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1097-163

ISSWEST

RECEIVED

0CT 10 1997

VIA OVER-NIGHT DELIVERY SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION

October 9, 1997

Mr. William Bullard, Jr

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State of South Dakota

500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, Soutir Dakota 57501

Re:  IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION OF U S WEST
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER 47 U.S.C. §214(E)(2)

Dear Mr. Bullard

Enclosed for filing is an original and ten (10) copies of U S WEST
Communications, Inc.'s APPLICATION OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER 47
U.S C. §214(E)(2)

Please file stamp an extra copy of this letter, enclosed, and return to me in the
enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. Thank you

Yours truly.

Enclosures




Fiin sy TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FILINGS

Public Utliies Commission
State Capitol 500 E. Capitol These are the telecommunications service filings that the Commission has received for the period o

Pierre, SD_57501-5070 10/10/97 through 10/16/97

Phone: (800) 332-1782
I o 605) 773 m;,) 1 you need a complete copy of a filing faxed, overnight expressed, or mailed 0 you, please contact Delaine Kolbo within five days of this filing.
Fax: (6 73-3

oA TITLE/STAFF/SYNOPSIS DALE) | TChVSIToN

REQUEST FOR ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY STATUS

U S WEST Communications requests that the Commission designate U S WEST an eligible telecommunications carrier for
all areas in which it is authorized to provide service within the state. The request is made pursuant to 47 U S.C. §214(e)(2) and | 10/10/97 1073197

47 CFR. §54201 (Staff: HB/KC)

Three River Telco pursuant to 47 US.C. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54201 hereby seeks designation as an eligible
telecommunications camier within the local exchange area that constitutes its service area. Three River is the facilites-based
TC97-167 | local exchange carner presently providing local exchange telecommunications services in the following exchange. North Naper 10/16/97 1073197
South Dakota (605) 834. Three River, to its knowledge, is the only carrier today providing local exchange telecommunications

services in the above identified exchange area._(Staff: HB/KC)

REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

by DTG C Teleph: Inc. for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company
within the state of South Dakota. (Staff: TS/KC) “Services in South Dakota will include, but are not limited to, local exchange
service, and other services to local senvice...DTG Ci Telephone, Inc will
be the local of Dakota C Inc. for the following exchanges.
TC97-164 | isen (253), Beresford Rural (957), Chancelior (647), Davis (238), Flygm (327), Gayville (267), Hurley (238), Irene (263), | 1%/5/%7 e
Lennox (647), Monroe (287), Parker (297), Volin (267), Wakonda (267) and Worthing (372)... Because DCT will be assuming
the obligations and benefits of the Eligible Telecommunications Carrier status which was granted to DTG in TC97-030, DCT

will advertise its services in a manner consistent with its obligations as an Eligible Telecommunications Carner.”
NEGOTIATED INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT FILED

U S WEST Communications, Inc. filed for approval by the C Ag t For Service
Resale Between Midco Communications, Inc. and U S WEST. The Aqreemnnl provides for Midco to tesell U S WEST local Reéiponsss Due
TC97-165 | exchange services in South Dakota. Any person wishing to comment on the parties’ request for approval may do so by fiing | 10/15/97 “’f’%m

written comments with the Commission and the parties to the agreement no later than November 6, 1997. Parties to the

agreement may file written responses 1o the comments o iter than November 24, 1997
NONCOMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS FILING
U S WEST Communications filed to add $ 90 for the Touchtone roll-in to the Smart PAL. This increase was applied to Basic

TC97-166 | PAL Service "but was not appiied to Smart Public Access Line due to the fact that the Commission had not issued an approved | 10/13/87 10/24/97
order on the Smart PAL rate schedule. This change will be effective October 14, 1997 " (Staff DJ/CH)
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-083
IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE )  ORDER FOR AND NOTICE
FOLLOWING  TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) OF HEARING JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TCo7-084
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS ) COMPANY
ELIGIBLE  TELECOMMUNICATIONS )
CARRIERS: )

HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-085

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY

MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC. TC97-086

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-069
COOPERATIVE, INC.
BALTIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE TC97-087

VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE TC97-070
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

EAST PLAINS TELECOM, INC. TC97-088
VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-071
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.

WESTERN TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-089
SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-073

STOCKHOLM-STRANDBURG TELEPHONE
MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-074 COMPANY

KENNEBEC TELEPHONE CO., INC. TC97-092
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-076

JEFFERSON TELEPHONE CO., INC. TC97-093
INTRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-077
COOPERATIVE, INC.

SULLY BUTTES TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE, TC97-094
INTERSTATE  TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-078 INC.
COOPERATIVE, INC.

VENTURE COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-095
WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TC97-080
COMPANY

SANCOM, INC. TC97-096

STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-081
)




AbrD

P

SANBORN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE

BERESFORD MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE CO.

ROBERTS COUNTY TELEPHONE

COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

RC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

SPLITROCK PROPERTIES, INC.

SPLITROCK TELECOM COOPERATIVE, INC.

TRI-COUNTY TELECOM, INC.

FAITH MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE COMPANY

ARMOUR INDEPENDENT  TELEPHONE

COMPANY

BRIDGEWATER-CANISTOTA INDEPENDENT
TELEPHONE COMPANY

UNION TELEPHONE COMPANY

MCCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY

TC97-097

TC97-098

TC97-100

TC97-101

TC97-102

TC97-105

TC97-108

TC97-113

TC97-114

TC97-115

TC97-117

TC97-121

BROOKINGS MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE TC97-125

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC. D/B/A TC97-130
HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY

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

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-154
COOPERATIVE )

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. TC97-1585
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-163

THREE RIVER TELCO ) TC97-167
)

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

The Commission electronically transmitted notice of the filings and the intervention
deadlines to interested individuals and entities. On June 27, 1997, the Commission
received a Petition to Intervene from Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc. (DTS) and
Dakota Telecom, Inc (DTI) with reference to Fort Randall Telephone Company (Docket
TC97-075). On July 15, 1997, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Commission granted
intervention to DTS and DTl in Docket TC37-075 No other Petitions to Intervene were
filed

The Commission has junsdiction 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 hearing shall be as follows (1) whether the above captioned
telecommunications companies should be granted designation as eligible
telecommunications carriers, and (2) what service areas shall be established by the
Commission




A hearing shall be held at 1:30 P.M., on Wednesday, November 19, 1997, in Room
412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota It shall be an adversary proceeding conducted
pursuant to 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 hearing If you or your representative fail to appear at the time and
place set for the hearing, the Final Decision will be based solely on the testimony and
evidence provided, if any, during the hearing or a Final Decision may be issued by default
pursuant to SDCL 1-26-20. After the hearing the Commission will consider all evidence
and testimony that was presented at the hearing. The Commission will then enter Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and a Final Decision regarding this matter. As a result of this
hearing, the Commission may either grant or deny the request from any of the above
captioned telecommunications companies requesting designation as an eligible
telecommunications carrier, and the Commission shall establish service areas for eligible
telecommunications camers. The Commission’s decision may be appealed by the parties
to the state Circuit Court and the state Supreme Court as provided by law. It is therefore

ORDERED that a hearing shall be held at the time and place specified above on
the issues of whether the above captioned telecommunications companies should be
granted designation as eligible telecommunications carriers, and the Commission shall
establish service areas for eligible telecommunications carriers.

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

#

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

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that this BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
o prsssinpie g by ey s Commissioners Burg, Nelson and

Schoenfelder

WILLIAM BULLARD, JR
Executive Director

(OFFICIAL SEAL)




U S WEST, inc.

ISSWEST

Senicr Ancrmey

VIA FACSIMILE AND OVERNIGHT DELIVERY

November 7, 1997

Mr William Bullard, Jr
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission ov 0l 1991
500 East Capitol ived N —
1Ve
Pierre, SD 57501 FAX Recet
Re U S WEST Communications, Inc s
Application for Designation as an Eligible
Telecoinmunications Carrier
Docket No TC97-163
Dear Mr. Bullard

Enclosed for filing is an original and ten (10) copies of U S WEST's Amendment to
Application in the above referenced docket

Please file stamp the extra copy of this letter enclosed and return in the self addressed
stamped envelope

Yours truly,

William P

WPH mb
Enclosures




NWEST

o s RECEIVED
Via Overnight Delivery NOV 14 1997

’ . . SOUTH DAKOTA P|
November 13, 1997 UTILITIES COMAAMSEIBOL;‘C
Mr William Bullard Jr
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Re:  !n the Matter of the Application of U S WEST Communications, Inc.
for Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier Under 47
U.S.C §214(E)2)
Docket No. TC97-163

Dear Mr_ Bullard
Enclosed for filing in the above referenced docket is an original and ten (10) copies of the
Sixth Judicial Circuit Order Admitting William Heaston as Non-Resident Attorney for

U S WEST Communications, Inc. to appear in this matter

Please file stamp the enclosed extra copy of this letter and return to me in the enclosed self-
addressed stamped envelope. Thank you

William Heaston




STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA IN CIRCUIT COURT
COUNTY OF HUGHES SIXTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION RECEIVED

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
V149
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION P
OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC TC97-1
FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE TILITIES COMMISSION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER ORDER ADMITTING
47USC §214(E)2) NON-RESIDENT ATTORNEY
It is hereby

ORDERED that the Motion for Admission for William P. Heaston, a non-resident

attorney, to appear on behalf of U S WEST Communications, Inc., before the Public

Utilities Commission and this Court relating to this matter is granted

N
Dated: November (0 1997

_BY- THE COURT

Ciae

norable Steverf L \Zinter
CIlCuIl Court Jud
Sixth Judicial Circuit

ATTEST

Y
il

Mary L Erickson

Clerk of Courts NOV 10 1997

8Y: W hasp J¥ [
Depaty

(SEAL)




(US
COMMUNICATIONS ®

December 1, 1997

Bil! Bullard
ecutive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol Building o 1 DEC 0L 1897
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 FAX Received =" "~ ~7

Dear Bill:

Enclosed is my affidavit which should be included as a late filed exhibit in U S WEST
Docket TC97-163.

Sincerely,

1
7

Enclosure




BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION

OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE Docket No. TC97-163
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER

47 US.C. §214(EX2)

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA )
) ss

COUNTY OF 1w criA 44 )
AFFIDAVIT OF JON LEANER
1, Jon Lehner, beiog first duly sworn, depose and state that:

1 1 am employed by U S WEST Communications, Inc. as Director of Regulatory
Affairs in Touth Dakota, and my business address is 125 S. Dakota Avenue, Room 8 FLR, Sioux
Falls, South Dakota 57194

2 The purpose of this Affidavit is to respond to several concerns raised by the Public
Utilities Commission ("Commission") at the Eligible Telecommunications Carrier (ETC) hearing
for Docket TC97-163 held on November 19, 1997.

3. For purposes of this filing, each oﬁhc 38 exchanges (wire centers) listed in the
U S WEST it and dh to Appli filed on October 9, 1997, and November
7, 1997, respectively, should be considered a study area. These listed 38 exchanges represent the
total of all wire centers operated by U S WEST in South Dakota at the present time.

4 With regard to the issue of one party service, U S WEST requests an extension of
time through June 30, 1998, within which to convert all but 52 remaining mxldpmy customers to
one party service. With respect to the 52 multiparty customers which will remain after the others
are converted, U S WEST will incur dinary costs iated with ding these parties
to one party service; therefore U S WESTrequesunwo-ymmennou until December 31,
1999, within which to convert the remaining 52 multiparty customers tn one pu!y service. The
location of the 52 and identification of their resp d by
Commissioner Burg. That list, ideatifying the 52 and indicati theu Iomon from the
central office, uburu;dcvdopedmdwdlbeﬁledwﬂhtheCcmm:monulh&eﬁ]eduhﬂmm
this docket as soon as it is completed

5 U S WEST requests that the Commission make the U S WEST ETC designation
prior to January 1, 1998 This designation will enable U S WEST to meet the requirement of 47
C.F.R. 54.201 which dictates that effective January 1, 1998 only eligible telecommunications
carriers may receive federal universal service fund support for high cost areas and low income
customers (Lifeline and Link Up programs). Without the ETC designation U S WEST will not be




able to process the necessary notifications and applications of potential Lifeline and Link Up

customers.
This Affiant has nothing further to state

Dated this Ist day of December, 1997. ‘/

Jon Letiner

Subscribed and swomn to before me this / L day of December, 1997 by Jon Lehner.
e \
|

Notary Public
My C
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THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION AW
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

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

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS:
VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATES, 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.
ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC

JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY,
BALTIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE

EAST PLAINS TELECOM INC.

,  RECEIVED

) DEC 02 197

)SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
;ummss COMMISSION

TC97-068

TC97-069
TC97-070
TC97-071

TC97-073
TC97-074

TC97-075

TC97-078
TC97-080

TC97-081
TC97-083

TCS97-084

TC97-085
TC97-08¢€

TC97-087

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) TC97-077
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

TC97-088

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.

SANBORN TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE
BERESFORD MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE CO.

ROBERTS COUNTY TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

RC COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

SPLITROCK PROPERTIES, INC.
SPLITROCK TELECOM COOPERATIVE, INC.
TRI-COUNTY TELECOM, INC

FAITH MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE COMPANY

ARMOUR INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE
COMFPANY

BRIDGEWATER - CAN TOTA INDEPENDE
TELEPHONE COMPA

UNION TELEPHONE COMPANY

MCCOOK COOPERATIVE TELEPH
COMPANY

KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY

BROOKINGS MUN PAL TELEPHONE

_HANSON COMMUNICOATIONS IN

TC97-089

TC97-090

TC97-092
TC97-093

TC97-094

TC97-095
TC97-096
TC97-097
TC97-098

TC97-099

TC97-100
TC97-101
TC97-102
TC97-108
TC97-108

TC97-113




—

HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY

APPEARANCES

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC., D/B/A TC97-131
HCCOOK TELECOR For US West: William P. Heaston
WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-154 1801 California Street
COOPERATIVE Suite 5100
Denver, CO 80202

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. TC97-155 o

) 3 4 , INC. 7-
| U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, I TC97-163 aERER N Wilki

THREE RIVER TELCO TC97-167 P.O0. Box 5015
Sioux Falls, SD 57117-5015

Richard D. Coit
P.O. Box 57
Pierre, SD 57501 E. Solomon

November 19, 1997 .. N
1:30 P.M. “ Ft. Darla Pollman Rogers
Room 412, Capitol Building N i~01 Box 89

Pierre, South Dakota Onida, SD 57564

| PUC COMMISSION: Jim Burg, Chairman
| Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
Pam Nelson, Commissioner

| COMMISSION STAFF
PRESENT: Rolayne Ailts Wiest
| Camron Hoseck
Karen Cremer
Harlan Best
Bob Knadle
Gregory A. Rislov
David Jacobson

Reported by: Lori J. Grode, RMR




PROCEEDTINGS

counsel. She may provide recommended rulings on

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. We’ll go ahead and get )
procedural and evidentiary matters. The Commission may]

d. 1'11 begin the hearing for the dockets »
starte g g overrule its counsel’s preliminary rulings throughout

elating to the eligible telecommunications carriers . B
v g g the hearing. If not overruled, the preliminary rulings

i 1:50. T dat :
designation. The time is approximately 5 he date| will become final

is November 19, 1997; and the location of the hearing
At this time I’ll turn it over to Rolayne for

is Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota. the hearing.

I am Jim Burg, Commission Chairman.
g MS. WIEST: I'll take appearances of the

Commissioners Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Nelson are Rich, who do y ?
Rich, /ou represent?

also present. I'm presiding over this hearing. The
p P g g MR. COIT: I'm here today representing all of

| hearing was noticed pursuant to the Commission’s Order

the SDITC member companies, and also Kadoka which has

| For and Notice of Hearing issued November 7, 1997. ~ N "
recently applied for membership with the coalition.

The issues at this hearing shall be as =
And Darla Rogers is here representing some companies,

foll : . wh er the requestin
ollows One eth h que g and I guess she could indicate for the record which

telecommunications company should be granted
ones she's

| designation as eligible telecommunications carriers;
representing Valley;

and, two, what service areas shall be established by Stockholm-Strandburg; Gold Wast lud
S c Im- ran urg; G en est, including Vivian;

the Commission. d
and Venture.
All parties have the right to be present and 14

Coul you repeat those again?

be represented by an attorney. All persons so
randburg, Vivian, Golden West.

testifying will be sworn in and subject to S
Golden West, Sully Buttes and
cross-examination by the parties. The Commission’s

final decision may be appealed by the parties to the

State Circuit Court and the State Supreme Court. e S

HEASTON: Bill Heaston and Tammy Wilka
Rolayne Wiest will act as Commission
ions.
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MS. CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff

. HOSECK: Camron Hoseck, Commission
MR S MR. COIT: So the Exhibit 3 is the letter
from Robert Marmet to the Commission, and Exhibit 4 i

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

a letter from Mike Bradley to the Commission.
of these dockets first and that’'s TC97-075. Do any of

What's the date of that letter
the parties want to make an opening statement before we

begin?

