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South Dakota
Public Unlities Commussion
State Capitol 500 E, Capirol

Pierre, SD 575015070 06/06/97 through 06/12/97

Phone: (800) 332-1782
Fax: (605) 773-31809

DOCKET
NUMBER

TITLE/STAFFISYNOPSIS

DATE
FILED

TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICE FILINGS

These are the lelecommunications service Rlings that the Comsmission has received for the period of:

It you need a com@lele copy of a filing faxed, overnight eipressed, or madled to you, pleass contact Delaine Kolbo within five days of this Ailing

INTERVENTION
DEADLINE

REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY

TCS87-067

Applicabon by LCI International Telecom Corp. for an amended Certficate of Authority 1o provide local exchange
felecommunications services within the state of South Dakota. (Staff: TS/TZ) “The serices thal LCI intends to offer will be
an adjunci to the intrastate inlerexchange services that LCI curmently provides statewsde. Initially, LCI plans to offer senaice
through resale arrangements with incumbent local exchange carriers (LECs). .. LCI plans to commence offering service
immediately upon the establishmenl of the appropriate and necessary resale arrangements with the incumbent LECs *

06/00/97

0872797

TC87-072

Applicabon by Speer Virtual Media, Lid for a Certificate of Authority to operate as a telecommunicabons company within the
stale of South Dakola. (Staft TS/TZ) Applicant seeks authorty to serve inbound, outbound, direclory assistance, confarence,
calling card, and prepaid calling card senvices 10 presubscribed business customers Applicant does not and will not offer
altarmatnve operalor senvices

o6noma7

062797

REQUEST FOR ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPANY STATUS

TCH7-088

Viman Telephone Company d'b/a Golden West Communications, Inc. pursuant to 47 U .S C. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby
seeks designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier within the local exchange areas that constitute its service area
Vivian Telephone Company is the faciles-based local exchange carrier presentty prowding local exchange
lelecommunicabons senaces in the followang exchanges Avon (286), Bonesteel (B54), Soulh Bonesteel, NE (653) Burke (775)
South Burke, NE (774), Clearfield (557), Cusler (673), Freeman (925), Gregory (B35), South Gregory (974), Lestenalle (164)
Marion (848), Menno (387), Mission (856), Murdo (669), Reliance {473), Rosebud (747), Scotland (583), Springfield (159)
Vivian (683), Winner (842) and Witten (879). Vivan Telephone Company, to its knowledge, is the only carmier today providing
local exchange telecommunications services in the above identfien exchange areas (Stalf HBCH)

06/00/97

0E2T7RT

TC97-069

Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc. pursuant to 47 US.C 214(e) and 47 CFR 54201 hereby sesks
designabon as an ebgible lelecommunications carrier within the local exchange areas that consitule its service area. Golden
West Telecommunications Cooperative is the facilities-based local exchange carriar presently providing local exchange
telecommunicatons sonices in the following exchanges: Ardmore (459), South Ardmore, NE (453), Bebvdere (344), Buffalo
Gap (833), Crewghton (457), Edgemont (862), Wes! Edgemant, WY (663), Enning (985), Faith (Rural) (719), Hayes (587), Hol
Springs (745), Interior (433), Kyle (455), Long Valiey (462). Martin (685), Maurine (748). Midland (843), Mileswvilla (544), Now
Underwood (754), Oelrichs (535), South Oelnchs, NE (525), Oral (424), Philip (859), Pine Ridge (867). Quinn (386), Wall (278)
Wasta (983), White Clay, NE (B62), White River (258), Wickswille (788) and Wood (425) Golden West Cooperative, to its
knowledge, s the only carrier today provding loca! nxchange telecommunications services in the above identified exchange

araas. (Stalf HB/CH)

060997

o827a7
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Valiey Cable & Satelte Communicabons, inc. pursuant to 47 US C. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby seeks designabon as
an eligible telecommunications carrier within the local exchange areas thal constitule its service area in South Dakota Valley
Cable & Satelite Communications s the facilties-based local sxchange camer presently prowding local exchange 06/10/87 0812797
telecommunications senices in the following exchanges Eurekn (284) and Ipswich (426) Valley Cable & Satelite
Communicaons, to s knowledge. i the only carmier loday prowding local exchange lelecommunications sernwces in the above
wentfied exchange areas (Stall HB/CH)

TCO7-070

Valley Telecommunications Cooperabive Association, Inc. pursuant lo 4T U S C 214(e) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby secks
desgnaton as an elgible telecommunications carrner within the local exchange areas that constiute its senice area in South
Dakota Valiey Telecommunicatons Coop s the faciiies-based local exchange carmier presently providing local exchange | . .0 oo
telecommunicalions senaces in the loliowing exchanges Hosmer (2813), Herrexd (437), Leola (429), Long Lake (5TT), Glenham
(762), Pollock (889) and Mound City (855), Valley Telecommunications Coop, to its knowledge, = the only carrier loday
providing local exchange telecommunications services in the above identified axchange areas (Statt HB/CH)

=
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TCHT-071

Sioux Valley Telephone Company pursuant 1o 47 U S C. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby seeks desgnabon as an aligible
telecommunicabons camer within the local exchange areas tha! constitute s senvice area in South Dakota Swoux Valley s
1C97.073 the lacilities-based local exchange carrier presently provding local exchange telecommunicabons services in the following 0611197 N6R797

exchanges in South Dakota: Collon (446), Corsica (846), Dell Rapads-Trent {(428), Humboldt-Maontiose (363) North Larchwood
{474). Plankinton (342) and Valley Springs (757) Sioux Valley, to its knowledge, is the only carner today providing local
exchange telecommunications senices in the above dentified exchange areas (Staff. HB/CH)

Mount Rushmore Telephone Company pursuant to 47 US C 214(8) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby seeks desgnation as an
eligible telecommunications carmer within the local exchange areas thal constitute its serice area in South Dakota  Mounl
TCA7-074 | Rushmore s the faciites-based local exchange camer presently prowding local exchange telecommunicabons serices in the | 0611287 062197
following exchange in South Dakota. Keystone (866) Moun! Rushmore, to #s knowledge, is the only caimel meeting the
ebgibilty requirements of AT US C 214(e) and 47 CF R 54 201 in #s exchanges (Stafl HB/CH)

