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October 14, 1997

RECEIVED

Mr. William Bullard, Jr.
Public Utilities Commission
Capitol Building, 1" Floor
500 East Capitol # ue
Pierre, S.D. 57501-5070

Dear Mr. Bullard

Three Kiver Telco is enclosing a request for designation as an *eligible
telecommunications carrier” ("ETC"). Three River Telco has assumed universal service
obligations for the area it serves and meets the criteria for ETC designation in accordance with
federal regul s, except for the req for “toll control® service. Three River Telco, along
with others in the industry, is in the process of examining the “toll control” issue. It is certain
that the provision of this service as outlined in the applicable FCC rules will require a better
understanding of the FCC’s intent relative to “toll control” than exists now. Due to the time
needed in studying and providing the “toll control® service, Three River Telco is also enclosing
herewith a request for a temporary waiver of the “toll control” service requirement.

Please contact me with any questions you may have regarding these requests.
Thank you
Yours truly,

William Rosicky
General Manager




e o TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FILINGS

Public Unlines Commussion
State Capitol 500 E. Capitol These are the telecommunications service filings that the Commission has received for the period of:

Pierre, SD _ 57501-5070 10/10/97 through 10/16/97

Phone: (800) 332-1782
Fax: (605) 773.3809 1t 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.
“ax: (6 7

Docket TITLE/STAFF/SYNOPSIS Ll Rty
REQUEST FOR ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY STATUS

U S WEST Communications requests that the Commission designate U S WEST an eligible telecommunications carrier for
TC97-163 | all areas in which it is authorized to provide service within the state. The request is made pursuantto 47 U.S C §214(e)(2) and | 10/10/97 1031197

47 CF.R §54.201. (Staff: HB/KC)

Three River Telco pursuant to 47 USC. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54.201 hereby seeks designation as an eligible
telecommunications carrier within the local exchange area that constitutes its service area. Three River is the facilties-based
TCO7-187 | local exchange camer presently providing local exchange telecommunicatons 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

Application by DTG Community Telephone, 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 telecommunications services incidental to local exchange service... DTG Community Telephone, inc. wil
be the local of Dakota C T . Inc. for the following exchanges

TCO7-164 | Aisen (253), Beresford Rural (957), Chancellor (647), Davis (238). Flyger (327), Gayville (267), Hurley (238), Irene (263), | 191587 s
Lennox (647), Monroe (297), Parker (297), Violin (267), Wakonda (267) and Worthing (372)... Because DCT will be assuming
the obligations and benefits of the Eligiole Telecommunications Carier 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 Carrier *
NEGOTIATED INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT FILED

U S WEST Communications, Inc. filed for approval by the C For Service
Resale Between Midco Communications, Inc. and U S WEST. The Agreemem prowvides for Midco to resell U S WEST local
TC97-165 | exchange services in South Dakota. Any person wishing to comment on the parties’ request for approval may do so by filing | 10/15/87 11/06/97
written comments with the Commission and the partes to the agreement no later than November 6, 1997 Parties to the

agreement may file written responses to the comments no later than Novembar 24, 1997

Responses Due

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 applied to Smart Public Access Line due to the fact that the Commission had not issued an approved | 10/13/97

order on the Smart PAL rate schedule This change will be effective October 14, 1997~ (Staff. DJ/CH)
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BEFOORFE.;.'-:EE;;’z.%%gggﬁf:gf':‘oﬂl:SION ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-083

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

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS

CARRIERS:

JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

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 TC97-090
MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-074 COMPANY

KENNEBEC TELEPHONE CO., INC. TC97-092
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-075

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




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

TC97-099

TC97-100

TC97-101

TC97-102

TC97-105

TC97-108

TC97-113

TC97-114

TC97-115

TC97-117

TC97121

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 TELECOMMUNICATICNS CO. TC97-155

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-163

THREE RIVER TELCO ) TCO7-i67
)

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 TC97-075. 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, 4¢-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, 1897, 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. T..e 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 carriers. The Commission's decision may be appealed by the parties
to the stzte 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 day of November, 1997

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The uncersigned hereby certifies that this BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
document hes Leen served today il part!
of record n this docket, as nnu:“u.- uz: Commissioners Burg, Nelsor and
service list, by facsimile or by first class mail, in Schoenfelder
properly addressed envelopes, with charges
prepaid

W) P
By: 47/ lrVsa ’7< ﬂ/&ﬂ

Date____ /L/'_/,Z o A Executive Director

WILLIAM BULLARD, JR

[OFFICIAL SEAL)




T 97-/67
*
THREE RIVER TELCO

WILLIAM P, ROSICKY, General Manager
MAXINE COUNTS, Office Manager
P.O. BOX 66
4TH & ADAMS
LYNCH, NEBRASKA 68746

November 13, 1997

RECEIVED
NO 1997
Mr. William Bullard, Jr sl
Public Utilities Commission SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
Capitol Building, 1* Floor UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD  57501-5070

FAX Received M0/ 13 897
Dear Mr Bullard

Three River Telco is encl an d request for d ion as an “eligible
telecommunications carrier” (“ETC”). The request has been amended to reflect the fact that Three
River, a provider of local exchange service in Nebraska, has received ETC designation from the
Nebraska Public Service Commission. We are attaching a copy of the Nebraska PSC order which
granted this designation along with the official listing of Nebraska’s designated ETCs

Please contact me with any questions you may have regarding this amended request
Thank you

Yours truly,

Gidin S oricy

General Manager




THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

e RECEIVED

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE
FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEC 02 1997
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS

)SOUTH D
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIERS: )uT.lmESAchm.';ls‘%,f

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-068

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-069
COOPERATIVE, INC.

VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE TC97-070
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE TC97-071
ASSOCIATES, INC.

SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-073
MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-074
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-075

INTRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY TC97-077
COOPERATIVE, INC.

INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-078
COOPERATIVE, INC.

WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TC97-080
COMPANY

STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-081

ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-083

JAME VAL Y COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE TC97-084
COMPANY

HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-085

STATE TE NE COMPANY, INC ) TC97-086

TIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE TC97-087

— ) 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.

PROPERTIES, INC
SPLITROCK TELECOM COOPERATIVE, INC
TR1-COUNTY TELECOM, INC
FATT MU IPAL TELEPHONE COMPANY

ARMOUR INDEPEN NT TELEPHONE

COMPANY

BRIDGEWA
TELEPHONE

UNION TELE

TC97-089

TC97-090

TC97-092
TC97-093

TC97-094

TC97-095
TC97-096
TC97-097
TCS7-098

TC97-099




HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY ARANCES

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

| MCCOOK TELECOM For US West: william P. Heaston
1801 California Street

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-154 Suite 5100

COOPERATIVE Denver, CO 80202

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

THREE RIVER TELCO TC97-167

November 19, 1997

1:30 P.M.

Room 412, Capitol Building
Pierre, South Dakota

C COMMISSION: Jim Burg, Chairman
Laska Schoenfelder, Commissioner
Pam Nelson, Commissioner

SION STAFF
Rolayne Ailts Wiest
Camron Hoseck
Karen Cremer
Harlan Best
Bob Knadle
Gregory A. Rislov
David Jacobson

rted by: Lori J. Grode, RMR




PROCEEDINGS

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. We’ll go ahead and get

| started. I'11 begin the hearing for the dockets

relating to the eligible t.:lecommunications carriers
| designation. The time is approximately 1:50. The date
<xs November 19, 1997; and the location of the hearing
is Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota.

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

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

| designation as eligible telecommunications carriers;
'a:d, two, what service areas shall be established by
the Commission.

All parties have the right to be present and
to be represented by an attorney. All persons so

| testifying will be sworn in and subject to
cross-examination by the parties. The Commission's
final decision may be appealed by the parties to the
| State Circuit Court and the State Supreme Court.

Rolayne Wiest will act as Commission

counsel. She may provide recommended rulings on
procedural and evidentiary matters. The Commission may]|
overrule its counsel’s preliminary rulings throughout
the hearing. If not overruled, the preliminary rulings
will become final.
At i 11 turn it over to Rolayne for
the hearing.
MS. WIEST: I'll take appearances of the
parties. Rich, who do you represent?
MR. COIT: I'm here today representing all of
member companies, and also Kadoka which has
membership with the coalition.
here representing soms companies,
indicate for the record which
I'm here representing

West, includir

ould you repeat those

1olm-Strandburg, Vivian, Golden West.

Golden West, Sully Buttes

and
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MS. CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff. Dakota.

MR, HOSECK: Camron Hoseck, iComwissiop MR. COIT: So the Exhibit 3 is the letter
from Robert Marmet to the Commission, and Exhibit 4 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 MS. WIEST: What’s the date of that letter,

the parties want to make an opening statement before wel the letter from Bradley?
begin? MR. COIT: November 18th.

Why don’t you proceed with 075 then. MS. WIEST: Because I have one dated November

MR. COIT: Sure, that’s fine. I really don't 18th and one the 19th.

have an opening statement. There are a couple of MR. COIT: I think so. Is that right

exhibits that we would like to admit. And I understand Exhibit 3, is that the 19th? oOkay. I had a letter

there’s also been some letters sent to the Commission that was dated yesterday, but the ones we have marked

that we would like to admit into the record as evidence| for admission today, 1 believe both the letters are

on the ETC questions. And that would be Exhibit Number 19th, November 19th
1, which is the application of Fort Randall for ETC rom Mr. Bradley is

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

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

orry about that.
believe, October 1st And there are two letters. 1 that’'s Exhibit 4
don’t know if we’ve marked those yet. know why they'’'re dated
(EXHIBITS NO. 3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOR the one we’'re seeking
IDENTIFICATION.) Yes, they are identical so
MR. COIT: There are two other exhibits that e’'re seek dmi on of the 19th letter
have been marked Exhibit No. 3, Kathy Marmet, is that think they’re not exactly
letter of Dakota or is Exhibit 3 the letter. identical but ‘11 go with the 19th. Could I see the

MS. MARMET: Exhibit 3 is the letter of letter from Dakota? I don‘t believe we got copies of




9

that one. (Pause.) So at this time are you offering
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 4?
MR. COIT: Yes, that’s correct.

MS. WIEST: Is there any objection to those

exhibits being admitted? If not, 1, 2, 3 and 4 have

admitted in TC97-075. Then at this time I would
of the parties have any questions 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 it talks about single party service. I
guess it’s not absolutely clear that it’s available to

the customers the way that the statement is written
answered.

MR. COIT: Oh, because they said does the

ove-referenced company have this service.
MS. WIEST: Right.
MR. COIT: Yeah, I guess that is correct.
I am not here today to serve as a witness.

MS. WIEST: No.

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

those questions 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
it clarified by another affidavit from the person.

CHAIRMAN BURG: We could approve it on
basis of that clari

late-filed exhibit just

taking affidavits

appreciate that option.

Otherwise, are there any other

make bench decisions?

have something too.

the cases. Does staff
to go at the very end?
ly we had planned to go
the applicants?

And if these are treated

., then we

in a similar




r_,_ﬂ_,______ﬂ____.____,____.___

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
TC97-0682

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

MS. WIEST: Yes. That would be in that

COIT: 1Is there a chance that we could
consider or deal with these en mass as Mr. Hoseck has
indicated or suggested?