Why don’t you proceed with 075 then.

Because I have one dated November
MR. COIT: Sure, that’'s fine. I really don’t

have an opening statement. There are a couple of

exhibits that we would like to admit. And I understand
Exhibit 3, Okay.
there’'s also been some letters sent to the Commission X
that was dated yesterday, but the ones we have marked
that we would like to admit into the record as evidence

for admission today, I believe both the letters are

th uest . A that 1d be Exhibit N

e ETC questions nd wou e Exhibi umber| dived the
|

1, which is the application of Fort Randall for ETC

Bradley is
designation, and Exhibit No. 2, which is the response

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

Sorry about that.
| pelieve, October 1st. And there are two letters. I

that's Exhibit 4.

don’t know f we've marked those yet.

don‘t know why they’re dated
3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOR

the one we’'re seeking

| admission on, I 1 Yes, they are identical so

MR. COIT: There are two other exhibits that N 3

seeking admission of the 19th letter.

marked Exhibit No. 3. Kathy Marmet, is that =
I think they’re not exactly

is Exhibit 3 the letter.

go with the 19th. Could I see
MARMET: Exhibit 3 is the letter of

I don‘t believe we got copies




that one. (Pause.) So at this time are you offering
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 47
MR. COIT: Yes, that's correct.
MS. WIEST: 1s there any objection to those
exhibits being admitted? 1f not, 1, 2, 3 and 4 have
| peen admitted in TC97-075. Then at this time 1 would
if any of the parties have any gquestions pertaining|

| TC97-075, including the Commissioners?

The only question I would have, Rich, is on
the response to the data request, Exhibit 2. And the
first question 1t talks about single party service.

;cuess it’s not absolutely clear that it’s available to

lall the customers the way that the statement is written

ded answered.

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

MS. WIEST: Right.

MR. COIT: Yeah, I guess that is correct.
am not here today to serve as a witness.

MS. WIEST: No.

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

| you need addressed, and I hate to say this, but I was

| 1ed to believe that if there were some questions on
| applications and there was not a witness here to answer|

that, those guestions could be dealt with between now

10

and December 2nd. There are witnesses here today for

some of the other applications, but there is not a

witness here today with respect to Fort Randall’'s

application.

MS. WIEST: The only other thing I would

suggest is that perhaps the Commission could just have

it clarified by another affidavit from the person

CHAIRMAN BURG: We could approve it on the

basis of that clarification.

MS. WIEST: A late-filed exhibit just

| would be prepared

taking affidavits from the
appreciate that option.

Otherwi
Otherwise, are there any other

we make bench decisions?
have something

the cases.

the applicants?
Yes. And if these are treated
en mass or somethi

fai v CLee
fairly close to that, then we

case in a similar




manner.

CHAIRMAN BURG: That's fine

MS. WIEST: Let's just go through them and
then we'll have Harlan as the witness. Let’'s go back
to TC97-068. Does anyone have any questions on
TC97-0687

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

MS. WIEST: Yes. That would be in that

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

MS. WIEST: I1'd rather not just because on a

have a couple questions on some of them.
COIT: Okay Should I go ahead and
introduce exhibits?
WIEST: Yes.
COIT: With respect to Docket TC97-068
| there are two exhibits. Exhibit No. 1 is the actual
| ETC request filed by Vivian Telephone Company. And
Exhibit No. 2 is the response of Vivian Telephone
Company to a data request from Commission staff. We
would move the admission of those exhibits. I do not

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

12

24

25

Okay. Yeah, the date on the Exhibit No. 1 is 6-1997,
and the date on the response to the data request is
10-14-97.

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

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

MS. WIEST: Okay. Is there any objection to
admitting Exhibits 1 and 2 in 068? If nct, they’'ve
been admitted. Again, Rich, on Exhibit 2, the first
question, it says we provide single party service
throughout. I guess I’'ll assume that means all
customers?

MR. COIT: would call Don Lee. Don Lee is
here representing Vivian as well as some of the other
companies. Don , do you want to take a seat?

DON LEE,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

COIT:
Could you respond to Commission counsel'’'s
question, please?
A. Yes. The answer to ycur question is, yes, it
does indicate that they provide service private line
throughout the study area.

MS. WIEST: Single party to all customers?




It's available to all customers?

A Right.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. That's the only

stion I have. Does anybody else have any questions

this witness for 0687 1f not, thank you. I did
hibit 1 and 2. 069.
MR. COIT: would move the admission of
069, and that is an ETC request

7 and response to a staff

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Excuse me, I do
he data request up here with me for some
sorry about this, but I need to go back
Lee about the Lifeline, Link Up. I think
was that covered in the data request? I’'m sorry to be
ight ball, but I did not have that and so I
to know whether this company is doing Lifeline,
or whether you need to -- whether you
implemented by 1-1?

o the Vivian Telephone

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Yeah, Vivian is

what we’'re doing now

A. Vivian Telephone Company does 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
are two different things. And I think I'm
to be assured that you’re either going to

going to ask for something from

you want a commitment that we will do it

SCHOENFELDER: I think that’s

if I'm reading the Act right.

SCHOENFELDER: And I think
have that on the record.
Commissioner. The answer is, yes,

Just a question, a general
what do we call it toll

statement on those, too, or

They did actually request waivers




|1n their original applications.

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

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

doubt if there are any at this time.

MR. COIT: No, we don‘t. And the waiver

is included in all the applications. But just
sure it was ruled on, I was intending on
it up again at the end.

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

MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this
witness regarding 068 and 069? If not, we will go to
TC97-070.

MR. COIT: Again, I would move for the

admission of two exhibits in TC97-070, and that is the
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ETC application or request dated 6-10-97 and response
to stafl’'s data request dated 10-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. Are there any questions
with regard to this docket? f not, let's go to
TC97-071.

MR. : We would move for the admission of
Exhibits No. 1 request for ETC status dated

97 and response to data request of staff dated

objection to Exhibits 1
Are there any

not, we will go to

would move for the admission of

dated 6-11-97 and Exhibit

Company, is available

questions.




to TC$7-074.

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

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? 1f
not, 1 and 2 have been admitted. Are there any
guestions concerning 074? I have the same question on

one, Rich, with respect to the data request number

Would an affidavit be adequate?
Yeah, as far as all customers.

Okay. I will make sure that gets
Any questions on 0747? If not,

We would move for the admission of
:Exhibi: No. 1, which is the ETC request and that's
‘da:ed 6-13-97. Also move for admission of Exhibit No.
2, which is a response to data request dated 10-9-97.
And there is also an Exhibit No. 3 in this docket, a
supplemental response to staff data request. it's
| dated 10-28-97. We move the admission of all three

exhibits.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1If not, those

|
[
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three exhibits have been admitted. Are there any
questions regarding this docket?

MR. COIT: I believe Mr. Lee is representing
ITC today as well?

MR. LEE: That’s right.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Let’s go to TC97-078.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-13-97
and move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
response to staff data request dated 10-9-37.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to those exhibits?
If not, they've been admitted. Any questions
concerning this docket? Let’s go to TC97-080.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

| Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-16-97,

and also move for admission of response to staff data
request Exhibit No. 2, which is dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
2? If not, they’'ve been admitted. Any questions
regarding this docket? not, let’s move to
TC97-081.

MR. : We move for the admission of ETC

request dated 6 - which is Exhibit No. 1, and also|

| Exhibit No. < to staff data request, dated

10-15-97.




WIEST: Are there any objections to 1 and| MS. WIEST: So you probably just need a

1f not, they’'ve been admitted. Any questions waiver until June?

regarding this docket? So, Rich, with respect to this MR. LEE: That would be adequate.

one, you will be asking at the end about the waiver for| MS. WIEST: June 1st?

the single party and all the other waivers; is that CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we need to act on the

waivers now?

COIT: Is there a waiver request in the COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Do you want a

the single party issue? motion on the waiver now?

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

COIT: aware of that. I is that all of these, I believe, are going to also need

understood there were some companies that had purchased a motion on the waivers for the one year on the toll

exchanges that were still in the process of control, and we haven't been doing any of those motions

rting some party lines. But, yes, if they need a

guess So. 1’11l renew that request. I don't We have to take each of those

cEUAT Inf 1 : 5
factual information I can provide. I don‘t separate motions, you think, at the end for the

are you here representing Stateline? control?

I am. And in conversations with I1f we want to go --

management yesterday, they indicated that We could pick it up here now and

likely need a waiver request until March, start doing waivers. That might be the easiest way

fr i i
frame when they can finish the construction B . If we got to go through each

all one party service.

MS. WIEST: And in their application they're on them as you go through.

Easier than going back.

tually asking for a one-year waiver; correct?
Yy
L

MR.

EE: But they’re willing to shorten it For 081 with respect to

1598, concerning single
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party service to all customers, and the second waiver
on toll control for one year -- one year from what
date, Rich?

MR. 3 I think I would guess that that
would be from the date of the order.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

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

MS. WIEST: Yes, toll control.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a question

long as we're talking about the waivers both on toll

-ontrol and on the single party service. As long as
you're asking for waivers, let’s make sure it’s done

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

1ask:ng for more waivers. 1 would hate to go through

this process, or would not like to go through this

process again. I think we need to be accurate when

| we‘re doing it. 1 also have a question about what

meets the reguirements of the Act? How much of a

waiver can we give? I don‘t know as I know the answer

MS. WIEST: Right. The time actually in the
FCC Order is not specified. But it does say in
paragraph 89, I believe, that the Commission must, upon|

a finding of exceptional circumstances, you can make a
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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. They should have to
show individual hardship, individualized hardship or
inequity warrants additional time to comply and that
would better serve the public interest that is in
strict adherence to the time period and it should
extend only as long as the exceptional circumstances
exist.
I would note that in the
while we’'ve requested a year, we’'ve also
period of time we would file
Commission indicati
is available.

we have - and Mr.

faced with a situation
just not available.
from our perspective we

would be available and
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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

And so if it means that we need to answer the
grant these waivers and we send these,
on to the FCC, we need to be sure that

you have spelled out why these companies -- at least
this is what I'm understanding -- why these companies
can't do toll control and why it’s going to take that
ng of a period of time to do single party service.
| and so I think that should be in the application
| somewhere, or at least in our motion as we approve it,
or we should have something on the record to support
where we'’'re going.
MS. WIEST: They do explain the reasons in
their application, their original application, with
:respec: to toll control.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.
MS. WIEST: But if there are any further
questions that the Commission would like to ask at this|
time, if you need more information on that, we could do

that now.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I would like to

know -- and this probably isn‘t true of all companies.

But of the ones you're testifying for at least,
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| within its switch. I know that the vendors are working

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 perceived that it
should go forward.

MR. LEE: Sure. Okay. I might respond to
that in general; and then if there are specific
questions, I’'d be happy to do that. But the issue of
toll limitation, which I believe under the FCC's
description identifies a toll restriction and a toll
control, and the issue at hand is in the toll control,
which my understanding is to indicate that the end user
subscriber is to be able to control the amount of its
monthly bill, at which time a restriction automatically
kicks in and disallows access to the long distance
network. To my knowledge, there is no switch vendor in

the United States today who provides that capability

on it. I could not sit here with a clear conscience
and indicate that on X date that I would expect it will
be available Given my honest opinion, I would doubt
that it’s available to the general population within a
year’s time period. And therein is the reason I
believe that SDITC members ask for the one-year period

because we don’'t anticipate it being available.
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The second or alternative to that is a CHAIRMAN BURG: To my knowledge, everybody

software provisioning of toll control. And, again, to

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

my knowledge, there is no interface between a software tc get a general statement?

system and a switch that has that capability. MR. LEE: I'm going to define as toll

Primarily because it would take real time rating of a

ion, if 1 can, instead of toll limitation, yes.

customer’'s usage; and because the customer control CHAIRMAN BURG: Toll blocking is what I

interexchange carrier it’s choosing, there are a mean. Everybody can offer that?

call plans and rate structures that kncwledge, that’'s a

And, to my knowledge, there just is statement
|

software, available to carry out G: And I guess my positi
lly don’'t see, you know, since

COMMISSIONER SCHOENPELDER: And if I recall lable, I iem implying

doesn’t -- it’'s not permissive, one or the nto
You really to need to do all of the above.

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

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe some

companies have asked the FCC for clarification, that

And as far as I know, you might have

than I do that that decision has not

the FCC.

1 would agree with that hen

I doubt I have better ‘wo.ld point out in the applications the companies have

information; and, B, I agree it has not been handed indicated that they will investigate and will work with|

knowledge. There is that clarification that when it does become
front of the FCC. available, they’'re willing to implement it. I think

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay. companies feel that once it becomes
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available, it is in the public interest and would be COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I1‘d second.
very supportive of that concept. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I‘1ll move that we MS. WIEST: Any other questions in
grant the one-year waiver on toll -- what is it you want to go back now?
‘:alled? Toll limitation? Toll control? CHAIRMAN BURG: It might be eas.er to go back
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second. and get hese others.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'm going to MR. COIT: Whatever
concur with that as long as the motion is understood MS. WIEST: We’ll go back to 068, and the
that there will be some formal way to limit toll for 068 will be for the one-year waiver on toll

these customers just so that everybody understands the

motion.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'll move that we grant the
CHAIRMAN BURG: I think in every application TC97-075
agreed that you can do toll restriction -- 1'd second
Right. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

BURG: - if I remember reading the
applications, and that to me is satisfactory. move we grant
MR. LEE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Do you want them as a

I'11 also move -- which one do|

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant a

the single party regquirement

| until June 1, 1998.
L




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:

MS. WIEST: For one year?
MS.

Concur.
WIEST: 074.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes.
CHAI LK. B,
MS. WIEST: 069. RMAN BURG: 1I‘ll move we grant the waiver

f
or toll control in TC97-074 for one year

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1'11 keep making them.
rant the toll control waiver in TC97-069 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: 077.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
CHA N
IRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the waiver

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 070. “ontrol in TC97-077 for one year. ‘
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I‘11 move that we grant toll COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded
TC97-070 for one year, the waiver for one COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Conc
MS. WIEST: 078.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Second it. HATAMAN. BURG < 11 move we grant the waiver
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. in TC97-078 for one year.
- COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we grant COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
trol, the waiver for toll control, in TC97-071 MS. WIEST: 080.
one year. CHAIRMAN BURG: And I'll move we grant the
coM IONER NELSON: Seconded. TC97-080 for one year
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. IONER NELSON: Seconded.
i R COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1'11 move we grant the waiver] CHAIRMAN BURG: We did 81; right, and we are
toll control in TC97-073 for one year. eA:
her questions on 0817

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
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1 r7 MR. COIT: We would move for the admission COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I got a sticky on
2 | the ETC request filed by Accent, dated 6-17-97, and it. Sorry. James Valley; right?
3 | Exhibit No. 2, the response to staff data request which| MS. WIEST: I believe in their -- okay.
dated 10-8-97. Yeah, that was Bob’s question. And the reason he had
MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, 1 and 2 the question is it was actually in the original

’ . ; i >
have been admitted. Any questions regarding 0832 application. So if you look at the original

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'l1l move we grant the toll, 7 | application on page two, under gquestion number three,

waiver for toll control in TC97-083 for one year. 8 | they do state that they provide single party service to

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded 9 | all consumers in their service area. Number four down

[
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. 0
0 |

MS. WIEST: TC97-084 o
Okay.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of the =
Okay. Let’s go to
| eTC request dated 6-17-97, which is marked Exhibit No.

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

staff data request dated 10-8-97. 15 5 P 97 g
» h | ’ -17-97, and Exhibit

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If data request dated 10

| not, they’ve been admitted. 17 M IEST: Any objections? If not

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’'ll move we grant the waiver 18 |1 n i i. 1 have the same question here
in TC97-084 for one year. 19 ne u ion one.

COMMISSIONER NELSON Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: 1’11 concur. 1 | o auestion

have a single party question on this one?

MS. WIEST: No. They said in their original 23 MR Mark has asked me

application that they are offering single party service 1 vi 1 Heartland Commun
‘ t 1ich Heartland Communi

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we grant the

waiver for toll control to TC97-089 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 085, I believe.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Excuse me, B85.

MS. WIEST: TC97-086.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-17-97, and response to

requests, Exhibit No. 2, which is dated

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

MR. LEE: I'm sorry, 1 don’t have the
associated companies with the exhibit numbers. Which

| company are we referring to?

MR. COIT: Midstate.

MR. LEE: They are currently all private line

COIT: Single party; correct?

WIEST: Single party to all customers?

MR. LEE: Correct.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions in this
docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the toll
control waiver in TC97-086 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-087.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

| Exhibit No. 1, ETC request, dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit
No. 2, response to staff data request, dated 10-16-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l1l move we grant toll
control waiver 1 TC97-087 for one year
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concu

T Again, I1'd have a question on

Lee is representing Balt

MR. LEE: leid currently all private
line. I'm sorry, I should use the right
term, single party

customers?




