 



57 

1 I MS . WIEST : Is there any objection? 

MR . COIT: My comment would be that I j ust 

received this so I haven't had an opportunity to go 

through to make sure t his is all accurate . I guess I 

s can take Mr . Best's word that i t is accurate and I'll 

have t o do that, I guess. Other than t.hat, I don' t 

7 r.ave any comment . 

10 

MS . WIEST: Do you want an opportunity to 

look it ove r ? 

MR. COIT: We ll, it might take me a whi le, so 

11 I don't have any objec t ion . 

12 MS . WIEST: Okay. Then Staff Exh i bit No . 1 

13 will be adm i tted into all of the dockets that we have 

1~ gone through so far. 

15 

16 Q. 

MR . HOSECK: Okay. Thank you . 

Based on the review of these dockets that you 

17 have done and relying to whatever extent you may on 

18 Staff's Exhibit No. 1, d i d the applicant companies meet 

19 the requirements of becoming an eligible 

20 telecommunications car rier? 

21 A . Yes, they have, with the noted late-filed 

22 affi dav its that will be done in a number of the 

23 dockets. 

24 Q. And with regard to advert i sing services 

25 exchange-w i de, do you have a recommendation to the 
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Commission for a provision to be included in an order 

wh ic h would come out of these proceedings? 

A . Yes. Staff's recommendat ion for advertis i ng 

would be that the ETC carrier be requ ired to advertise 

at least once each year ; and if they have an y rate 

6 change, t hat that rate c hange be advertised when it 

7 does change. 

Q. And in conclusion, do you have an opinion as 

to whether or not the applicants conta ined on Exhibit 

10 1, with the exception of US West which has not had its 

11 case heard yet at this time, whether or not those 

12 app lic ants meet the qualifications as an eligible 

13 telecommunicati ons ca rr i er? 

A . With staff's review that has been undertaken, 

15 yes . they do meet the requiremen ts for ETC status . 

16 MR. HOSECK: I have no further quest ions of 

17 this witness. 

18 MS. WIE ST: Are there any questions of this 

19 witness? Mr. Coit? 

20 

21 BY MR. COIT: 

22 Q . I assume when you talked about advertising 

23 rate c hanges that you're referenc i ng the rates just for 

24 the essential services that are supported by universal 

25 service? 
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A . Yes. 

MR. COIT: No further questions . 

MS . WI ES T : Ms . Rogers ? 

MS. ROGERS : No, no questions. 

MS . WIEST: Mr. Heaston? 

MR . HEASTON : No. 

CHAIRMAN BURG: The only ques tion I'd have i s 

there any -- is advert isi ng ide nt ified in any way? Is 

there any cri ter i a for wha t advert i sing means in the 

10 conte x t of this? Is the me t hods in the FCC Order as 

11 well? 

12 MS . WI EST: I 'm sor ry , what wa s the 

13 question? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I had for Harlan 

1s or anybody else is, is there a meaning. i s there a 

16 description, definition fo r advertising, what that 

17 constitutes? 

18 MS. WI ES T: Under t he statute itself 

19 21 4 (el (11 ( Bl the y must advert i se the ava i lability of 

20 such services and if you're referring to the services 

21 that are supported by federal universal service and the 

22 charge s therefore us i ng medi a of general distribution . 

23 CHAIRMAN BURG: Oka y . I thin k that satisfies 

24 me. 

25 COMMISSI ONER NELSON : Does that mean f o r 

Lifeline and Link Up, they have to advertise th is 

2 once? 

MS. WIEST : That wou ld be under staff's 

recommendat ion, I bel i eve. 

A . Yes, once each year. 
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COM MIS SIONER NELS ON: We ll, frankly, I don ' t 

think i t's adeq uate. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Are you doing 

that ? Are y o u -- to f ollow up - - excuse me, to follow 

10 up on Co mm issione r Nelson's q ues t io n , are you 

11 recommending tha t th ey ad vert ise o n ce each year after? 

12 1 be lieve o u r orde r s a id t ha t you have t o send an 

13 application to everyone o n c e ini tially and then to 

1 4 ever y new customer . You' re requesting this 

1S advertisement of Lifeli ne, Li nk Up i n addit io n t o, 

16 would that be accurate or not? 

17 A. Right. The Lifeli ne, L i nk Up under TC97-150, 

18 wh ic h was i ssued yesterday , states that i t shall be - · 

19 a form sha ll be, or a letter shall be sent to present 

20 custome rs , a nd then this would be an advertisement o f 

21 it . They'd h a v e to do advertisement of this f or at 

22 least onc e each year. 

23 

2 4 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay. Thank you. 

CO MM I SSI ONER NELS ON: So is the answer to 

25 Laska's ques tions it's in add ition to? 
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A. Yes . They would do it originally, and once a 

2 year after. 

Where? 

A . 

A. 

MS. WIEST: How would they advertise? 

Where would they advertise? 

~s . WIEST : Yes . 

wha tever general di s tribution i t meets 

a ccord i ng , I assume, it means newspapers and those 

~ types of publicat ion s . 

10 
MS. WIEST: So it could be any type of 

11 ge ne ral distribution media once a year? 

12 A . Whatever is available within their given 

13 exchanges that they serve. 

14 

15 

MS . WIEST : And it would only be for those 

services supported right now by federal universal 

16 serv ice ? 

17 

18 

19 

A. Yes . 

MS . WIEST: And every time they changed a 

rat~ for one o f those services, then that would have to 

20 be re- adverti se d at that time? 

21 

22 

A. Yes. 

MS. WIEST : Are there any other questions of 

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

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

25 question for you. Could you look at your exhibit for 
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1 Venture Communications, TC97-095? 

A . Yes . 

MS . WIEST : Does the answer to number four, 

s ingle p arty serv i ce, we did grant them a waiver 

S becaus e currently they do not have single party service 

apparently to thr ee customers? 

A . Yes. 

MS . WIEST: So would that be incorrect there, 

9 your que stion there? 

10 

11 

A. It would be a clarification there to it, yes . 

MS . WIE ST: Okay . Thank you. Do you have 

12 any t hing further , Mr. Hoseck? 

13 MR. HOSECK: Staff has noth i ng further. 

14 Thank you. 

15 MS . WIE ST: Do you want to take a short break 

16 u nt il we go to U S we st? 

17 MR. COIT: When does the Co mm ission -- are 

18 you go ing t o wa1t u n til t he end t o rule on all of these 

19 wi th respect to the act ual ETC des ignatio n ? 

20 

21 break. 

22 

23 

MS. WIEST: That 's why we ' re tak i ng a short 

(AT TH I S TIME A SHORT RECESS WAS TAKEN. ) 

MS . WIE ST: Let's get started again. And we 

2 4 will go t o TC97-163. 

25 MR . HEASTON : And I would move admission of 
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1 Exhibit 1, wh ich is c.he request, and Exhibit 2, wh ich 

ie the amended request, and Exhibit 3, which is the 

service territory map. That's Exhibit 1, 2 and 3 

respectively in the d ocket. 
MS . WIEST: Any o b jection to Exhibits 1, 2 

and 37 Do you ha ve a copy of the service territory 

1 map? Ar e there any objections to Exhibits 1, 2 and 3? 

lf not . they"ve been admitted. You may proceed , 

9 Mr . Heaston. 
HR . HEASTON: We woul d also join in the 

10 
11 motion on the toll control. The reason we did not seek 

12 a wa iver in the ini t i al applicat ion is because as I 

13 read Paragraph 3 88 of the Order in the DA 91 -15 1 

14 indicated that to ll blocking woul d be sufficient in the 

15 meantime and it wa s dependent upon when you upgraded 

16 s witches. And so we d o not feel we need a waiver of 

li toll control, but the common wisdom seems to be t here 

18 needs to be a wa i ver, so we will follo w the h e rd here 

19 and request the toll control waiver also . 

20 And we are also one of the part i es t o the 

21 request of the FCC to reconsider the toll limitat ion, 

22 that this includes both toll block i ng and toll 

2 3 con trol. And I guess we would also point out that with 

24 the i mple mentation of number por tability that i s going 

25 to impact to ll control some wh at significantly. And so 
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wh il e we agree wi th 
t hat . Bob Barfield in h i s 

since we don't know when 

obse rvation 

it ' s going to happen, 

that's why we wouldn't want a 
are willing to accept time limit on i t , but we 

5 the one year with the 

understanding that if there is not h 
im plement it or if t e ability to 

the ability is too 
implement• t hat we would be ex pens ive to 

8 Commission a d able to come back to th is 
. n seek further wa iver of 

implementing toll cont r ol th a t, of 

1 0 telecommunicati on s with part of the essential 
carrier obligation. 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 7 

1 8 

19 

20 

2 l 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MS· WIEST : Okay. Would the Co mmissioners 

CHAIRMAN BURG : 
MS. WIEST ·. Did we admit the exhibits? 

Yes. 

cont rol 

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll 
for TC97 -16 3 for one ye::~e that we wa ive toll 

COMMISSI ONER NELSON: We) l, I, 

second it, but I heard an expansion m going to 

wa i ving in the past of what we've been 

idea we "re going to from g i ving them one year with the 

willi ng to grant renew it. And the reason I was 

it is because technology is not 

the:-e. Now, the Act requ i res that it out 

didn't say anyth ing about how be there and i t 
much :t cost . So I 

didn't hear anyt h1ng about one of the 
waiving it in the past reasons we 

was because that it 
cost pr o hibit i ve as might be 

much as because techno l ogy wasn't 

were 
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chere. I can understand why technology wasn't there, 

2 but I didn't - - I wasn't in Cong ress when they voted 

chat was part of the Act. 