MS. WIEST: 1'd rather not just because on a
have a couple guestions on some of them.

COIT: Okay. Should I go ahead and

introduce ¢t} exhibits?

respect to Docket TC97-068
Exhibit No. 1 is the actual
led by Vivian Telephone Company. And
the response of Vivian Telephone
to a data request from Commission staff. We

1 do not

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

12

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

MS. WIEST: Okay. Is there any objection to
admitting Exhibits 1 and 2 in 068? If not, 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: I would call Don Lee. Don Lee is

here representin n
| epresentin ian as well as some of the other

companies L do you want to take a seat?
DON LEE,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:

JATION

to Commission counsel'’s

answer to your question is, yes, it

provide service private line

Single party to all customers?




—
t’ ai 1 cu n ? . &
It’s available to all customers A. Vivian Telephone Company does provide

A. Right. Lifeline and Link Up throughout its system with the
MS. WIEST: Thank you. That's the only exception of the Vivian Exchange, and they anticipate
guestion I have. Does anybody else have any questions providing it in the Vivian Exchange by January 1,
for this witness for 068s If not, thank you. I did 1998.
admit Exhibit 1 and 2. 069. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: But anticipated
MR. COIT: We would move the admission of and doing it are two different things. And I think I'm
‘Exh;bi:s No. 1 and 2 in 069, and that is an ETC request going to have to be assured that you’'re either going to

) tion dated 6-9-97 and response to a staff
or application P do it or that you‘re going to ask for something from

|
|
|
|
|
|

data request dated 10-14-97.
s ‘W T i ; { . ’ n
MS IES Any objection 1f not, they've . Do you want a commitment that we will do it
admitted.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Excuse me, I do -
COMM F OENFELDER: I think that’s

ot have the data reguest up here with me for some "
1 T i reading the Act right.

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

|

| and ask Mr. Lee about the Lifeline, Link Up. I think 1e | 3 "
COM OENFELDER: And I think

\das that covered in the data request? I'm sorry to be | N

| r n we have that on the record.

| behind the eight ball, but I did not have that and so I " Py
‘ 5 -3 nly, Commissioner. The answer is, yes,
| need to know whether this company is doing Lifeline, = & 9
‘ e ey to providing it by 1-1-1998.
Link Up now or whether you need to -- whether you COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you.
1tend to have that implemented by 1-1? -
R Just a question, a general
A You're referring to the Vivian Telephone 2
a P one on that. h what do we call it toll
| control? o we need those, too, or a

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Yeah, Vivian is request

what we’'re doing now. s - N
g MS. They did actually request waivers




|1n their original applications.

MR. COIT: I was at e conclusion of going
~hrough, I guess, the questions and so forth, I was
basically -- before the Commission acts on any of
these, going to restate the request. But if the
Commission has questions of Mr. Lee with respect to

certain aspects of providing it, I would -- yeah, I

would suggest you go ahead and ask it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: No, I don‘t have a problem as|
know all of them that’s going to apply to.
if it applies to every one of them,
| then the statement at the end saying it applies on all
of them is adequate for me. Or if you have some that
already could do the toll control, we need to know
that. I doubt if there are any at this time.
MR. COIT: No, we don’t. And the waiver
| request is included in all the applications. But just
to make sure it was ruled on, I was intending on
‘bz:ng;ng it up again at the end.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. That’s fine with me.
MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this

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

COIT: Again, I would move for the

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

ETC application or request dated 6-10-97 and response
to staff’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? If not, let’'s go to
TC97-071.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Exhibits No. 1 and 2, request for ETC status dated

0-97 and response to data request of staff dated

Any objection to Exhibi

would move for the admission of
st dated 6-11-97 and Exhibit
data request dated

objections to Exhibit

Sioux Valley Telephone

mmissioners have any

questions? If not, we’ll go




1

2

3

to TC97-074.

1 MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
|

Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-12-97

4 ‘and Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data request dated|

5 |10-31-97.

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

7 ‘noc, 1 and 2 have been admitted. Are there any

8 | questions concerning 0747 I have the same question on

one, Rich, with respect to the data request number

MR. COIT: Would an affidavit be adequate?
MS. WIEST: Yeah, as far as all customers.

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

MS. WIEST: Any questions on 07472
TC97-077.
COIT: We would move for the admission of

Exhibit . 1, which is the ETC request and that'’s

19 | dated 6-13-97. Alsc 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
‘exhxbzts.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, those

request h No. 2

three exhibits have been admitted. Are there any

questions regarding this docket?

MR. COIT: 1 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 10-9-97.

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

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
. which is dated 10-14-97.
Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
admitted. Any questions

let's move to

move for the admission of ETC
which is Exhibit No. 1, and also

to staff data request, dated




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

single party and all the other waivers; is that

COIT: Is there a waiver request in the
on the single party issue?
MS. WIEST: Yes.

MR. 3 I wasn’'t aware of that. I

| urderstood there were some companies that had purchased|

exchanges that were still in the process of
converting some party lines. But, yes, if they need a
waiver, I guess so. I'll renew that request. I don‘t
actual information I can provide. I don't
Lee, are you here representing Stateline?
LEE: I am. And in conversations with
management yesterday, they indicated that
likely need a waiver request until March,
frame when they can finish the construction
all one party service.
And in their application they're
one-year waiver; correct?

But they’'re willing to shorten it

MS. WIEST: So you probably just
waiver until June?
MR. LEE: That would be adequate.
MS. WIEST: June 1st?
CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we need to act on the
waivers now?
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Do you want a
motion on the waiver now?
Let’s talk about that The
I believe,
waivers for the one year on the toll

haven’t been doing any of those motions

We have to take each of those
separate motions, do you think, at the end for the toll
control?

I1f we want to go --
We could pick it up here now and
That might be the easiest way.

we got to go through each

concerning




party service to all customers, and the second waiver T 58
waiver i
for single party services for a specified period

2 lon toll contrecl for one year -~ one year from what
of time. And also o %
n the toll limitati
on the company

3 | date, Rich?
must also show ex §
4 MR. COIT: I think I would guess that that ceptional circumstances exist and need|

for additional t
would be from the date of the order. ime to upgrade. They should have to

show individual h .
MS. WIEST: oOkay. ardship, individualized hardship or

inequity warrants iti ¢
MR. COIT: On the toll control? You're additional time to comply and that

would better serv

speaking to the toll control; correct? e the public interest that in
strict adherence to tt i

MS. WIEST: Yes, toll control. e to the time period and it should

extend only as 1

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a question 4 ong as the exceptional circumstances

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

12 | control and on the single party service. As long as

le we’ reguest
13 ‘ycu’re asking for waivers, let’'s make sure it’s done e’'ve requested a year, we've also

14 ‘p:Operly and that we’re not back here in two months that period of time we would file

‘ n h %
‘asklng for more waivers. 1 would hate to go through mm i indi in you
16 | this process, or would not like to go through this

cess again. I think we need to be accurate when

I also have a question about what

s the regquirements of the Act? How much of a

can we give? 1 don't know as I know the answer

MS. WIEST: Right. The time actually
Order is not specified. But it does say in
:pa:agraph 83, I believe, that the Commission must, upon|

finding of exceptional circumstances, you can make a




o |

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I hate to belabor
the point, and I know everyone wants to get through
this, but to me it's very important that we do it
right. And so if it means that we need to answer the
question when we grant these waivers and we send these,

| or you send them on to the FCC, we need to be sure that

‘yau have spelled out why these companies -- at least
this is what I'm understanding -- why these companies
can't do toll control and why it's going to take that
long of a period of time to do single party service.
And so I think that should be in the application

| somewhere, or at least in our motion as we approve it,

we should have something on the record to support

where we're going.

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

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

MS. WIEST: But if there are any further

the Commission would like to ask at this
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,

24

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 restricticn 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]

and disallows access to the long distance
there is no switch vendor in
provides that capability
that the vendors are working
with a clear conscience
on X date at I would expect it will
be available Given my honest opinion, I would doubt

that it’s available to the general population within a

_yea:'s time period And therein is the reason I

| believe that I members ask for the one-year period

cause we don’'t anticipate it being available.




The second or alternative to that is a
software provisioning of toll control. And, again, to
my knowledge, there is no interface between a software
system and a switch that has that capability.

| Primarily because it would take real time rating of a
customer’'s usage; and because the customer control

| switch interexchange carrier it’s choosing, there are a

yriad of optional call plans and rate structures that

wouli be applied. And, to my knowledge, there just is

no technology, nor software, available to carry out

| that program.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: And if I recall
it doesn’'t -- permissive, one or the
You really to need to do all of the above.
MR. LEE: It includes both, that’'s correct.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe some
anies have asked the FCC for clarification, that
And as far as I know, you might have
than I do that that decision has not
handed down by the FCC.
MR. LEE: A, I doubt I have better
I agree it has not been handed
There is that clarification
dure request in front of the FCC.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

26

CHAIRMAN BURG: To my knowledge, everybody
can offer toll limitation; right, from what we‘ve had
to get a general statement?

MR. LEE: I'm going to define as toll
restriction, if I can, instead of toll limitation, yes.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Toll blocking is what I
mean. Everybody can offer that?

MR. LEE: To my knowledge, tha
statement.

CHAIRMAN BURG: And I guess my position

I really don’t see, you xnow, since
vailable, I can’t see them implying
to here. I think it satisfies
ve no problem giving the full
gets through FCC, which at
So I don’t see this
shorter limit because I

with the ETC

would agree with that and then
pplications the companies have
investigate and will work with

switct sc that when it does become

hey’'re willing to implement it. I think

telephone companies feel that once it becomes




N

available, it is 1n the public interest and would be

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second.
2 | very supportive of that concept.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
3 CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I1'11 move that we

X . MS. WIEST: Any other questions in 081? Do
4 | grant the one-year waiver on toll -- what is it

| you want to go back now?
S icalled? Toll limitation? Toll control? £

AIRMAN BURG: i

6 COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1‘d second. It might be easier to go back
and get these others.
7 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'm going to
MR. COIT: Whatever.
8 | concur with that as long as the motion is understood

MS. WIEST: We’ll go back t 5
= o Ne8, T
9 | that there will be some formal way to limit toll for and
motion in 068 will be for the one

- -year waiv
these customers just SO that everybody understands the y EElon

control.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that w
CHAIRMAN BURG: I think in every application P

. in TC97-07S.
agreed that you can do toll restriction --

NELSON: I1‘'d second.
MR. LEE: Right.

E SCHOENFELDER: Cor
CHAIRMAN BURG: .- if I remember reading the ] oncur.

applications, and that to me is satisfactory.

G I'll move we ot &
MR. LEE: Thank you. - we grant the

the wai r £ N
CHAIRMAN BURG: Do you want them as a e old

| separate motion? Okay. 1'11 also move -- which one do|

we need on this one?

MS. WIEST: The single party service until

BURG: 1'11 move that we grant a

in the single party requirement

Seconded.




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. | COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: For one year? MS.

WIEST: 074.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes. CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we grant

MS. WIEST: 0695. toll control in TC97-074 for one year.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll keep making them. ¥ 1) | COMMISSIONER NELSON Seconded.

grant the toll control waiver in TC97-069 for COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Ccncur.