LEE: Correct.
WIEST: Thank you. TC97-088.
COIT: We move for the admission of
1, ETC request dated 6-17-97, and response
f data request, which is Exhibit No. 2,
0-17-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not,
have been admitted.
CHAIRMAN BURG I'll move we grant a waiver
on toll control in TC97-088 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
WIEST: Can you answer my question on
Lee?
Company name, please?
East Plains.

Currently is all single party

MS. :  Thank you.

MS : TC97-089.

MR. We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-17-97
and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is a response
to staff data regquest, dated 10-21-97.

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

been admitted. Same question.

MR. COIT: I don‘t believe that Mr. Lee is
here representing Western today. What did they say in
the response?

MS. WIEST: They said Western Te.ephone
offers single party service. My question is do they
offer to every customer again?

MR

MS. EST: Can you do a late-filed

MR. : We can do an affidavit on t

I guess
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
089 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it

COMMISSIONER i FELDER: Concur.

Let’'s go on to TC97-090.

for the admission of

| request dated

Any objection?
questions concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1l move that we grant a
waiver on toll control in TC97-090 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.




25

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-092.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request of Kennebec
Telephone Company dated 6-18-97, and move for the
admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is the response to
staff data request dated 10-10-97. And I would note
Mr. Rod Bauer is here to respond to any questions
the Commissioners or staff may have concerning
request.
MS. WIEST: Any questions concerning this
1f not, do you have a motion?
CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit both those?
MS. WIEST: I'm sorry, I did not. I will
admit Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant a
toll control in TC97-092 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-093.
MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of]
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request of Jefferson
Telephone Company, dated 6-18-97, and move also for the
admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data

request, which is dated 10-10-87. And I would note

that Mr. Dick Connors is available to answer any
questions concerning the Jefferson request.
MS. WIEST: Any objection to the exhibits?
If not, they’'ve been admitted. Any questions
concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-093 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-094.
We’'d move for the admission of
is the ETC request dated 6-19-97,

and move for the admi i of Exhibit No. 2, which

is

the

2?2 I
have any witnesses

Lee is available for both

just had a question, I guess,
service because
allow immediate single
party service, Sully tes may offer multi-part
service until i ties are

restored or installed

service. Has that occurred




n the past?

A. Currently Sully Buttes Telephone has no
multi-line. The fact is all single party service. 1
think they added that language such that if there were
a disaster that they had to respond to, they wanted to
reserve the right to offer party line under the
emergency basis only. But they have for a number of
years been all single party service.

WIEST: Any other questions?
IRMAN BURG: I'l]l move we grant a waiver
for TC97-094 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Well, 1I'11
concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-095.
MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-19-97, and admission of
2, response to data request dated
would point out that I believe that there
issue with respect to single party service
this case as well.
MS. WIEST: Right. At this time are there
any objections to Exhibit 1 and 27? If not, they've
bean admitted. Yes. And it would appear they would

need a waiver. And my question for apparently they

have three multi-party customers and they plan to
install single party service during the 1988
construction season. So I guess my question is
apparently they haven’'t asked for a waiver. Are you
doing so at this time?

MR. COIT: Yes, we would on their behalf.

And I think Mr. Lee would be able to respond to

guestions on that. I assume so anyway.

MR. LEE: Sure. But that would be correct,
we do need a waiver. The same June 1 date would be
acceptable to us.

MS. WIEST: June 1, okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

party service to June 1, 1998, in TC97-095.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I would second that

IONER SCHOENFELDER: Sure, I'1l1

And I’'1ll also move

control on TC97-095

for the admission of ETC

request, Exhibit No. dated 6-19-97, and move for the
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admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data request
dated 10-10-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they'’ve
admitted. Any questions concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
oll control in TC97-096 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-097.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
No. 1, ETC request, dated 6-19-97, and Exhibit
response to data request dated 10-10-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they've
been admitted. Does anybody have any questions
‘:cncernxng this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
toll control in TC97-097 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-098.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC

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

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

dated 10-14-97.

WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

¥

2

3

4

I1f not, they’'ve been admitted. Are there any
questions concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1l move that we grant a
waiver for toll control in TC97-098 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd secoad it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-099.
move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1 c the ETC

admission of i N 2, which

| data request 10-9-97

MS. WIEST Any objection?

been admitted. have the same gquestion on this one.

single party service, and

are you here for Roberts

County or not?

Roberts County.

know from another source other
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than this that as manager of the South Dakota CHAIRMAN BURG: I'11 move we grant a waiver
Association of Telephone Co-ops and the daily requests toll control in TC97-100 for one year.
we’'ve had there that they do, in fact, provide all COMMISSIONER NELSON: rrd second it.
single party service throughout Roberts County Co-op, COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur
if that will suffice for your information here. MS. WIEST: TC97-101
NS WIEST: 1s that sufficient? MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

MS. CREMER: That’'s sufficient. Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-19-97
MS. WIEST: Okay. and Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data reguest dated
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a 10-14-97.
for toll control in TC97-099 for one year.

. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they’ve
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I’'d second it. Any questions concerning this docket?
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

move we grant waiver for
WIEST: TC97-100.

COIT: We move for the admission of

Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-19-97,

and admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data
request dated 10-9-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they’ve
Same question on this one.
LEE: I don’t know the answer.
COIT: There is -- Mr. Lee is not here

representing RC Communications today, so I suspect Any questions concerning this
‘11 have to deal with that with a late-filed exhibit

that’'s okay.

11 move we grant a waiver
MS. WIEST: Okay.

for one year.




| Exhibit

equest,

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

CHAI

WIEST: TC97-105.
We move for the admission of ETC
1, dated 6-19-97, and admission of
response to data request dated 10-14-97.
Any objection? If not, Exhibits

admitted. Any questions concerning

RMAN BURG: I'l]l move we grant a waiver

control in TC97-105 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS.

MR.

WIEST: TC97-108.

coI1

We move for the admission of ETC

Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-23-97, and the

dmission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data

equest

Any objection? If not, Exhibits

and 2 have been admitted. Same question. Can you

Mr. Lee,

| available

answer that one? Is that single party service

for

COIT: For Faith.
LEE: I do not represent them, I‘m sorry.

COIT: We would request permission to

provide that via affidavit.
MS. WIEST: Okay.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-108 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd seccnd it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-113.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
1, ETC request dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit
response to data requests dated 10-9-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objection?
n admitted I have the same guestion on this one.
is Armcur. B 1 Haugen can
I can answer that.
BILL HAUGEN, JR.,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION
Good afternoon.
And I would just like to ask you
you currently provide single party service to all of
your customers 1n your area.
MR. HAUGEN: Single party service is

available to all of our customers in Armour Independent
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Telephone Company service area. It has been since the
late seventies.

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-113 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-114.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC

| request of the Bridgewater-Canistota Telephone Company,

| which is dated 6-25-97, that’s Exhibit No. 1. And also

move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
| response to data requests of staff dated 10-9-97. And
Mr Haugen is here as well to respond to any questions
in this docket.

MS. WIEST: First of all, any objection to
:xhibits 1 and 27 1f not, they’ve been admitted. And

would ask the same question.

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

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions

this witness?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

for toll control in TC97-114 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-115.
MR. COIT: We would move the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC request of Union Telephone
Company, dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit No. 2, response to
data request which is dated 10-9-97.
MS. WIEST: Any ob ? I1f not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. 11d ask the same
question in this docket.
HAUGEN: Single party service is
customers in the Union Telephone

ford and Wall Lake Exchanges

for the admission of

and Exhibit
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MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1f not, Exhibits

1 and 2 have been admitted. Any guestions concerning
this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'll move we grant a waiver

| for toll control in TC97-117 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1‘d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-121.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

1, the ETC request of Kadoka, dated 7-3-97,

and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data
requests dated 10-28-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections to Exhibits 1 and

I1f not, they’'ve been admitted. Any questions
ncerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1'11 move we grant a waiver
toll control in TC97-121 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I‘11 second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. W ST: TC97-125.

MR. COIT: We’'d move for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 7-7-97, and Exhibit No.

response to data reguest of staff, which is dated

Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

2? If not, they've been admitted. Any questions
concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
for toll control in TC97-125 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-130.
MR. COIT: We would move for

the admission of

Exhibit No. the ETC request dated 7-10-97, and

Exhibit No. nse

the response to data request dated

Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

been admitted. Any questions

I'll move we grant a waiver
control -130 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I would second it.

We would move the admission of ETC

request Exhibit ., which is dated 7-10-97, and
to data request dated 10-14-97.
Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

they’ve been admitted. Any questions
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CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I’ll move we grant a waiver

for toll control in TC97-131 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-154.

MR. COIT: We would move into the record
the ETC request, dated 9-10-97, and also
the response to data reqguest dated

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibit 1 and

I1f not, they have been admitted. Let's see, on
one this was one of a couple that no time period
was requested for the waiver. I assume you still want
| the one year?
Mr. Barfield is here. He could

'respsnd. . Bob Barfield, manager for West

They request a waiver but this is

that didn’t ask for one year, as
ee, or any time period. So I was
there was any different time period that
was being reqguested.
BOB BARFIELD,
c d as a witness, being first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

since the vendor does not have a date, as far as we
know, at this time to provide this, that's the reason

we didn’'t ask

one-year time

companies?

MR.

MS.

MR.

MR.

CHAIRMAN BURG: And I think the thought

is

EXAMINATION

BARFIELD: In response to your question,

for a certain time period on the waiver.
WIEST: But we will need a time period.

COIT: Would you be willing to accept the

period that is being grante

BARFIELD: We sure would.

if there still isn’t any solution, then it

I'l1l move

response to data request

If not, Exhibits

would have the same




question with respect to the length of the waiver.
MR. BARFIELD: And the response would be the
would ask for a year on the waiver.
MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions?
CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I'l1l move that we

a waiver on toll control in TC97-155 for one

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I concur.

WIEST: Thank you. Let’s skip to

COIT: I would just note that Three River
not an SDITC member company, so I'm not really]
today to represent Three River Telco.
MS. WIEST: Nobody is here?
CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we have any questions on
we have to have representation?
MS. WIEST: Somebody needs to move it in.
well, if you're looking for a
serve as the body.
Otherwise, I can move to admit
10-10-97, the request for
-- oh, I'm sorry, that’'s
again. 10-16 of '97 is the

the amended request, and I

would ask that they be admitted in.

MS. WI
been admitted.
docket? I would

request a waiver

CHAIRMAN BURG: There
single party line, though, is there?
MS. WIEST: No

CHAIRMAN BURG:

to U S West,

dockets?

EST: Any objection? If not, they'’'ve

Are there any questions concerning this
note that their application does
for one period for toll control.

isn’'t a question on the

I'11 move we grant a waiver

in TC97-167 for one year.
Concur.

this time did you want to go

speak to these

state your name for the record,




please, what that exhibit entails.
Harlan Best.

A. What I have done on this exhibit is across
And what is your job?

the top is listed each of the companies requesting

A. I am deputy director of fixed utilities for

eligible telecommunications carrier status, the
the Public Utilities Commission, South Dakota.
associated docket number, and the staff counsel that is
Qs And have you been present in the hearing room|

assigned to the respective dockets. Down the side,

this afternoon for the hearing on these applications?
left-hand side, the requirements that are set
A. Yes. . i s ~
for ETC status. Populated within the columns
Q. And have you had the opportunity to review
responses h the respective companies gave
the caption in the notice of this hearing which lists

1 and Exhibit 2 that have been
the cases which are before the Commission on this date?

A. Yes.

Q. And are you familiar with the applications in

e to make at this time?
each of these cases?

aware of is under Vivian
A. Yes.

under the Lifeline and Link
Q. As a part of your job, have you reviewed
b)

available 1-1-97. It
those applications?

aware of any other
Yes, I have.

You have before you an exhibit numbered
point in time
is that correct?
evidence. This

the dockets en mass
Q. And an exhibit that you prepared in

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

Q. Just briefly explain to the Commission,

would be handled later.




MS. WIEST: Is there any objection?

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

| have to do that, I guess. Other than that, I don’‘t
any comment.

MS. WIEST: Do you want an opportunity to

Well, it might take me a while, so
have any objection.
MS. WIEST: Okay. Then Staff Exhibit No. 1
1 be admitted into all of the dockets that we have
e through so far.
MR. CK: Okay. Thank you.

Q. Based on the review of these dockets that you

ve done and relying to whatever extent you may on

ff's Exhibit No. 1, did the applicant companies meet
requirements of becoming an eligible

carrier?

have, with the noted late-filed

be done in a number of the

Q. And with regard to advertising services

exchange-wide, do you have a recommendation to the
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Commission for a provision to be included in an order
which would come out of these proceedings?
A. Yes. Staff's recommendation for advertising

would be that the ETC carrier be required to advertise

| at least once each year; and if they have any rate

change, that that rate change be advertised when it
does change.
conclusion, do you have an opinion as
the applicants contained on Exhibit
exception of U S West which kas
this time, whether or not tt

he qualifications as an eligib

requirements for ETC

have

there any question

talked about advertising
referencing the rates just for

are supported by universal




COIT: No further questions.
MS. WIEST: Ms. Rogers?
MS. ROGERS: No, no questions.
MS. WIEST: Mr. Heaston?
MR. HEASTON: No.
CHAIRMAN BURG: The only gquestion I1'd have is|
‘:tere any -- 1s advertising jdentified in any way? Is
there any criteria for what advertising means in the
context of this? 1Is the methods in the FCC Order as
well?

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I had for Harla
i e a
anybody else is, 18 there a meaning, is ther

tion, definition for advertising, what that

|
|

WIEST: Under the statute itself

214 (e) ( they must advertise the availability of

|

lsuch services and if you’'re referring to the services

;tha: are supported by federal universal service and the|

\charges therefore using media of general distribution.

\ CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. 1 think that satisfies
me.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Does that mean for

(I

Lifeline and Link Up, they have to advertise this
once?

MS. WIEST: That would be under staff’'s
recommendation, I believe.

A. Yes, once each year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Well, fraakly, I don’'t
think it’s adequate.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Are you doing
that? Are you -- to follow up -- excuse me, to follow
up on Commissioner Nelson’s question, are you
recommending that they advertise once each year after?
I believe our order said that you have to send an
application to everyone once initially and then to
every new customer. You‘re requesting this

advertisement of Lifeline, Link Up in addition to,

{ would that be accurate or not?

p Right The Lifeline, Link Up under TC97-150
which was issued yesterday, states that it shall be -
a form shall be, or a letter shall be sent to present
customers, and then this would be an advertisement of
it. They’'d have to do advertisement of this for at
least once each year.
Okay. Thank you.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: So is the answer to

Laska’s questions it’'s in addition to?
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B

A. Yes. They would do it originally, and once a Venture Communications, TC97-095?

~ A

year after. A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: How would they advertise?

o

MS. WIEST: Does the answer to number four,
Where? single party service, we did grant them a waiver

. 4 2
A. Wwhere would they advertise? because currently they do not have single party service
MS. WIEST: Yes. apparently to three customers?