Fort Randail Telephone Company pursuant to 47 U.S.C. 214(e) and 47 CFR 54 201 hereby seeks designation as an eligible
telecommunicabons carrier within the local exchange areas that consttute its senvice area in South Dakota Fort Randall is
TCHT075 the faciltbes-based local exchange carner presently providing local exchange lelecommunic abons senasces in the following 08/12/97 0672797

exchanges in South Dakota: Centenvlle (563), Hermosa (255), Lake Andes (481 487), Taber (463), Tyndall (589). Viborg (126) =
and Wagner (384) Fort Randall, o its knowledge, is the only carner meeting the eligibility requirements of 47 U S C 214(e)
and 47 CF R 54 201 in its sxchanges. (Stall: HB/CH)

FILING OF INFORMATIONAL INTRASTATE PAYPHONE TARIFFS

M ] Faith Municipal Telephones on May 16 1867 l MNA MNA
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DAKOTA COOPERATIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
PO. Box 66 - IRENE. SOUTH DAKQTA 57037
TELEPHONE (605 263-3301
FAX [605) 263-3995

-
i
9
a

RECEIVED

JUN 30 1997
SOUTH DAKO

June 27, 1997

William Bullard, Executive Director UTILIT TA PUBLIC
- I ‘s
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission ES Cb’Mi'c'llSSlDN
501 East Capitol @3l
21

Pierre, South Dakota 57501 ed:m-}"’—,-‘

Rece”

RE: TC97-075 PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE E‘H}.

Dear Mr. Bullard:

On behalf of Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc., (“DTS"), and Dakota Telecom,
Inc., (“DTI"), I have enclosed the original and four copies of the PETITION FOR
LEAVE TO INTERVENE for the above referenced docket. This PETITION is being
served to the parties listed on the service list this same date.

Please file stamp and date the extra copy and retumn to Robert G. Marmet. attorney for
DTS and DTI, in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. Thank you.

Sincerely,

“‘if}-ﬁ)&-ﬂ Gt L‘R{P?t ad_

Knstie Lyngstad
Administrative Assistant

Enclosure

“Building Tomorrows Technology Today™
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION,, ;,, ,, AKOTA PUBLIC
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF ) DOCKET TC97-075
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) PETITION FOR LEAVE
FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) TO INTERVENE

)

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER

COMES NOW DAKOTA TELECOMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS, INC. ("DTS")
and DAKOTA TELECOM, INC, (*DTI") and Petition the Commission for leave to
intervene in the above entitled docket. In support thereof, DTS and DTI state the
following:

1. DTS and DTI are Telecommunications Companies certified by the
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission to provide
telecommunications services within the State of South Dakota.

2. DTS is presently providing telecommunications services with some of
the exchanges for which Fort Randall Telephone Company seeks
designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier.

3. DTS and DT will be providing additional telecommunications services
within some of the exchanges for which Fort Randall Telephone
Company seeks designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier.

4. DTS and DT have a financial interest in the outcome of this
proceeding.

5. Based upon the foregoing, DTS and DTI are interested parties in this

proceeding and seeks intervention herain.




WHEREFORE, DTS and DTI respectiully request leave to intervene and an
opportunity o be heard in this matter,
Dated this 27" day of June, 1996

Dakota Telecommunications System, Inc
Dakota Telecom, Inc

By: 4 A NGt
Robert G. Marmet
Attormey lor DTS & DTI
PO Box 66
Irene, SD 57037
(605) 263 3301 phone
(605) 263 3995 fax




* S A D

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Kristie Lyngstad, hereby certify that on this 27 of June, 1997, | mailed by United
States mail, first class postage prepaid, and sent via facsimile a true and correct copy of
the foregoing PETITION FOR LEAVE TO INTERVENE to the parties hsted below

Michael J. Bradley
Moss & Bamett

4800 Norwest Center
90 S. Seventh Street
Minneapolis, MN 55402

Bruce Hanson

Fort Randall Telephone Company
PO Box 800

Clara City, MN 56222

Dated this 27" day of June, 1997.

[

A

= ."_ g ". el
Okt qalad
Krissle Lyngstad /7
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY FORT ) ORDER GRANTING

RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY FOR ) INTERVENTION
DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) '
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) TC97-075

On June 12 1997, the South Dakota Public Utiities Commission (Commission)
received a filing from Fort Randall Telephone Company (Fort Randall) pursuant to 47
USC § 214(e} and 47 CFR 54201 requesting designation as an eligible
telecommunications camer within the local exchange areas that constitute its service area
in South Dakota Fort Randall is the facilities-based local exchange carrier presently
providing local ex=hange lelecommunications services in the following exchanges in South
Dakota: Centerville (563). Hermosa (255). Lake Andes (491 487), Tabor (463). Tyndall
(589), Viborg (326) and Wagner (384) Fort Randall, to its knowledge, is the only carrier
meeting the eligibility requirements of 47 USC § 214(e) and CF R 54201 in its
exchanges

On June 12, 1997, the Commission electrorucally transmitted notice of the filing and
the intervention deadline of June 27, 1997, lo interested individuals and entities On June
27, 1997, the Commission received a petition o intervene from Dakola
Telecommunications Systems, Inc (DTS) and Dakota Telecom, Inc. (DTI)

The Commission finds that it has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL
Chapters 1-26 and 49-34A and ARSD 20 1001 1505

On July 15, 1997, at its regularly scheduled meeting, the Commission considered
the Pelition to Intervene  The Commission finds that the petition of DTS and DTl was
timely filed and demonstrates good cause to grant intervention It is therefore

ORDERED, that DTS and DTI shall be granted intervention and shall be considered
a party in this matter

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this 2 “Z'day of July, 1997

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
The underugred hersby certifey Tal ey 4
decurmed i been setvind foday upon all partes A
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Public Utilities Commission

State Capuol Building, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, South Dakota $7501-3070

Oclober 1, 1997

Mr. Ruchard D. Conl
Executive Dwrector
sSDITC

P. 0. Box 57
Pierre, SD 57501

RE Elgible Telecommunications Carrier application, TC97-075
Fori Randall Telephone Company

Dear Mr.Coil:

The above-referenced application has been reviewed by the stafl of the Public Utilibes
Commi: sion. The following additional information is needed in order for the Commission 10
consider this application

1. Pursuant to 47 C F R. 54.101(a)(4), single-party service or its functional equivalent must
be made available by an Eligible Telecommunications Camer (ETC) to receive universal
sarvice support mechanisms. Does the above-referenced company have this service?