MS. WIEST: 077.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. toll control in TC97-077 for one year.

MS. WIEST: 070. ER NELSON Seconded.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1ll move that we grant toll SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

control in TC97-070 for one year, the waiver for one 078

year. BURG: I'll move we grant

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Second it. rol in TC97-078 for one year.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. COMMISSIONER NELSON Seconded.

MS. WIEST: i71. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant toll MS. WIEST: 080.

the waiver for toll control, in TC97-071 for CHAIRMAN BURG: And I'll move we grant
toll control in TC97-080 for one year

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. COMMISSIONER NELSON Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 073. CHAIRMAN BURG: We did 81; right, and we are

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the waiver

control in TC97-073 for one year. Any further questions on 081?

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
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MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I got a sticky on

the ETC request filed by Accent, dated 6-17-97, and it. Sorry. James Valley; right?

Exhibit No. 2, the response to staff data request which| MS.

WIEST: 1 believe in their -- okay.

is 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

been admitted. Any questions regarding 0837 application. So if you look at the original

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1l move we grant the toll, application on page two, under question number three

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

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

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. of Ehak 1isE .

MS. IEST: TC97-084. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of the Thank you. Okay. Let’s go to

ETC request dated 6-17-97, which is marked Exhibit No. TC97-085

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

rasponse to staff data request dated 10-8-97. dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit No

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If data request dated 10-10-97

they’ve been admitted. Any objections? 1If not, they've

CHAIRMAN BURG: I‘ll move we grant the waiver have the same question here with

in TC97-084 for one year. number one

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded. Mr. Benton is available to respond

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'll concur. Is this Heartland? Right?
have a single party question on this one? to any questions?

MS. WIEST: No. They said in their original has asked me to respond on his

application that they are offering single party service Heartland Communications, and

al um . 1
all consumers single.




|
2 | customers?

3 | docket? 1

for

| request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-17-97, and response to

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

10-10-97.

| have been

associated companies with the exhibit numbers. Which

company a

MS. WIEST: Single party was offered
Any other questions concerning this
s there a motioa?
CHAIRMAN BURG: 111 move that we grant the
toll control to TC97-089 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: 085, 1 believe.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Excuse me, 85.
MS. WIEST: TC97-086.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC

MS. WIEST: Any objections? 1f not, they
admitted. Same question, can you answer
Lee?

MR. LEE: 1'm sorry, I don’t have the

re we referring to?

MR. COIT: Midstate.

MR. LEE: They are currently all private line

COIT: Single party; correct?

WIEST: Single party to all customers?

Correct.
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.
We move for the adm.ssion
request, dated 6-17-97,
sponse to staff data request,
MS. WIEST Any objections?
have been admitted.
I'll move we grant toll
-087 for one year.
NELSON: I'd second it.
SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

Again, I'd have a question o

Lee is representing Bal

Baltic is currently all

le party. I should use

customers?




MR. LEE: Correct. [

been admitted.

MS. WIEST: Thark you. TC97-088. Same question

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of MR. COIT: I don‘t believe that Mr. Lee is

here re n
Exhibit No. 1, ETC request dated 6-17-97, and response presenting Western today.

What did they say in
. the response? .
to staff data reguest, which is Exhibit No. 2, which is

MS. W T: 2
| dated 10-17-97. IEST: They said Western Telephone
offers si v
MS. WIEST: Any objections? 1f not, Exhibits ngle party service. My question is do th
o e
offer to every Y

1 and 2 have been admitted. customer again?

MR. 1T: g
9 | CHAIRMAN BURG: I’11 move we grant a waiver R. COIT: Well

| Ms WI T:
10 | on toll ntrol in TC97-088 for one year. EST: Can you do a late-filed on that?

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it. s : We can do an affidavit on

that
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: Can you answer my guestion on

1
11 move we grant a waiver

Lee? | >r TC97-089 for one year.

LEE: Company name, please? - NER NELSON 1'd second it

WIEST: East Plains. SCHOENFELDER: Concur

LEE: Currently is all single party Let's go on to TC97-090
! €97-090.

£
for the admission of

WIEST: Thank you.
WIEST: TC97-089.
COIT: We move for the admission of

which is the ETC request dated 6-17-97, B s T 1y object

of Exhibit No. 2, which is a response this do
Lo cket?
request, dated 10-21-97. we grant
a
WIEST: Any objections? 1f not, they’'ve control in TC97-030 for one year

COMMI ON
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
that Mr. Dick Connors is available to answer any

MS. WIEST: TC97-092.
questions concerning the Jefferson request

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
MS. WIEST: {

Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request of Kennebec Any objection to the exhibits?

If not, they’'ve been admitted.

Telephone Company dated 6-18-97, and move for the

Any questions

5
concerning this docket?

&adm:ssxcn of Exhibit No. 2, which is the response to

CHAIRMAN BURG: *11
7 | staff data request dated 10-10-97. And I would note G: I'1l move we grant a waiver
£
for toll control in TC97-093 for one year

Mr. Rod Bauer is here to respond to any questions
COMMISSION N : .
the Commissioners or staff may have concerning S ER NELSON: 1I'd second it
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur

MS. WIEST: TC97-094.

MS. WIEST: Any questions concerning this
MR. COIT '
OIT: We'd move for the admission of

If not, do you have a motion?
Exhibit No. 1, which is

the ETC request dated 6-19-97

CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit both those?

. MIEE®: TR RANEEs ¥ BEALADES o ‘ and move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
| the r

sEE NuEBeTE. 1] A 12 the response to data reqguest dated 10-15-97.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we grant a RST Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

| 22 If not, those exhi
toll control in TC97-092 for one year. exhibits have been admitted. Do you
have any witnesses for t
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I’'d second it. e8 ok thisioned
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. is available

MS. WIEST TC97-093.
MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of just had a question,
| exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request of Jefferson service because this one it
Telephone Company, dated 6-18-97, and move also for the ies not allow immediate single
| agmission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data may offer mul
request, which is dated 10-10-97. And I would note ilities are restored
party service. Has




in the past?
A. Currently Sully Buttes Telephone has no
;lti-line. The fact is all single party service. I
| think they added that lancuage such that if there were
ja disaster that they had to respond to, they wanted to
reserve the right to offer party line under the

emergency basis only. But they have for a number of

years been all single party service.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1'1l move we grant a waiver
control for TC97-094 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Well, I'1ll

WIEST: TC97-09S.

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

iver in this case as well.

MS. WIEST: Right. At this time are there
any objections to Exhibit 1 and 2? If not, they’ve
been 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.
I think Mr. Lee would be able to respond to
tions on that. I assume so anyway.
MR. LEE: Sure. But that would be correct,

we do need a waiver. The same June 1 daze would be

June 1, okay.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant
service to June 1, 1998, in

NER NELSON: I would second

JNER SCHOENFELDER: Sure,

also move that we

on TC97-095 for one

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

Coacur.

MR. I n the admission of ETC

request, Exhibit No. -19-97, and move for the|




1

2

3

4
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PN
admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data reguest
dated 10-10-97.

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

been admitted. Any questions concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l1l move we grant a waiver

1 control in TC97-096 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'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
Does anybody have any questions
docket?

RMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
control in TC97-097 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1‘'d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

WIEST: TC97-098.
COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
which is marked Exhibit No. 1,

Exhibit No. 2, which is the response

| to data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

2? If not, they’'ve been admitted.
questions concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move
waiver for toll control in TC97-098
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:
MS. WIEST: TC97-099.
MR. COIT: We move for the
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC date
admission of Exhibit . 2, which is
data request
objection?
the same ques

have single pa

Lee, are you here for Roberts

Are there any

that we grant a
for one year.
second it.

Concur.

admission of
d 6-139-97, and

the response to

they’'ve
tion on this one.

rty service, and

talking about

Roberts County.

know from anoth

er source other
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than this that as manager of the South Dakota CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I’'ll move we grant a waiver

Association of Telephone Co-ops and the daily requests for toll control in TC97-100 for one year.
we’'ve had there that they do, in fact, provide all COMMISSIONER NELSON: I‘d 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.
MS. WIEST: 1Is 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 request dated|

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

control in TC97-099 for one year. Any objection? If not, they'’'ve
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I'd second it. Any gquestions concerning this docket?

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. I‘'l1l move we grant waiver
MS. WIEST: TC97-100. for one year.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of I'd second it
| Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-19-97, COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
and admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data TC97-102
request dated 10-9-97. We move for the admission of
MS IEST: Any objection? If not, they've is the ETC dated 6-19-97, and

| been admitted. Same question on this one.
|

is a response to data request
MR. LEE: I don’'t know the answer.

MR. COIT: There is -- Mr. Lee is not here Any objections? Ii not, 1 and 2
representing RC Communications today, so I suspect Any questions concerning this
we‘ll have to deal with that with a late-filed exhibit

if that'’s okay. I'll move we grant a waiver
MS. WIEST: Okay.

TC97-102 for one year.
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COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-105.

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

MS. WIEST: Any objection? I1f not, Exhibits

| 1 and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concerning

this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waliver

| for toll control in TC97-105 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-108.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission

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

:admxssxon of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data

10-14-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1f not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. Same question. Can you,
Mr. Lee, answer that one? Is that single party service
available for --
MR. COIT: For Faith.
MR. LEE: I do not represent them, I'm sorry.

MR. COIT: We would request permission to

provide that via affidavit.

available

MS. WIEST: Okay.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
in TC97-108 for one year.
SIONER NELSON: I1'd second it
Concur.
TC97-113.

We move for the admission of
request dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit
data requests dated 10-9-97.

Any objection? If not, they’'ve
have the same question on this one.

Bill Haugen can

I can answer that.
BILL HAUGEN, JR.,
ess, being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
EXAMINATION
afternoon.
3

I would just like to ask you

single party service to all of

Single party service is

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: 1I’'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,

l
!
1

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
Exhibits 1 and 2? 1f not, they've been admitted. And
I would ask the same question.

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

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions

of this witness?

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

for toll control in TC97-114 for one year.

Exhibit

Company,

data request which is dated 10-9-97.

1 and 2

question

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-115.

MR. COIT: We would move the admission of
No. 1, the ETC request of Union Telephone
dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit No. 2, response to

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits
have been admitted. And I would ask the same
Single party service is
ustomers in the Union Telephone

ford and Wall Lake

Exchanges,
|

Thank you. Any other questions

ve we grant a waiver
for one year.
I'd second it.

Concur.




MS. WIEST: Any objection?
and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concer
docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l]l move we grant a waiver
control in TC97-117 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: TC97-121.
MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
1, the ETC request of Kadoka, dated 7-3-97,
admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data
requests dated 10-28-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objections to Exhibits 1 and
If not, they’ve been admitted. Any questions
ncerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

toll control in TC97-121 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I’'ll second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-125.

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

-29-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

1
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2 I1f not, they’ve been admitted. Any questions

concerning this docket?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I1'11 move we grant a waiver
control in TC97-125 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-130.
We would move for the admission of
the ETC request dated 7-10-97, and

the response to data request dated

Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

they’'ve been admitted. Any questions

we grant a waiver
one year
IONER NELSON: I would second it
SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
€97-131.

We would move the admission of ETC|
equest Exhi 1, which is dated 7-10-97, and
xhibit No. 2, response to data request dated 10-14-97.

Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
2? If not, they’'ve been admitted. Any gquestions

| concerning this docket?
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CHAIRMAN BURG: I’'ll move we grant a waiver o

for toll control in TC97-131 for one year. MR. BARFIELD: In response to your question,

B X2 d it. i
COMMISSIONER NELSON I'd second 1 since the vendor does not have a date, as far as we

] C r. ¢
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER oncu know, at this time to provide this, that's the reason

: 7-154. 5 i
MS. WIEST TC9 54 we didn‘t ask for a certain time period on the waiver

_— .
MR. COIT: We would move into the record MS. WIEST: But we will need a time period.

i , dated 9-10-97, and also coT
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC request a a MR. COIT: Would you be willing to accept the

No. . t response to data reguest dated |
Exhibit No. 2 he P q one-year time period that is being granted to other

10-16-97. | companies?

. 2 i sl
MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibit 1 and MR. BARFIELD: We sure would.

f not, they have been admitted. Let's see, on CHAIRMAN BURG: And I think the thought

this one this was one of a couple that no time period | benind it is if there still isn’t any solutio h
ind it if ther T ution, then it

was requested for the waiver. 1 assume you still want —
a Yy would be renewed or we'd request. With that, I’'ll move

the one year?
¥ iver for toll control in TC97-154 for

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

| respond. He’'s Mr. Bob Barfield, manager for West

IONER NELSON: I would second it.

ONER 1 E : Concur.
MS. WIEST: They request a waiver but this is
the few ones that didn’t ask for one year, as
request admission of

ar as I can see, or any time period. So I was 3 -
the ETC request of Mobridge

wonderin £ th was any different tim eriod that 2
wondering 1 ere s any n ime p is dated 9-10-97, and also

was being requested.
a q the response to data request

BOB BARFIELD,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
If not, Exhibits

was examined and testified as follows: v "
2 have been i . would have the same




question with respect to the length of the waiver.
MR. BARFIELD: And the response would be the
we would ask for a year on the waiver.
MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions
CHAIRMAN BURG: With that 111 move that we

a waiver on toll control in TC97-155 for one

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.
COMMIS3IONER SCHOENFELDER: I concur.

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

MR. COIT: 1 would just note that Three River
is not an SDITC member company, 8O 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.
MR. COIT: Well, if you’re looking for a
| body, 1 guess I can serve as the body.
MS. CREMER: Otherwise, I can move to admit
‘:ne two exhibits, Number 1, 10-10-97, the request for
ETC, and 11-7-97, the amended -- oh, I'm sorry, that's

try that again. 10-16 of ‘97 is the

25 equest and 11-13-97 1is the amended request, and I

would ask that they be admitted in.

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

been admitted. Are there any questions concerning this

docket? I would note that their application does

request a waiver for one period for toll control.
CHAIRMAN BURG: There isn’t a question on the

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

CHAIRMAN BURG:

I'll move we grant a waiver
toll control in TC97-167 for one year

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS. WIEST: At this time did you want to go
to U S West, or is Harlan going to speak to these

ockets?

1 finish up these first.
MARKED FOR
HARLAN BEST,

called as a witness, being

examined and testified

Would you state your name for the record




please, what that exhibit entails.

Harlan Best.

A. What I have done on this exhibit is across

Q. And what is your job? i i

the top is listed each of the companies requesting

A. I am deputy director of fixed utilities for
eligible telecommunications carrier status, the

public Utilities Commission, South Dakota.

associated docket number, and the staff councel that is|

Q. And have you been present in the hearing room

assigned to the respective dockets. Down the side, the]

his afternoon for the hearing on these applications?

left-hand side, is the requirements that are set forth

A. Yes.

for ETC status. Populated within the columns is the
Q. And have you had the opportunity to review h

responses that the respective companies gave within

the caption in the notice of this hearing which lists

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

A. Yes.
any changes or corrections to
Q. And are you familiar with the applications in|
would like to make at this time?
| each of these cases?
am aware of is under Vivian
A. Yes.
7-068, under the Lifeline and Link|
Q. As a part of your job, have you reviewed k

be available 1-1-37.
those applications?
aware of any other
A. Yes, I have

You have before you an exhibit numbered

1; is that correct?
1 into evidence. This
Yes.

for all of the dockets en mass
Q. And is that an exhibit that you prepared in

course of your duties?
A. Yes, 1t 1s.

here though.
Q. Just briefly explain to the Commission,

That would be handled later.




MS. WIEST: Is there any objection?

MR. COIT: My comment would be that I just
received this so I haven’. 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'l1l
have to do that, I guess. Other than that, I don't
have any comment.

MS. WIEST: Do you want an opportunity to

it over?

MR. COIT: Well, it might take me a while, so

don’t have any objection.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Then Staff Exhibit No. 1

1 be admitted into all of the dockets that we have
gone through so far.

MR. HOSECK: Okay. Thank you.

(o33 Based on the review of these dockets that you

ve done and relying to whatever extent you may on

Staff’'s Exhibit No. 1, did the applicant companies meet

requirements of becoming an eligible
ommunications carrier?
A. Yes, they have, with the noted late-filed

davits that will be done in a number of the

And with regard to advertising services

ange-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.

Q. And in conclusion, do you have an opinion as
to whether or not the applicants contain=d on Exhibit
1, with the exception of U S West which has not had its
case heard yet at this time, whether or not those
applicants meet the qualifications as an eligible

ier?
review that has been undertaken,
equirements for ETC status.

I have no further questions of




| constitutes?

No further questions.

MS. WIEST: Ms. Rogers?

MS. ROGERS: No, no questions.

MS. WIEST: Mr. Heaston?

MR. HEASTON: No.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The only question I’d have is
there any -- 1is advertising identified in any way? 1Is
there any criteria for what advertising means in the

context of this? 1Is the methods in the FCC Order as

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I had for Harlan

r anybody else is, is there a meaning, is there a

description, definition for advertising, what that

MS. WIEST: Under the statute itself
14(e) (1) (B) they must advertise the availability of
uch services and if you're referring to the services
hat are supported by federal universal service and the

arges therefore using media of general distribution.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. I think that satisfies

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Does that mean for

Lifeline and Link Up, they have to advertis
once?

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

A. Yes, once each year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Well, frank
think it’s adequate.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Are y
that? Are you -- to follow up -- excuse me
up on Commissioner Nelson's question, are y
recommending that they advertise once each
I believe our order said that you have to s
application to everyone once initially and
every new cCt m . You’'re requesting this

advertisement feline, Link Up in addit

Link Up und
that it
a fo 3 k be sent
customers, and then thi would be an advert
o I S They'd have advertisement of thi
once each year.

SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

NELSON: So is the answer to

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

e this

taff's

ly, I don‘t

ou doing

., to follow
year after?
end an

then to

ion to,

er TC97-150,
shall be --
to present
isement of

s for at

Thank you.




61

8 Yes. They would do it originally, and once a
Venture Communications, TC97-095?
year after.
A. Yes.
MS. WIEST: How would they advertise?

MS. WIEST: Does the answer to number four,

single party service, we did grant

them a waiver
Where would they advertise?

‘oe”ause currently they do not have single party service
MS. WIEST: Yes.

three customers?
Whatever general distribution it meets
1 assume, it means newspapers and those
So would that be
publications.
your guestion
MS. WIEST: So it could be any type of
distribution media once a year?
Whatever is available within their given
exchanges that they serve.
MS. WIEST: And it would only be for those
vices supported right now by federal universal
to take a short break
rvice?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: And every time they changed a

re for one of those services, then that would have to
re-advertised at that time?
Yes.
MS. WIEST: Are there any other questions of
1is witness? If not, thank you. Actually, 1 do.
Could you retake the stand, Harlan? I guess we have a

Could you look at your exhibit for

And I would move admission of




63

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

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

Mr. Heaston.

MR. HEASTON: We would also join in the
motion on the toll control. The reason we did not seek
a waiver in the initial application is because as I
read Paragraph 388 of the Order in the DA 97-157

icated that toll blocking would be sufficient in the
meantime and it was dependent upon when you upgraded
switches. And so we do not feel we need a waiver of
toll control, but the common wisdom seems to be there
needs to be a waiver, so we will follow the herd here
and request the toll control waiver also.

And we are also one of the parties to the

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 implementation of number portability that is going

to 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

implement it or if the ability is too expensive to
implement, that we would be able to come back to this
Commission and seek further waiver of that, of
implementing toll control with part of the essential

telecommunications carrier obligation.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Would the Commissioners -
CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit the exhibits?
MS. WIEST: Yes.
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1 move that we waive
for TC97-163 for one year.
Well,
heard an expansion of what we'’ve been
the past from giving them one year with the
going to renew it. And the reas I was

cause technology i out

reasons we were
was because hat it might be

as because technology wasn‘t




why technology wasn't
in Congress when they Vv

that was part of the Act.

MR. HEASTON: It's not part of the Act.

COMMISSIONER NELSON:
MR. HEASTON: It’'s an

COMMISSIONER NELSON: i i the same

|
guess that’s the first thing. It's an FCC \

the rules and statute s 's changed in

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

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: I mean the motion was for one|

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe the
for one year, a waiver for one year, and I
‘dxdn’t know that the motion had anything more than

that, than just a waiver from toll control for one

CHAIRMAN BURG: It doesn’t.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then I’1ll 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‘t
be an issue in my mind that you could debate. I don't
want a record that I'm supporting something for a
different reason than I did.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a comment that I‘d make
there isn’'t a technology, I really
filings just for an
some way we could certify there
mnology and extend it as we come up towards
solution rather than go
of them. I, personally, in
solution when we’re going to
have multiple companies in number portability. It
boggles my mind to see how that’s even going to happen
that you could end up with any kind of toll
limitation. So I'm guessing when we come up to the
we’'re still not going to have a solution, and I'm|
looking toward to requiring all of you -

s the name of a bureaucrat to file that
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1 | pieces of paper. So if we can find a way to

A. The plan right now is to eliminate all of

consolidate it at that time, I would welcome any those 612 except for 52 of them. And the time frame

suggestions. That's all I have. for that will be by the end of the second quarter

MR. HEASTON: I have Mr. Lehner available which I suppose we could put for a date of 6-30 of

we do have a couple questions to ask him. *98. So all but 52 of those will be completed by 6-30

JON LEHNER,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn, And what about the remaining 527?

was examined and testified as follows: A The remaining 52 are extremely high cost
DIRECT EXAMINATION upgrades. And until other technology or other means
HEASTON: become available, there are no plans rigit now. We

Q. Mr. Lehner, in our application we described have n ve ahead with those 52.

the i# 1 i -
| the issue of eliminating multi-party services and going 1 believe that it is

to single party service throughout U S West service we still believe the waiver is

| areas. Can you update the Commission on the status of correct?

that consistent with what we’ve already put in the

| application? the guestions I
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,

As of 10-31-97.
And what can you tell the Commission about

effort to eliminate the multi-party

could give you a late-f




2

3

4
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exhibit. Let me just read them off. Arlington 1s

De Smet, four; Huron, three;

Lake Preston, one.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Do you want to start

|
‘icur; Belle Fourche, siXx;
|
|
|

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

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

four; Pierre, two; Redfield, two; Sisseton,

Spearfish, two; volga, five; Watertown, ten;
Yankton, one.