MR . HEASTON: It's not part o f the Act . 

s guess that's the fi rst t h ing . It's an FCC -­

COMMISSIONER NELSON : It's a ru le. 

MR . HEASTON: It's an FCC dictate. 

COM MISS IONER NELSON : But it has the same 

g we ight as the rules and statute unless it's changed in 

1 0 court; right? 

11 MR. HEASTON : That' s true. But unless the 

12 FCC changes, as we' v e urged them to do. 

13 COM MI SSIONER NELSON: Right. So I'm 

14 seconding your motion with the understanding it's 

15 exactly as we had stated it originall y ; is that 

16 correct? 

17 CHAIRMAN BURG: I mean the mot ion was for o ne 

18 year. 

19 COMMISSIONER SCHOENF ELDER: 1 bel ieve the 

20 motion was for one year , a wa iver for one y ear, and I 

21 didn't know that the motion had an y th ing more than 

22 that , than just a wa iver from toll control for one 

23 year. 

24 

25 

CHAIRMAN BURG: It doesn't . 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then I'll concur. 
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COMMISSIONER NELSON: Al l I'm saying, t hough, 

is I vote d for it and there will be a record that I 

voted for it; and the reason I voted for it was the 

technology was n't available . And that's a lot 

d iffe re nt in my mind than it's cost prohibitive. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I think 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Not that that wouldn't 

be an issue in my mind that you could debate. I don't 

9 want a record that I'm support i ng someth i ng for a 

10 different reason than I did. 

11 CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a comment that I'd make 

12 on it, I guess. If there isn't a technology, I really 

1 3 hate to see all 50 or 75 filings just for an 

14 extension. If there is some way we could certify there 

15 i s no technology and extend it as ~e come up towards 

16 that year, I'd welcome that solution rather than go 

17 through this with this man y of them. I, personally, in 

18 my o wn mind. cannot see a solution when we're go ing to 

19 have multiple companies in number portability. It 

2 0 boggles my m1nd to see how that's eve n going to happen 

21 that you could end up with any kind of toll 

22 lim i tation. So I'm guessing when we come up to the 

23 year, we're still n o t going to have a solution, and I'm 

24 not looking toward to requiring all of you - - I mean 

25 that's the name of a bureaucrat to file that many 
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1 pieces of pa per . 
so if we can find a way to 

2 
consolidate i t at that time, I would we lcome any 

suggestions . That's a l l I have . 

MR . HEASTON: I have Mr. Lehner a vail able 

5 
here, and we do hav e a couple questions to ask him . 

J ON LBBN&R, 

c a ll ed as a wi tne ss, being f i rst duly sworn, 

was examined and testified as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

1 0 BY MR, HEASTON: 

1 1 

12 

13 

Q. 

t he i ssue 

Mr . Le hner , in our application we descr 1bed 

o f eliminating multi • party services and go i ng 

to single party service throughout US West service 

14 are a s . 
can you update the commission on the status of 

1 5 
that c ons i stent with what we 've already put i n the 

1 6 app l i c at ion ? 

A. Yes. As of Oc t o b er Jl of this year the 
17 

1 8 
number of multi-party or t wo - a nd four-party customers 

19 in u s west ' s territory is 612. 612. 

20 

21 J o n? 

A . 

Q . 

CHAIRM AN BURG : What was t he date on that, 

As of 10 - 31-97 . 

And what c an you tell the Commission about 
22 

2 3 

24 
our c o n tinu i ng effort to eliminate the multi-party 

25 service? 
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A . The plan right n o w is to el i mi nate a ll of 

those 612 except for 52 of them . And the ti me frame 

for that will be by the end o f the second quarter, 

wh ich I suppose we could put fo r a date of 6·30 o f 

'98 . So a l l but 52 of those will be completed by 6-30 

6 o f · 98 . 

Q. 

A . 

And what about the remaining 52? 

Th e remaining 52 are extremely h i gh co st 

upgrades . And until other te c hnology or other mea n s 

1 0 bec o me ava i lab l e, there are no plans right now . we 

1 1 ha v e n o plans t o mo ve ahead with those 52 . 

1 2 

13 

1 4 

15 

16 

Q . W1th that we st i ll believe that i t i s 

appro pr i a te for u s t o ·· we stil l believe the waiver is 

appr o pr i a t e 1 n t h 1s case; is t hat co rrect? 

A . Tha t 1s cor re c t . 

MR . HE ASTON: T hat ' s al l t he quest ion s I 

17 h av e. 

18 

1 9 

MS. WI EST: Ms. Cremer ? 

CROS S- EXAM I NATI ON 

20 BY MS. CREMER : 

21 

2 2 

23 

Q . Mr . Le h ner, where are th o ne 52 located ? Are 

t h e y spread thro ugh o ut, o r are they i n a specific area, 

d o y o u kn o w? 

A . I cou l d read them off for you. There's about 

2 5 a d o z e n exchan g e s. Or I could give y o u a late-filed 
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1 exhibit. Let me just read them off. Arlington is 

four; Belle Fourche , six ; De Smet, four; Huron, three; 

Lake Preston, one. 

COMMISSI ONER NELSON: Do you want to start 

s over? 

A. Arl i ngton, fo ur; Belle Fourche, six; De Smet, 

four; Huron, three; Lake Preston, one; Madison , t wo; 

e Milba nk, four; Pierre, two; Redfield, two; Sisseton, 

9 six; S pearfish, two; Volga, five; Watertown, ten; 

10 Yankton, one . 

11 o. Is there a particular reason? Is it like 

12 Ana co nda line or something? 

13 A. It's a combination of many factors , but you 

14 mean as far as the 52 are concerned? 

15 

16 

o. 

A. 

Yes. 

It's a combination of many factors. We're 

11 talking about feeder distribution, we're talking about 

18 in some cases a PAIR GAIN systems like Anaconda that 

19 would need to be repla c ed . 

20 MS . CREMER: Okay. That's all the questions 

21 I have. 

22 CHAIRMAN BURG : Ha ve you investigated any 

23 othe r technical solutions other than to a single party 

2 4 other than line extension? 

25 A. You mean in order to provide a single party 
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service to these customers? 

CHAIRMAN BURG : Yes. 

A . Yes. I think the answer is WP. are constantly 

looking for a cheaper way to do this because in some 

5 cases, Commissioner, we're talking about over $100,000 

to upgrade a single customer , and it just doesn't make 

sense to do that. And the answer would seem to lie 

8 probably in some form of wireless, but so far t he 

wirel ess technologies, whether then satell i te or fixed 

10 wireles s , are still pretty expensive. I see that as 

11 the ultimate solution, though, to some of these. 

12 CH AIRMAN BURG: I'm going to move to grant 

13 the waiver . 

14 MS . WIES T: Just a second. Do the 

15 Commi ssioners have any other que sti ons? As opposed to 

16 the other ones. I'm going to have to ask you some 

17 questions to ver ify things that were in the application 

18 because that wa s signed by Mr . Heaston. It wasn't 

19 signed by a witness with an affidavi t , as all the 

20 other s were. So bear wi th me for a second. 

21 

22 

A . I've never trust ed his signature e it her. 

MS . WIEST: First o ne , does US West provi de 

23 voic e grade access to the publ ic switched network to 

24 all in its service area? 

25 A . Yes. 
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MS . WIEST : And does it provi de local usage ? 

A. Yes. 

MS . WIEST: Do you provide dual tone 

multi-frequency signalling or its functional 

S e qu i valent? 

A. h■ . 

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to your 

emerge nc y services? 

A . 

1 0 

11 services ? 

1 2 

13 

A. 

Yes. 

MS . WIEST: Do you provide access to operator 

Yes. 

MS. WIEST : Do you provide access to 

14 i nterexchange serv i ce? 

15 

1 6 

A. Yes. 

MS. WIE ST : And d o you provide access to 

11 directory assistance? 

18 

19 

A. Yes. 

MS . WIEST: And you've already talked abou t 

2 0 t o ll control and the wa iver. Do you providP. or are you 

21 a ble to provide toll blocking? 

22 

23 

A . Yes. 

MS . WIEST: Then gett ing back to your request 

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

25 application you talked about the ones that you have no 
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1 plans, you know, of providing service due to the cost 

and everything. My problem, I guess, is :hat I don't 

see that there is any de minimus exception within the 

FCC rules with respect to single party service . Have 

5 y ou been granted any of this type of de minimus 

exception to that requ i rement, do you know, i n any of 

the other states? 

A . I am not aware. 

MS. WIEST: And what I'm getting at is that 

1 0 i t appears , a cco rd i ng to the FCC rules and I'm 

11 loo king at 4 7 5, . 1 01( c ) , that in order t o grant any 

1 2 add i t io na l t ime t o complete network upgrades for s i ngle 

1 3 party or en h anced 9 11 o r toll limitation, that the 

1 4 Comm i ssion does i n fac t have to se t a time period for 

15 you to comp l ete th o se network upgrades. Is your 

1 6 contenti o n t hat we do no t? 