Whatever general distribution it meets A
ccordin I ne, it newspapers and those
according, assume means pap So would that be incorrect there
ublicati
publications. your
S. W T3 t be any type of ?
MS. WIES So it could ny typ clarification there to it, yes.
ributio d a year? . i
distribution media once Y WIEST: Okay. Thank you. Do you have

Whatev is available within their given ¢
hatever L further, Mr. Hoseck?

axchanges that they serve. staff has nothing further.
And it would only b= for those

ht now by federal universal

When does the Commission --
And every time they changed a 2

Y Y g the end to rule on all of
those services, then that would have to|
designation?
that time?
t’s why we’'re taking

MS. WIEST: Are there any other questions of

Y q A SHORT RECESS WAS TAKEN.
this witness? If not, thank you. Actually, I do.
et’s get started again. And we

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

Could you look at your exhibit for

And I would move admission of
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Exhibit 1, which is the request, and Exhibit 2, which
is the amended request, and Exhibit 3, which is the
gervice territory map. That's Exhibit 1, 2 and 3
respectively in the docket.
MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1, 2
o you have a copy of the service territory
there any objections to Exhibits 1, 2 and 3?

they've been admitted. You may proceed,

MR. HEASTON: We would also join in the
motion on the toll control. The reason we did not seek
| a waiver in the initial application is because as I
?:ead paragraph 388 of the Order in the DA 97-157
indicated that toll blocking would be sufficient in the
| meantime and it was dependent upon when you upgraded
And so we do not feel we need a waiver of
control, but the common wisdom seems to be there
to be a waiver, so we will follow the herd here
request the toll control waiver also.
And we are also one of the parties to the
request of the FCC to reconsider the toll limitation,
this includes both toll blocking and toll
control. And I guess we would also point out that with|
the inmplementation of number portability that is going

impact toll control somewhat significantly. And so
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while we agree with Bob Barfield in his observation
that since we don‘t know when it’'s going to happen
that’'s why we wouldn’t want a time limit on it, but we

are willing to accept the one year with the

understanding that if there is not the ability to

if the ability is too expensive to
we would be able to come¢ back to this
ission and seek further waiver of that, of
control with part of the essential
carrier obligation.
Okay. Would the Commissioners

CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit the exhibits?

we waive toll

Well, I'm going to
heard an expansion of what we’ve been

from giving them one year with the

s because technology
requires that it be there and
say anythi about how much it cost. So I
hear anything about one of the reasons we
in the past was because that it might

as because technology wasn't
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there. I can understand why technology wasn’t there,

but I didn’t -- I wasn’t in Congress when they voted
that was part of the Act.
MR. HEASTON: It's not part of the Act.
guess that’s the first thing. It’s an FCC --
COMMISSIONER NELSON: It'a a rule.
MR. HEASTON: It’s an FCC dictate.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: But it has the same

the rules and statute unless it’'s changed in

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

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1 mean the motion was for one

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe the
| motion was for one year, a waiver for one year, and I
didn‘'t know that the motion had anything more than
that, than just a waiver from toll control for one
year.
CHAIRMAN BURG: It doesn’t.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then I’1l1l concur.
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COMMISSIONER NELSON:

All I'm saying, though,

is I voted for it and there will be a record that I

voted for it; and the reason I voted for it was the

technology wasn

‘t available. And that’'s a lot

different in my mind than it's cost prohibitive.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I think --

COMMISSIONER NELSON:

Not that that wouldn

be an issue in my mind that you could debate. I don

want a record that

different reason than I did.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Just

log
that year, I‘d
through this wi
my own mind, ca
have multiple ¢
boggles my mind

you could

year, we‘'re sti
not looking tow

that's the name

there isn’t

75 filing

there is some wa
y and extend it
welcome that sol

th this many of

nnot see a solution when we’'re going to

ompanies in numb
to see how that

end up with any

I'm supporting something for a

a comment that I’'d make

a technology, I really

s just for an

y we could certify there

as we come up towards
ution rather than go

them. I, personally,

er portability. It

‘s even going to happen

kind of toll

I'm guessing when we come up to the

11 not going to
ard to requiring

of a bureaucrat

have a solution, and
all of you - I mean

to file that many

't

o %

in

I'm




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

DIRECT EXAMINATION

Mr. Lehner, in our application we described
issue of eliminating multi-party services and going
o single party service throughout U S West service
reas. Can you update the Commission on the status of
that consistent with what we’'ve already put in the
| application?
A. Yes. As of October 31 of this year the
number of multi-party or two- and four-party customers
U S West's territory is 612. 612.

CHAIRMAN BURG: What was the date on that,

can you tell the Commission about
our continuing effort to eliminate the multi-party

service?
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A. The plan right now is to eliminate all of
those 612 except for 52 of them. And the time frame
for that will be by the end of the second quarter
which I suppose we could put for a date of 6-30 of
'98 So all but 52 of those will be completed by 6-30
of

And what about the remaining 527

remaining 52 are extrem

upgrades. ur 1 other technology

become available, there are no plans rigt
3

move ahead with those
still believe that

we still believe the waiver is

the questions I

where are those 52 located? Are

are they in a specific area,

them off for you. There’s about

I could give you a late-filed
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——

exhibit.

Let me just read them off. Arlington is

four; Belle Fourche, six; De Smet, four; Huron, three;

Lake Preston, one.

A.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Do you want to start

Arlington, four; Belle Fourche, six; De Smet,

four; Huron, three; Lake Preston, one; Madison, two;

Milbank,

four; Pierre, two; Redfield, two; Sissetor,

six; Spearfish, two; Volga, five; Watertown, ten;

Yankton,
Q.
Anaconda

A.

Q.
A.

talking

in some

one.

Is there a particular reason? Is it like
line or something?

It's a combination of many factors, but you
far as the 52 are concerned?

Yes.

It‘s a combination of many factors. We're

about feeder distribution, we’re talking about

cases a PAIR GAIN systems like Anaconda that

1d need to be replaced.

CREMER: Okay. That'’s all the questions

CHAIRMAN BURG: Have you investigated any

other technical solutions other than to a single party

| other than line extension?

A.

You mean in order to provide a single party

service to these customers?
CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes.
A. Yes. I think the answer is we are constantly
looking for a cheaper way to do this because in some
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
probably in some form of wireless, but so far the
wireless technologies, whether then satellite or fixed
wireless, are still pretty expensive. I see that as
the ultimate solution, though, to some of these.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'm going to move to grant
waiver
ST: Just a second. Do the
missioners have any other questions? As opposed to
other I'm going to have to ask you some
things that were in the application
ned by Mr. Heaston.
affidavit, as all
me for a second.
s signature either.
rst one, does U S West provide

public switched network to
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1,

| emergency services?

| services?

| able to provide toll blocking?
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MS. WIEST: And does it provide local usage?
Yes.

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

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to your

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to operator

WIEST: Do you provide access to

service?

MS. WIEST: And do provide access to

WIEST: And you've already talked about

and the waiver. Do you provide or are you

A. Yes.
MS. WIEST: Then getting back to your reguest
for the waiver on single party service, I know in your

application you talked about the ones that you have no

72

plans, you know, of providing service due to the cost
and everything. My problem, I guess, is that I don’t
see that there is any de minimus exception within the
FCC rules with respect to single party service. Have
you been granted any of this type of de minimus
exception to that requirement, do you know, in any of
the other states?
A. I am not aware.
MS. WIEST: And what I'm getting at is that
it appears, according to the FCC rules -- and I'm
looking at 47 54.101(c), that in order to grant any
additional time to complete network upgrades for single
party or enhanced 911 or toll limitation, that the
Commission does in have to set a time period for
you to complete th network upgrades. Is your
contention that we do not?
A. I would not make that contention. I'm going
attorney argue with you about that.

WIEST: 1, then, I do have a couple

| other questions. My other question is on service

area. And it is also a requirement of the state
Commission to designate service areas as opposed to
study areas for nonrural telecommunications companies.
First of all, you would agree that you are a nonrural

telecommunications company?




Yes.

MS. WIEST: And in the FCC’s public notice
96-45 issued 9-29-97, it does state that we must send
to USAC the names of the ETC's and the designated
service areas for nonrural carriers no later than
December 31st, 1997. And I know you made some
reference to these things in your application, but I

don‘t think you really told us what you want your

service area to be. Because the FCC has told us that

we better not adopt your study area as your service
area for large ILEC’s. Do you have service areas for
your company that you want the Commission to adopt at
this time?
A. Well, I suppose that -- and, Bill, jump in
guess, to help me with this. But I suppose
service area ought to be our exchanges in the
South Dakota. Now, the study area is a
issue and that has not been determined yet.
k that our service area would be our
we serve in the state of South Dakota.
HEAST If I may from a legal
there is no definition yet; and certainly
service area would be those areas within which we
are authorized to provide the supported services.

MS. WIEST: Right. And that’s my question.
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MR. HEASTON: From a general perspective, I
guess, if that’s what you’'re looking for is what you
would 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
going to be that would be where the services would be
supported by a universal service fund, whether it's
high cost or low income or libraries or whatever it
happens to be, you know, that’'s an area that'’s
currently under debate depending upon which proxy cost
model is going to be accepted. And so that’s why we
are somewhat th m u what this

FCC come out

it is going

take a look
standpoint of

If that's what
comply with the FCC requirement.
would look at is an area,
an exchange area, which we would
center or an exchange area. And we
however many are on that.

how many exchanges do you

1 have?

MR. H 3 It’s on the list we submitted.




N

A. I can‘t answer that exactly. It’'s Rolayne?

N

approximately 35. MS. WIEST: Actually what as far as the FCC’s|

DA

MS. WIEST: It would be attached? public notice, that was docket 96-45 DA 97-1892 issued

MR. HEASTON: It’s on our exhibit to our 9-29-97.
application. MR. HEASTON: 1892.

MS. WIEST: So however many with the MS. WIEST: And I'm also relying on

amendment the three that were missed. That’s how many paragraphs 185, 192, 193 of the FCC’'s universal service

| sexvice areas you would like the Commission to order.

for U S West at this time? HEASTON: 197, 175.

I guess I'm not sure whether we would want to WIEST: 157 or

each exchange. CREMER: 188, 192.

MS. WIEST: My problem is we are supposed to MS. WIEST: The docket number for

tell the FCC by December 31st what your designated iversal service.

service area is. MR. HEASTON: Not the docket number but the

A. Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by order number, the order number.
MS. WIEST: Okay I was looking at 185, 192
you want more time to think and paragraph --
MR. HEASTON: I got those. Was it FCC
MR. HEASTON: Yes, I think I would. I mean
this is not something that’s come up in the other two right. And the other thing

states that I’'ve done this in, and I had the same basic you might want to address in paragraph 185, for

application. I will have to -- I will do a late-filed example, it does say if a state PUC adopts

exhibit on that if I could with an affidavit from Jon. service areas 1 their study area, this

MS. WIEST: Okay. | would erect significant barriers to entry. We are also|

MR. HEASTON: What are you relying on again,

iencouraged to consider designating service areas that
L
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require an ILEC to serve areas other than they have
traditionally served.

MR. HEASTON: Yes. And, see, this -- what
the problem this causes is where you have not
considered and have left to the FCC to determine how
that’s going to be modeled from a proxy standpoint.
And, yes, we are advocating smaller geographic elements
than the wire center for universal high cost support
but I do not have a South Dakota specific look because
this Commission decided not to do their own earlier

-- a couple months ago, as opposed to Wyoming and
North Dakota where I do have that because those two are
locking at doing their own, or suggesting their own
cost study. So I do have the small grids, as we call

it, and I could identify that for you. I cannot
identify anything smaller than right now than a wire
center.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: Excuse me, may I comment briefly
on this? And I understand that I'm not a party but I
do believe it was my understanding today that the whole

issue of disaggregated service areas for U S West or

any other company may come up. But I would like to say|

we certainly have an interest in the issue. And I

think that the FCC rules indicate that -- the orders
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and the rules indicate that before changing an existing
service area, that the Commission at the state level
needs to find that it’s consistent with universal
service requirements. So I think it's a really
involved -- involves a lot more than the review of
actually looking at ETC service obligations. You're
talking about making changes in a U S Wes service area
d significantly change the leveli of support it
receive under a federal universal service fund.
Decisions on U S West service area disaggregation and
certainly impact rural telephone
And I guess going into this
understanding that there are
icumbent LEC service areas, and wel
that we -- that the issue
West docket or any of the other ones would
regard to disaggregating service areas.
I'm not talking about
I think you have to
made between
companies with respect to service
look at doing anything to rural
to disaggregation, we have to
the FCC. That’'s all I'm talking

I only brought up this
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~ A

| wompany?

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

MR. HEASTON: If I could have until whatever
date was suggested earlier on getting the additional
affidavits in, I’'ll have a recommendation for you from

on that

MS. WIEST: Okay. Are there any other

stions of this witness? One more question,

Lehner. Do you have any observation to what

A. I'm not sure that I understood exactly what

If the requirement is to advertise

it once a year the newspaper, I don’'t think we have
a problem with

And getting back to single party

the only barrier is to provide
party service to those 52 customers?

Yes.

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

that the settlement agreement that you‘ve stated is

suspended concerning single party service no longer

applies where I believe you stated you would have

Best suggested as advertising requirements for your

|
|
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single party service to all customers by the year 2000?

A. Had the 121 investment program continued, I
would have been out here talking to the staff and to
you about these anyway, because as we honed down to
some to the last few on some of these exchanges, it
became obvious that this was -- this is fsolish to
spend that kind of money with the current technology.
Just doesn’'t make any sense.

MS. WIEST: That'’s all I have. Mr. Heaston,

you might also want to address the question of whether
the Commission has the authority to provide any de

minimus exception to the single party without putting

don’'t know that de minimus is
that you could put a time
renewable that we would have to
the rule would allow you to do
on a regularly-scheduled
ly. maybe semi-annually, to update
of where we are technologywise

would be my position on

makes

have a gquestion
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of Mr. Lehner. And the reason I have a question is to me a little bit because I find that a little odd.

because in your amended application you might have A. The high cost we’'re talking about in many

addressed it, however, I don‘t have a copy of that and cases, not only replacing, we’'re talking about
I apologize. But you addressed in here and you have an customers that were engineered probably back in the

exhibit on your original application that regards sixties and seventies to multi-party service with no

Lifeline, Link Up. And basically what it is it’s your intention of having single party service So we're

tariff, or a page that looks like a tariff page to me. talking in many cases miles and miles of distribution

Now, U S West really intends to comply with the cable, some cases six pair, 11 pair, maybe even greater

Lifeline, Link Up? pair. So we’'re talking about now having o replace

that cable with probably 50 pair or a hundred pair

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I need to know cable. And we’'re also talking about many cases where

end of that cable we have to extend what some

And that page doesn’t apply any more. I call a pair of wires,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you. in order to provide

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? Thank you. I take that back in that

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess I have a will be okay. I was

question. You know, you -- when you were talking about have more than one line. But we'’'re

why you shouldn’t have to provide this single party cable, we’'re rtalking about
| systems for these areas that you listed like Spearfish and we’'re talkir in some cases about PAIR GAIN|
and Pierre and all the list that you went through -- that are just plair ‘ I'm talking about
A. Yes. that you’ve heard like Anaconda that are going

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why would it -- it just to be replaced. It’s expensive.

;seems weird to me that it would be that expensive to COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess in my mind it

24 | provide those services in some areas. Like Pierre and

| seems to me that cost prohibitive -- I didn't exactly

25 | Huron, those are pretty -- I mean can you explain “hat | envision exactly what 1 were just explaining to me
| |
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because I was thinking maybe these lines had to be run spend $100,000 or $150,000 or 50,000, whatever it is

N i i 1 .
out miles and miles and miles and there’s nobody out to do these, but somewhere that has to be recovered and

‘ . :
there or something. But if this is in a fairly it isn‘t going to be recovered from a customer. That
populated area, and it doesn’t seem to me that these customer isn’'t going to pay for that.

people should have to live with just two party COMMISSIONER NELSON: It seems to me this

telephone system when most of the world doesn’t, as we flies in the face of what the governor’'s bill said last

know it in South Dakota, doesn’t have to do that -

year. I mean here we‘re talking making available high

because the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm technology to everybody in South Dakota. Basically
looking for some reason why that’s acceptable, that’s what the bill says. And we’'re

especially when some of those little companies are people that aren’t even going to have

| saying that they got maybe three or four people left telecommunicatio
that they don‘t have that service for and they’ve made what the
every effort to say, well, we want a waiver but we will unless
do it by the end of the year or whatever. it would make no sense to
A. I think that most of the companies you've And I certainly wouldn‘t

been listening to up until now -- and I obviously can’t

speak for them, but I think you'’re talking about I have in the
| engineering that was done probably 15, 20 years ago in situations once
| most of these companies’ cases where they at the time is closer that
spent he money to do that. We did not do that. We case to any of these?
provided distribution systems that were literally reasonable solution ever?
designed not to provide single party service. There Commissioner, if there
are different funding mechanisms and different at would like to serve
requirements that we’ve had. They’ve had the ability would be happy to negotiate.
to of money and recover it. Now, I can|

I think maybe when we‘'re down
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to 52, we ought to get a list of those names and see
we could work it out. I share what Counsel has said.
I'm not sure we can make the exception. 1 know that
U S West's counsel has given us what I call a short

term one, that in other words, we could give the waiver|

for a limited period of time, but I don’t know that’'s

an indefinite solution and we probably ought to work --
look at working together to meet and find the solution
to meet the FCC rules I think if we can. But so many
-- maybe, I guess, what I would like to request is the|

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

I think that can be provided.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? If not,

j'hank you.

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

MS. WIEST: Sorry, for which now?

CHAIRMAN BURG: For single party.

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

MS. CREMER: Staff would call Harlan Best.

HARLAN BEST,

called as a witness, being previously sworn,

Q4

TC97-163,

testified

Q.

advertisi

was for

ak
Commission

A.

BY MS. CREMER:

was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

Harlan, were you the analyst assigned to

U S West'’'s application?

have you reviewed that application by U §

would you agree with Mr. Lehner when he
earlier that they met all the requirements of

have met those?

discussion that we’ve had on

And at your recommendation

be the same for U S West as

And what would your recommendation be for

in defining a service area for U S West?
It would be the wire center.