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

A. 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

talking about feeder distribution, we're talking about

in some cases a PAIR GAIN systems like Anaconda that
would need to be replaced.

MS. CREMER: Okay. That’s all the questions

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

ultimate solution, though, to some of these

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'm going to move to grant

t a second. Do the
have any other questions? As opposed to

I'm going to have to ask
to verify things that were in
Mr. Heaston.
a witness with an affidavict,
with me for a second.
trusted his signature either
First one, does U S West provide
to the public switched network to
in its service area?

A. Yes.
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MS. WIEST: And does it provide local usage? plans, you know, of providing service due to the cost
Yes. and everything. My problem, I guess, is that I don’t
MS. WIEST: Do you provide dual tone see that there is any de minimus exception within the
multi-frequency signalling or its functional FCC rules with respect to single party service. Have
equivalent? you been granted any of this type of de minimus
A. Yes. exception to that requirement, do you know, in any of
MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to your the other states?
emergency services? A. -
A. Yes. MS. WIEST: And what I'm getting at is that

WIEST: Do you provide access to operator it appears, to the FCC rules -- and I'm

services? in order to grant any
|

complete network upgrades for single
WIEST: Do you provide access to toll limitation, that the
interexchange service? have to set a time period for
AL Yeg. network upgrades. Is your
MS. WIEST: And do you provide access

directory assistance?

WIEST: And you’ve already talked about do have a
waiver. Do you provide or are you question is on service
able to provide toll blocking? is also a requirement of the state
A. Yes.

Commission to designate service areas as opposed to

MS. WIEST: Then getting back to your request study areas for nonrural telecommunications companies
for the waiver on single party service, I know in your | First of all, you would agree that you are a nonrural
application you talked about the ones that you have no

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
time?
A. Well, I suppose that -- and, Bill, jump in
1 guess, to help me with this. But I suppose
our service area ought to be our exchanges in the
state of South Dakota. Now, the study area is a
ifferent issue and that has not been determined yet.
ut I would think that our service area would be our
exchanges that we serve in the state of South Dakota.

MR. HEASTON: If I may from a legal

standpoint, there is no definition yet; and certainly

| our service area would be those areas within which we
are authorized to provide the supported services.

MS. WIEST: Right. And that’s my question.
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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 vague on that term because what this
Commission has done and nor has the FCC come out
with any final decision as to what model it is going to
accept. I think if we’'re required to take a look at
a "service area," I would do it from the standpoint of
what Jon -- to comply with the law. If that's what
we’'re looking for, to comply with the FCC requirement
I think that’'s what we would look at is an area,
though, ~han an exchange area, which we would
equate to a wire center or an exchange area. And we
have however many are on that.

MS. WIEST: He how many exchanges do you
still have?

MR. HEASTON: It's on the list we submitted.




e
|

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

approximately 35«

2

|
|
l
3 ‘ MS. WIEST: It would be attached?
|
|

4 MR. HEASTON: It’s on our exhibit to our
5 | application.
MS. WIEST: So however many with the
amendment the three that were missed. That’s how many

8 ;serv;:e areas you would like the Commission to

9 ~des;gna:e for U S West at this time?

A. I guess I'm not sure whether we would want to|
| designate each exchange.
MS. WIEST: My problem is we are supposed
December 31st what your designated
service area 1is.
A. Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by
exchange.

you want more time to think

HEASTON: Yes, I think I would. 1 mean
something that's come up 1in the other two
| states that I’'ve done this in, and I had the same basic
|

application. 1 will have to -- I will do a late-filed

3 | exhibit on that if I could with an affidavit from Jon.
|
[ WIEST: Okay.

MR. HEASTON: What are you relying on again,

Rolayne?

MS. WIEST: Actually what as far as the FCC's

public notice, that was docket 96-45 DA %7-1892 issued

9-29-97.
MR. HEASTON: 1892

MS. WIEST: And I'm also relying on
ar r
paragraphs 185, 192, 193 of the FCC’'s universal service

order.

HEASTON: 197, 175.

WIEST: 187 or ==

CREMER: 185, 192.

WIEST: Th K I
The docket number for

service.

HEASTON: Not the docket number

I was looking a

those.

And

in paragraph 185,

if a state PUC adopts its existing

ILEC’ 3 .
ILEC's, their study area, this
1d erect signific r

g icant barriers to entry. We are also

ncouraged t nsi r
g O consider designating service areas that
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|
require an ILEC to serve areas other than they have not

traditionally served.

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

North Dakota where I do have that because those two are

| 1noking at doing their own, or suggesting their own
ccst study. So I do have the small grids, as we call
I could identify that for you. I cannot
identify anything smaller than right now than a wire
| center.
WIEST: Okay.
COIT: Excuse me, may I comment briefly
this? 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 sayj

certainly have an interest in the issue. And I

78

think that the FCC rules indicate that -- the orders

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 West service area
that could significantly change the level of support it
might receive under a federal universal service fund.
Decisions on U S West service area disaggregation and
so forth could certainly impact rural telephone
companies as well. And I guess going into this
proceeding it was our understanding that there are
certain established incumbent LEC service areas, and we|
didn’t understand, I guess, that we -- that the issue
in this U S West docket or any of the other ones would
disaggregating service areas.
WIEST: I'm not talking about
service areas. And I think you have to
distinction that was made between
and rural companies with respect to service
t doing anything to rural
respect to disaggregation, we have to
petition the FCC. That’s all I'm talking

and that's the reason why I only brought up this
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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

| agfidavits in, I'11 have a recommendation for you from

U S West on that.
| MS. WIEST: Okay. Are there any other
?questxons of this witness? One more question,
erv Lehner. Do you have any observation to what
‘Mr‘ Best suggested as advertising requirements for your|
‘company?
A. I'm not sure that I understood exactly what

| he was requiring. 1f the requirement is to advertise
ix: once a year in the newspaper, I don't think we have

a problem with that.
MS. WIEST: And getting back to single party

service is high cost, the only barrier is to provide

le party service to those 52 customers?

Is it also U S West’s position

that the settlement agreement that you’ve stated is

applies where I believe you stated you would have

Isuspended concerning single party service no longer
|

|

L

80

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

ou a t c
Yy bout these anyway, because as we honed down to

ne to ¥ 1
some to the last few on some of these exchanges,

it
became obvious that this was -- this is foolish to
spend that kind of money with the current technology.

Just doesn’t make any sense.

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
n on a regularly-scheduled

maybe semi-annually,

are technologywise

on and it makes

it

questions?

have a question
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£ d d the reason I have a guestion is
of Mr. Lehner An q to me a little bit because I find that a little odd.

in your amended arplication you might have
because Y P A. The high cost we’re talking about in many

t ' don’t have a co of that and
addressed it, however I PY cases, not only replacing, we’re talking about

I apologize. But you addressed in here and you have an .
il : ¥ customers that were engineered probably back in the

, your original application that regards .
exhibit on Yy ig PP g sixties and seventies to multi-party service with no

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

riff, or a page that looks like a tariff page to me. 5 5%
tar pag pag talking in many cases miles and miles of distribution

iNow, U S West really intends to comply with the .
| Y ply 1 cable, some cases six pair, 11 pair, maybe even greater

| pair. So we're talking about now having to

EComnzsszcn order in Lifeline, Link Up?
|

[ A. Absolutely. o i
th 0 pair or a

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I need to 1k
talking about many cases where
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. IEST: Any other questions? Thank you. B
I take that back

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess I have a
be okay.

question. You know, you -- when you were talking about
But we're

why you shouldn’t have to provide this single party :
talking about

systems for these areas that you listed like Spearfish
some cases about PAIR GAIN|

and Pierre and all the list that you went through -- thar It 1
e that are 3 n fu . m talking about
A. Yes. h T
| that you've 4 ike Anaconda that are going

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why would it -- t just
1 Y i i b} to be replaced. It’'s expensive.

lseems weird to me that it would be that expensive to
I guess in my mind it

lprcvide those services in some areas. Like Pierre and 3 e
me that cost prohibitive -- I didn’'t exactly

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

exactly what you were just explaining to me
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| because I was thinking maybe these lines had to be run
out miles and miles and miles and there'’'s nobody out
there or something. But if this is in a fairly
populated area, and it doesn’t seem to me that these
people should have to live with just two party
telephone system when most of the world doesn’t, as we
know it in South Dakota, doesn’t have to do that

| because the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm

| lonking for some reason why that’'s acceptable,
especially when some of those little companies are
saying that they got maybe three or four people left
that they don’t have that service for and they’ve made
every effort to say, well, we want a waiver but we will
do it by the end of the year or whatever.

A. I think that most of the companies you've
been listening to up until now -- and I obviously can’t
speak for them, but I think you're talking about

| engineering that was done probably 15, 20 years ago in
most of these companies’ cases where they at the time
| spent the money to do that. We did not do that. We
provided distribution systems that were literally
designed not to provide single party service. There
are different funding mechanisms and different
requirements that we've had. They’ve had the ability

to spend that kind of money and recover . 5y A Now, I can|

84

spend $100,000 or $150,000 or 50,000, whatever it is,
to do these, but somewhere that has to be recovered and
it isn’t going to be recovered from a customer. That
customer isn’‘t going to pay for that.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: It seems to me this
flies in the face of what the governor’s bill said last|
year. I mean here we're talking making available high
technology to everybody in South Dakota. Basically

that’s what the bill says. And we‘re talking here some

people that aren’'t even going to have single party

telecommunication in this state.

A. Commissioner, all I can tell you is what the
cost is. And I think that’s -- I think that's, unless
there’'s a recovery mechanism, it would make no sense to

spend that kind of money. And I certainly wouldn't

recommend it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I have
industry when we have these kind of situations once
a while there’'s another provider that is closer that

o it. Would that be the case to any of these?
Would that be a reasonable solution ever?

A. 4 it would. And, Commissioner, if there
is any company in this room that would like to serve
any of these 52, I would be happy to negotiate.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 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.
m not sure we can make the exception. I know that
West’s counsel has given us what I call a short
one, that in other words, we could give the waiver|
a limited period of time, but I don’t know that’s
n indefinite solution and we probably ought to work --
ook at working together to meet and find the solution
© 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

I think that can be provided.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? 1If not,

CHAIRMAN BURG: I suppose we do need some

waiver in order to grant them an ETC status.

MS. WIEST: Sorry, for which now?
F

CHAIRMAN BURG: or single party.
MS. WIEST: At this time staff has a witness
case first.
MS. CREMER: Staff would call Harlan Best.
HARLAN BEST,

called as a witness, being previously sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION
CREMER:
Harlan, were you the analyst assigned to
U S West’'s application?
Yes.

And have you reviewed that

Q. And would you agree with Mr. Lehner when he
| testified earlier that they met all the requirements

|
47 CFR 54-1017?

recommendati
defining a service area for

ould be the wire center.

of




MS. WIEST: Any questions, Ms. Wilka?

MS. WILKA: No questions.

MS. WIEST: Commissioners?