1 7 A. I wo uld n o t make that contention. I'm going 

1 8 t o let my attorney argue with you about that. 

19 MS. WIEST : Well , then, I do have a couple 

2 0 o ther questions . My other question is on service 

21 area. And it is also a requirement of the state 

22 Commission to designate service areas as opposed to 

23 study areas for nonrural telecommunicati o ns companies. 

24 First of all, you would agree that you ar e a nonrural 

25 telecommunications compan y ? 
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A. Yes. 

MS. WIEST: And in the PCC'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 

8 don't think you really told us what you want your 

9 service area to be . Because the FCC has told us that 

10 we better not adopt your study area as your service 

11 area for large ILEC's . Co you have service areas for 

12 your company that you want the Commission to adop t at 

13 this time? 

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

15 here, I guess, to help me with this . But I suppose 

16 that our service area ought to be our exchanges in the 

17 state of South Dakota . Now, the stud y are a is a 

18 d if ferent issu~ and that has not been determined yet . 

19 But I would think that our service area would be our 

20 exchanges that we serve in the state of South Dakota. 

21 MR. HEASTON: If I may from a legal 

22 standpoint, there is no definition yet; and certainly 

23 our service area would be those areas within wh ich we 

24 are authorized to provide the supported services . 

25 MS . WIEST : Right. And that's my question . 
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MR. HEASTON : From a general perspective, I 

2 guess, i f that's what you're looking for 1s what you 

wou ld designate to the FCC would not be anything 

outside the area where we ' re authorized or certified to 

provide service. When it comes to where the areas are 

6 going to be that would be where the services would be 

7 supported by a un i versal service fund, whether it's 

high cost or low income or libraries or whateve r it 

happens to be , you know , that ' s an area that 's 

10 c urrently under debate depending upon wh i ch pro xy cost 

11 mode l i s go in g to be accepted. And so that's why we 

12 ar e s o mewhat vagu e o n that term because what this 

13 Commission h as not done and nor has the FCC come out 

14 with any f1nal decisi on as to what model it is going to 

15 a ccept. So I th1nk i f we ' re required to take a look at 

1 6 a ·servi ce area .· I woul d d o i t fr om the standpoint of 

17 wh at Jo n •· to comply wit h the la w. If that's wha t 

18 we're look1ng for, to comply with the FCC requ ire me nt. 

1 9 I think that ·s wh at we woul d loo k at i s an area , 

2 0 though, no l arger than an excha n ge area , which we wou ld 

21 equ ate to a wire c enter or an exchange area. And we 

22 have however many are o n that. 

23 MS. WIEST: He h o w many exchanges d o you 

2 4 still have'? 

25 MR . HEASTON: It's on the list we submitted. 
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"· I can't answer that exactly. It's 

approximately 35. 

MS. WIEST: It. would be attached? 

MR. HEASTON: It's on our exhibit to our 

S application. 

MS . WIEST: So however man y with the 

7 amendment the three that were missed. That's how many 

service a re as you would like the Commission to 

9 des i gnate for Us West at this time ? 

10 "· t guess I'm not sure whether we would want to 

11 designate each exchange. 

12 MS . WIEST: My problem is we a r e supp osed to 

13 tell the FCC by December 31st what your designated 

1 4 service area is. 

1 5 "· Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by 

16 exchange . 

17 MS. WIEST: If you want more time to think 

18 abo ut it 

19 MR . HEASTON: Yes, I think I would. I mean 

20 this is not something that's come up in the othe r t wo 

21 states that I ' ve done this in, and I had the same basic 

22 application . I will have to -- I will do a late - file d 

23 exh i bit on that if I could with an affidavit from Jon. 

24 

25 

MS . WIEST: Okay. 

MR . HEASTON : What are you relying on again, 
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Rolayne? 

MS. WIEST : Actually what as far as the FCC's 

3 publi c notice, that was docket 96-45 DA 97 - 1892 issued 

9 -29 -97 . 

MR . HEASTON: 1892 . 

MS. WI EST : And I'm also relying on 

7 paragraphs 185, 192, 193 of the FCC' e un ive r sal service 

8 order . 

1 0 

11 

12 

MR . HEASTON: 19 7, 175. 

MS . WIEST: 157 or 

MS . CREMER : 185 , 192. 

MS. WI EST: The docket number for t he FCC 

13 universal servi ce . 

MR . HEASTON: Not the docket number but the 

15 o rd er number, the order number . 

16 MS. WI ES T: Okay. I was loo k i ng at 185, 192 

11 and par agrap h 

18 MR . HEASTON: I got those. Wa s it FCC 

2 0 MS . WIEST : 157, r i ght. And th e other thing 

21 you might wan t to address in paragraph 185, for 

22 example, i t d o es s a y i f a state PUC adopts i ts existing 

23 service areas f or large ILEC's, the i r s tu dy area, this 

2 4 woul d erect significant barr i ers to entry. We are als o 

25 encouraged t o consider designating service areas that 
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require an ILEC to serve areas other tha n they have not 

trad i t ionall y served . 

MR . HEASTON : Yes. And, see , this -- what 

che prob l em this causes i s where you have not 

cons idered and have left to the FCC to determine how 

chat's goi ng co be modeled f rom a proxy standpoint . 

7 And, yes, we are ad vocating smaller geographic elements 

than th e wire center for universal high cost support 

9 
b u t 1 do not have a Sout h Dakota specific look becaus e 

l 0 

ll 

12 

ll 

chis commis s ion decided not to do their own earlier 

this __ a couple months ago , as opposed to Wyom ing and 

No rth Dakota whe re r do have that because thooe two are 

looki ng at d oing their o wn, or suggesting their own 

1 4 cost study. So I do have the small gr i ds, as we cal l 

1s it, and I coul d i den tif y that for you . I cannot 

16 identify anything smal ler tha n r i ght now th~n a wi re 

17 center . 

l 8 

19 

MS. WIE ST: Okay. 

MR . COIT: Excuse me, may I comment br iefl y 

20 on t h is? And I unde rstand that I ' m not a party but I 

2 l do believe it wa s my understand ing today that t he whole 

22 iss ue of di saggregat ed service areas for US West o r 

23 any other company may come up. But I would like to say 

24 we certainly have an interest i n the issue. And I 

25 think that th e FCC rules i nd icate that -- the orders 
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and the rules indicate that before changing an existing 

serv ice area , that the Commissi on at the state level 

needs to f i nd that it's con s istent wit h un iversal 

serv ice requirements . So I think it's a really 

involve d -- involves a lo t more than the revie w of 

6 actually looking at ETC serv ice obligations. You ' re 

talking about making changes in a US West serv ice area 

that could significantly c hange the level o f support i t 

9 might r ece1ve under a fede ra l uni versal service fund. 

10 

11 

12 

Decisions on US west service area disaggregation and 

so forth could certainly impact rural tele phone 

companies as well . And I guess going i n to th is 

13 proceed ing it was our understandi ng that there are 

1 ~ ce rta in established incumbent LEC se rv ice areas, and we 

15 didn 't understand, I guess, that we -- that th e issue 

16 1n this US west docket or a ny of the other ones wo uld 

17 be with regard to disaggregating se rv ice areas. 

1 8 MS. WIEST: I'm not ta lking about 

19 disaggregating service areas. And 1 think you have to 

20 recogni ze the distinction that wa s ma de bet ween 

2 l nonrurals and rural compan i e s with respect to service 

22 area . If we want to loo k at d oi ng anything to rural 

23 com panies with respect to d isaggregation, we have to 

24 specific a lly petit1on t he FCC. That ' s all I'm talk i ng 

25 about , and that's the rea son why I only brought up this 
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understanding the commission d oes have to do the 

service area in order for US West to ge t your 

universal service money. 

79 

MR . HEASTON: If I could have until whatever 

date was suggested earlier on getting the add itional 

affidavits i n, I'll have a recommendation for you from 

8 Us West o n that. 

MS . WIEST: Okay . Are there any other 

10 questions of this witness? One more question, 

11 Mr. Lehner. Do you have any observat i on to wha t 

12 Mr . Best suggested as advertising requirements for your 

13 compa ny ? 

14 "· I ' m not su r e that I u nderstood exactl y what 

15 he wa s requiring. If the requirement is to advertise 

16 it once a year in the newspaper , I don't think we have 

17 a problem with that. 

18 MS. WIES T : And getting back to single party 

19 service is high cost, the only barrier is to provide 

20 single party service to t hose 52 customers? 

21 

22 

"· Yes. 

MS. WIEST : Is it al so US West's position 

23 that t he sett lement agreement that you've stated is 

24 suspended concerning single party service no longer 

25 applies where I believe you stated you would have 

BO 

single party service to all customers by the year 2000? 

A . Had the 121 inves tmen t program continued, I 

would have been o ut here talking to the staff and t o 

you about these anyway. because as we honed down to 

some to the l ast fe w o n some of these exc han ges , it 

became obvious that this was this is foolish to 

spend that k i nd of money with the current techno logy. 

8 Just doesn't make any sense. 

MS. WIEST: That's all I have . Mr. Heaston , 

10 you might a lso want to address the question of whether 

11 the Commission has the authority to provide any de 

12 minimus e x ception to the single party wi thout putting 

13 the time line on it. 