2 Pursuant o 47 CF.R. 54 405 and 54 411, Lifeline and Link Up services must be made
available by an ETC to qualifying low-income consumers. Does the applicant company, as
referenced above, make these services available to qualifying consumers?

3 Please provide a venfication by an authorized officer, under oath, to the Commission in
which the applicani represents to the Commission that the facts stated in the Request for ETC
Designation and the response 1o dala requesti nos. 1 and 2, above, are truthful

Please respond by Oclober 14, 1997, Upon receipt of this information, il will be evaluated by
staff and the matter will be scheduled for consideration by the Commission. Thank you for
your attention to this matter

PLEASE NOTE THAT STAFF'S POSITION IS THAT THE COMMISSION CAN ONLY MAKE

AN ETC DESIGNATION FOR THOSE EXCHANGES WHICH ARE LOCATED IN SOUTH
DAKOTA

rely,

Camron Hoseck
Stafl Attorney

cc. Harlan Best




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

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

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, INC.

SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY

MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMPANY

FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY

INTRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY
COOPERATIVE, INC.

INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COOPERATIVE, INC.

WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE
COMPANY

STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.

)
)
)
)
)

ORDER FOR AND NOTICE
OF HEARING

TC97-068

TC97-069

TC97-070

TC97-071

TC97-073

TC87-074

TC87-075

TC97-077

TC97-078

TCS7-080

TC97-081



ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE

COMPANY

HEARTLAND COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC.

BALTIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE

EAST PLAINS TELECOM, INC.

WESTERN TELEPHONE COMPANY

STOCKHOLM-STRANDBURG TELEPHONE

COMPANY

KENNEBEC TELEPHONE CO., INC.

JEFFERSGON TELEPHONE CO., INC.

SULLY BUTTES TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE,

INC,

VENTURE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

SANCOM, INC.

TC97-083

TC97-084

TCRT-085

TC97-086

TC97-087

TC97-088

TC97-089

TC97-090

TC97-092

TC97-093

TC97-094

TCa97-095

TC97-096



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

TCo7-088

TC97-099

TC97-100

TCa7-101

TC87-102

TC97-105

TCS7-108

TC97-113

TC97-114

TC97-115

TC97-117

TCO7-121




BROOKINGS MUNICIPAL TELEPHONE ) TC97-125

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

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC. DIBIA ) TC97-131

MCCOOK TELECGOM )

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) TC97-154

COOPERATIVE )

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. ) TC97-155
)

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. ) TC97-163
)

THREE RIVER TELCO ) TCO7-167

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

The Commussion electronically transmutted notice of the filings and the intervention
deadlines o interesled individuals and entities. On June 27, 1997, the Commission
received a Petition to Intervene from Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc. (DTS) and
Dakota Telecom, Inc (DT1) with reference to Fort Randall Telephone Company (Docket
TC97-075). On July 15, 1997, at s regularly scheduled meeting, the Commission granted
intervention to DTS and DTI in Docket TC97-075. No other Pelitions to Intervene were
filed

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

The issues at the hearing shall be as follows: (1) whether the above captioned
lelecommumications companies should be granted designation as eligible
lelecommunications carmers, and (2) what service areas shall be established by the
Commission




A heanng shall be heid at 1 30 P M ., on Wednesday, November 19, 1997, in Room
412, State Capitol Pierre, South Dakota It shall be an adverzary proceeding conducted
pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26 All parties have the nght to be present and lo be
represented by an attorney These nghts and other due proc: 5s nghts shall be forfeited
i not exercised at the heanng i you or your representative fail to appear at the time and
place set for the heanng, the Final Decsion wiil be based solely on the testimony and
evidence prowvided, f any, dunng the heanng or a Final Decision may be 15sued by default
pursuant to SDCL 1-26-20 Afer the heanng the Commission will consider all evidence
and testimony that was presented at the hearing The Commission will then enter Findings
of Fact, Conclusions of Law. and a Final Decision regarding this matter  As a resull of this
heanng. the Commission may either grant or deny the recuest from any of the above
captioned telecommumications compames requesting designation as an eligible
telecommumications carner, and the Commission shall establish service areas for eligible
lelecommunications camers. The Commission's decision may be appealed by the parties
to the state Circuit Court and the state Supreme Court as provided by law. It is therefore

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

Pursuant to the Amencans 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 pnor 1o the hearing if you have special needs so arrangements
can be made lo accommodale you

A

Dated at Pierre, South Dakola, this _2.., day of November, 1997

CERTWFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies thal Ihis BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION
T G e e P Commissioners Burg, Nelson and
service kal, by lacsimile or by first clavs mail, in Schoenfelder

properly addressed envelopes, with charges

prepuad t : ; E %
Ay _/'Zj !: Z ’(?':"i{ff_xﬂ ‘)

WILLIAM BULLARD. JR

¥ /
i ) !Jf . / '_),’{ _?,.7 Executive Director

(OFFICIAL SEAL)
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November 18, 1997

William Bullard

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State of South Dakota

500 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Re:  Fort Randall Telephone Company Study Area For Universal Service Purposes
Docket No, TC97-075

Dear Mr. Bullard:

I'he South I" ikota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”) is scheduled to
determine, on November 19, 1997, whether Fort Randall Telephone Company (“Fort Randall™)
qualifies as an cligible telecommunications carrier (“"ETC”). Fort Randall is a rural telephone
company. As a rural telephone company, the current “Study Area” remains its service arca until
changed by the Commission and the FCC. Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc. and
Dakota Telecom, Inc. (collectively “Dakota™) intervened in the above-referenced Docket. In a
discussion with Robert Marmet, counsel for Dakota, | was advised that Dakota has no objection
to Fort Randall qualifying as an ETC. Howewver. Dakota may, at some future date, request a
change in Fort Randall’s Study Area