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I'd have is
should we not -- I mean is i - what
Is this a document that

‘these hearings?
MS. CREMER: Yes.
CHAIRMAN BURG: I guess I think we ought to
rrect that exhibit to put no on each of those that

| we’ve made a waiver for on the single party because I

‘ satisfy that.

believe the answer is no and we’'ve made a waiver to

MS. CREMER: Okay.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Since that’'s filed.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved|
waiver in that area, have we?
CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes, for six months on one
company.
WIEST: We have two single party waivers
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
think that this document should be

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

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 are three
companies that do not at this time provide single party
service, so all they would have to do is change that

for those Stateline, Venture, and U West;

CHAIRMAN BURG: And the testimony
adequate to accomplish that?
MS. WIEST: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. That's

So how many wire centers does U

Would you like to admit this

for the purposes of this docket? Before I only

MS. CREMER: Actually I wasn’'t going to move

into this one because people testified to it, so I
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| didn’t really need it in mine. But I can certainly
move 1t.

WIEST: It‘s up to you.

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

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

to formally request -hat the Commission designate each

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

be submitted, that the Commission designate each of the
SDITC member companies, as
their study areas be designated as their
That's all I have.
WIEST: Thank you. That will close the
hearing.

HEARING CONCLUDED

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA )

)
COUNTY OF HUGHES )

I, Lori J. Grode, RMR, Notary Public, in and
for the State of South Dakota, do hereby certify that
the above hearing, pages 1 through 89, inclusive, was
recorded stenographically by me and reduced to
typewriting.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that the foregoing
transcript of the said hearing is a true and correct

transcript of the stenographic notes at the time and

| =
place specified hereinbefore.

FURTHER CERTIFY that I

attorney or counsel of the parties

nor a relative or employee of such attorney or counsel,

financially interested directly or indirectly in

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
hand and seal office at Pierre, South Dakota, this

day of December, 1997.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF

THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA RECEIVED

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF B ETC 0CT 16 1997
THREE RIVER TELCO FOR DESIGNATION ‘

LRI OB DESIGNATION e 3 SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
C;);\,:ll,'l(.lulill,l, TELECOMMUNICATIONS DOCKET TC97 UTILITIES COmAeatS

Three River Telco ("Three River®) pursuant to 47 United States Code (*U.S.C.") Section 214(¢c) and 47

Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR") Section 54.201 hereby seeks from the Public Utilities Commission

(C ) desigi as an cligible carrier ("ETC") within the local exchange area that
constitutes its service arca. In support of this request, Three River offers the following

i. Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(c) it is the Commission’s responsibility o designate local exchange carriers
("LECs") as ETCs, or in other words, to determine which LECs have assumed universal service obligations
consistent with the federal law and should be deemed eligible to receive federal universal service support. At least

one eligible carrier is to be by the C for each service area in the State

However, in the case of areas served by rural telephone companies, the Commission may not designate more than
one LEC as an ETC without first finding that such additional designation would be in the public interest. Under 47
CFR § 54.201, beginning January 1, 1998, only telecommunications carriers that have received designation from the
Commission to serve as an eligible teleccommunications carrier within their service area will be cligible to receive
federal universal service suppport

2. Three River s the facilities-based local exchange carrier presently providing local exchange
telecommunications services in the following exchange

North Naper, 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

Three River also provides local exchange telecommunications services in Nebraska and anticipates

receiving ETC designation from the Nebraska Public Service Commission.

EXHIBIT




3. Three River in accordance with 47 CFR § $4.101 offers the following local exchange
telecommunications services (o all consumers throughout its service area
Voice grade access to the public switched network
Local exchange service including an amount of local usage free of per minute charges under a
flat rated local service package
Single party service;
- Dual tone muhti-frequency signaling:
Access 1o emergency services such as 911 or enhanced 911 public services;
Access 10 operator services:
Access 10 interexchange service;
Access to directory assistance; and
- Toll blocking service to qualified low-income consumers
As noted above, Three River does provide toll limitation service in the form of toll blocking to qualifying
consumers; however, the additional toll limitation service of *toll control” as defined in the new FCC universal

service rules (47 CFR § 54.400(3)) is not provided. Three River is not aware that any local exchange carrier in

South Dakota has a current capability to provide such service. The FCC gave no indication prior to the release of its

universal zervice order (FCC 97-157) that toll control would be imposed as an ETC service requirement and, to our
information and belief, as a result, LECs nationwide are not positioned to make the service imme-iately available.
In order tor Three River to provide the service, additional usage tracking and storage capabilities will have to be
installed in its local switching equipment. At minimum, the service requires a switching software upgrade and at
this time Three River is investigating and attempting to determine whether the necessary software has been
developed and when it might become available

Accordingly, Three River is faced with exceptional circumstances conceming its ability to make the toll
control service available as set forth in the FCC's universal service rules and must request a waiver from the
requirement to provide such service At this time, a waiver for a period of one year is requested. Prior o the end of
the one year period, Three River will report back to the Commission with specific information indicating when the
necessary network upgrades can be made and the service can be made available to assist low income customers.

The Commission may properly grant a waiver from the “toll control requirement pursuant to 47 CFR 54.101(c)




Additionally, Three River currently offers Link Up service, but does not currently offer Lifeline service
within its exchanges. While providing Lifeline and Link Up services is not a precondition which must be met

before ETC status can be granted by the Commission, the provision of these services is a requirement that must be

met before a carrier can receive federal universal service support. Three River will offer Lifeline service as required

by the FCC rules, 47 CFR $4.400 - $4.417, beginning January 1, 1998
< River has previously and will continue to advertise the availability of its local exchange services

in media of general distribution throughout the exchange areas served. Prior to this filing, Three River has not

generally advertised the prices charged for all of the above-identified services. It will do so going forward in

accordance with any specific advertising standards that the Commission may develop.
S. Based on the foregoing. Three River respectfully requests that the Commission:
a) grant a temporary waiver of the requirement (o provide “toll control” service, and

) grant an ETC designation to Three River covering all of the local exchange area that

constitutes its present service area in the State.

Dated this /§' day of October, 1997

Three River Telco

MM_

William Rosicky, General Manager
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF

THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA RECEIVED

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF REQUEST FOR ETC NOV 17 1997
THREE RIVER TELCO FOR DESIGNATION DESIGNATION SO r

AS AN ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS DOCKET TC97-167 UTL,'L:;’IEL;A_KOU PUBLIC
CARRIER COMMISSION

Three River Telco (*Three River”) pursuant to 47 United States Code (*U.S.C ") Section 214(¢) and 47

Code of Federal Regulations ("CFR") Section $4.201 hereby seeks from the Public Utilities Commission

(*C ") d as an eligible carrier (*"ETC") within the local exchange area that
constitutes its service area. In support of this request, Three River offers the following

1. Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e) it is the Commission’s responsibility to designate local exchange carriers
("LECs") as ETCs, or in other words, to determine which LECs have assumed universal service obligations
consistent with the federal law and should be deemed eligible to receive federal universal service support. At least
one eligible telecommunications carrier is to be designated by the Commission for each service area in the State.
However, in the case of areas served by rural telephone companics, the Commission may not designate more than
one LEC as an STC without first finding that such additional designation would be in the public interest. Under 47
CFR § 54.201, beginning January 1, 1998, only telecommunications carriers that have received designation from the
Commission 10 serve as an cligible telecommunications carrier within their service area will be eligible to receive
federal universal service suppport

2. Three River is the facilities-based local exchange carrier presently providing local exchange
telecommunications services in the following exchange:

North Naper, South Dakota (605) 834

Three River, o its knowledge, is the only carrier today providing local exchange telecommunications
services in the above identified exchange area.

Three River also provides local exchange telecommunications services in Nebraska and has received ETC

designation from the Nebraska Public Service Commission.




3. Three River in accordance with 47 CFR § 54.101 offers the following local exchange
telecommunications services to all consumers throughout its service area
Voice grade access to the public switched network,
Local exchange service including an amount ot local usage free of per minute charges under a
flat rated local service packag
- Single party service
Dual tone multi-frequency signaling;
Access o emergency services such as 911 or enhanced 911 public services;
Access 10 operalor services:
Access to interexchange service,
Access 1o directory assistance; and
Toll blocking service to qualified low-income consumers.

As noted above, Three River does provide toll limitation service in the form of toll blocking to qualifying
consumers; however, the additional toll limitation service of “toll control” as defined in the new FCC universal
service rules (47 CFR § 54 400(3)) is not provided. Three River is not aware that any local exchange carrier in
South Dakota has a current capability to provide such service. The FCC gave no indication prior to the release of its

universal service order (FCC 97-157) that toll control would be imposed as an ETC service requirement and, to our
information and belief, as a result, LECs nationwide are not positioned to make the service immediately available.
In order for Three River to provide the service, additional usage tracking and storage capabilities will have to be
installed in its local switching equipment. At minimum, the service requires a switching software upgrade and at
this timeThree River is investigating and attempting to determine whether the necessary software has been
developed and when it might become available

Accordingly, Three River 1s faced with exceptional circumstances concerning its ability to make the toll

control service available as set forth in the FCC's universal service rules and must request a waiver from the

requirement to provide such service. At this time, a waiver for a period of one year is requested. Prior to the end of

the one year period. Three River will report back to the Commission with specific information indicating when the
necessary network upgrades can be made and the service can be made available 1o assist low income customers

The Commission may properly grant a waiver from the *toll control” requirement pursuant to 47 CFR 54.101(c).




Additionally. Three River currently offers Link Up service, but does not currently offer Lifeline service
within its exchanges. While providing Lifeline and Link Up services is not a precondition which must be met
before ETC status can be granted by the Commission. the provision of these services is a requirement that must be
met before a carr er can receive federal universal service support. Three River will offer Lifeline service as required
by the FCC rules, 47 CFR 54.400 - 54.417, beginning January 1, 1998,

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

5. Based on the foregoing. Three River respectfully requests that the Commission:

a) grant a temporary waiver of the requirement to provide “toll control® service, and
b) grant an ETC designation to Three River covering all of the local exchange area that

coustitutes its present service area in the State

Dated this 1 ¥_day of November, 1997

Three River Telco

Lt @ iy

William Rosicky, General Manager




CORD, NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

SECRETARY'S RE

BEFORE THE NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matte: of the Application Application No. C-1604
of the Nebraska Public Service
Commission on its own HoFion to
Designate Telecommunicatx?ns
Carriers Eligible to Receive
Federal Universal Service Support.