1 4 MR . HE ASTON: I don ' t know that de minimus i s 

15 the issue, but I do thi nk that you could put a time 

16 line on it and make it rene wab le that we would have to 

17 come i n . I think what the r ule woul d allow you to do 

18 is require us to come i n on a regul ar ly-scheduled 

19 basls, maybe annua ly, maybe semi-annually, to update 

20 the Commission of where we are technolog ywise in taking 

21 care of these l ast 52. That woul d be my p osition on 

22 this is that that puts a time limit on and it ma kes it 

23 drive n by the technology and the affordab ilit y of it. 

2' 

25 

MS. WIEST : Okay. Any other quest ions? 

COM MISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a question 
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1 of Mr. Lehner. And the reason I have a question is 

2 because in your amended application you might have 

3 addressed it, however, ! don't have a copy of that and 

I apologize. But you addressed in here and you have an 

5 exhib i t on your original application that regards 

Lifeline, Link Up. And bas ically what it is it's your 

tariff, or a page that looks like a tariff page to me. 

Now, US West really intends to comply with the 

9 Commi ss ion order in Lifeline, Link Up? 

1 0 

11 

12 that. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

A. 

A. 

Absolutely . 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFE LDER : 1 need to know 

And that page doesn't apply any more. 

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you . 

MS . WIEST: Any other questions? Thank yo u. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess I have a 

17 question. You know, you -- when you were talking about 

18 why you shouldn't have to provide this single party 

19 systems for these areas that y ou listed like Spearfish 

20 and Pierre and all the list that you went through --

21 

22 

A. Yes. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why wou l d it -- it just 

23 seems we ird to me that it woul d be that expensive to 

24 provide those services in some areas. Like Pierre and 

25 Huron, those are pretty - - I mean can you e xplain that 

82 

to me a little bit because I find that a little odd. 

A. The high cost we 're talking about in many 

cases, not only replacing, we're talking about 

customers that were engi nee red probably back in the 

sixties and seventies to multi-party service with no 

intention of having single party service. So we're 

talking in many cases miles and miles of distribution 

e cable. some cases six pair, 11 pa i r, maybe even greater 

9 pair. So we're talking about now having to replace 

10 that ca b le with probably 50 pair o r a hundred pair 

11 cab l e. And we 're also talking about many cases where 

12 at the end of that cable we have to extend what some 

13 people will call a drop, what I call a pair o f wires, 

14 sometimes several miles. And in order to provide 

15 single party service -· we ll. I take that back in that 

16 case . The drop piece of that will be okay . I was 

17 thinking of if they have more than one line. But we 're 

1 8 talking about d i stribution cable, we're talking about 

19 feeder, and we 're talking in some cases about PAIR GAIN 

20 systems that are j ust plain full. I'm talking about 

21 systems that you've heard like Anaconda that are go i ng 

22 t o need to be rep l aced. It's expensive. 

23 COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess in my mind it 

24 seems to me that cost prohibitive -- I didn't exactly 

25 envisio n exactly what you were just explaining to me 
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1 because I was thinking maybe these lines had to be run 

2 
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 co me that these 

s people should have to live with just two party 

telephone system when most of the wor l d doesn't , as we 

7 know it in south Dakota, doesn't have to do that 

a because the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm 

looki ng for some reason why that's acceptable, 

10 

11 

12 

especially when some of those little companies are 

saying chat they got maybe three or four people left 

chat they don't have that service for and they've made 

1 3 every eff o rt to say, well, we want a waiver but we will 

l4 do it by the end of the year or whatever . 

15 A. I think that most of the companies you'v e 

16 been listening to up until now -- and 1 obviously can't 

17 speak for them, but I think you're talking about 

18 engineering that was done probably 15, 20 years ago i n 

19 most of these compan i es' cases where they at the time 

20 spent the money to do that. We did not do that. We 

21 provided distribution systems that were literally 

22 designed not to provi de single party service. There 

23 are different funding mechanisms and different 

24 requ i rements that we 've had . They've had the ability 

25 to spend that k i nd of money and recover it. Now, I can 
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spend $100,000 or $150,000 or 50,000, whatever it is, 

to do these, but some where that has to b~ recovered and 

it i sn 't going to be recovered from a customer . That 

customer isn't go ing to pay for that. 

COMMISSIONER NELSON: It seems to me this 

flies in the face of what the governor ' s bill said last 

7 year . I mean here we're talk ing making available high 

technology to everybody in South Dakota. Basically 

that 's what the b ill says. And we 're talking here some 

10 

11 

1 2 

people that aren't even going to have single party 

telecommunication in th i s state. 

A . Commiss ioner. all I can tell you is what the 

13 cost is. And I think that's -- I think that's , unless 

14 there's a recovery mechanism, it wo uld make no sense to 

15 spend that k1nd of money. And I certa i nly wouldn't 

16 recommend it. 

17 CHAIRMAN BURG : The question I have in the 

18 LEC i ndustry when we have these kind of s ituations once 

19 ln a wh ile t he re's an other provider that is cl o ser that 

2 0 ca n d o it. Would that be the case to any of these? 

21 Would that be a reasonabl e solut ion ever? 

22 A . Yes , 1t woul d . And, Commiss ioner, i f there 

23 is any company 10 thi s room that wo uld like to serve 

24 any of these 52, I would be happy to negotiate. 

25 CHAIRMAN BURG: I think maybe when we're down 
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to 52, we o ught to get a list of those names and see i f 

2 we co uld work it out. I share what Co unsel has said. 

I'm not su re we can make the except i on . I know that 

us west's counsel has given us what I call a sho rt 

te rm one, t hat i n ot her words, we could g ive the waiv e r 

for a l i mited period of time, but I don't know that 's 

7 a n indefinite solution and we probably ought to work - ­

look a t wo rking together to meet and find the solution 

to meet the FCC rules I think if we can. But so many 

10 -- maybe, I guess , what I wo uld lik e t o request is the 

11 actu al name and location of :hose 52 filed at some 

12 time . I don't care whether i t's part of this docket or 

13 not . 

1' 

15 

A. 

16 than k you. 

17 

I chink that c an be provided. 

MS. WIEST: Any ot her questions? If not , 

CH AI RMAN BURG: I suppose we do need some 

18 type o f wa iver in o rder to grant them a n ET C status. 

19 

20 

21 

MS. WIEST : Sorry, for which now? 

CHAIRMAN BURG: For single party. 

MS. WI EST : At thi s time staff has a witness 

22 on this ca se first. 

23 

2< 

25 

MS . CREMER : Staff woul d call Harlan Best . 

HARLAN 81ST , 

called as a witness, be ing previously s worn, 
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wa s examined and t es tified as follows : 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MS. CREMER: 

Q. Har l an , were y ou t he analyst a ssigned to 

S TC97 - 163, Us Wes t 's application? 

8 Wes t? 

10 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q . 

Yes. 

And have yo u re v iewed that application by US 

Yes. 

And would you agree with Mr . Lehner when he 

11 testified earlier that they met all th e requirements of 

12 4 7 CFR 54-101? 

13 

14 

15 

A . 

Q. 

A. 

That they have met those? 

Yes. 

Yes, with the discussion that we've had on 

16 single party . 

l 7 Q. Right. Ok ay. And at your recommendation f o r 

18 advertising, would that be the same f or Us West as it 

19 was for the others? 

20 

21 

A. 

Q . 

Yes. 

An d what would your recommendat ion be for the 

22 Commission in def1n1ng a service area for US West? 

23 

24 

25 have. 

A . It wo uld be the wi re cente r . 

MS . CREMER: That's all the questions I woul d 
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MS . WI LKA : No questions . 

MS. WIEST : Commi ss ioners ? 

CH AIR MAN BURG : The quest ion I'd have i s 
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5 based o n that, should we not -- I mean is this -- what 

do I c a ll it? Is this a document that is f i led in 

these hearings? 

10 

11 

12 

MS . CREMER: Yes . 

CH AIRM AN BURG : I guess 1 think we oug h ~ to 

correct that exhibit to put no on each of those t hat 

we 've made a wa iver for on the single party because I 

believe t he answer is no and we ' ve made a wa iver t o 

13 s at isfy that. 

14 

15 

16 

MS. CREMER : Okay. 

CH AI RMAN BURG : Si nce that's filed . 

CO MM ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved 

11 for a wa i ver i n that area, have we? 

18 CHAIRMAN BURG: Yee, fo r six months on one 

19 other compa ny . 

20 MS . WIEST : we have two s i ng l e party wa ivers 

21 so far, but US West we haven ' t moved yet; right ? 

22 CHAIRMAN BURG: Bu t if we d o and for any we 

23 do, since he ' s a witness on the stand a nd th i s i s his 

2 4 document, I th i nk that this d o cument should be 

25 correc ted to reflect, no , they do not meet that to 

1 0 

11 

12 

13 
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coincide wi th the wa ive rs we ' ve given . 

MS . CREMER : Oka y . 

CHAIRMAN BURG : I guess I don't know. What 

d o we ne ed to do to make sure that correction is made ? 

MS. WIEST : I bel i eve there ar e t hree 

comp an i es that do not at t h is time provi de single party 

service, s o all they woul d have to d o i s ch ange t ha t 

yes to no f o r those Stateline , Ve nt ure, and us We st; 

r ight? 

CHAIRMAN BURG : And the testimony o n the 

record i s adequa te t o a cco mpl ish that? 

MS. WIEST: Yee. 