FFort Randall stipulates that Dakota may make such a request at a future date, when the
1ssuc again becomes relevant, and that the absence of an objection by Dakota in this proceeding
shall not, in any manner, bar or prohibit such a future request by Dakota. Ratber, a future request
by Dakota shall be determined hased on the merits of the request




M(JSEG & BARNETT

William Bullard
November 18, 1997
Page 2

Based on this supulation, Dakota agreed not to challenge, in the above-referenced

Docket. Fort Randall’s designation as an ETC for its current Study Area

Very truly yvours,

MOSS & BARNETT
A Professional Association

/ 74
27/ 7/ !
Wbt ) vferlley
Mithael J. Bradley

MJB/mjb

cc: Robert Marmet
Bruce Hanson
Richard D. . Joit

1 AUTHE T IO0 1Y IWX
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RECEIVED

NOV 199

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION

November 19, 1997

William Bullard

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilites Commission . § 1397
State of South Dakota = d__'___‘_‘_'__'____
500 East Capitol e

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

FAL hec

Re:  Fort Randall Telephone Company Study Area For Universal Service Purposes
Docket No, TCY7-075

Dear Mr. Bullard

The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (*Commission”) 1s scheduled to
determine, on Noveanber 19, 1997, whether Fort Randall Telephone Company (“Fort Randall™)
qualifies as an eligible telecommunications carnier (“ETC"). Fort Randall is a rural telephone
company. As a rural telephone company, the current “Study Area” remains its service area until
changed by the Commission and the FCC, Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Ine. and
Dakota Telecom. Inc. (collectively “Dakota™) intervened in the above-referenced Docket. Ina
discussion with Robert Marmet, counsel for Dakota, | was advised that Dakota has no objection
to Fort Randall qualifying as an ETC. However, Dakota may, at some future date, request a
change in Fort Randall’s Study Area

Fort Randall stipulates that Dakota may make such a request a1 a future date, and that the
absence of an objection by Dakota in this proceeding shall not. in any manner, bar or prohibit
such a future request by Dakota to divide the Fort Randall Study Area into contiguous Service

. Arcas. Rather, a future request by Dakota shall be determined based on the mierits of the request
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William Bullard
November 19, 1997
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Based on this stipulation, Dakota agreed not to challenge, in the above-referenced
Docket, Fort Randall’s designation as an ETC for its current Study Arca

Very truly yours,

MOSS & BARNETT
A Professional Association

7 f 7
7

" ; 7 4 / . P
Michael J Hﬁ:dk"} /

MJB/mjb
cc: Robent Marmet
Bruce Hanson
Richard D. Coit .
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SOUTH DAXOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
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FAX Received _———

November 19, 1997

William Bullard, Jr

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Unlites Commission
500 East Capitol

Merre, South Dakota 57501

RE:  Fort Randall Telephone Company
Request for Designation as Eligible Telecommunications Company

Dear Mr. Bullard:

Dakota Telece 1, Inc. and Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc. (collectively
“Dakota™) do not object to the designation of Fort Randall lelephone Company as an
Eligible Telecommunications Carrier (“ETC”) in its current Study Area. The absence of
an objection in this proceeding is limited to allowing Fort Randall to qualify as an ETC
for the areas which it is currently serving, and should not be interpreted as abandoning
any claim which Dakota may make in the future or has made in any other pending docket
before this Commission

Sinceqely,

i

5
/Huhcn (. Marmet
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November 24, 1997

RECEIVED

William Bullard

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Unlities Commussion
State of South Dakota

5000 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Re In the Matter of the Request of Fort Randall Telephone Company for Designation
as an Eligible Telecommunications Camer
Docket No. TC97-075

[Dear Mr. Bullard

Enclosed | lease lind an onginal and eleven copies of the Supplemental Information on
behalf of Fort Randall Telephone Company in the above-entitled Docket.

Very truly yours,

MOSS & BARNET
A Professional Associatipn
g1
r [
¢ .

chael J |!I’.|Jfr:_\

MIB/h

Enclosures

cc: Rolayne Wiest
Bruce Hanson

Robert Marmet
PG R (00 MM



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION,
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF )

FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) SUPPLEMENTAL
FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE ) INFORMATION
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) DOCKET TC97-075

Fort Randall Telephone Company offers single party service to all of its customers in all
ol ils exchanges

Respectfully submited,

Fard |
Y

F

Bruce C: Tlanson

SWORN TO BEFORE ME this

M day of /o T . 1997

LOR! PREXKKER
nﬂl‘i L B

i (A
NOTARY PUBLIC

T4MEVILIROLY MK




1 THE PUBLIC UTILITIES “OMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
g RECEIVED
N — e
IN THE MATTER OF THE FILINGS BY THE ) DEC 02 1997
4 | FOLLOWING TELECOMMUNICATIONS
COMPANIES FOR DESIGNATION AS FOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
5 | ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARPIERS: )UTILITIES COMMISSION
)
6 | VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY ) TCS7-06§
)
7 | GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) TC97-069
COOPERATIVE, INC. )
) )
VALLEY CABLE & SATELLITE ) TC97-070
9 | COMMUNICATIONS, INC. )
)
10 | VALLEY TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE ) TC97-071
ASSOCIATES, INC. )
11 }
SIOUX VALLEY TELEPHONE COMPANY ) TC97-073
12 )
MOUNT RUSHMORE TELEPHONE COMBANY )} TC97-074
13 )
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY ) TCST-075
14 }
INTRASTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY ) TC97-077
15 COOPERATIVE, INC. )
)
16 | INTERSTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS )} TC97-078
COCPERATIVE, INC. )
!_'- ]
WEST RIVER COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE ) TC97-080
18 | COMPANY )
|
19 | STATELINE TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC. } TC97-081 [
)
20 | ACCENT COMMUNICATIONS., INC. ) TC97-08
)
21 | JAMES VALLEY COOPERATIVE TELEPHONE )} TC97-084
| COMPANY )
¢ 2 | )
| HEARTLANKD -‘.'-'-'.“'M-“-!.‘!*‘:‘;TlE]NS, INC ) TC97 HE
| MIDSTATE TELEPHONE COMPANY, INC ) TC97-086
24 |
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t BALTIC TELECOM COOPERATIVE

)
15 [ !
EAST PLAINS TELECOM, INC. = : L TC37-088
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| ROBERTS

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.