MS. CREMER: That’s all the questions I would




MS. WIEST: Any questions, Ms. Wilka?
MS. WILKA: No questions.
MS. WIEST: Commissioners?
CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I‘'d have is
based on tl} should we not -- I mean is this -- what
a document that is filed in
these hearings?
MS. CREMER: Yes.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I guess I think we ought to
| correct that exhibit to put no on each of those that
we've made a waiver for on the single party because I
the answer is no and we've made a waiver to
that.
MS. CREMER: Okay.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Since that's filed.
IONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved
that area, have we?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes, for six months on one

WIEST: We have two single party waivers

but U S West we haven’'t moved yet; right?
CHAIRMAN BURG: But if we do and for any we
since he’'s a witness on the stand and this is his

this document should be

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

| companies that do not at this time provide single party

| right?

coincide with the waivers we’ve given.

MS. CREMER: Okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I guess I don’t know. What
do we need to do to make sure that correction is made?

MS. WIEST: I believe there ar: three

service, so all they would have to do is change that

yes to no for those Stateline, Venture, and U S West;

CHAIRMAN BURG: And the testimony on the

ers does U S|

like to admit this

Before I only

Actually I wasn’t going to move

one because people testified to it, so




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

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
)

move it. COUNTY OF HUGHES )

MS. WIEST: It's up to you.
MS. CREMER: We don’‘t need it in this docket. I, Lori J. Grode, RMR, Notary Public, in and

MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this for the State of South Dakota, do hereby certify that

witness? Thank you. Anything else from any of the the above hearing, pages 1 through 89, inclusive, was

parties? At this time I believe the Commission will recorded stenographically by me and reduced to

take these matters under advisement. We are waiting

-—

typewriting.
for some late-filed exhibits in some dockets, and it

FURTHER CERTIFY that the foregoing
will be possible that perhaps the Commission will make

the said hearing is a true and correct
the decisions either at a Commission meeting or at the the stenographic notes at the time and
Lecember 2nd hearing on some other related ETC

dockets. Are there any questions from anybody or any am not a relative or
| comments? any of the parties,
MR. COIT: I would just, for the record, like| attorney or counsel
formally request that the Commission designate each rested directly or indirectly in
the -- based upon the record, the affidavits yet to this action.
submitted, that the Commission designate each of the| IN VH , I have
telephone companies, SDITC member companies, as hand and seal ice t Pierre, Sout
their study areas be designated as their| ‘:5: day

| .
| service area. That's all I have.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. That will close the

hearing.

(THE HEARING CONCLUDED
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1C97-163

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC
FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER
47 U.S.C. §214(E) (2)

DOCKET NO. TC97-

U S WEST reserves the night 10 withdraw its application and/or relinquish its designation as an cligible
$213(e)4) in specific geographic arcas within the state

telecommunications cartier pursuant 10 47 U S €
| Communications Commussion In the

All references to 47 C F R Part 34 arc 1o final rules adopted by the Fede
Matter of Federal State Joint Board on Universal Service. CC Docket No 96-45, rel May 8. 1997, cited herein as

Order
EXMIBIT




' Service designated for support under this provision are voice grade access (0 the public switched network, local
usage. dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its functional equivalent. single-party service or its functional
cquivalent. 4ccess 10 CIETEENCY SETVICES, ACCESS 10 OPCTAlOr SErVICes, access to interexchange service, access 10
dircctory assistance and toll blocking for qualifying low-income consumers
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Two months of free services. a(wdmeamigclyaurrpéney
urchase 10 monthgofany of . back on the unused months. S0 t}‘yau;m looking for a long-term

3
es. Pay up frontand gettwo * commitment thats a sure thing, dial the number below, and say

1D, Call Waiting selected call “do Butdontwait becaus_e_uus offerends December 13th.
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Small Business Group
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Fire eve[B

Alcndywaylnsavumonry

for calls.
Acheapskate way o save moncy.

- -Ptck honc and s:gn up

Aynmnnybmm;,

Calling Plan, a ive-minute call to almost anywhere in South Dakota costs only 10
+ same call on AT&T would cost $1.20. That's 2 33% savings. So exerclse a little intelligence, and sign up now. [1-800-603-6

thaUS WEST" Loca. Long Distance

LISWEST

: - Tty S
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LUHENALAN

FUI-555-7009
OTHMER JiM

fre

(Caller ID box)

405-555-6508
GRILL JEFF

allerlDﬁmUSWEST,!dthmhscxeeningmdeiﬂlllo@ng 503-555-7041
silities, allows you to get more out of your phone line—you'll be able

. who's on the line before you pick up, and you'll be able to tell THOMPSON BEY
alled even if they didn't leave a message.

.ad when you order Caller ID today, you'll get Clllﬁr ID installation 502-555-866i
m,mdyou’nmnﬁeeC;ﬂulDbox.Juzluﬂl-&ﬂi)%M. e

ve mention that the box is free?) MORGAN MARY

. 1-806-426-7937

1 . H 406-555-1967

°p " POYLTER SBPRIE
life’s better here

303-555-7588
MAGEE STEYE
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U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Exchange and Network
Services Tuciff SECTION §

Page 66
State of South Dakota Release 2

Issued: 6-16-97 Effective: 6-1-97

N0 N

5. EXCHANGE SERVICES
52 LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE (Cont'd)
526 LOW-INCOME TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
A. South Dakota Telephone Assistance Plan
1. Description
The Telephone Assistance Plan provide for a credit against the recurring monthly
rate for the provision of local residential service for certain low-income
customers
2. Application
The Telephone Assistance Plan credit is only available to customers who are
presently participating in the Food Stamp and/or Energy Assistance Program and
are 60 years of age or older.

The Company will assure eligibility through verification by the state agency
charged with the duty of administening the programs.

The monthly credit will be an amount equal to the Interstate End User Charge.
The credit shall apply to the following Local Exchange Service:

* Residence One-Party Flat Rate Service

* Residence One-Party Local Measured Service
* Residence Multipaity Flat Rate Service

« Hourly Usage Package Service

SNOTLEOINTINOD 1S3M SN WEP:2  2661°6 120
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U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Exchange and Network

Ser ‘ces Tarifl SECTION §

Page 67

State of South Dakota Release 1

Issued: 11-5-93 Effective: 12-5-93

5. EXCHANGE SERVICES

52 LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE
5.2.6 LOW-INCOME TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
A. South Dakota Telephone Assistance Plan (Contd)

3. Terms and Conditions
a. The Telepbone Assistance Plan credit will begin with the first billing date after

the Company is notified by applicants who qualify for benefits or when new
service is established by a g ing customer.

. Nonrecurring charges shall not apply to establish this program on existing
service.

. This credit shall apply only to a customer’s principal residence line.
4. Funding

This program shall be funded through a surcharge on residence and business
access lines.

5. Rates

+ Telcphone Assistance Plan Credit

(1] This amount shall be revised to equal the Interstate End User Charge. With FCC
approval, the Interstate End User Charge will also be credited for customers
participating in the plan (USOC ASGFX).

SNOILUDINL0D 1S3M SN Wdbp:2  2661°6 100




U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Exchange and Network
Services Tariff SECTION §
Page 68

State of South Dakota Release 1
Issued: 11-5-93 Effective: 12.5-93

5.2
526
B

5. EXCHANGE SERVICES

LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE
LOW-INCOME TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (Cont'd)

Link-Up America

South Dakota residents who arc receiving food stamps or home energy assistance
benefits may also %_ alify for the Federal Communications' Link-Up America
Program. Effective February 10, 1988, 2 50% discount (USOC LNK) up to $30.00
will be applied to access line service and equipment charges to connect service at a
new address. This discount applics only on a single line at the principal place of
residence for the applicant.

The following cligibility criteria will apply:

+ Applicant must have lived at an address where there has been no ulephcme
mmfgr at least three months immediately prior to the date that assistance is
requesf

Applicant must not have received Link-Up America assistance within the last
WO years.

Applicant must not be a dzyendem for federal income tax purposes, unless he or
she is more than 60 years of

Applicant must be participating in the food stamp program or the home energy
assistance program.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
The undersigned certifies that on this 9th day of October, 1997, an original and ten (10)
copies of the foregoing APPLICATION OF US WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE TELECOMML NICATIONS CARRIER UNDER 47
US.C. §214(E)2) of US WEST Communications, Inc. was sent via overnight mail to the

following

Mr William Bullard

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State of South Dakota

500 East Capitol

Pierre. South Dakota 7501

1S WEST Commmunications, Inc




BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION

OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE Docket No. TC97-163
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER UNDER

47 US.C. §214(EN2) )

A
OF US

U § WEST Communications, Inc_hereby files this Amendment to its Application for
Designation as an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier Under 47 U S.C. §214(E)2) as follows
Due to an inadvertent omission, three exchanges were omitted from the listing of
exchanges appearing on Exhibit | attached to the Application The following South Dakota
U S WEST Exchanges should be included on and considered a part of Exhibit |
Morristown
Timber Lake
Mclntosh
Dated this 7th day of November, 1997
Respectfully submitted
uUs \\'I:\S'I Communications, Inc
William P ||casmn}t\
Senior Attormey

1801 California Street, Suite 5100
Denver, CO 80202

Telephone: (303) 672-2810
Facsimile: (303) 295-0769




Thomas J. Welk, Esq

Tamara A Wilka, Esq

Boyce, Murphy, McDowell & Greenfield, L L P
101 N Phillips Ave #600

P O Box 5015

Sioux Falls, SD 57117-5015

Telephone (605) 336-2424

Facsimile (605) 334-0618




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on this 7th day of November, 1997, a copy of the foregoing
AMENDMENT TO APPLICATION OF U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. was filed
via facsimile to

Mr William Bullard, Jr - facsimile: 605 773-3809
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission

500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501

and an original and ten (10) copies were sent via overnight delivery to the same address

U S WEST Communications, Inc

‘7/1&5,.‘/ &t
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BOYCE, MURPHY, McDOWELL & GREENFIELD, L.L.P.
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

~NA

Norwest Center, Suite 600
101 North Phillips Avenue
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57104
P.O. Box 5015 Of Counsel
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57117-5015 Joha R. McDowell

AW

Telephone 605 336-2424
Facsimile 605 3340618 1.W. Boyce (1884-1915)
John S. Murphy (1924-1965)

December 11, 1997 FAX Received DEC 11 1997
RECEIVED

VIA FACSIMILE - 773-3809

Mr. William Bullard. Jr.

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission L )
500 East Capitol Unitiz 1oy R UBLIC
Pierre, SD 57501 "oSION

Re:  In the Matter of the Filings for Designation as Eligible Telecommunications Carrier by U S
West Communications, Inc.. Docket No. TC97-163
Our File No. 2104-97-163

Dear Mr. Bullard:

Please find enclosed for filing a copy of the Affidavit of Jon Lehner. This is being filed via facsimile
today and the original and ten (10) copies of the Affidavit are being mailed today.

Sincerely yours,

BOYCE, MU RI’H\ McDOWELL &

11,1 7/
v S

Tamara A. Wilka

TAW/vjj

Enclosure

cc:  William P. Heaston
Jon Lehner




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COM)
OF THE STATE OF SOUTY DAKOTA

A PUBLIC

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS FOR No. 97-163
DESIGNATION AS ELIGIBLE

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER BY AFFIDAVIT OF JON LEHNER
U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

1. Jon Lehner, being first duly sworn, state:

1. Iam Director of Regulatory Affairs for U S WEST Communications, Inc. ("U S
WEST") in South Dakota, and my business address is 125 S. Dakota Avenue, Room 8 FLR,
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57104

2. The purpose of this Affidavit is to supplement my earlier affidavit dated December
1. 1997.

3. Attached as Exhibit A is a chart | had prepared in consultation witi: U S WEST
facility engineers which identifies 48 U S WEST multi-party customers who are not included
in US WEST's plans to convert multi-party customers to one party service as a result of the
exceptionally high cost of upgrading service to these customers.

4. Inresponse to the Commissioners’ question as to why these remaining multi-party

upgrades are so expensive. in almost all cases. the customers are located a long distance from

our serving switch and facilities are not available to provide single party service. In order

1o provide the cable pairs necessary to upgrade these customers, several miles of cable need
to be replaced and. in most cases, electronic pair gain systems also need to be added. Current

average costs from our outside plant engineering group indicate an average mile of cable

N




facilities costs in the range of $17.000 10 $19.000. Adding the cost of the digital electronic
pair gain system means that even a relatively short replacement facility likely will cost over
$100.000. The estimated average cost to upgrade these remaining customers is $45.000 per
customer.

5. Although previously I testified there were 52 multi-party customers on this list,
the updated number today is 48

6. Four customers located in the Belle Fourche wire center actually reside in

T

" Jon Lehner

Wyoming.

Subscribed and sworn to before me onthis /' day of December, 1997.
/ /

porrop A 1A

“Notary Public. - State of South Dakota
My Commission Expires:

7




HIGH COST MULTI-PARTY CUSTOMERS

WIRE CENTER

NAME

TELEPHONE NO.

ADDRESS

SERVING TERMINAL

ABERDEEN

Dick & Becky McNeil

605-225-2481

14286 381st Ave.

S9ES

Earl & Dick McNeil

605-225-7824

14282 391st Ave.

S9ES

ARLINGTON

John Rumple

605-983-5557

140 S. Lake Dr.

NI4EI

Richard Strait

605-983-5078

158 S. Lake Dr.

NI4E1

| BELLE FOURCHE

James Schmidt

605-892-3487

AHNI408-HCR 64

NSE2

Leo Crago

307-896-3247

4252 State Hwy 24

RLI-DI1I-8

Rick Brengle

307-896-3108

335 Oak Creck Road

RL2J141-3

Maurice M. Hanify

605-892-4400

AIIN2801-HC 69

NSE2

Jerry Crago

307-896-3185

4252 State Hwy 24

RL I-D111-8

Darin Noyce

307-896-2503

345 Oak Creck Road

RL 2J41-3

| *307 are Wyoming cu:

stomers served out of South Dakota

DESMET

John Smith, Jr.

605-854-3558

43627 209" St.

Cecil Larsen

605-854-3265

21879 431" Ave

Allan Larson

605-854-3108

21880 4317 Ave.

Jacqueline Lee

605-854-3190

43703 210 St.

HHURON

Girl Scout Lodge

605-352-5694

40108 216" St.

Bob Mattke

605-352-9727

41056 216" St.

Floyd Whecler

605-352-5809

AIIN1076-RR 5

Kay Barton

605-353-1668

RR 2, Box 251

Donald Barton

605-352-5517

AHN9883-RR 2

LAKE PRESTON

Ed Wilkinson

605:847-4748

44268 198" St

MADISON

Joe McAllister

605-256-3313

AHNG6347-RR 2, Box 98

S6E6

Serving terminal is the terminal this customer would be served out of. S9ES would be 9 miles south and S miles cast of the central office.
Not all serving terminal locations are available




HIGH COST MULTI-PARTY CUSTOMERS

WIRE CENTER NAME TELEPHONE NO. ADDRESS SERVING TERMINAL
MILBANK Leslic Peters 605-432-6059 AHN22532-RR 2, Box 70A NEW3
Gerald Peters 605-432-6251 AHN22531-RR 2, Box 173 NEW3

MITCHELL Robinson House Moving 605-996-8793 40595 248" St. N5SW2
Mark Robinson 605-996-9392 RR 1, Box 270 NSW2

PIERRE Toby Putzier 605-224-2227 20289 302nd Ave. 142-1
Jeff Putzier 605-224-6078 20277 302nd Ave. 142-1

SPEARFISH Lonnie Humbracht 605-642-7831 AHNI Iron Creck Lake SOW7
Gilbert Bruns 605-642-1988 P. O. Box 272 -

STURGIS Fred Jorensen 605-347-3192 AHN9-HC 75, Box 310 S8E9
Jerry & Kim Jorensen 605-347-3797 AHN28131-HC 75, Box 310 S8E9

VOLGA James Meyer 605-627-9231 46272 298" St. NSWI
Kenneth E. Meyer 27-918 46270 208" St N5SWI
Jant Clapp 605-627-52 21259 462™ Ave S2W2
Rolitn & Beth Clapp 605-627-9909 21257 462™ Ave S2W2

Serving terminal is the terminal this customer would be served out of. S9ES would be 9 miles south and 5 miles east of the central office.
Not all serving terminal locations are available




HIGH COST MULTI-PARTY CUSTOMERS

WIRE CENTER NAME TELEPHONE NO. ADDRESS SERVING TERMINAL
WATERTOWN William Undner 605-886-8741 46164 170" St. N2ES

Marlin Taccker 605-882-1114 45943 169" St.
Edward J. Undner 605-886-6798 16164 170 St
Gene Jongeling 605-886-9105 44771 168" Ave NSW8
Kevin Halverson 605-882-1501 45943 169" St. N3E6
Mrs. Albert Maag 605-882-4794 16081 454" Ave NI2W1
Paul R. Fl g 605-886-6710 AHNI1210-RR 2 NIOWI
James Gabert 605-886-9408 2513 Sioux Conifer Road N3w2
Paul C. Below 605-886-4920 2433 Sioux Conifer Road N3w2
Gary Jongeling 605-886-7219 44769 168" St NSW8
Michael Maag 605-886-8106 16081 454" Ave NI2WI