CH AIRMAN BURG: Okay. That's a ll I 

14 wo ndered. 

15 

16 West have? 

1 7 

18 

A . 

MS. WI EST: So h o w man y wire centers does us 

38. 

MS. WIEST: 38. Thank you . Any other 

19 quest ion s of this w1tness? 

20 

21 

MS. CRE ME R: No . 

MS . WIEST: Would you like to admit this 

22 docket for the purposes o f this docket? Before I onl y 

23 admitted it for the ot her dockets . 

2 , MS . CREMER : Actua lly I wa sn't go i ng t o move 

25 it into this one beca u se people testified to it, s o I 
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didn't really need it in mine. But I can certainly STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

2 move it. COUNTY OF HUGHES 

MS . WIEST : It's up to you. 

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

MS . WIEST : Any other quest ions of this 

6 witness? Thank you. Anything else from any of the 

1 parties? At this time I be lieve the Commission wil l 

take these matters under advisement. We are waiting 

for some late-filed exhibits in some dockets, and it 

1 0 wil l be possible that perhaps the Commission will make 

11 the decis io ns either at a Commission meeting or at the 

12 December 2nd hearing on some other related ETC 

13 dockets. Are there any questions from anybody or any 

14 comments? 

15 MR. COIT: I would just, for the record , like 

16 to formally request that the Commission designate each 

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

18 be submitted, that the Commi ssion designate each of the 

19 rural telephone companies, SDITC member companies, as 

20 ETC ' s and that their study areas be designated as their 

21 service area . That's all I have. 

22 MS. WIEST : Th ank you. That will close the 

23 hearing. 

2~ ( THE HEARING CONCLUDED AT 3:50 P . H.) 

25 

I, Lori J. Grode, RHR , Notary Public, in and 

for the State of South Dakota, do hereby certify that 

the above hearl.ng, pages l through 89, inclusive, was 

recorded stenographically by me and reduced to 

typewriting. 

I FURTHER CERTIFY that the foregoi ng 

10 transcript of the said hearing is a true and correct 

11 transcript of the stenograp hic notes at the time and 

12 p l ace specif i ed here i nbefore. 

13 FURTHER CERTIFY that I am not a relative or 

14 empl oyee o r attorney or counsel of any of the parties , 

15 nor a relative or employee of such attorney or counsel, 

16 

17 

18 

o r financial ly interested directly o r indirectly in 

this act ion. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

19 hand and seal of o!f!ce at P i erre, South Dakota, this 

20 1st day o f December, 1997. 

21 

22 

23 
Lori J. Grode, RMR 
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BEFORE THE PI IBLIC llTIL.ITIES COMM ISSION 

Of THE STATE Of SOUTH DAKOTA RECEIVED 

IN THE MA TIER OF THE REQUEST OF) 
WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS) 
COOPERATIVE, FOR DESIGNATION AS) 
AN ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUN ICATIONS) 
CARRIER ) 

[' IJ 997 
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 

REQUEST FOR ETC 
DESIGNATION 

West River Telecommunications Coopera1ive, McLaughlin. South Dakota(Hazcn. Nonh 
Dakota) pursuant to 47 United S111cs Code Seaion 214{c) and 47 Code of Federal Regula1ions 
Seo.ion S4 20 1 hereby 5ttlts from tht Public U1i\i1ies Commission ("Commission"') designation as an 
.. Elisih'c T~ Carrier" v.ithin lhe k>c:aJ exchange area that consiitutcs its service area 
in South Dakota In suppon of this request. West River T docommUJUCations Cooperative offm the 
following 

I Pursuant to 47 U SC Section 214(e) it is !he Comr.tission's responsibility to designate 
local exchange carrim ("' LECs .. ) as ~digible tclecomnwnications carriers" rETC'), or in other 
words. 10 determine which LECs have assumed universal service obligations consistent with the 
fcdenl law and should be deemed eligible 10 receive federal univcrsaJ service suppon. At least one 
elig:i'Ne tcleconurunications carrier is to be designated by the Commission for cadl service area in the 
State However. in the: case: of areas served by ~rural telephone companiHM. the Commission may 
not designate more than one LEC as an ETC without firsi fioding thAt such additional designation 
would be in the public interest Under 47 CFR Section 54.201, beginning January I. 1998. only 
telecommunications carriers that have received designation from the Commission 10 serve as an 
eligible t~ carrier within their SCIVice area will be eligible to receive fcderal universal 
service suppon 

2 Wcsi River TdccomtraJnicati Cooperafr1o•e is the facilities--based local exchange canier 
prcsentJy providing local exchange 1clecornmunications services in the following exchange in South 
Dako1a 

~ Total Acces5 I im facblovc Ptdix/Narnc 

West River TdccommunicattOns 689 6051823 McLaughlin 
Cooperative 

In 1hc ordinary course of business the number of access lines are subject 10 change West River 
Tdec:ommunica1ions Cooperative 10 its knowledge is the only carrier today providing local exchange 



lelecommunications sen.i ce in the above exchange area 

J WCSl River Tdeconm.lnicatioCooperativc in accord wilh 47 CFR Section S4.101 offers 
the following local exchange tclcc:orrurunicatK>OS sen.ices to all members throughout iu service area 

- Voic.e grade access to lhe public switched necwork: 

- LocaJ a change service including an amount or locaJ usage f'ret or per minute 
charges under a Hat rated local service package: 

- Dual lone mulli-f'rcqucncy signalins. 

- Access to emergency service such as 9 11 or enhanced 911 public services; 

- Access to operator services: 

-Access to intcrcxchange service, 

-Access to dirCClory assistance; and 

- Toll blockins service to qualified low-income members and all others. 

As noted above. West River Tdecomroonic:attOOS Cooperative docs provide toll lunitatioo 
service in thc fonn of toll blocking to qua1;ry;ng mmtbcn. and offen -ioll cootrol wnh PIN", 
however. the additional toll limita1ion service or"'toll control" as defined in the new FCC universal 
.....,;c, rules (47 CFR sect""1 S4.400())) ;, not provuled. W.,,_ River TeleoommwucatK>nS 
Coopentivc is not aware that any local exchange carrier in South Dakota has a wrrent capability to 
prowie: such ,ervice The FCC gave no indication prior to the rdeuc of its univenal service order 
(FCC 97- 1S7) lhat toll control would be imposed as an ETC service requirement and. to our 
information and belief. as .i result, LECs nationwide are not positioned to make the service 
immediately available. In order for West River Tdecommunications Coopentive to provide the 
service, additional usage tracking and storage capabilities will have lo be installed in its local 
swncbing ~ Al nrinum, the ""10e requues. swncbing son-. UJ)BJode and It INS time 
West River TelecommuniclltOns Coopentive is investigating and anemptina to determine whether 
the necessary software has been dcvdoped and when ;t rmght become available. 

Accordingly, Wcsa River Telecommurucations Cooperative is faced with exceptional 
circumsianccs concerning the ability to make the toU control service available as let forth in the 
FCC's universal service rules and muse request a waiver from the requirement to provide such 
service, At this time. a waiver is requested. The Commission may proper1y grant a waiver from the 
.. ,oU control~ requirement puffU&ld to 47 CFR S4. IO l(c). 

4. WeM RM< Tdca>nwnunicatio Coopentivc has pr<WlUJly and will contirue to advertue 
the availability of its local etehange ,ervices in media of general distribution throughout the exchange 
area served Prior to this 51ing, West River Tclecorrununicalions Cooperative has not generally 



advati.,ed the prices charged for all of the above-identified services. It will do so going forward in 
ICCOfd with any specific advertising standards that the Commission may develop. 

S Ba5ed on the foregoing. Wesa River Tdec:::omm.uicat Cooperative respectfully request 
that the CofflfTUssion· 

(a) grant a waiver of the requirement 10 provide .. ,oll control .. service, 

and 

(b) grant an ETC dcsignati\ln lo West River Telecommunications Cooperative covering al] 

of the Local exchange area that constitutes its present service area in the State. 

Da1cd this 8th day of September, 1997. 

Wes1 River Telecommunications Cooperative 



Oc1obtr 9, 1997 

Ms. Kattn Cremer. St1.ff Auomey 
Soul.h O.U:ou Public U111i1ies CommWion 
State Capitol Building 
SOO Ew CapilOI Amwt 
Picm, South DU:ou 57501-5070 

West River 
Telecommunications Cooperative 

and subsidlary companies 

West River Communications, Inc. 
Mobridge Telecommunications Co. 

RECEIVED 

OCT I 6 1997 
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 

RE: Ellclblc Ttl«ummunlotioas Carrltr ■pplkatlon, TC97-ISC 
West R.inr Tdttommwucatkm Cooptntln 

Thank you. Ms. Cremer . 

For your kiter of Oc1obcr I , 1997. rclaiive to the above'. 

1. run\Wll to 47 C.F.R. S4. I0l(a)(4), Shick-PartJ Senft b beln, offered by West RiYtt 
Td«ommunicaiions Coopua1Nc to all mcmbcn in the Mel.augbJin, South Dakota tclepbonc c.xcban&i,.. 

2. West Rim Tclecommurucal:ions Cooperative cumnlly offcn Lifeline and Link Up local ICTYice discoun1s 
within iu eAchangt: aru_ BcgiMing January I, 1998, the proan.ms will be offmd undct new terms in 
acCOfd with the FCC rultt. 47 CFR 5-4 .400 - 54 .417, and any South Dakou Public U1tlitics CommWioo 
dcclslom concerning impkmcalllioo or lhe upandcd proiram1. 