-OUNTY TELEPHONE
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

RC COMMUNICATIONS, INC

SPLITROCK PROPERTIES, INC
SPLITR K TELE M COCPERATIVE INC
TRI OUNTY TELECOM, INC
FAITH MUNICIPAL :‘:1';11&:1 OMPANY
ARMOUR INDEPENDENT TELEPHONE
MPANY
F ;EWATER ANISTOTA INDEPENDENT
ELEPHONE COMPANY
N N TELEPHONE MPANY
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COMPANY
| KADOKA TELEPHONE IMPANY
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| HANSON COUNTY TELEPHONE COMPANY

HANSON COMMUNICATIONS INC., /B/A
| MCCOOK TELECOM

WEST RIVER TELECOMMUNICATIONS TC97-154
| COOFERATIVE

MOBRIDGE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CO. TC97-155

U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. TC97-163

THREE RIVER TELCO TC37-167

November 1%, 1997

1:30 P.M.

Room 412, Capitol Building
Pierre, South Dakota

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

ayne Ailts Wiest
an Hoseck
Cremer
Harlan Best
Bob Knadle
Gregory A. Rislov
David Jacobson
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9 2 CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. We‘ll go ahead and get|
3 | started. I'll begin the hearing for the dockets
4 | relating to the eligible telecommunications carriers
5 |de5ignat19n. The time is approximately 1:50. The date

6 | is November 19, 1997; and the location of the hearing
7 | is Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakora.

|
a! I am Jim Burg, Commission Chairman.
]

9 | Commissioners Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Nelson are

,,_.
o |

alsc present. 1'm presiding over this hearing. The
11 | hearing was noticed pursuant to the Commission’s Order
12 For and Notice of Hearing issued November T, 1997.

3 | The 1ssues at this hearing shall be as

[

14 | follows: One, whether the requesating
15 | telecommunications company should be granted

ible telecommunications carriers:

4]

16 designation as eli

17 | and, two, what service areas shall be established by

oo
¥
b |

19 All parties have the right to be present and
20 to be represented by an attorney. All persons so
21 jtestifying will be sworn in and subject to

<2 | cross-examination by the parties. The Commission's

3
L.
(o

inal decision may be appealed by the parties to the

24 |S:ate Circuit Court and the State Supreme Court.
2% | Rolayne Wiest will act as Commission

— s
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counsel. She may provide
procedural and evidentiary

cverrule its counsel’s pre

the hearing. 1f not over:
will become final

the

you

'm h

recommended rulings on ;
. |
The Commission |

matters. may

|

Y 3 |
liminary rulings throughout |
|

3 |

the preliminary rulings

over to Rolayne for

take appearances of the

represent?
ere

today representing all of

the SDITC member companies, and also Kadoka which has
recently applied for membership with the coalition.
And Darla Rogers is here representing some companies,
ind I guess she could indicate for the record which
&8 she's representing.
M5. ROGERS I'm here representing Valley;
Stockholm-Strandburg; Golden West, including Vivian;
ind Sully Buttes and Venture.
MS. WIEST ~culd you repeat those again? |
Valley, Stockholm-Strandburg, Vivian Golden West i
MS. ROGERS Golden West, Sully Buttes and
MS. WIEST U S West,
MR. HEASTON Bill Heaston and Tammy Wilka
r U S West Communications.
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MS. CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff.
MR. HOSECK: Camron Hoseck, Commission

MS. WIEST: We have had a request to take one|
of these dockets first and that’s TC97-075. Do any of
the parties want

to make an opening statement before we

begin?

Why don't you proceed with 075 then.
MR. COIT: Sure, that's fine. I really don't
have an opening statement. There are a couple of

exhibits that we would like to admit.

And I understand
rhere's alsoc been some letters sent to the Commission
that we would

like to admit into the record as evidence
| en the ETC questions.

1

And that would be Exhibit Number
1, which is the

application of Fort Randall

and Exhibit No.

for BTC
designation, 2, which is the response

Fort Randall to a data request from staff,

dated,

Octob And there are two letters.

marked those yet,

3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOR

two other exhibits

Tha

Kathy Marmet, is tha

hibit 3 the letter.

3 is the letter of




(8]

[ 2

Dakota.

MR. COIT: So the Exhibit 3 is the letter
from Robert Marmet to the Commission, nd Exhibit 4 is
a lectear from Mike Bradley to the Commission.

MS. WIEST What's the date of cthat letcter,
the letter from Bradley?

MR. COIT November 18th.

MS. WIEST Because I have one dated November
18th and one the 19th

MR. COIT I think so. Is that right,
Exhibit 3 is that the 15th? Ckay. I had a lecter

t the ones we have marked

3 | for admission today, I believe both the letters are
4 dated the 19th, November 15th
- MS. WIEST S5c the letter from Mr. Bradley is
£ dated the 15th?
MR. COI1T Yes Serry about that.
8 MS WIEST And that's Exhibit 4.
MR COIT I don’'t know why they'’'re dated
differently The 19th is the one we're seeking
1 admission on, I believe Yes, they are identical so
: we're seeking admission of the 19th letter.
; MS. WIEST I think they're not exactly
24 identical but we'll go with the 19th. Could I see the
letier from Dakota? I don‘t believe we got copies of




that one. ({Pause.) S0 at this time are you cffe
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 47

MR. COIT: Yes, that's correct.

MS. WIEST: 1Is there any objection to those
exhibits being admitted? 1f and 4 have
been admitted in TC97-075. Then at this time I would
ask if any of the parties have any questions pertaining

to TC97-075, including the Commissioners?

The only question I would have, Rich, is on
the response to the data reguest, Exhibit 2. And the

first question it talks about single party service.

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

S

| all mers the way that the statement is writtan

and

Oh, because they said does the
cve-referenced company have this service.

MS. WIEST: Right.

COIT: Yeah, I guess that is correct.
here today to serve as a witness.
WIEST: No.

MR. COIT: 1If that‘s a concern that you feel
need addressed, and 1 hate to say this, but I was
tc believe that if there were gsome guestions on
lcations and there was not a witness here to answar

» those questions could be dealt with between now
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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
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MR. COIT: 1 appreciate that option.