Elicible Telecommunica-
tion Carriers Named

Entered: October 15, 1997

BY THE COMMISSION:

i le-
This docket was opened August 12, 1927, t:nidvees:sg:lau:c:ice
i i igible to receive
ications carriers eligib : ! 5
Commu:ZC:nd to define the service areas for Wh,lCh .carrxcersi::.zon
‘*UPP:VE support. Pursuant to the Federal Commum.c-at}:;s T:rx:commu.
x(:f:ec) Order, Common Carrier Docket CC-SG—dEvc,l :11§;nu:w Sncon
szt t be designate Yy : 8.
ications Carriers (ETCs) mus gnated | ; Atpe s
21::rested parties were allowed to submit initial comentzr oy
‘n by September 12, 1997. Reply comments were Idue o;\ ix betore
1Ssuem):xir 30, 1997 Initial comments were received r;) 2 i
i : i com,
zep:\jnications, AT&T of the Midwest, Cox Nebraska ’rieation e
b'izwesr. MCI, the Nebraska Independent Telephone Assoc 5
1 . '

i i i PCS, and US
Nebraska Telephone Association, Spnnt-Um-tcd, .Sp:‘xun:itEd A
West Communications. All parties, except Sprin Unites
Nebraska Telephone Association, submitted reply com 2

s
OPINION AND FINDING

Upon reviewing the comments filed herein, we make the follow-
po!

ing determination:

All Local Exchange Carriers (LECs) operating in Nebraska

. There was con-

> 3 ETC. :
g X ¢ i i ignation w i ublic
ensus among all commenters that this desi as in the p
s

hereto in
interest The carriers designated as ETCs are attached

Exhibit A.

its
was
its

2. Wwe find a ral carrier’'s study area should be
ru
service area There was no opposition by commenters that it

i X rrier's study area as
ri to designate a rural ca :
aPPr‘.’ﬁJ::za Howev(iv we agree with commenters such ashlu;:n;é
s ice 2 T, o
Ser‘i,nr_-United AT&T, and MCI that a carrier s. study areda 8 o: Do
ents I’f rural ETC serves a non-contiguous Ftu y area,
oo = This designation better

carrier should have multiple study areas.

Application No. C-1604 PAGE TWO

targets where high cost support is needed and does not pose a
barrier to competitive entry into rural areas.

3. The Commission finds on an interim basis that Census
Block Groups (CBGs) should be utilized to designate non-rural car-
riers service areas. As stated by most commenters, CBGs are small
and do not favor or hinder any particular carrier or technology.
While Census Blocks are smaller than CBGs and may better target
high cost Support, we are not convinced at this time that Census
Blocks should be utilized. Ultimately, we believe a non-rural
carriers’ service area should be identified using the capability of
the cost model that Nebraska selects. While Nebraska has until
February 6, 1998, to select its cost model, it must designate non-
rural service areas on or before December 31, 1997. Thex fore, we
conclude at the present time, CBGs best identify the service areas
of Nebraska'’s non-rural carriers.

4. As recommended by numerous cof enters, we do not limit
ETC designation to just incumbent LECs. Al1l carriers, including
wireless providers that satisfy the criteria set forth in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and in FCC rules, may be designated
an ETC.

L3 We believe that to be designated as an ETC, no criteria
other than that set forth by the FCC and the Act should be
required. This finding is made solely for the purpose of being
eligible for federal universal service support. The decision not
to specify other criteria should not be considered as precedent
when criteria for the state universal service fund is developed.

6. Carriers not operating in Nebraska as of February 8,
1996, must petition the Commission to be designated an ETC and must
demonstrate that all relevant criteria has been met.

s If after February 8, 1996, any ETC purchases, acquires
by merger or by other related transactions the service area of
another carrier, the buyer should be designated an ETC for the
acquired area. Further, the purchased area should be added to the
buyer’s existing service area. If the acquired service area is not




SERVICE COMMISSION

Application No. C-1604

= s sting servi i area should
contiguous to the existing service area, the acquired a

; ea a E: > ; E escri above.

be treated as a separate study area, as des bed

We do not designate at this time service areas for other

e‘ When a

i i rs.
carriers, such as competitive LECs or wireless pr:vide Y b
etitio1’i" presented to the Commission by sucf a°:>1Lng e
u ; y i i areas of non-
te service 5 i

btain ETC status, the appropria b
Eﬂtﬁfi ned It must be demonstrated by clear and convi g

e defi . m den by o

evidence that designation is in the public inter

ORDER
" ¢ -
IS THEREFORE ORDERED by the Nebraska Public Service Com

that the car s sted on Ex] it A attache ereto, be
i hib: hed hereto,
riers 1i -
ﬁy designated as eligible telecommunications carriers
are, s

suant to Fede mm o mmission Order, Common Carrier
ur. nt t ral Communications Cot B
pursuant Fe

Docket CC-96-45.
that the designated service areas for

R bt e Census Block Groups until

non-rural carriers be, and hereby are,
otherwise determined.
s this 15th day of
3 > Ei Lincoln, Nebraska,
MADE ANU E
October, 1997.
ERVICE COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS CONCURRING:

Vice Chairman

> p
/('/""‘ ('{ o 9 - ATTEST:

//s//Lowell C. Johnson
//s//Frank E. Landis

Executive Dirgt

SECRETARY'S REC ORD, NEBRASKA

Exhibit A
ETCs in Nebraska

Arapahoe Telephone Company
Arlington Telephone Company
Benkelman Telephone Company

Blair Telephone Company

Cambridge Telephone Company
Clarks Tclecommunications Company
Consolidated Telco. Inc.
Consolidated Telephone Company
Cozad Telephone Company

Curtis Telephone Company

Dalton Telephone Company

Diller Telephone Company

Eastern Nebraska Telephone Co: pany
Elsie-Mutual Telephone C mpany
Eustis Telephone Exchange

Glenwood Telephone Membership Corp.
Great Plains Communications
Hamilton Telephone Company
Hartington Telecommunications Co.
Hartman Telephone Exchanges
Hemingford Cooperative

Henderson Cooperative Telephone
Hershey Cooperative Telephone

Home Telephone Company of

Hooper Telephone Company

K & M Telephone Company

Keystone - Arthur Telephone Company
Nebraska Central Telephone Co.
Northeast Nebraska Telephone Company
NebCom, Inc.

Pierce Telecommunications, Inc.
Plainview Telephone Company

Rock County Telephone Company
Sodtown Telephone Cooperative
Southeast Nebraska Telephone
Stanton Telecom, Inc

Three River Telco

Wauneta Telephone Company

Non-Rural ETCs in Nebraska

Aliant 1ications, Inc
GTE of e Midwest, Inc.
United Telephone Company

US West Co anications, Inc.




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY THREE ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
RIVER TELCO FOR DESIGNATION AS AN )  CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER )  ORDER AND NOTICE OF
) ENTRY OF ORDER
) TC97-167

On October 16. 1997, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a request for
designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier (ETC) from Three River Teico (Three River)
Three River requested designation as an eligible telecommunications carmer within the local
exchange areas that constitute its service area

The Commussion electronically transmitted notice of the filing and the intervention deadiine
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 heanng was held as scheduled. At the heanng, the Commission granted Three River
a one year waiver of the requirement to provide toll control service within its service area. Atits
December 11, 1997, meeting, the C. granted ETC 0] to Three River and
des.gnated its study area as its 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 16, 1997, the Commission received a request for designation as an ETC from
Three River Three River requested designation as an ETC within the local exchange areas that
constitute its service area. Three River serves the following exchange in South Dakota: North
Naper (834). Exhibit 1. Three River also operates exchanges in Nebraska and has received ETC
designation from the Nebraska Public Service Commission. Exhibit 2

1]

Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(2), the C is required to 1 a
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 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
suoported by federal universal service support mechanisms either using its own facilities or a
combination of its own faciliies and resale of another carrier's services. The camer must also
advertise the availability of such services and the rates for the services using media of general
distribution




\"

The Federal C C (FCC) has g 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 to interexchange service; (8) access to
directory assistance; and (9) toll limitation for qualifying 'ow-income consumers. 47 CF.R. §
54.101(a)

\

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. § 54405, 47 CF.R. § 54.411

vi

Three River offers voice grade access to the public network to all
throughout its service area. Exhibit 1

vil

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

vill

Three River offers dual tone mult signaling to all
area. |d

X
Three River offers single party service to all consumers throughout its service area. |d

X

Three River offers access to gency services to all its service
area Id

X

Three River offers access to operator services to all consumers throughout its service area

Xn

Three River offers access to services to all its service
area Id

Xin

Three River offers access to directory its service
area |d




Xiv

One of the services required to be provided by an ETC to qualifying low-income consumers
is toll limitation. 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(a)(9). Toll limitation consists of both toll blocking and toll
control. 47 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 Jilling cycle. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(c). Toll
biocking is a service that lets consumers elect not to allow the completion of outgoing toll calls. 47
C.F.R. §54.400(b)

XV
Three River offers toll blocking to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit 1
XVi
Three River does not currently offer toll control. |d. In order for Three River to provide toll
control, additional usage tracking and slorage capab:lmes will have to be installed in its local

switching equipment. Three River is whether the y software has
been developed and when it might become avmlabla Id.

Xvit

Three River stated that it is faced with exceptional circumstances concerning its ability to
make toli control service availatle and requested a one year waiver from the requirement to provide
such service. |d. Prior to the end of the one year period, Three River will report back to the
C with specific when the network upgrades can be made in order
to provide toll control. |d

Xvin

With respect to the to the of services sup by the federal
universal service support mechanism and the charges for those services using media of general
distribution, Three River stated that it advertises the availability of its local exchange services in
media of general distribution throughout its service area. However, Three River has not generally
advertised 1he prices for these services. |d. Three River stated its intention to comply with any
by the Ci Id

XIX
Three River does not currently offer Lifeline service but does offer Link Up service discounts
in its exchanges. |d. Three River will offer the Lifeline and Link Up service discounts in all of its

service area beginning January 1, 1998, in accordance with 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.400 to 54 417,
inclusive. |d

XX

The Commission finds that Three River currently provides and will continue to provide the
following services or functionalities throughout its service area: (1) voice grade access to the public
switched network;, (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling; (4) single-party service;
(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.




XXI

The Commission finds that pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(c) it will grant Three River a
waiver of the requirement to offer toll control services until D 31,1998. The C
finds that exceptional circumstances prevent Three River from providing loll control at this time due
to the difficulty in g the y software upgl to provide the service

XX

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

XX

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

XXIV

Pursuant to 47 U S C_ § 214(e)(5). the Commission designates Three River's current study
area as s service area

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I

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

n

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

v

The FCC has the g services or fi as those supported by
federal universal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade access to the public switched
network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone it g/ g or its fi equal; (4) single
party service or its functional equivalent; (5) access to emargenw 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 C F.R. § 54.101(a)

'

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. § 54.411

vi

Three River has met the requirements of 47 C.F R. § 54.101(a) with the exception of the
ability to offer toll control. Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.101(c), the Commission concludes that Three
River has that justify granting it a waiver of the requirement
to offer toll control until December 31, 1998

Vil

Three River shall provide Lifeline and Link Up progl to
its service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders.

il
Three River 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 distribution
X

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

X

The Commission designates Three River as an eligible telecommunications camer for its
service area.