3. ALBERT R. GROSZ. being first duly sworn. swa thal I am lhe Praidm of the We11 River 
Tclccommut1aliom COO()CBlive, that I have read the initial Eligible Tclccocnmurucatiom Carrier (ETC) 
appliutioo and lhc forc&oing , and lbc same arc tnic 10 my own best i,t,e. inf~ and belier. 

A~TR. ORDsf, Z7/ 
West River Tcka::lmm.miclric Coopmtivc 

s;~1- .. ill 
{m[/, tff]l. 
Roben A. Barftcld 
Gcne:ral Mamier 

STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA) 
) 

• lcd&cdbeforemcthis--1.i.DayofOClobcr, 1997. l ?j 
Slo"""""'=.2 

.. 
2000 ma. ~ N>tary P\lblc SNI Robtn A. Barfadd, ~ ic 

County or Mercer 

1·800 256-1736 l-~ -i:: f~ Hl •• !l■IT 
W..st River Communlurfom,, Inc. W~st Ri11er Talecommunfc.tlon.s Mobr1d~ Te~ 

PO Box 467 • Hazen • North Dakota • 58545 --



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY WEST 
R IVE R TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
COOPERATIVE FOR DESIGNATION AS AN 
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER 

FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, 
ORDER AND NOTICE OF 

ENTRY OF ORDER 
TC97-154 

On September 10, 1997, the Public Ulilrhes Commission (Commission) received a request 
for des1gna1Jon as an eligible lelecommunicat10ns carrier (ETC) from West River 
Telecommumcahons Cooperall'le (West River Telecommumealions). West River 
Telecorr.mun,c:a~s requested designabOn as an e6g1t>'e telecommuniealions carrier within the local 
e,:change areas that cons!llute its serv,ce area . 

The CommisS10n electromcally transmitted notice of the filing and the intervention deadline 
10 interested 1nd1v1dua1s and en1ItIes. No person or enllly fi led to intervene. By order dated 
November 7, 1997, the Commission set the hearing lorthis matter for 1:30 p.m. on November 19. 
1997, in Room 412, Stale Capitol. Pierre, South Dakota 

The heanng was held as scheduled At the hearing, the Commission granted West River 
T elecommumcaltons a one year waiver of the requirement to provide 1011 control service wilhin its 
service area Al its December 11 , 1997, meeting, the Commissk>ri granted ETC designation to West 
River Telecommunicat10ns and designated its study area as its service area. 

Based on the evidence of record, the Commission en!ers the following Findings of Fact and 
Concius1oni of Law. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

On September 10, 1997, the Commission received a request for designation as an ETC from 
West Rrver Telecommunicallons. West River TelecommunieattOns requested desSgnation as an 
ETC within the local exchange areas that conshtute its service area. West River 
Telecommunica11ons serves the following exchange: Mclaughlin (823). Exhibit 1. 

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(2). the Commission Is required to designate a common 
earner that meets the requirements of secllon 214(e)(1) as an ETC for a servioe area designated 
by the Commission. 

Ill 

Pursuant lo 47 U.S C § 214(e)(1), a common earner that is designated as an ETC is eligible 
to recetve i.nversal seMCe support and shall, ltvoughout its service area, offer the services that are 
supported by federal universal service suppon mechanisms either using its own facilities or a 
comb1nat1on of I1s own facilities and resale of another carrier's services. The canier must also 
advertise the availab1lrty ol such services and the rates for the services using media of general 
d1stnbuhon 



IV 

The Federal Communications Commission (FCC) has de~nated the following services or 
fundionallties as those supported by federal urwersal service suppo'1 mechanisms: {1) voice grade 
access to the public: switched network: (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its 
funclional ~ual; (4) single party service or its functional equivalent. (5) access 10 emergency 
3ervices; (6) access to operator seMCes; (7} access to interexchange service; (8) access to 
directory assistance: and (9) toll llmital ion for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F.R. § 
54.101 (8). 

V 

As part of its obligations as an ETC. an ETC is required lo make available Lifeline and Link 
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F.R. § 5-4 . ..05; 47 C.F.R. § 54.411 . 

VI 

West River Telecommunications offers voice grade access to the pubHc switched networtt 
to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit 1. 

VII 

We~t River Telecornmf..ricas offers local exchange servic.e including ■n amount of local 
usage free of per minute charges lo all consumers throughout its MMCe area. id, 

VIII 

West River Telecommuncation offers dual tone muttt-frequency signaling to all consumers 
throughout its service areL kt 

IX 

West River Te~municatk>ns offers single party service to all consumers throughout its 
service area. Exhibit 2. 

X 

West River Telecommunications offers access to emergency servk:es to all consumers 
throughout its service area. Exhibit 1. 

XI 

West River Telecommur1 ieations offers access to operator services to au wnsumers 
throughout its service area. b;I. 

XII 

West Riv~r Telecommunications offers access lo inlerexchange services to a!I consumers 
throughout its service area. J.sl. 

XIII 

West River Telecommunications offers access 10 directory assistance to all consumers 
throughout its service area. kf. 



XIV 

One of the services required to be provided by an ETC to qualifying low-Income consumers 
is toll limitation. 47 C.F.R. § 54.101{a)(9). Toll limitation consists of both toll blocking and toll 
control. 47 C.F.R. § 54 400(d). Toll control is a service that allows consumers to specify a certain 
amount of 101 usage that may be incurred per month or per billing cyde. 47 C.f .R. § S4.400(c). Toll 
bloddng is a service that lets consumers eled not to allow the completion of outgoing toll calls. 47 
C.F.R. § 54.•00(b). 

xv 
West River Telecommun1Cations offers toll blodc.ing to all consumers throughout its servke 

area , Exhibit 1. 

XVI 

West River Te!ecommunications does not cuminUy offer IOU controt ld- In order for West 
River T~ 10 provide toll control, additional usage tradting and storage capabilities 
will have to be installed in its local switching equipment. West River Telecommunk:ations is 
attempting to determine whether the necessary software has been developed and when it mSght 
become available. Ld-

XV/1 

West River Telecommunications staled that it is faced with exceptional circumstances 
conceming its ability lo make toll control service availabkt and requested a waiver from the 
requirement lo provide such service. id. 

XVIII 

With respect lo the obigalion lo advertise the availability of services supported by lhe federal 
universal service support mechanism and the charges f« those services using media of general 
distribution, West River Telecommunications stated that it advertises the availability of its local 
exchange services in media of general distribution throughout its service area. However, West River 
Tetecommuniclllons has not generally advertised the prices f« these services. id. West RrYer 
T~s stated its iitention to comply with any adverti~ing standards developed by the 
Commission. id. 

XIX 

West Rivet TelecommlM'lications currentty offers Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in its 
exchanges. Exhibit 2. West River Telecommunicltions will offer the Lifeline and Unk Up service 
discounts in all of its service are:, beginning January 1, 1998, in ae.:ordance with 47 C.F.R. §§ 
54 .◄00 to 54.417, inclusive, and any Commission imposed requirements. Exhibit 2. 

xx 

The Commission finds that West River Telecommunications currently provides and will 
continue to provide the following services« funcUonaUties throughout its service area: (1) VOtce 
g,ade access lo the puboc switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone mult.,.frequency signaling; 
(4) single-party service; (5) access to emergency services; (6) access lo operator services; (7} 
access lo interexchange service; (8) access to directory assistance; and (9) toll blodting for 
qualifying low-income consumers. 



)()(I 

The Commission finds that pur,uant lo 47 C.F.R. § S4.101(c) it will grant West River 
Telecommun!G8tions a waiver of the requirement to offer toll control services unti l December 31 , 
1998 The Commission finds !hat exceptional circumstances prevent West River 
T elecommumcat1ons from providing toll control at this time due to the diff,culty in obtaining the 
necessary software upgrades to provide the service. 

XXII 

The Commission finds that West R1Ver TelecommunicaOons intends to provide Lifeline and 
Link Up programs lo qualifying customers throughout its service area consislent with state ■nd 
federal rul'!s and orders. 

XX.Ill 

The Commission finds that West Rrver Telecommunications shall adver1jse the availability 
of the seMCes supported by the federal universal service suppoo mechanism and the charges 
therefor throughout Its service area using media of general distribution once each yea,. The 
Commission further finds that if the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal 
servtee support mechanism changes. the new rale must be advertised using media or general 
distnbution. 

XXIV 

Pursuant to ◄7 U.S.C. § 21 ◄(e)(5) , the Commission designates West River 
Telecommunications·s current study area as its service area. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Commission has iurisdictk>n over this matter pursuant to SOCL Chapters 1-26, ◄~31 , 
and ◄7 u.s.c. § 21 ◄ . 

Pursuant to ◄7 U.S.C. § 21 ◄(e)(2) , the Commission is required 10 designate a common 
carrier that meets the requirements or section 21 ◄(e)(1 ) as an ETC for a service area designated 
by the Commission. 

Ill 

Pursuant to ◄7 U.S.C. § 21-4(e)(1). a convnon camer that Is designated as an ETC is eligible 
lo receive lriver'sal service support and shal, throughout its service area, offer UMI services that are 
supported by federal universal service support mechanisms either using its own facilities or a 
combination or its own facilities and resale of another carrier's set'Vices. The carrier must also 
advertise the availability of such services and the rates ror the services using media or general 
distribution. 