-]

MS. WIEST: Otherwise, are there any other

juestions elating tc 757
CHAIRMAN BURG Can we make bench decisions
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-5 imon

cases. Does sta

O

want to go now, or do you want to go at the very end?

MR. HOSETK: Originally we had planned to g
alter the appiicants had

MS. WIEST All the applicants?

ME HOSECHK Yes And if these are treated
en mass or something fairly close to that, then we

)

£
4
o
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o
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Put on our caseé in a similar

davits from th
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[ CHAIRMAN BURG: That's fine.

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

| TC97-0687

! CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a clarification. What
!data reguest response is rthis?

|

! M5. WI1EST: Yesn. That would be in thar
Epa:kht.

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

Compa
would

have

| S —

indicated cor suggested?

MS. WIEST: I'd rather not jusc because on a
£ them I have a couple questions on some of them.

MR. COIT: Okavy. Should I go ahead and

‘cduce the exhibitsg?

MS. WIEST: Yes.

MR. COIT With respect to Docket TC97-068

re two ax

1ibits, Exhibit No. 1 is the actual

equest filed by Vivian Telephone Company. And

ot
rt
=
o
)

is the response of Vivian Telephone
ny to a data request from Commission staff. We
move the admission of those exhibits. I do not

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




[

(=1

e

L

&

s

Okay. Yeah, the date on the Exhibit No. 1 is €-1997
and the date on the response to the data reques:t is
10-14-97.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 6-9%; right, not 6-1%7

MR. COIT: €-19 -- 6-9, excuse me.

MS. WIEST: OCkay. Is there any objection to

admitting Exhibits 1 and 2 in 068? 1If not, they've
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CUsStomers?
MR. COIT: I would call Don Lee. Don Lee is
nere representing Viwvian as well as some of the other
ompanies Don Lee, do you want to take a seat?
DON LEE,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
was follows
BY MR COIT

Q Could you respond to Commission counsel's
question, please?

A Yes ‘he answer to your question is, yes, it
does 1ndicate that they provide service private line
Lhrcughnout the tugy area

MS WIEST: Single party to all customers?
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It's available to all customers?

A. Ri

question I h
for this wit

(4]
N
3
-

data reguest
MS
been admitte
=

Link Up. I think |

was that covered in the data request? I'm sorry to be
!
behind the eight ball, but 1 did not have that and so Il

intend to ha
A YO

Company?
co

what

wWe "

re

CMMISSIONER

WIEST: Thank you. That's only

Does anybody else have qgquestions |

ness for 0687 If not, thank you I did

069.

We would move the admission of

1 and 2 in 069, and that is an ETC request

6-9-97 and response to a staff

o
v
kL

o

)-14-97.

Any objection? If not, they

(&9

SCHOENFELDER:: Excuse me, I

data request up here with me for some

s ]

but I need

to go back

Lee about the Lifeline,

whether this company is

need

X her you to whether you |
|
ve that implemented by 1-17
u‘re relerring to the Vivian Telephone

ONER SCHOENFELDER: Yeah, Vivian
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Do you
date?
MMISS
ne reguilr
Yeah
MMISS
mportant
srta.Lisr
MM I
-1-':':.1. : .'-'.vr.\
Rat
- - 1
4k =} a wWal
MS NilE

mpany doés provide

Lt 1ts asystem with

the

Vivian Exchange, and they anticipate
he Vivian Exchange by January 1,
IONER SCHOENFELDER But anticipated
two different things. And I think I'm
be assured that you're either going to
"re going to ask for something from
i
want a commitment that we will do it !
[
IONER SCHOENFELDER 1 think that's ‘
ements, if I'm reading the Act right, |
I
i
IONER SCHOENFELDER And I think 1
|
that we have that on the record. |
|
: -ommissSioner The answer is yesﬁ
= (i - providing it by 1-1-1998. 1
I SCHOENFELDER Thank you, !
N BURG Just a question, a general
the toll, what deo we call it toll
eeC a statement on those, toco, or a
ST They did actually request waivers
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in their original applications.

MR. COIT: I was at the conclusion of going
through, I guess, the questions and so forth, 1 was
basically -- before the Commission acts on any of
these, going toc restate the request. But if the
Commission has guestions of Mr. Lee with respect to

certain aspects of providing it, I would -- yeah, 1

would suggest you go ahead and ask 1it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: No, I don't have a problem as
long as we know all of them that’'s gecing to apply to.

In other words, if it applies to every ocne of them,

hen the statement at the end saying it applies on all
of them is adegquate for me. Or if you have some that

already could do the toll contrel, we need to know

that. I doubt if there are any at this time. |
MR. COIT: No, we don’t. And the waiver
request is included in all the applications. But just

to make sure it was ruled on, I was intending on
bringing it up again at the end.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. That’s fine with me.
MS. WIEST: Any other guestions of this

witness regarding 068 and 0697 If not, we will go to

-

9 70.

MR. COIT: Again, I would move for the

admission of two exhibics in TC97-070, and that is the
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have been

gard to
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MR COl
ts No an

o
-

request

WIEST:

this docket? If

regquest dated 6-10-9

dated 10-97.

Any objection? 1

admitted. Are there

We would move for

request for ETC s

7 and response to data request of
MS. WIEST: Any objectioa to
not they've been admitted. hre
ons regarding TC97-0717? If not
73
MR COIT We would move for
t N 1 ETC reguest dated 6-11-9%
response to staff data request d
MS. WIEST ADY bjections tc
sdmitted If not., they have be
&gt n8 regarding 73
ME COIT ! would note that
current manager of Sioux Valley
y is available 1f the Commission

not, Exh:b;csl

any questions

the admission

tatus dated

staff dated
Exhibics 1 a
there any

the admissio
7 and Exhibi
ated 10-14-5

2
or
o

i

5]
-

ted.

Dennis Law,

Telephone

-

rs

"
b#
"

have any

of

"

~d

and

who




to TC97-074.
MR. COIT: We would move for the admission
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-12-97

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

WIEST: Are there any objections?
been admitted. Are there any
I have the same guestion on

respect to tne data request number

Would an affidavit be adequate?

Yeah, as far as all customers.