YANKTON Robert Vavra 605-665-5265 30473 439" Ave. N7W2
Mrs.Joe A. Vavra 605-665-7987 907 Dakota St N5SWI

Serving terminal 1s the terminal this customer would be served out of. S9ES would be 9 miles south and 5 miles cast of the central office.
Not all serving terminal locations are available




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY US ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR ) CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) ORDER AND NOTICE OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) ENTRY OF ORDER

) TC97-163

On October 10, 1997, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a request for

as an eligible 1s carrier (ETC) from U S WEST Communications, Inc

(U S WEST). U S WEST requested designation as an eligible telecommunications carmer for all
areas in which it is authorized to provide service in South Dakota

The C notice of the filing and the intervention deadline
to interested individeals and enhhes No person or entity filed to intervene. By order dated
7. 1997, the C: set the heanng for this matter for 1:30 p.m. on November 18,

1997, in Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota

The heanng was held as scheduled. At its December 12, 1997, meeting, the Commission
granted ETC designation to U S WEST, granted waivers for the provisioning of toll control and single
party service, and each of its asa service area

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

FINDINGS OF FACT
|

On October 10, 1997, the Commission received a request for designation as an ETC from
USWEST U S WEST requested designation as an ETC within the following local exchange areas
Aberdeen; Arlington; Belle Fourche, Canton; Cavour, C . Colman; De . DeSmet;
Elk Point; Flandreau; Fort Pierre; Hamsburg; Hill City, Huron; Iroquois; Lake Preston; Lead; Madison;
Mcintosh; Milbank; Miller, Mitchell, Mormistown, Pierre; Rapid City, Redfield; Sioux Falls, Sisseton;
Spearfish; Sturgis. Tea. Timber Lake, Vermillion; Volga, Watertown; Whitewood; and Yankton
Exhibits 1 and 2

I

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

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




"

The Federal C Ci 1 (FCC) has g the services or
functionalities as those supported by federal universal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade
access to the public switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its
functional equal; (4) single party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to emergency
services; (6) access to operator services, (7) access to interexchange service; (8) access to
directory and (9) toll for I 47 CFR. §
54.101(a)

v

As part of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required to make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F R § 54 405; 47 C.F.R. § 54 411

vi

U S WEST offers voice grade access to the public switched network to ail consumers
throughout its loca, exchanges service areas. Tr. at 70

Vil

U S WEST offers local exchange service including an amount of local usage free of per
minute charges to all c g its local ge service areas. Tr.at 71

vin

U S WEST offers dual tone multi-freq
exchange service areas. [d

X

As of October 31, 1997, U S WEST offers single party service to all but 612 consumers
throughout its local exchange service areas. Tr. at 67. U S WEST requested a waiver of the
requirement to provide single party service to ali but 48 of those customers until June 30, 1998
Late-filed affidavit dated December 1, 1997, late-filed affidavit dated December 11, 1997. U S
WEST requested a waiver of the requirement to provide single party service to the remaining 48
customers until December 31, 1999. |[d U S WEST stated that most of the 48 customers are
located a long aistance from the serving switch and facilities are not available to provide single party
service. Late-filed affidavit dated December 11, 1997. U S WEST estimated the average cost to
upgrade the remaining customers is $45,000 per customer. |d

X

U S WEST offers access to emergency services to all consumers throughout its local
exchange service areas. Tr at 71

Xl

U S WEST offers access to operator services to all its local
service areas. |d




X

U S WEST offers access to interexchange services to all consumers throughout its local
exchange service areas. |d

Xin

U S WEST offers access to directory its local
exchange service areas. Id

XV

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 CF.R § 54.400(d). Toll control is a service that allows consumers to specify a certain
amount of toll usage that may be incurred per month or per billing cycle. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(c). Toll
blocking is a service that lets consumers elect not to allow the completion of outgoing toll calls. 47
C.F.R §54.400())

XV

U S WEST offers toll blocking to all its local service areas.
Exhibit 1

XVi
U S WEST does not currently offer toll control. |d
Xvii
With respect to the oblig: to the y of services by the federal
universai service support mechanism and the charges for lhoso services using media of general

distribution, U S WEST stated that it the y of its local services in
media of general gl its local service areas d

X

U S WEST currently offers Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in all of its local exchange
service areas. Id
XIX

The Commission finds that U S WEST currently provides and will continue to provide the

g services or g its local service areas: (1) voice grade
access to the public switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling; (4)
single-party service to all but 612 customers; (5) access to emergency services; (6) access to
operator services, (7) access to interexchange service; (8) access to directory assistance; and (9)
toll blocking for qualifying low-income consumers

XX

The Commussion finds that pursuant to 47 C.F R. § 54.101(c) it will grant U S WEST a waiver
of the requirement to offer single party service for all but 48 of the remaining 612 multi-party
customers until June 30, 1998. The Commission further finds that it will grant U S WEST a waiver
of the requirement to provide single party service for the 48 s until 1,
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1998. The C finds that prevent U S WEST from meeting the
single party service requirement and will allow the waivers

XXI

The Commission finds that pursuant to 47 C.F.R § 54.101(c) it will grant U S WEST a waiver
of the requirement to offer toll control services until December 31, 1998. The Commission finds that
exceptional circumstances prevent U S WEST from providing toll control at this time

XX
The Commission finds that U S WEST intends to provide Lifeline and Link Up programs to

qualifying s g its local ge service areas with state and federal
rules and orders

XX

The Commussion finds that U S WEST shall advertise the availability of the services
supported by the federal universal service support mechanism and the charges therefor throughout
its local exchange service areas using media of general distribution once each year. The
Commission further finds that if the rate for any of the services sup by the federal |
service support mechanism changes, the new rate must be advertised using media of general
distribution

XXIV

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(5), the Commission must establish service areas for the
purpose of determining universal service obligations and support mechanisms. U § WEST

that the C each of U S WEST's exchanges as a separate service
area. The Commission finds this to be reasonable and thus designates each of U S WEST's current
exchanges listed in Finding of Fact | as a separate service area
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I

The Commission has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26, 49-31,
and47USC §214

"

Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(2), the C is required to
carmier that meets the requirements of section 214(e)(1) as an ETC for a sarv»ce area desngnalad
by the Commission

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




"

The FCC has designated the following services or functionalities as those supported by
federal universal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade access to the public switched
network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency sig g or its f equal; (4) single
party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to emergency services, (6) access to operator
services; (7) access 1o interexchange service; (8) access to directory assistance; and (9) toll
limitation for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CF.R.§ 54.101(a).

Vv

As part of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required to make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CF.R § 54 405, 47 CF.R § 54411

vi

U S WEST has met the requirements of 47 CF R. § 54 101(a) with the exception of the
ability to offer toll control and the ability to offer single party service to all of its customers. Pursuant
1047 CF R §54.101(c), the Commussion concludes that U S WEST has demonstrated exceptional
circumstances that justify granting it a waiver of the requirement to offer toll control until December
31, 1998. The Commission further concludes that U S WEST has demonstrated exceptional
arcumstances that justify granting it a waiver of the requirement to offer single party service for all
but 48 of the 612 multi-party customers until June 30, 1998, with the remaining 48 customers
receiving a waiver until November 1, 1998

Vil

U S WEST shall provide Lifeline and Link Up progs to
its service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders.

Vil
U S WEST shall advertise the availability of the services supported by the federal universal
service support mechanism and the charges therefor using media of general distribution once each
year. If the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal service support
mechanism changes, the new rate shall be advertised using media of general distribution
X

Pursuant to 47 US C § 214(e)(5), the Commussion designates each of U S WEST's 38
exchanges as listed in Finding of Fact 1 as separate service areas

X

The Commission designates U S WEST as an eligible telecommunications carmer for each
of its service areas

It 1s therefore

ORDERED, that each of U S WEST's 38 exchanges as listed in Finding of Fact | are
designated as separa‘e service areas, and it is




FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST shali be granted a waiver of the requirement to offer
single party service to all but 48 of the 612 multi-party customers until June 30, 1998, with the
remaining 48 customers receiving a waiver until Nove iber 1, 1998; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST shali be granted a waiver of the requirement to offer
toll control services until December 31, 1998, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST shall follow the advertising requirements as listed
above, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST is gl as an eligible
camer for each of its service areas

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order was duly entered on the _/ 7 ﬂ"day of December,
1997  Pursuan’ to SDCL 1-26-32, this Order will take effect 10 days after the date of receipt or
failure to accept delivery of the decision by the parties.

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _/ 7 ~ day of December, 1997

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
The undersigned hereby certfies that this
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P. Heaston

Sericr Aoy

Via Overnight Delivery

January 7, 1998

Mr William Bullard Jr

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utiliues Commission
500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501

Re In the Matter of the Filing by U S WEST Communications, Inc. for Designation as
an Eligible Telecommunications Carrier

Dear Mr Pullard

Enclosed for filing in the above referenced docket is an onginal and ten (10) copies of the
Application for Rehearing submitted by U S WEST Communications

Please file stamp the enclosed extra copy of this letter and return to me in the enclosed
self-addressed stamped envelope

William P’ Heaston




BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY )
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DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) DOCKET NO. TC97-163
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Federal Communications Commission FCC 97-157

c finds that "exceptional " exist and should not extend beyvond the
ume that the state commission deems necessary to complete network upgrades. We conclude
that this 1s consistent with the intent of section 214(e) because it will ensure that ultimately all
eligible telecommunications camiers offer all of the services designated for universal service
support.

93.  We recognize that some state commissions already may have mandated single-

party service for tel service providers serving their jurisdictions.' [f a state
has adopted a ble by which camers must offer single-party service, a

carrier may rely upon that prevxously established timetable and need not request another
transition period for federal service p Specifi , where a state has
ordered a carrier to provide single-party serwc: \m.hm a speclﬁed pmod pursuant 1o a state
order that precedes the release date of this Order, the carrier may rely upon the timetable
esablished in that order and receive universal service support for the duration of that period.

D. Extent of Universal Service Support
1. Background

94. Secucn 254(b)(3) states that '[c)onnms in . . . high cost areas, should have
access 10 tel 8 The Joint Board
rccomnmdedmnmpponbemvlded(l)fordmmudmmwmdonlnnde

bscriber's primary resid: and (2) for desi| d services carried to
businesses locmdumnl mmmmmghmmnnd\mhodymgle
connections."™ The Joint Board luded that sing! and single-
connection businesses both require access for hulv.h. safety, and employment reasons.'™ The
Joint Board found that support for a ucond connection is not necessary for a household to
have "access” to and i ion services, pursuant to section
254(b)(2)." In addition, the Joint Board determined that universal service support should not

' GTE comments at 84 n.124.
™ 47 US.C. § 254(0X3).

W Recommended Decision, 12 FCC Red at 132. Coasistent with the principle of competitive neutrality, the
Joint Board referred to “coanections” rather than “lines.”

™ Recommendsd Decision. 12 FCC Red at 133 (cuing MTS and WATS Market Sucture, Memorandum
Optnion and Order, 101 FCC 2d 1222 (1985)).

" Recommended Decision, 12 FCC Red at 132.

53
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF U S WEST ORDER GRANTING
COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TO HAVE ITS APPROVAL OF STIPULATION
NONCOMPETITIVE SERVICES REGULATED AS AND

PROVIDED FOR IN SDCL §49-31-4.1 TC94-121

On December 28, 1994, U S WEST Communications (U S WEST) filed with the Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) a Petition Pursuant to SDCL 49-31-4.1 and Attachment A
entitled Memorandum in Support of Petition. SDCL 49-31-4.1 provides for public hearings to
investigate mathods of price regulation for noncompetitive services. In its memorandum. U S
WEST stated the: it “seeks 1o have all of its noncompetitive services price regulated. That would
include residertial, business and agribusiness local exchange service, emergancy services.
switched access services, and any services which would be covered by the catchali provision of
SDCL 49-31-1.1(6), or which may be reclassified as noncompetitive pursuant to SDCL 49-31-3.4

On December 29, 1994, the Commission faxed notice of the filing and the intervention
deadline of January 18, 1995, to interested individuals and entities. The Commission received
petitions to intervene from Dakota Cooperative Telecommunications, Inc. (DCT), the South
Dakota Independent Telephone Coalition, Inc. (SDITC), MCI Telecommunications Corporation
(MCI), Midco Communications (Midco), LDDS, TeleTech, TCIC, FirsTel, Tel Serv, AT&T
Communications of the Midwest, Inc. (AT&T), and from the following South Dakota Radio
Common Carriers: Pierre Radio Paging & Telephone, Inc., Vantek Communications. Inc., B&L
Communications, Mitchell Two Way Radio, Nelson Electronics, Inc., Booker Communications.
Dakota Electronics, Rees Communications, A & M Radio, Inc., Frey's Electronics, and Milbank
Communications [hereinafter referred to as Common Carriers).

At its regularly scheduled January 24, 1995, meeting, the Commission considered the
Petitions to Intervene, the setting of a procedural schedule, and requirement of a deposit The
Commission found that ali of the Petitions to Intervene were timely filed and demonstrated good
cause for granting intervention. The Commission then directed the Executive Director to set a
procec :ral schedule. The Commission voted to require U S WEST to make a deposit not to
exceed $75,000 in amounts as directed by the Executive Director.

Commission Staff and U S WEST entered into a Stipulation and Agreement which was filed
on June 12, 1995

A hearing on the Stipulation was held at 1:00 p.m. on Monday. August 14, 1995, in Room
LCR-1 of the State Capitol Building in Pierre. At the hearning, U S WEST introduced a petition
from the South Dakota Independent Telephone Coalition (SDITC), an intervenor in this docket
in which SDITC stated its intention to withdraw its intervention in this docket. At its August 23
1995, meeting, the Commission. pursuant to ARSD 20:10:01:02.04, granted SDITC's request to
withdraw its intervention

On September 19, 1995, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Commitsion considered
whether to approve the Stipulation. Chairman Stofferahn moved to defer action regarding the
Stipulation. Commissioner Burg made a substitute motion to reject the proposed Stipulation that
had been presented to the Commission by Statf and U S WEST. This motion died for lack of a
second. Commussioner Schoenfelder then made a substitute motion to reject the proposed
Stipulation and go to hearing. That motion died for lack of a second. Commissioner Burg
seconded Chairman Stofferahn’s onginal motion to defer and directed Staff to prepare service
quality standards. Commissioner Schoenfelder dissented The Commission ordered a 60 day
tme frame for preparation of service quality standards

On December 18, 1995, Statf and U S WEST filed with the Commission an Addendum to
Original Stipulation and Agreement, a Stipulation and Agreement As To Service Quality
Standards with attached Exhibit A, and two Staff Memorandums. On December 27, 1995, at a
auly noticed ad hoc meeting, the Commission considered whether to approve the Addendum to
Onginal Stipulation and Agreement, and the Stipulation and Agreement As To Service Quality
Standards with attached Exhibit A

Statf and representatives from U S WEST answered the Commission’s questions regarding
the above mentioned documents. Commissioner Burg moved to amend Exhibit A to a cap of 25%
for missed commitments under the Provisioning of Service Standard. U S WEST would not be
allowed a second increase, including the 60 cents for touch tone service. if it failed to meet this
cntenia. This motion died for lack of a second.