IV 

The FCC has designated the follO'#ing services or functionalities as those supported by 
federal universal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade access to the public s'Nitched 



r.etwork: (2) local usage; (3) dual tone mullt- frequency signaling or its functional aqual; (4) single 
party ser ,,ce or its funct ional equivalent. (5) access lo emergency services. (6) access to operator 
services , (7) access to interexchange service; (8) access to directory assistance: and (9) toll 
llmilation for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CF R § 54.1D1(a). 

V 

As part of rts obhgalions as an ETC. an ETC Is required to make available Ufehne and Link 
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers 47 CF R § 54 405; 47 C.F.R. § 54.411 . 

VI 

W~st R1 "1erTelecommunications has met lhe requirements of 47 C.F.R § 54.10t(a) with the 
exception of the ability lo offer toll cont~. Pursuant lo 47 C.F.R § 54 101(c). the Commission 
concludes that West River T elecommunicalions has demonstrated exceptional circumstances that 
justify granting it a waiver of the requirement to offer toll cont"°' until December 31 , 1998. 

VII 

West River Telecommunications shall provide Lifeline and Link Up programs to qualifying 
customers throughout IIs service area consislent with state and federal rules and orders. 

VIII 

West RJVer Telecommunteations shall advertise the availability of the services suppor1ed by 
the federal umversal service support mechanism and the charges therefor using media of genera1 

d1stribut1on once each year. If the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal 
service support mechamsm Changes. the new rate shall be advertised using media of general 
d1stnbution. 

IX 

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

X 

The Commission designates West River Telecommunications as an eligible 
telecommumeaI10ns earner for its service area . 

It Is therefore 

ORDERED, that West River Telecommunications's current study area is destgnated as its 
service area: and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED, thol West Rtver T~mmunicabOl'ls shan be granted a waiver of the 
reqU1rement to offer toll conlrol services until December 31. 1998; and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED, !hat West River Telecommunications shall follow the advertising 
requirements as listed above: and it is 

FURTHER ORDERED, that West RtVer Te1ecommunicalions Is designated as an eUgible 
IetecommunteaIions earner for its service area. 



NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order was duly enlered on !he -1.2!!.:day of December. 
1997. Pursuant to SDCL 1-26-32, thls Order will lake effect 10 days after the date of rac.eipt or 
failure to accepl delivery of the deosion by the parties. 

Dated at Pierre. South Dakota. this -12!!:, day of December, 1997. 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION. 



December 23. 1997 

Universal Service Adminislration Company 
100 Soulh Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NI 07981 

Dear Sir: 

1C:J/ 7-J.SL/ 

WEST RIVER 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE 

P.O. BOX 467 HAZEN, NORTH DAKOTA 58545 
TELEPHONE: (701) 748-2211 

FAX: (701) 748-6800 

RECEIVED 

DEC 2 6 1997 
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 

Enclosed is our Lifeline and Llnl: Up plans for West River Telecommunications Cooperative and 
also the PUC Order issued in Docket TC97•JS0 marked •Exhibit A•. 

If you have any qucs1ions , please call . 

Sincerely, 

!!:!!!~!of/ 
General Manager 

RAB/co 
Enc. 

NORTH DAKOTA 



LIFELINE AND LINK UP PLAN OF 
WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOP. 

TELEPHONE COMPANY 

'Ilic W1•s1 Rfra Tc/econm11micatio11.r C0<.1p submits this pion pursuant to 47 CFR § 
S4.40l(d). IVi·.1·1 Ri1w Telccommunicatio,is Coop has been designated ns on eligible 
telecommunications carrier by the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission ("SOPUC") ond, as 
such. must nl3kc Li feline and Link Up service available lo quaJifying low-income consumers ns 
set for1h in 1hc Commission's Fint,I Orda and Decision: Notice of Entry of Decision dntcd 
November 18, 1997. issued in Docket TC97- 150 (In thg Maner of the lnvcstigatjon into the 
I ifdinc and Link Up Programsj, which is ouochcd ns Exhibit A, nnd consi:;tent with the criteria 
established under 47 CFR §§ 54.400 to S4.417, inclusive. 

A. Central 

I. The Lifeline nnd Link Up programs assist qualified low-income consumers by 
providing for reduced monthly charges and reduced coMection charges for locnl 
1clephone service. The assistance applies to a single lelephonc line at o qualified 
consumcr·s principal place of residence. 

2. /\ qualified low- income conswncr is a telephone subscriber who partici1:,a1es in ot leas1 

one of the folloning public assistance programs: 

a. Medicaid 
b. Food Stamps 
c. Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
d. Federal Public Housing Assistance 
c. 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. ll'esl Rfrt•r Telccommunicolions Coop will ad\·crtisc the avai lability of Lifeline and 
Link Up services and the ch:irges therefore using media of general distribution and in 
accord with any rules that may be developed by the SDPUC for application lo eligible 
telecommunications carriers. 

5. In addition, West Rb·er Telecomm1micatiu,is Coop, as required by the Final Order and 
Decision; Notice of Entry of Decision of the SDPUC (Exhibit A), will indicate in it's 
annU31 repon 10 the SDPUC the number of subscribers "'i thin it's service area recci,ing 
Lifeline and/or Link Up assistance. In addition, this infonnation will be provided to the 
Univcrsnl Service /\dministmtivc Company (-USAC"). 

6. Information as 10 the number of consufll(:rs qualifying fo r Lifeline and/or Link Up 
assislnnce cannot eurren1ly be pro\'idcd by IVl'SI Rn'tr Tt!lccommunlcations Coop because 
it has no access to the go\'cmmcnt information ncccss:iry to dc1crminc how many of its 



1clcphonc subscribers nre par1icipa1ing in the above referenced public assistance 
programs. Without this infonnntion, West Rfrer Trlecommwricatioru Coop cannot 
provide. nt this time, even a reasonable cs1ima1c of the number of i1s subscribers who, 
after Janunry I, 1998, \\ill be reechoing Lifeline nnd/or Link Up service. Jnforma1ion as 
10 the number of its low-income subscribers qualifying fo r Lifeline nnd/or Link Up cnn 
be provided aflcr applications for Lifel ine and Link Up assistance hnvc been rcecivcd by 
West R11w 1'clecomn11mica0011S Coop. 

7, In accord wi th the SDPUC"s Final Order and D1.'ci.tio11; Notice of Entry of Decisio", 
h'est Nil"cr 1'clccomm1mic,11ions Coop will make application forms available 10 oil of its 
existing residential customers, 10 all new customers when they apply fo r rcsidcnlia.l local 
telephone service, and to other persons or entities upon their request 

D. Lifeline 

I. Liftline service means o. retail local service offering for which qualified low-income 
consumers pay reduced charges. 

2. Lifeline service includes voice grade access to the public switched network, local 
usage, dual tone mult i-frequency signaling or its functionnl equivalent, single-party 
service or its functional equi,•alenl, access to emergency services, access to operator 
services, access to intercxchangc service, access to directory assistance, and toll 
limi1a1ion. 

3. Qualified low-income subscribers are required to submit an application form in order 
to rccci,•c Lifeline se rvice. In applying for Lifeline nssisumcc, the subscriber must certify 
under pcno.lty of perjury thal they arc currently particip:uing in at lcnst one of the 
quidifying public ossist:mrc programs listed in Section A.2. nbovc. In nddition, the 
subscriber must agree 10 notify W,•st Riw:r Telecommunicatio,is Coop ·when the)' cca.sc 
participating in the qualifying public nssistance program(s). 

4. ·n1c total monthly Li feline credit avai lable to qualified consumers is S5.2S. West 
Ril'cr Telecommunications Coop shnll provide the credit to qualified consumers by 
appl)'ing the federal baseline suppon nmount of SJ.SO to w.ii ve the consumer's federa l 
End-User Common Linc ch:irgc and applying the ndditional nuthorizcd federal support 
::i.mount of $1.75 as a crcdi l to the conswncr's intras1a1e local service rote. The federal 
baseline suppon nmount and additionnl support available, lotaling $5.25, shall reduce 
ll'rst Hirer Telecommwlications Coop's lowest tariffed (or other.vise generally available) 
residential rate fo r the services listed above in Section B.3. Per the attached SDPUC 
Final On/er ,md Decisio,r; Notin.• of Enfry of Dccisio11, the SDPUC has authori7.Cd 
intrastate rate reductions for eligible telecommunications carriers making the additional 
federal support amount ofSl.75 avnil::i.ble. The SDPUC did not establish o. state Lifeline 
progrn.m to fund any further rote reductions. (Exhibit A, Findings of Fact VII and VIII ; 
and Conclusions of Law II and Ill ). 



5. ll't•st Rfrl!r Tt•ll!comnumk"tions Coop \\i ll not d isconnccl subscribe-rs from their 
Lifeline service for non•payment of 10II ch:trgcs unless the SOPUC. pu rsuant 10 47 CFR § 
54A01(bXI), has granted the eomp.1ny a wai\'er from the non•disconncct requirement. 