Ckay. 1 will make sure that gets

uestions on 0747

We would move for the admission
is the ETC request and that's
o move for admission of Exhibit No.
a response to data request dated 10-%9-97.
also an Exhibit No. 3 in this docket, a
response to

-97 We move the admission of all

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

the single party and all the other waivers; is that

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

MS. WIEST: Yesg.

MR. COIT: I waen't aware of that, I
understood there were some companies that had purchased

U S West exchanges that were still in the process of

converting some party lines. But, yes, if they need a
waiver, I guess so0. 1'll renew that request. I don':;
have any factual information I can provide,. I don't

3
¥ 1 1 r
bel ieve,

Mr. Lee, are you here representing Stateline?

MR. LEE: I am. And in conversations with

Stateline management yes:

2rday, they indicated that
they would likely need a waiver request until March,
April time frame when they can finish the construction
MS. WIEST: And in their application they’'re
actually asking for a cne-year waiver; correctc?

MR. LEE: But they’'re willing to shorten it
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party service to all customers, and the second waiver

tell control for one year -- one year from what

iink I would guess that that
the order.
WIEST: Okay.
COIT: On the toll control? You‘re
ing to the toll control; correct?
MS. WIEST: Yes, toll control.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a guestion|
long as we‘re talking about the waivers both on toll
the single party service. AB long as
ing for waivers, let’'s make sure it's done
and that we're not back here in two months
more waivers, 1 would hate to go through
r would not like to go through this
think we need to be accurate when

I also have a gquesation about what

requlrements of the Act? How much

know as I know

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

a finding of exceptional circumstances, ¥ou can make a

|
T e — e T




(8]

[ %]

|
0
("9

es for a specified pe

H

*
-

vin == vl
¥ |
w
b
o
1 ]
-
L
o]
vy
[ -]
=3
E*]
-
1]
e
-]
H
(n
=
n
w
L3 |
<
P
L]

(o
b

ol

lso on the

(8]
Q
[ae
s
o
a
m
3
== |
o
-

limication the compan {

¥
- |
3 !must also show exceptional circumstances éxist and need

They should have to

ds

L)
0
H
=T
.
(48
M.
re
'
o
= |
-]
3
e
»
5!
(-]
"
]
(=

o
o]
s
w
[+ 5
1]

5 l.H:w individual hardship, individualizedl hardship or |

L inequity warrants additional time to comply and that

7 | would better serve the public interest that 18 in

8 ljt:.‘* adherence to the time periecd and it should

9 | extend only as long as the excaption ircu |
} J he Céptional circumstances

10 | ex
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i1ld note that in the

- = B g - i1 foap
12 dppiicaticons, while we've reguested a Year, we"ve also
!-_! _:—-_d:_:_d-p ¥ - = b ow o |41 L e
d that within that period of time we would file
ila some information with the Commission indicating you E
15 Know, when the capability is available. If the
16 CoOmmisgElOr s - % a | g W 5 1
ission what we have -- and Mr. Lee, I think, can
1 answer s5ome questions in the area of toll control that |
1 i CAN'"L answe: But we're faced with a Sltuation LﬂdaJ
n te vl
-] a Ll o X4 1.1 4% s - ' !
: - It ne capabilities are just not available. 1f a
2 vear is toe lona a1 e F e y
y K > L0ong, you know, from our perspective we |
|
= g T 71 ap 4 o el =lT] = - 1 [
<+ | Teal.y didn’'t know when it would be available angd
22 that's why we reaguesred a vesr Bu }
: Wiy we requested a year. But if there's better
53 informatrinms A e o ar) = s - i
rmation on that, maybe the time period can be [
24 different But right now e reall £ } '
- 4L rlghl now we really don't know when thel
25 -apability 1s going tc be available
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SIONER SCHOENFELDER: I hate to belabor|
know everyone wants to get through |
it‘s very important that we do it

f it means that we need to answer the
grant these waivers and we send thesaﬂ
on to the FCC, we need to be sure that
out why these companies -- at least .
understanding -- why these companies
ntrol and why it’'s going to %take that
of time to do single party service.
hat should be in the application

least in our motion as we approve it,

e something on the record te support

EST: They do explain the reasons in

control.

SIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.
EST: But if there are any further
he Commission would like te ask at this

d mere information on that, we could dof
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The second or alternative to that is a
software provisioning of toll contrel. And, again, to
my knowledge, there is no interface between a scftware
system and a switch that has that capabilicy.

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
myriad of optional call plans and rate structures that
would be applied. And, to my knowledge, there just :si

nce technology, nor software, available to Carry ocut

that program F
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: And if I recall ‘

right, it doesn’'t -- it's not permissive, one or the

other. You really to need to do all of the above.
MR. LEE: It includes both, that's correct.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe some

companies have asked the FCC for clarification, that

f And as far as 1 know, you might have

it

of thin

»

ul

b

-]

tter information than I do that that decision has not
been handed down by the FCC.

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

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.
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CHAIRMAN BURG: o my knowledge, everybody t
2 | can offer toll limication; right, from what we’'ve had
._ |F,r3 get a general statement?

4 | MR. LEE: I'm gcoing to define as toll |

5 | restricrion, if 1 can, nstead of toll limitation, yes.

= "HAIRMAN BURG: Toll blocking is what I
7 | mean. Everybody can offer that?

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

eEmen

|
1 "HAIRMAN BURG: And I guess my position is tq

11 me, the ther - 1 really don't see, you know, since
12 | you said it's not available, I can't see them implying

] it Oor even putting it into here. I think it satisfies

14 | all of ocur needs I have no problem giving the full .
1 Year or more as .long as 1t gets through FCC, which at |
. hi time it appears it should S0 1 don't see this

i poeint ¢ P in making it a shorter limit because 1

g ion"t think it will interfere with the ETC

19 tablishe t

2 MR LEE I would agree with that and then
21 | would point cut in the applications the companies have

22 indicated that they will investigate and will work with

23 their switch vendors s that when it does become
24 ivailable, they're willing to implement ict. I think

25 | that the telephone companies feel that once it becomes
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| we need on this one

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I‘l]l move that we
grant the one-year waiver on toll -- what is it
called? Toll limitation? Toll control?

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second.