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

FURTHER ORDERED, that Three River shall be granted a waiver of the requirement to offer
toll control services until December 31, 1998, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Three River shall follow the advertising requirements as listed
above, and it i1s

FURTHER ORDERED, that Three River is designated as an eligible telecommunications
carmier for its service area




NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order was duly entered on the _/ 7 pfﬁay of December,
1997. Pursuant 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 _/ 2 E ~ day of December, 1997

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY CRDER OF THE COMMISSION
) 7

st by facsimie or by first class mad, in properly

acaressed mwmutv’.emum
" é%’ (Fstlhy
. 12)18]97

(OFFICIAL SEAL)




T¢97-167

*
E RIVER TELCO

RECEIVED
DEC 7 9 1997

December 29, 1997 50
rr. o DAKOTA pusLic

Mr. Bill Bullard MMISSION

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission

500 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Dear Mr. Bullard

We are enclosing a copy of Three River Telco’s Lifeline and Link Up Plans which are consistent
with the criteria in South Dakota Public Utilities Commission’s Docket TC97-150. (also
enclosed) and in 47 CFR 54 400 - 54 417

Please call Loretta Calabro of TELEC Consulting Resources, (402) 398-0062, with any questions
you may have on this matter

Yours truly

il P Kiniid,
\\ZN"Illum Rosicky

General Manager




LIFELINE AND LINK UP PLAN
OF THREE RIVER TELCO

Three River Telco submits this plan pursuani to 47 CFR § 54 401(d). Three River
Telco has been designated as an eligible telecommunications carrier by the South Dakota
Public Utilities Commission (“SDPUC”) and, as such, must make Lifeline and Link Up
service available to qualifying low-income consumers as set forth in the Commission’s
Final Order and Decision, Notice of Entry of Decision dated November 18, 1997, issued
in Docket TC97-150 (In_the Matter of the Investigation into the Lifeline and Link Up
Programs), which is attached as Exhibit A, and consistent with the criteria established
under 47 CFR §§ 54 400 10 54 417, inclusive

A. General
| The Lifeline and Link Up programs assist qualified low-income consumers by
providing for reduced monthly charges and reduced connection charges for local
telephone service The assistance applies to a single telephone line at a qualified

consumer s principal place of residence

2 A qualified low-income consumer is a telephone subscriber who

participates in at least one of the following public assistance programs:

Medicaid

Food Stamps

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

Federal Public Housing Assistance

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LHEAP)

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

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

5 In addition. Three River Telco. as required by the Final Order and
Decision, Notice of Entry of Decision of the SDPUC (Exhibit A), will
indicate in it's annual report to the SDPUC the number of subscribers
within it's service area receiving Lifeline and/or Link Up assistance In
addition, this information will be provided to the Universal Service
Administrative Company (‘USAC")

6 Information as tc the number of consumers qualifying for Lifeline
and/or Link Up assistance cannot currently be provided by Three River




Te'co because it has no access to the government information necessary
to determine how many of its telephone subscribers are participating in
the above referenced public assistance programs Without this
information, Three River Telco canno. provide, at this time, even a
reasonable estimate of the number of its subscribers who, after January
1, 1998, will be receiving Lifeline and/or Link Up service. Information as
to the number of its low-income subscribers qualifying for Lifeline and/or
Link Up can be provided after applications for Lifeline and Link Up
assistance have been received by Three River Telco

7. In accord with the SDPUC's Final Order and Decision; Notice of Entry
of Decision, Three River Telco will make application forms available to all
of its existing residential customers, to all new customers when they apply
for residential local telephone service, and to other persons or entities
upon their request

B. Lifeline

| Lifeline service means a retail local service offering for which qualified low-
income consumers pay reduced charges

2 Lifeline service includes voice grade access to the public switched network,
local usage, dual tone multi-freq ling or its fi quivalent, single-
party service or its | . access 10 y services, access to
operator services, access 10 mlere‘chanuc service, access to directory assistance,

aud toll limitation

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

addition, the subscriber must agree to notify Three River Telco when they cease
participating in the qualifying public prog s)

4 The total monthly Lifeline credit available to qualified consumers is $5.25
Three River Telco shall provide the credit to qualified consumers by applying the
federal baseline support amount of $3 50 to waive the consumer’s federal End-
User Common Line charge and applying the additional authorized federal support
amount of $1 75 as a credit to the consumer’s intrastate local service rate. The
federal baseline support amount and additional support available, totaling $5.25,
shall reduce Three River Telco'lowest tariffed (or otherwise generally available)
residential rate for the services listed above in Section B3  Per the attached
SDPUC Final Order and Deaision, Notice of Entry of Decision, the SDPUC has
authonized intrastate rate reductions for eligible telecommunications carriers




making the additional federal support amount of $1.75 available The SDPUC did
not establish a state Lifeline program to fund any further rate reductions (Exhibit
A, Findings of Fact VII and VIII, and Conclusions of Law II and I1I)

S Three River Telco will not disconnect subscribers from their Lifeline service for
non-payment of toll charges unless the SPPUC, pursuant to 47 CFR §
54 401(b)(1), has granted the company a waiver from the non-disconnect
requirement

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

7 Three River Telco will not collect a service deposit in order to initiate
Lifeline service if the qualifying low-income consumer voluntarily elects
toll blocking on their telephone line. However, one month's local service
charges rnay be required as an advance payment

. Link Up
1 Link Up means

(a) A reduction in the customary charge for commencing

telecommunications service for a single telecommunications connection at a

consumer’s principal place of residence The reductions shall be 50 percent
of the customary charge or $30.00, whichever is less, and

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

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

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




Three River Telco

P.O. Box 66

Lynch NE 68746-0066
(402)569-2266

By\7 v/ _;]bs;)d? J: MMAudger

Name Position
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EXHIBIT "A"

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION ) FINAL ORDER AND

INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP ) DECISION; NOTICE OF

PROGRAMS ) ENTRY OF DECISION
) TC97-150

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

By order dated August 28, 1997, the Commission allowed interested persons and
entities to submit written comments ing how the C: ission should i it the
FCC's rules on the Lifeline and Link Up programs. In their written comments, interested
persons and entities commented on the following questions:

*  Whether the C should app ir te rate reductions to allow
consurners eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support?

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

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

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

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

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




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

SIOUX FALLS Wednesday, October 29, 1997, 9.00 am, Center for Active
Generations, 2300 West 46th, Sioux Falls, SD

At its November 7, 1997, meeling, the Commission ruled as follows: On the first
issue, the C 1 authorized i rate reductions to allow eligible consumers
to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support. With respect to the second issue, the
Commission decided to not set up a state Lifeline program to fund further reductions at this
time On the third issue, the Commissiorr eliminated the existing TAP program that
requires U S WEST and carriers that have purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a
$3.50 reduction of local rates to low income customers age 60 and over. The Commission
further ruled that the South Dakota Link Up program follow the FCC rules. In addition, the
Commission ordered that staff, in consultation with the carriers, develop a standard form
for self-certification; that these forms be sent to all of their customers prior to January 1,
1998, and the: eafter, to all new customers; and that the camriers make the forms available
to any person or entity upon request. On the fourth issue, the Commission ruled that the
carrier be required to file with the FCC the information demonstrating that the carrier's plan
meets the applicable FCC criteria and that the carrier send an informational copy to the
Commission. Further, that the carriers include in their annual report to the Commission
the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up support.

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

FINDINGS OF FACT
|

The current state Lifeline program is referred to as the Telephone Assistance Plan
(TAP). The current state Link Up program is referred to as the Link Up America program.
The Commission implemented these programs in the U S WEST exchanges pursuant to
its Decision and Order dated February 17, 1988, issued in Docket F-3703, |n the Matter
of the Investigation into implementation of a Telephone Assistance Plan for South Dakota
Custlomers Exhibit 1 at page 1. Subsequent buyers of U S WEST exchanges were
required to also offer the TAP and Link Up America programs. Id. at pages 1-2.

The amount of TAP assistance is $7.00, $3 50 of which is federally funded, with the
remaining $3 50 funded by the local telecommunications carrier. |d. at page 3. Although
U S WEST was originally allowed to charge a surcharge to fund the program, U S WEST
subsequently gave up that right in Docket F-3647-8, In the Matter of the Public Utilities
Commussion Investigation into the Effects of the 1986 Tax Reform Act on South Dakota
Utilities  Exhibit 5. In order to receive tho TAP assistance, a member of the household




must be 60 years of age or older and participate in either the food stamp or the low-income
energy assistance program. Exhibit 1 at page 2

The Link Up America program provides assistance in an amount equal to one-half
of the qualifying subscriber’s telephone service connection charges up to a maximum of
$30.00. Id. at page 3. In order to receive Link Up assistance, a customer must be
receiving either food stamps or low-income energy assistance, must not presently have
local telephone service and must not have been provided telephone service at his or her
residence within the previous three months, and must not be a dependent for federal
income tax purposes (dependency criteria does not apply to those 60 years of age or
older). Id. The Link Up program is funded entirely out of federal funds. Id.

LY

The FCC revised the current Lifeline and Link Up programs in CC Docket No. 96-
45, n the Matter of Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, adopted May 7, 1997.
Beginning January 1, 1998, the FCC found that the federal baseline Lifeline support will
be $3.50 per quahfymg Icm-«noome consumer with an additional $1.75 in federal support
if the state cor ponding reduction in intrastate local rates. 47
C.F.R §54.403(a) Addmmal isderal Lifeline support in an amount equal to one-half the
amount of any state Lifeline support (not to exceed $7.00) is also available. Id.

\

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

vi

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

vil

The first issue is whether the Commission should approve intrastate rate reductions
to allow consumers eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1 75 n federal




support.  The Commission fincs that it shall authonze intrastate rate reductions for eligible
telecommunications companies providing local exchange service to allow eligible
consumers to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support. Thus, the total amount of
federal support is $5.25 per eligible customer

Vil

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

IX

The third issue is whether to modify or eliminate the existing Lifeline program or
Link Up program. With respect to the existing Lifeline program, the Commission finds that
it shall eliminate the existing TAP program that requires U S WEST and carriers that have
purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a $3.50 reduction of local rates to low income
customers age 60 and over. The Commission further finds that the South Dakota Lifeline
and Link Up programs shall follow the FCC rules. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400to0 54.417
The effect of following the FCC rules and not instituting further state funded reductions is
that the FCC eligibility req its and self- ifi requi 1ts will apply to the
South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs. In addition, the Commission orders that the
Commission staff, in consultation with the carriers, develop a standard form for self-
certification. The carriers shall send these forms to each customer prior to January 1,
1998 The camiers shall also send a form to each of their new customers. Finally, the
carniers shall make the forms available to any person or entity upon request.

X

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

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Commission has junsdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapter 49 31,
specifically 48-31-1.1, 49-31-3, 43 31-7, 43-31-7 1, 49-31-11, 49-31-12.1, 49-31-12.2 and
124, and 47 C.F R. §§ 54.400 to 54 417




Pursuant to 47 CF.R § 54 403(a), the C aul rate
reductions for eligible ies providing local exchange service
to allow eligible consumers to receive the addmonal $1.75 in federal support.

The Commission deciines to institute a state Lifeline program to fund further
reductions at this time. The existing South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs shall be
modified to follow the FCC rules found at 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417, inclusive, on
January 1, 1998. The Commission staff, in consultation with the carriers, shall develop a
standard form for self-certification. The camiers shall send these forms to each customer
prior to January 1, 1988, The carriers shall also send a form to each of their new
customers. Finally, the carriers shall make the forms available to any person or entity
upon request.

v

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. § 54.401(d), the Commission finds the carriers shall be
mqu:redloﬁmhatmimmﬂmdemonsvamgmalmmsphnmmwm
FCC rules and that the carrier send an ir i copy to the C i The carriers
shall also be required to include in their annual report to the c«mnission !he number of
subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up support.

It is therefore

ORDERED, that the C i i rate reductions for eligible
telecomnunications companies providing local exchange service to allow eligible
consurners to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support; and it is

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

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




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

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _/{ 27!’day of November, 1997.

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:
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