Commissioner Schoenfelder moved to adopt the Stipulation and Agreement filed on June
12, 1995, subject to the following:

1.)  Adopt the Addendum to Original Stipulation and Agreement filed with the

Commission on December 18, 1995,

2.) Reject the Stipulation and Agreement As To Service Quality Standards with

attached Exhibit A, filed with the Commission on December 18, 1995. and

3) Review U S WEST's performance of service quality standards at the end of 12

months following the effective date of the increase. Based upon the Commission's

investigation of U S WEST's performance, the second increase, scheduled to be

implemented at the end of 18 months from the first increase, may be delayed or rejected
Chairman Stofferahn seconded the motion. Commissioner Burg concurred




The Commission having considered the Petition and Memorandum in Support of Petition
the evidence introduced at the hearing, the Addendum to Original Stipulation and Agreement. the
Stipulation and Agreement As To Service Quality Standards with attached Exhibit A, two Staft
Memorandums, the arguments of counsel. and being fully advised on the premises. now makes
and enters its Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law as foilows

EINDINGS OF FACT

I
On December 28, 1994, U S WEST filed with the Commission a Petition Pursuant to SDCL
49-31-4.1 and Attachment A entitled Memorandum in Support of Petition

Il
SDCL 43-31-4.1 states as follows

The commussion shall, on its own motion or upon petition, hold public
hearings 'nvestigating methods of price regulation consistent with § 49-31-1.4 and
chapter 1-26. Within thirty days of its receipt of a petition filed pursuant to this
section, the commission shall issue a procedural schedule setting forth dates by
which written direct testimony or data shall be filed and ordering the date for
commencement of a hearing

If the investigation indicates that pricing regulation is appropriate for any
noncompetitive service because such regulation has a positive impact on universal
service and is more reasonable and fair than rate of return regulation, the
commussior: may adopt pricing regulation for any such noncompetitive service

.
On December 29, 1994, the Commission faxed notice of the filing and the intervention
deadline of January 18, 1995, to interested individuals and entities

v

The Commission received petitions to intervene from Dakota Cooperative
Telecommunications, Inc. (OCT), the South Dakota Independent Telephone Coalition, Inc
(SDITC), MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCl), Midco Communications (Midco), LDDS.
TeleTech, TCIC, FirsTel, Tel Serv, AT&T C i 1s of the Mi . Inc. (AT&T), and from
the following South Dakota Radio Common Carriers: Pierre Radio Paging & Telephone, Inc.,
Vantek Communications, Inc., B & L Communications, Mitchell Two Way Radio, Nelson
Eiectronics, Inc., Booker Communications, Dakota Electronics, Rees Communications, A & M
Radio, Inc., Frey's Electronics, and Milbank Communications [hereinafter referred to as Common
Carriers).

v
At its regularly scheduled January 24, 1995, meeting, the Commission found that all of the
Pettions to Intervene were timely filed and demonstrated good cause for granting intervention

Vi
Commission Staff and U S WEST entered into a Stipulation and Agreement which was filed
on June 12, 1995

vil
A hearing on the Stipulation and Agreement was held on August 14. 1895 Of the
Intervenors only AT&T and DCT chose to participate in the heanng. MCI. Midco. LODS
TeleTech, TCIC, FirsTel, Tel Serv and the Ccmmon Carriers chase to monitor the case and
SDITC filed a Withdrawal of Intervention which was granted by the Commission on August 23
1995

Vil
The test year employed for this filing was 1993

IX
U S WEST has not had a general rate increase since 1985. Traditional ratemaking
mandates that U S WEST be allowed to recover its cost of service as soon as current revenues
are determined insufficient

X
U S WEST has shown that current rates for residence basic local service are inadequate
for recovery of cost of service.

§ Xi
Under traditional rate of return regulation, depreciation expense is a large part of the cost
of service.

Xi
A significant portion of the increased capital recovery (depreciation) will be expensed with
no corresponding reimbursement by U S WEST customers.

X
The Stipulation and Agreement “rolls in” the cost of touch tone service into the basic
monthly rate. This will eliminate the current separate charge of $1.50 per month for residence
customers and $2.00 for business customers.

XV
Approximately 70% of telecommunications customers pay for touch tone service
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XV
On December 18, 1995, Statf and U S WEST filed an Addendum to Original Stipulation
and Agreement. The purpose of the Addendum was to clarify how the Outside the Base Rate
Area (OBRA) charges would be handled pursuant to the Stipulation and Agreement filed on June
12, 1995.

XVI
OBRA charges are those added to the basic local service rate which range from an
additional $2.10 per month for four party service, $2.25 for two party service, and $3.00 for single
party service

Xvit
Staff and U S WEST agree to eliminate all OBRA charges to the local monthly billing

Xxvin
The elimination of the OBRA charges requires a shift of the related revenue requirement

XIX.
The resenue requirement will be allocated to all residential and business customers
rasulting in a charge of $.35 per line per month increasing the ceiling to $12.35 for residence
basic local service and $38.40 for business basic local service

XX

The effect of this change is that those single party residential customers located outside
the base rate area who are charged an additional $3.00 per month will actually see a decrease
of $.55 when U S WEST implements its rate increase of $2.45. Single party residential customers
located nutsice the base rate area with touch tone service will receive a total bill decrease of
$2.05 due: to the elimination of the $1.50 touch tone charge. Residential customers located in the
base rate area will receive an increase of $2.45. Residential customers located in the base rate
area with touch tone service will receive a total bill increase of $.95 due to the elimination of the
$1.50 touch tone charge.

XXI.
The Stipulation and Agreement cost of service reflects an 11.5% return on equity applied
to a capital structure with less than a 60% equity ratio.

XXII.
Switched access rates will continue to be limited by a ceiling determined by using the
switched access rules currently in place.

XXIII.
That price regulation has a positive impact on universal service as the basic thrus! ot
appropriately applied price regulation is to assure the availability of modern communication

services for all U S WEST customers while also providing protection against upward spiraling
rates

XXIV.
That the price of cellular service as an alternative to basic local service would be as much
if not more. than basic local service

XXV
That price regulation would permit U S WEST to have the flexibility to price its services to
meet competition which benefits its customers.

XXVI
In a competitive environment, price regulation allows pnicing flexibility which results in more
reasonable and fair rates
XXVII
U S WEST agrees to an aggressive program of investment in network infrastructure. The
specifics are as follows
Time Frame for Capital Deployment

Capital Deployment

Beqin
CLASS 1996 1997

Single Party Service 1996 2000

South Dakota Infrastructure Plan

SMAS (Special Metallic Access Systems) 1996 1998
DACS (Digital Access & Cross Connect System) 1996 1539
SONET Multiplexers 1996 1998
Frame Relay 1996 1997
ATM Switches 1996 1997
Local Fiber Distribution 1996 1999
RSM (Remote Switch Modules) 1996 1997
Internet Service 1995 1996

4. Distance Learning 1996 1996
The estimated value of these investments is approximately $25 million dollars.

XXV
The Stipulation and Agreement and Addendum allows for a rate increase of $2.45 for
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residential basic local exchang rvice and a price ceiling of $19.35 which is below the fully

allocated cost of service for that service and an increase of $2.75 for business basic
exchange service with a price ceiling of $38.40

XXIX
That the price regulation plan applies only to the exchanges of U S WEST wi
a part of the sale of exchanges

BASED on the foregoing Findings of Fact, the Commission now makes the following
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1

The Commussion has junsdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26 and 49-
31, specifically 1-26-17 through 1-26-25 inclusive, 49-31-1.1, 49-31-1.4, 49-31-3, 49-31-3.1, 49-
31-4,49-31-4.1, 49-31-5, 49-31-7, 49-31-7.1, and 49-31-12

1l
That the Findings of Fact set forth above have been established by plain. clear, and
convincing evidence.

n
The Commussion finds that upon investigation of the approved price regulation plan, that
itis more appropiiate as a form of regulation for services which are classified as noncompetitive
but which are moving toward competition than is the current rate of return regulation. This price
reguiation plan should have a positive impact on universal service and should be more
reasonable and fair than rate n* return regulation

Pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26, the Commission hereby enters its final decision in this
matter. Itis therefore

ORDERED that the Stipulation and Agreement with Attachment A filed on June 12, 1995
and tha Addendum to Original S and Ag 1t filed on December 18, 1995, both of
which are incorporated herein by this reference, shall be approved as filed: it is further

ORDERED that the Commission shall review U S WEST's service quality performance at
the end of 12 months following the effective date of the increase. Based upon the Commission’'s
pproval of U S WEST's performance, the proposed second increase may be implemented at the
end of 18 months from the first increase; it is further

ORDERED that based upon the Commission's approval of U S WEST's performance, the
proposed third increase may be implemented at the end of 36 months from the effective date of
the first ‘ncrease; it is further

ORDE that the technologies found in Finding of Fact XXVI!I shall be deployed within
the time frames as set forth in Finding of Fact XXVII unless the Commission otherwise orders: ang
t1s further

ORDERED that the Stipulation ana Agreement As To Service Quality Standards with
attached Exhibit A is hereby rejected and Docket TC94-121 1s hereby closed

Pursuant to SDCL 1-26-32, this Order Granting Approval of Stipulation and Addendum
becomes effective 10 days after the date of receipt or failure to accept delivery of the decision by
the parties

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order Approving Stipulation and Addendum in Docket
TC94-121 was duly entered on the _& == day of January, 1996. and filed in the Commission’s
docket

T Hh

Dated at Pierre. South Dakota, this 25— day of January. 1996

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

Swragned heneCy cacthes hat e

— JAMES A, BURG _Commissigper
L

OFFICIAL SEAL kM‘ ;éi./fi}'é’(hﬂjéﬁv\,

LASKA SCHOENFELDER, Commissioner
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TC97-016 PUC Hearing

June 12, 199"

Page 129
| Agreement iscluded 3 U S West lavestment Plan. The
2 setlement was epproved by Cammussion Order, dated
3 Jamuary 8, 1996. The approved lavestment Plan includes
4 projects which improve service quality The

§ combination of beng subject to Commission Order in
6 docket TC4-121 and affecting service quality the
7 lavesuzent Plan is of concern in this proceeding. My
8 tesumony reviews the current status of the Iavestment
9 Plan

10 Q Is staff making a recommendation to the

11 Cammission whether to spprove or deny & second stage
12 increase at this time?

13 A No. The staff in Docket TC34-121 proposed

14 service quality standards to be used as & banis for

15 gragting or denymg the second stage increase. These

16 proposed standards were not adopted by the Commission
17 The Commission on February 20, 1997, opened docket
18 TC57-016 10 arder for staff to review U S West's

19 service quality. Although the Commission's Order did
20 not ideatfy specific areas of review, staff has talen

21 a broad approach with regand to review of potential

22 issues This spproach requires cvaluation of any

23 evidence which mxy be forthoaming or further clarified
24 at this beanng  Staff, after evalusting additional

25 evidence, may make & ia a post bearing

1 been speot. Not all of it. Some of it capital, some
2 of it cxpense.

3 CHAIRMAN BURG: Was there any requiremszt
4 that a certain amount be spent by a certain ~ you

$ know, befare the second increment went in?

6 A No, other then in your Order which spproved
7 the settlement, there were time lines established. The
& time lines essentially gave, the way I looked at it, a
9 deadline for U'S West to have completed certain

10 projects. Now, for instance, with regard to one-party
11 service, that time line doesn't end uatil ~ I forget

12 the date, but it's 1999 or the year 2000. But there

13 are certain others where the deadline date was 1996 or
14 1997, and those cases at this paint U S West has stayed |
15 in compliznce with the deadlines that were st in your
16 Order.

17 CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. So you're saying that
18 everything that had a deadline prior to today has been
19 met?

20 A Yes, md generally well ahead of time.

21 CHAIRMAN BURQ: Did you do any of the portion
22 on the quality of service?

23 A No.

24 CHAIRMAN BURG: That will be another witness;
25 right? [ think that's all I have rigit now.

Page 130
1 bnef.
MS. WIEST. [ would move admission of Exhibit

MS. CREMER: Are there any objections by the
§ parties? Imervenors? Hearing none, it's admitted.
MS. WIEST: This witness is available for

CHARMAN BURG: Probably the biggest one I
15 have, of course, there's been a lot of discussion here
16 both about the investment, both the 25 million that's
17 in this docket, as well as the gain on sale. Would you
18 also have the position that the gain on sale was oot
19 contingent upon investment?
A. That's correct, it was 2ot
CHAIRMAN BURG: And on this ane what's your
opinion >f bow much investment has been made to date?
A Well, the pumbers ~ I have the aumbers as of
12-31-96, which would be, you know, about five months|
25 ago. And at that point Jy 11.8 million had

Plpl!l
NELSON: In describi

zmw;mmmmu
3 testimony be gave today, he described the histary of
4 the 121 agreement. And he indicated that in his
$ discussion with the staff and U S West, there was the
6 talk about investing 25 million in new services and the
7 ostwork enhancements. He also indicated that U S West
§ in return would be allowed to increase its residential
9 rates in three phases. Do you agree with that?
10 A Yes.
1 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Can you point to
12 specific language in the Stipulation nd the Agreement
13 with the staff that specifically which provides that
14 the price ceiling was to be allowed in retarn for U S
15 West's investment in the plan?
16 A%ﬂlm&upﬁtmnlidh
17 Stip 25. Now, that
nwm:mmamm
19 a5 a blanket matier, from my point of view, spplies to
20 all the issues.
21 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Oksy. Thank you Can
22 you also tell me who drafted the Stipulstion snd
23 Agreement?
2¢ A 1don't recall, but I assume the attorneys

25 for cach side drafied the lation 2nd A

(605)224-4150 Picrre Court Reporting
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CERTIFICATE OF VICE

NAS

The undersigned certifies that on this 7th day of January 1998, an oniginal and ten (10)
copies of the foregoing APPLICATION FOR REHEARING of U S WEST Communications
Inc was sent via overnight mail to the following

EANIe

Mr Wilham Bullard
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commussion
State of South Dakota
500 East Capitol
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
/s .




Publc Unlnes Com TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FILINGS

ines Commussion
State Capitol 500 E. Capitol These are the telecommunications service filings that the Commission has recerved for the period of.

Yieree, SD. 3101:20/0 01/02/98 through 01/08/98

Phone: (605) 773-3705
I 605) 7733809 1t you need a complete copy of a filing faxed, overnight expressed. or mailed 10 you, please contact Delaine Kolbo within five days of this filing
ax: (6l

|
NowBER | TITLE/STAFF/SYNOPSIS ooes | M

REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

Applicaton by AC S TEL COM INC . for a Certficate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company within the state
TC98-001 | of South Dakota. (Staff: TSKC) "A C S TEL COM offers two types of card services. (1) A Post-paid calling card services, and, | 01/02/98 01/23/98

(2) A Prepaid calling card service "

Applicaton by Business Calling Plan, inc. for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunications company within the
TC98-002 | state of South Dakota (Staff TS/CH) “Applicant offers outbound, switched access  services designed primarily for small | 01/08/98 012398
business customers ”

Application by Telephone Company of Central Flonda, Inc_ for a Certificate of Authorty to operate as a telecommunications
mpany within the state of South Dakota. (Staff. TSAKC) “The Company, proposes to provide intrastate long distance service | o oq .0 0172398

TCo8-003 in conjuncton with its interstate long dsstance service.. The Company plans on offering the following services to its customers

Direct Dial 1+, Inbound Toll Free, Travel Card, Debit Card, Casual Calling. and Directory Assistance "

APPLICATION FOR REHEARING

U S WEST Communicatons, inc. applied for a rehearing in the docket granting it as an eligible
camer "U S WEST respectfully requests that the Commission rehear and reconsider Finding of Fact XX, Conclusion ol Law
Vito the extent that it addresses single party serice, and the FURTHER ORDERED provision relative to single party service | 01/08/98
on page 6 of the December 17, 1997 order in this docket to allow U S WEST to rely on the approved timetable as allowed by

the FCC order " (Staff: HB/KC)

Important Notice: The Commiasion i compiing 8 kst of intermet addresses 1 you have an internet address please noldy the Commesson by E-masing €10 Terry Norum ot terryn@puc state 50 us. Fanng the address 10 the C.
o 605.773.3808

PAGE 1 0F 1
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Via Facsimile and Overmght Delivery

QDN r-

January 30, 1998 RECEIVED

FEB 02
Mr. William Bullard, Jr SouTH P2.5%
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission uniL gACKOTA PUBLIC
500 E. Capitol Avenue OMMISSION
Pierre, SD 57501

RE Eligible Telecommunications Carrier Status
Dear Mr Bullard

The Commission has placed U S WEST's request to reconsider its order in this docket
concerning the time frame within which U S WEST must convert its multi-party service to one-
party service. U S WEST would also request that in addition to that issue, the Commission
consider revising the order to reflect the FCC’s most recent findings with regard to toll control

On December 30, 1997, the FCC issued its Fourth Order on Reconsideration ir CC
Docket No. 96-45 and a Report and Order in CC Docket Nos. 96-45, 96-262, 94-1, 91-213, and
95-72. In paragraphs 114 and 115 (copy attached) of this order the FCC defines toll limitation as
either toll blocking or toll control and requires a time-limited waiver only where the carrier, for
technical reasons, is unable to provide any toll limitation service at all. Thus, the time-limited
waiver discussed in Paragraph XX1 of the Findings of Fact, Paragraph VI of the Conclusions of
Law, and the second FURTHER ORDERED paragraph on page 6 of the Order are no longer
consistent with FCC requirements and should not be imposed

U S WEST requests that the Commission additionally reconsider its order in this docket
on this issue
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Federal Communications  ommission FCC 97420

toll-call-blocking should be provided free-of-charge on grounds that most LECs. in providing
toli-blocking service, are not able to berween or
cails.