6. Exccpl lo the extent thal West Rfrer Telecommunications Coop has obtained a waiver 
from 1hc SDPUC pursuant to 47 CFR § 54. IOl (c), the comp.'lrly sh.all offer 1011 limitation 
10 all qualifying low•incomc consumers when they subscribe 10 Lifeline service. If the 
subsc riber elects 10 recei \'c 1011 limiuuion, that service shall become p:u1 of Iha! 
subsc riber's Lifeli ne scr.•ice. 

1. Wt•sr Rfrer Tt•/ecomm1micatio11s Coop will nol collccl a scr.•icc deposit in order to 
ini1ia1e Lifel ine scr.•ice if the quali fy ing low-income consumer \'Olunlnri ly elecls loll 
blocking on their lclephone line. l-lowe\'er, one month's local service cho.rgcs may be 
required as nn ad\'ancc p.aymcnl. 

C. Link Up 

I. Link Up means: 

(a) A reduction in the customo.ry charge for commencing telecommunicntions 
service fo r a single 1clecommunicn1ions conncc1ion at a consumer's principal 
place of residence. The reductions stud\ be 50 percent of the cuslomnry charge r 
SJ0.00, whichever is less; and 

(b) A deferred schedule fo r pnymcnl of the charges assessed for commencing 
scr.•ice. fo r which the conswner docs not pay interest. The inte~st charges not 
nsscsscd 10 the consumer shn.11 be for connection charges of up to S200.00 that nrc 
deferred to a period not lo exceed one year. 

2. Charges assessed for commencing scr.•ice include any charges that are cuslomari ly 
nsscssed fo r connecting subscribers 10 the network. These charges do not include any 
permissible security deposit requirements. 

3. Tite Link Up program shall allow a consumer to receive 1hc bcnefi1 of the Link Up 
program for a second or subsequent time only for a principal pince of residence with an 
address diffrrent from the residence address nt which the Link Up assistance was 
pro\·idcd previously. 

West Rfrcr Te/ecomm11nica1ions Coopert1tfre 
PO Box 467. Hazen, Nonh DakoUI 58545 
Telephone # 70 1•748•221 I or 800-748•7220 

~rti,..{ ltJA#Atot.. 
Position 



EXHIBIT "A" 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION 
INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP 
PROGRAMS 

FINAL ORDER AND 
DECISION; NOTICE OF 
ENTRY OF DECISION 

TC97-150 

At its August 18, 1997, regularty scheduled meeting, the Public Utilities Commission 
(Commis!i1on) voted lo open a docket concerning 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 decided that it would provide for 
additional federal support in the amount of S1 .75, above the current $3.50 level. However, 
in order for a state's Lifeline consumers to receive the additional S1 .75 in federal support, 
the state commission must approve that reduction in the portion of the intrastate rate paid 
by the end use-r. 47 C.F.R. § 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 ,n 47 C.F.R. § 54.401. 

By order dated August 28, 1997, the Commission allowed interested persons and 
enhlles to submit written comments concerning how the Commission should implement the 
FCC's rules on the lifeline an::i Link Up programs. in their written comments, interested 
persons and entities commented on the following questions: 

1. Whether the Commission should approve intrastate rate reductions to allow 
consumers eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1 . 75 in federal support? 

2. Whether the Commission should set up a state lifeline Program to fund further 
reductions in the intrastate rate paid by the end us~r? 

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 lhe criteria set forth in 47 C.F.R § 54.401{d)? 

By order dated October is, 1997, the Commission set public hearings to receive 
public comment on the questions listed above. The hearings were held al the following 
l imes and places: 

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



lllQl/X FALLS: 

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

Wednesday, October 29, 1997. 9.00 a.m, Center for Active 
Generalions, 2300 West 46th, Sioux Falls, SD 

At its November 7, 1997, meeting, the Commission ruled as follows: On the first 
issue, the Commission authorized intrastate rate reductions to allow eligible consumers 
to receive the additional $1 .75 in federal support. With respect to the second issue, the 
Comm1ss1or1 decided to not set up a state Lifeline program to fund further reductions at this 
time. On the third issue, the Commission chminated the existing TAP program that 
requ ires U S WEST and carriers that have purchased U S W EST exchanges to fund a 
S3.50 reduction of local rates to low income OJslomers age 60 and over. The Commission 
further ruled that the South Dakota Unk Up program follow the FCC rules. In addition, the 
Commission ordered that staff, in consultation with the carriers, develop a standard fonn 
for self-certification; that these forms be sent to all of their customers prior lo January 1, 
1998, and thereafter, to all new customers; and that the carriers make the forms available 
to any person or entity upon request. On the fourth issue, the Commission ruled that the 
carrier be required to file with lhe 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. Further, 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 referred to as the Telephone Assistance Plan 
(TAP). The current state link Up program is referred to as the Link Up America program. 
The Commission implemented these programs in the U S W EST exchanges pursuant to 
its Decision and Order dated February 17. 1988, issued in Docket F-3703, ~ 
of the Investigation into lmo!emeotation of a Ieleohone Assistance Plan for South Dakota 
~ . Exhibit 1 at page 1. Subsequent buyers of U S WEST exchanges were 
required to also offer the TAP and Link Up America programs. lg. at pages 1-2. 

The amount of TAP assistance is S7.00, $3.50 of which is federally funded, with the 
rema:n1ng $3.50 funded by the local telecommunications carrier. jg. al page 3. Although 
U S WEST was originally allowed to charge a surcharge to fund the program, U S WEST 
subsequently gave up that righl in Docket f.3647-8, In the Maller of the Public Utilities 
Commission lnvestiaalioo into the Effects of the 1986 Tax Reform Act on South Dakota 
~ . Exhibit 5. In order to receive the TAP assistance, a member of the household 



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. 

Ill 

The Link Up America program provides assistance in an amount equal to one-half 
of the qualifying subscriber's telephone service connection charges up to a maximum of 
S30.00 Jg. at page 3. In order to receive Link Up assistance, a customer must be 
receiving either food stamps or low-income energy assistance, must not presently have 
loca1 telephone service and must not have been provided telephone service at his or heI 
residence within the previous threo 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). 1d. The Link Up program is funded entirely out of federal funds. J_g. 

IV 

The FCC revised the current Lifeline and Link Up programs in CC Docket No. 96-
45. In the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service. adopted May 7, 1997. 
Beginning January 1, 1998, the FCC found that the federal baseline Lifeline support will 
be S3.50 per qualifying low-income consumer with an additional S1 .75 in federal support 
if the state commission approves a corresponding reduction in intrastate local rat 47 
C F.ij. § 54.403{a). Additional federal lifeline support in an amount equal to one-half the 
amount of any state Lifel ine support {not to exceed $7.00) is also available. J.Q. 

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 half 
of the carrier's customer connection charge or S30.00, whichever is less. 47 C.F.R. § 
54.4 13(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 54.41 S(b). In addition, if ttlere is no state Lifeline cir Link Up program, a customer 
must certify under penalty of pe~ury Iha! the customer is receiving benefits from one of the 
programs listed above and agrees to notify the carrier if the rustomer ceases to participate 
in such program or programs. k!. 

VII 

The first issue is whether the Commission should approve intrastate rate reductions 
to allow consumers ehgible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1 .75 in federal 



support The Commission finds that it shall authorize intrastate rate reductions for eligible 
telecommunicalions companies 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 SS.25 per eligible customer. 

VIII 

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. 

IX 

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 US WEST and carriers that have 
purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a $3.50 reduction of local rates to low income 
rustomers age 60 and over. The Commission further finds that the South Dakota Lifeline 
and Link Up programs shall follow the FCC rules. Sil 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417. 
The effect of fo110\ving 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 
Commission staff, in consultation 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 wheaier the COO'Vllission should file, or in the alternative. !"!!quire 
the carrier to file infonnationwith the fund administrator. ~ 47 C .F.R. § 54.401(d). The 
Convnission finds the carriers shall be required to file that information demonstrating that 
the carrier's plan riieets 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 

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 
12.4, and 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.400 lo 54.417. 



Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.403{a). the Commission authorizes intrastate rate 
reductions for e ligible telecommunications companies providing local exchange service 
to alto\'.' eligible consumers to receive the additional S1 . 75 in federal support . 

Ill 

Th3 Commission declines 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. §§ 54.400 to 54.417, inclusive, on 
January 1, 1998. The Commission staff, in consullation with the carriers, shall develop a 
standard fonn fOf self-certification. The carriers shall send these forms to each customer 
prior to January 1, 1998. The carriers shall also send a form lo each of their new 
customers Finally, the carriers shall make the forms available to any person or entity 
upon request. 

IV 

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.401(d), the Commission fi nds the carriers shall be 
required to file that inf°'mation demonstrating that the carrier's plan meets the applicable 
FCC rul es and thal !he 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 Ufehne and Link Up support. 

II is therefore 

ORDERED, that the Commission authorizes intrastate rate reductions for eligible 
telecommunications companies providing local exchange service to allow eligible 
consumers to receive the additional S1 .75 in federal support: and it is 

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 lhe Commission shall eliminate the existing TAP 
program; that the South Dakota Ufehne and Link Up programs follow the FCC rules; that 
the Commission staff, in consullatton with the carriers, develop a standard form for self­
certif1cation; thal 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 
it is 



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 informational copy to the Commission. The carriers shall also include in their 
annual report to the Commission the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link 
Up support. 

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

CER"OFICATEOF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION: 

(OFFICIAL SEAl) 
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