RN

3. Discussion

114, We believe that low-income consumers eventually should have the choice of
selecting either toll blocking or toll control to restrict their toll usage. We conclude. however.
that giving consumers such an option is not viable at this time. Based on the record before
us, we find that an overwhelming number of carriers are technically incapable of providing
both toll-li services, p y toll | services, at this ime.”* Under our
current rules, cariers u:chmully incapable of providing both types of toll-limitation services
must seek from their state commissions a time-limited waiver of thewr obligation to provide
both toll blocking and toll control.**” Given that a large number of carmiers are techmcaily
incapable of providing both toll blocking and toll control at thus ume, we believe that
requining carriers 10 provide both would result in an unnecessarily burdensome process for
state commissions required 10 act on a large number of waiver proceedings.™

115. In light of these concerns, we believe that requiring carriers to provide at least
one type of toll-limitation service is sufficient to provide low-income consumers a means by
which to control their toll usage and thereby maintain their ability to stay connected (o the
public switcned telephone network. Weighing the burdens on the states and the need 10 nave
camers designated in a short time frame against the goal of giving low-income consumers 4
full range of options for controlling toil usage. we define toll-limitation services as either toil
blocking or toll control and require telecommunications carriers o offer only one. and not
necessarily both, of those services at this time tn order to be designated as eligible
telecommunications carmers. We note, however, that if, for technical reasons, a camer cannut
provide any toll-limitation service at this time. the carmer must seek a ume-limited waiver ot
this requirement to be designated as eligible for support during the period it takes (0 make the
network changes needed to provide one of those toll-limitation services. [n addition. if 2
camer is capable of providing both toll blocking and toll control. it must offer qualifying
low-income consumers a choice between toll blocking and toll control. Because we agree
with Catholic Conference that all qualifying low income consumers ideally should be oftered
thewr choice of toll blocking or toll control. we plan to monitor and revisit this issue it we

' See RTC peution at 24: USTA petition at $-6 Amentech opposition at 5-6; AT&T opposition at 23-2¢
GTE opposition at 16.

“' 7CFR. § 54.101(c)

“ Because state COmMIsSIONs are (0 designate el gidle telecommunications carmers by January | 18
these waiver proceedings would need (0 be completed pnor 10 o on that date.
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determine that technoidgical impediments to carmers’ ability to offer toll limitation have been
reduced or elimunated. We aiso encourage carmers to develop and investgate cost-effective
ways to provide toll-control services.

116. We further conclude that camers offenng Lifeline service will not be required
to provide toll-limitauon services other than those specifically identified in the Order. The
Commussion defined toll blocking as a service that allows customers to block outgoing tol!
calls. and defined toll control as a service that allows customers to limit in advance their toll
usage per month or billing cycle.™® Therefore, camers offering Lifeline service will not be
required to offer, for example, aternauonal toll-call-biocking or toll blocking that allows
callers with a Personal Idenufication Number (PIN) to make toll calls, as suggested by the
Flonda C While we age carners to offer Lifeline consumers, free of
charge, toll-limitation services that include fi and ities beyond those d b
in the Order, we are persuaded by USTA that most cammiers y are 11}
of providing these addi services. F the issue of whether toll
control must limit collect calls, we conclude that, like toll blocking, toll control only must
allow consumers to limit outgoing calls.

117.  In resp 10 the Texas C 's request, we reiterate that toll-limitation
services for qualifying low-income subscribers are included in the definition of the "core™ or
“designated” services that will receive universal service support. A carrier must provide these
core services throughout its entire service area in order to be designated an eligible
telecom:nunications carner.’® We further clanfy that, i with the no Ji
rule’®’ and the prohibition on deposit rule** are not specific preconditions to being designated
an eligible camer. Once d as an eligible
carmer. however. that carmer must offer ail Lifeline and LinkUp services to qualifying low-
income subscribers.’”

B. Recovery of PICC

1. Background

“* Order, 12 FCC Recd at 8978-8979 See aiso 47 C F R § 54 400(2).

'® See Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 8821-8822

*' The no disconnect rule prohibits camers from customers who wn the Lifeline
program for nonpayment of toll charges. See Order 12 FCC Red at 8983-8988.

The profibition on deposit rule provides that Jualifving low-income consumers who elect toil blocking
may not be required (o pay service deposits. See Urder |2 RCC Red at 8988-8990.

' Seed7CFR §§ 4405, and S4 311
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY US ) ORDER GRANTING AND
WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR ) DENYING REQUESTS FOR
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) RECONSIDERATION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) TC97-163

On October 10, 1997, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a
request for designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) from U S WEST
Communications, Inc (U S WEST). U S WEST requested designation as an eligible
telecommunications carmer for all areas in which it is authorized to provide service in South
Dakota

The Comrnission electronically transmitted notice of the filing and the intervention
deadline to interested individuals and entities. No person or entity filed to intervene. By
order dated November 7, 1997, the Commission set the hearing for this matter for 1:30
p.m on November 19, 1997, in Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota

The hearing was held as scheduled. At its December 12, 1997, meeting, the
Commission granted ETC designation to U S WEST, granted waivers for the provisioning
of toll control and single party service, and designated each of its exchanges as a separate
service area. The Commission issued its written decision on December 17, 1997

On January 8, 1998, the C N 1 dan A 1 for Rehearing from
USWEST. U S WEST requested that the Commission rehear and reconsider Finding of
Fact XX, Conclusion of Law VI, and an ordering clause that addresses the provisioning of
single party service. U S WEST stated that it should have relied on {] 93 of the FCC's
universal service order in CC Docket No. 96-45 (FCC 97-157). This paragraph provides
as follows

(The FCC] recognize[s] that some state commissions already may have
mandated single-party service for telecommunications service providers
serving their jurisdictions. If a state col 1 has adopted a by
which carriers must offer single-party service, a carrier may rely upon that
previously established timetable and need not request another transition
pericd for federal universal service purposes. Specifically, where a state
has ordered a carrier to provide single-party service within a specified period
pursuant to a state order that precedes the release date of this Order, the
carrier may rely upon the timetable established in that order and receive
universal service support for the duration of that period

U S WEST stated that in Docket TC96-121, the Commission approved a stipulation
entered into between U S WEST and Commission Staff which included a timetable for
single-party service to be completed by the end of the year 2000. U S WEST requested
that it be allowed to rely on this approved timetable pursuant to ] 93




On February 2, 1998, U S WEST also requested that the Commission consider
revising its final order in this docket to reflect the FC.C's recent revision of the toll limitation
requirements. See Fourth Order on Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-45 { 115
(December 30, 1997)

At its February 3, 1998, meeting, the Commission considered both requests for
reconsideration. The Commission voted unanimously to deny U S WEST's request to rely
on the timetable established in the investment plan in Docket TC96-121. The Commission
found U S WEST could not rely on that timetable since U S WEST had unilaterally
suspended the investment plan. The Commission then voted unanimously to reconsider
the toli limitation requirements in light of the FCC's recent revisions concerning that issue
Upon reconsideration, the Commission voted unanimously to revise its order in this docket
to reflect the FCC's tol! limitation revision. It is therefore

ORDERED, that U S WEST's request to reconsider the Commission's decision
regarding the implementation of single-party service is denied; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST's request to reconsider the Commission’s
decision regarding toll imitation is granted, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission shall amend its Final Order and
Decision in this docket to reflect the FCC's revisions regarding toll limitation

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _/Z Z day of March, 1998

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COM]%ISSION
The undersigned hereby certfies that this.
Gocument has been served today upon all parbes of 7 i |
record in thvs docket, as ksted on the docket service / 9
list, by facsemie or Dy first class mad, i properly ANy
aciressed enywiopes. wih charges prepard thereon TARES A BURE c’ha-rman/
o ALV A2 oK a il &,
(_ZGm 7&_{ 2T

Date &

(OFFICIAL SEAL

LASKA SCHOENFELDER Com issioner
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY U S

)
WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. FOR ) FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) LAW, ORDER AND NOTICE
)
)

AMENDED FINDINGS OF

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER OF ENTRY OF ORDER
TC97-163

On October 10, 1997, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a request for
designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) from U S WEST Communications, Inc.
(U S WEST). U S WEST requested designation as an eligible telecommunications carner for all
areas in which it i1s authonized to provide service in South Dakota

The Commission electronically transmitted notice of the filing and the intervention deadline
to interested individuals and entities. No person or entity filed to intervene. By order dated
November 7, 1997, the Commission set the hearing for this matter for 1:30 p.m. on November 19,
1997, in Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota

The heaning was held as scheduled. At its December 12, 1997, meeting, the Commission
granted ETC designation to U S WEST, granted waivers for the provisioning of toll control and single
party service, and designated each of its exchanges as a separate service area

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

FINDINGS OF FACT
I

On October 10, 1997, the Commission received a request for designation as an ETC from
U S WEST. U S WEST requested designation as an ETC within the following local exchange areas
Aberdeen, Arlington, Belle Fourche, Canton, Cavour, Chamberlain; Colman, Deadwood; DeSmet;
Elk Point; Flandreau, Fort Pierre, Hamsburg; Hill City, Huron; Iroquois; Lake Preston; Lead; Madison;
Mclintosh; Milbank; Miller; Mitchell, Morristown; Pierre; Rapid City, Redfield; Sioux Falls; Sisseton;
Spearfish; Sturgis; Tea; Timber Lake; Volga . and Yankton
Exhibits 1 and 2

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 214(e)(2). the C. ) is required to a
camer that meets the requirements of section 214(e)(1) as an ETC for a servnce area designated
by the Commission

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




v

The Federal C C (FCC) has Ll the g services or
functionalities as those supported by federal universal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade
access 1o the public switched network; (2) lozal usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its
functional equal; (4) single party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to emergency
services; (6) access to operator services, (7) access to interexchange service: (8) access to
directory assistance; and (9) toll limitation for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CF.R. §
54 101(a)

Vv

As part of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required to make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C.F.R. § 54 405, 47 CF R § 54.411

Vi

U S WEST offers voice grade access to the public switched network to all consumers
throughout its local exchanges service areas. Tr. at 70.

vi

U S WEST offers local exchange service including an amount of local usage free of per
minute charges to all S ghout its local service areas. Tr.at 71

Vil

U S 'WEST offers dual tone muit throughout its local
exchange service areas. |d

X

As of October 31, 1997, U S WEST offers single party service to all but 612 consumers
throughout its local exchange service areas. Tr. at 67 U S WEST requested a waiver of the
requirement to provide single party service tc all but 48 of those customers until June 30, 1998
Late-filed affidavit dated December 1, 1997, late-filed affidavit dated December 11, 1997. US
WEST requested a waiver of the requirement to provide single party service to the remaining 48
customers until December 31, 1999. |d. U S WEST stated that most of the 48 customers are
located a long distance from the serving switch and facilities are not available to provide single party
service. Late-filed affidavit dated December 11, 1997. U S WEST estimated the average cost to
upgrade the remaining customers is $45,000 per customer |d

X

U S WEST offers access to gency services to all
exchange service areas. Tr at71

X!

U S WEST offers access to operator services to all
service areas. |d




X

U S WEST offers access to interexchange se.vices to all consumers throughout its local
exchange service areas. |d

Xl

U S WEST offers access to directory assistance to all consumers throughout its local
exchange service areas. |d

XV

One of the services required to be provided by an ETC to qualifying low-income consumers
is toll limitation. 47 CF.R. § 54.101(a)(9). In_its initial order, the FCC found that 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 tol! usage that may be incurred per month or per
biling cycle. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(c) Toll blocking is a service that lets consumers elect not to allow
lhe complenon of outgoing (o!l calls 47 CFR § 54 400(b) However. in its Fourth Order on

L' S WEST offers toll biocking to all its local
Exhibit 1

service areas.

XVi
U S WEST does not currently offer toll control. |d
Xvil
With respect to the 1o the of services by the federal
universal service support mechanism and the charges for those services using media of general

distribution, U S WEST stated that it advertises the availability of its local exchange services in
media of general g its local ge service areas. Id

X

U S WEST currently offers Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in all of its local exchange
service areas. |d
XIX

The Commission finds that U S WEST currently provides and will continue to provide the
following services or fi g its local ge service areas: (1) voice grade
access to the public switched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone muiti-frequency signaling; (4)
single-party service to all but 612 customers, (5) access to emergency services; (6) access to
operator services; (7) access to interexchange service; (8) access to directory assistance; and (9)
toll blocking for qualifying low-income consumers




XX

The Commission finds that pursuant to 47 CF R § 54 101(c) it will grant U S WEST a waiver
of the requirement to offer single party service for all but 48 of the remaining 612 multi-party
customers until June 30, 1998 The Commission further finds that it will grant U S WEST a waiver
of the requirement to provide single party service for the g 48 cust rs until 1
1998 The Commussion finds that exceptional circumstances prevent U S WEST from meeting the
single party service requirement and will allow the waivers

XXI

£

of the-requrrer to-offertoit-controt-services-untit-H 311998 The finds-that

preventt-S-WESTfromrp toft-controt-at-this-tme—Sii
W&vmm’iﬂmmnmmllnma&wmmmms

f providing toll imitation services pursuant to the FCC's Fourth Order on Reconsideration, CC
Qszu 96-45_1 115 (released December 30, 1997).

XX
The Commussion finds that U S WEST intends to provide Lifeline and Link Up programs to
qualifying customers throughout its local exchange service areas consistent with state and federal
rules arnd orders
XX
The Commission finds that U S WEST shall advertise the availability of the services

supported by the federal universal service support mechanism and the charges therefor throughout
its local exchange service areas using media of general distribution once each year. The

Commiss.on further finds that if the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal
service support mechanism changes, the new rate must be advertised using media of general
distnbuiion

XXIV

Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(5), the Commission must establish service areas for the

purpose of determining universal service obligations and support mechanisms. U S WEST

that the C 9 each of U S WEST's exchanges as a separate service

area. The C ) finds this to be and thus each of U S WEST's current
exchanges listed in Finding of Fact | as a separate service area

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I

The Commission has junsdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26, 49-31,
and47USC §214

)
Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(2), the Commission is required to designate a common

carnier that meets the requirements of section 214(e)(1) as an ETC for a service area designated
by ‘he Commission




nm

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

v

The FCC has designated the following services or functionalities as those supported by
federal universal service support mechanisms (1) voice grade access to the public switched
network, (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its functional equal, (4) single
party service or its functional equivalent. (5) access to emergency services, (6) access to operator
services, (7) access 10 interexchange service, (8) access to directory assistance; and (9) toll
limitation for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CF.R § 54.101(a)

v

As part of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required to make available Lifeline and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47 C F.R § 54 405; 47 CF R. § 54.411

vi

U S WEST has met the requirements of 47 CF R. § 54 101(a) with the exception of the
he ability to offer single party service to all of its customers. Pursuant

to47 € FR-§54-101(c) the © that t-S-WESThas vat
arcumstances thatjustfy grantmg 1t-a-warver of the-requrement-to-offer-tott-controt-untit-Becember
341998 The Commission further-concludes that U S WEST has demonstrated exceptional

circumstances that justify granting it a waiver of the requirement to offer single party service for all
but 48 of the 612 multi-party customers until June 30, 1998, with the remaining 48 customers
receiving a waiver until November 1, 1998

Vil

U S WEST shall provide Lifeline and Link Up programs to qualifying customers throughout
its service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders.

vii
U S WEST shall advertise the availability of the services supported by the federal universal
service support mechanism and the charges therefor using media of general distnbution once each
year If the rate for any of the services supported by the federal universal service support
mechanism changes, the new rate shall be advertised using media of general distnbution.
IX

Pursuant to 47 US C. § 214(e)(5), the Commission designates each of U S WEST's 38
exchanges as listed in Finding of Fact 1 as separate service areas.




X

The Commission designates U S WEST as an eligible telecommunications carrier for each
of its service areas

It is therefore

ORDERED, that each of U S WEST's 38 exchanges as listed in Finding of Fact | are
designated as separate service areas; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST shall be granted a waiver of the requirement to offer
single party service to all but 48 of the 612 multi-party customers until June 30, 1998, with the
remaining 48 customers receiving a waiver until November 1, 1998; and itis

—FURTHER ORDERED-that t-S-WEST shaitbe-granted-a-warver of the-requirement-to-offer

tott-controtservices-untit 341996 andHts

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST shall follow the advertising requirements as listed
above, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that U S WEST is designated as an eligible telecommunications
carrier for aach of its service areas

NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER
PLEAGE TAKE NOTICE that this Amended Order was duly entered on the /2 d day of
March, 1938. Pursuant to SDCL 1-26-32, this Order will take effect 10 days after the date of receipt
or failure o accept delivery of the decision by the parties.

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _// 2 day of March, 1998

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMM7ISSION
N

The undersigned hereby certifies that this )

W?#Zél/ £ / OM

addressed envelopes, wih charges prepaid thereon S A BURG, CRairman /

o AL 20 Tl U Ham 7/5“,/149—) N
p PAM Nﬁ?ON, c:ommyioner
Date 4 4

(OFFICIAL SEAL)




U'S WEST Communications
125 Soutn Ok

S o o WEWEST

December 7, 1998

Rr

EIVED

Mr. William Bullard, Executive Director

Public Utilities commission BLic
State Capitol Building ~ION
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

FAX Recei DEC v 7 o0
Dear Mr. Bullard: E’C{\vnd\
As you recall, approximately November 2nd | called to give you an updated
status report of the 2- and 4-party customers.

The two DeSmet customers were cut over to single party on December 2. The
two Mclntosh customers were cut over November 24. At this time U S WEST
has one Sturgis customer who is on a 2-party line but working alone on that line.
He has chosen not to let us into his home to rewire his set. We are continuing to
work with him to regrade him to single party service.

If you have any questions, please call me at 605-339-5411.

Sincerely,
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