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: I think in every application

You agreed that you can do toll restriction --

CHAIRMAN BURG: -- if I remember reading the

applic~tions., and that to me is satisfactory.

|
|
|
5] i'
MR. LEE: Thank you. i
CHAIRMAN BURG: Do you want them as a |

separate motion? Okay. 1’1l also move -- which one do
MS. WIEST: The single party service until
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll] move that we grant a

waiver 1in TC97-081 in the single party reguirement

until June 1, 1998,
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:

SSIONER NELSON: I'd second.

Concur.

IEST: Any other guestions in 0817

-

go back

Do

i
|
|

CHAIRMAN BURG: It might be easier to
get these pothers

MR. COIT Whatever.

MS. WIEST We'll go back to 068, and
on in 068 will be for the one-year waiver on

CHAIRMAN BURG 1'll] move that we gran

X f toll control in TC97-075

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second.

"OMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concuzr

MS. WIEST: 068

HAIRMAN BURG I1'll move we grant the
I mean I'1l]l] move we grant the waiver for tol
tation

MS. WIEST Toll control. I‘'m sorry,
¢ accurate because what the FCC did is they
ined tell control and teoll blocking as toll
taction.

CHAIRMAN BURG I'l]l move we grant the waiver|
toll control in TC97-068

COMMISSIONER NELSON Seconded.




1 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. |
2 MS5. WIEST: For one year?
3 CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes.

4 MS. WIEST: 069.

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

7 one year.

4 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. |

10 | MS WIEST 070.

11} CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'll mova that we grant toll
12 iccn:ral in TC97-070 for one year, the waiver for one [
13 jyear. l
14 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Second it

15 | COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur [
16 | MS WIEST 171

;7i CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant toll
18 | contr>l, the waiver for toll control, in TC9%7-071 for
19 ne year

20 | COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

1] COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

[ %
"

22 MS. WIEST 073 I
213 CHAIRMAN BURG: I1'll move we grant the wWaiver
4 If;: tell control in TC97-073 for one year,

25 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
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M5 WIEST o8

CHAIRMAN BURG: And 1I'll move we grant

toll control in TC97-0B0 for one year,
COMMISSTONER NELSON Seconded

OMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur
CHAIRMAN BURG We did B81l; right, and we are |
Bl
MS. WIEST Any further questions on 0

=

3

Concur.

4
o]

5T: 074.

=
et

~
r

97-074 for one year.

SSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
SSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
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l in TC97-077 for one year.

SSIONER NELSON Seconded
SSIONER SCHOENFELDER Concur
IEST 078

MAN BURG: I'll move we grant the waiver

1 in TC97-078 for one year
SSIONER NELSON Seconded.

CHOENFELDER:

O
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BURG: I'"ll move we grant the waiver

RMAN BURG: I’'ll move we grant the waiver

the




1

MER. COIT: We would move for the admission of]

2 | the ETC request filed by Accent, dated 6-17-%7, and

3 | Exhibit No. 2, the response to staff data request which
G is dated 10-B-97,

5 MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1If not, 1 and 2

& | have been admitted. Any questions regarding 0837

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

9 ; COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

10 | COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

11 ‘ M5. WIEST: TC97-084,

12 i MR. COIT: We move for the admission of the
13 iETC request dated 6-17-97, which is marked Exhibit No.
14 il* and we move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, the
15 | response to staff data request dated 10-8-97.

16 % MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? 1If

17 inzt, they've been admitted.

15 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the waiver
18 !fL! toll control in TC97-084 for one year.,

20 COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
21 i COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I'll concur.

22 ;:ses this have a single party question on this one?

23 | MS. WIEST: No. They said in their original
24 JappchatiDn that they are offering single party service
25 Ito all consumers
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1l consumers in their service area. Number four down
n that list

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

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

OMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I got a sticky on
Sorry. James Valley; right?

MS. WIEST: 1 believe in their -- okay.

was Bob's question. And the reason he had

actually in the original
you look at the original
page twc, under guestion number three,

hat they provide single party service to

MR. COIT: We move for admitting of Exhibit

*

1, the ETC regquest, dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit No.

the response to staff data request dated 10-10-97.

MS. WIEST: ny ocbjections? If not, they've
een admicted I have the same question here with

espect to question number one.
MR. COIT: Mr. Benton is available toc respond
guestions, 1 believe. Is this Heartland? Right?
r, Don, can you respond to any questions?
MR. LEE: Mark has asked me to respond on his

ehalf, which will be Heartland Communications, and

hey are offering all single.
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1 MS. WIEST: Single party was offered to all

1
2 Icustcmern? Any other guestions concerning this |
|

Lt

docket? Is there a motion? |

4 CHAIRMAN BURG: I"l]l move that w¢ jrant the

- ; Al i
5 | waiver for toll control toc TC97-089 for one year.
[ COMMISSIONER NELSON I1‘'d second it |

4 CHAIRMAN BURG Excuse me, BC !
1C MS. WIEST TC97-086€
11 MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
|
a - di 1
12 request, Exhibit N 1, dated 6-17-97, and response Lo
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1 & MS. WIEST: Any objections? I1f noct, they
1¢ | have been admitted Same guestion, can you answer |
|

17 that , My T,

18 ME LEE I'm sorry., 1 don’t have the

19 ¥-F iated companies with the exhibit numbers. Which

20 | company are we referring to? |
- E

41 MR OIT: Midstate. |

x
b
rot

hey are currently all private 1li
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MR COIT: Single party; corre

25 MS. WIEST: Single party to al
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MR. LEE: Correct.

|
2 | MS. WIEST: Thank you. TC97-088.
3 ’ MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
4 | Exhibit No. 1, ETC request dated 6-17-97, and response
5 ::o staff data request, which is Exhibit No. 2, which is

3 dated 10-17-67.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, Exhibits

=

B 1 and 2 have been admitted.
S | CHAIRMAN BURG: I']ll move we grant a waiver

10 | on toll control in TC97-088 for one year.

11 COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second ic.
12 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
13 MS. WIEST: Can you answer my question on

14 this one, Mr. Lee?

15 MR. LEE: Company name, please?

16 1 MS. WIEST: East Plains.

17 f MR. LEE: Currently is all single party
18 ‘E&TVlce.

1% | MS. WIEST: Thank you.

o

MS. WIEST: TC97-089.

%]

21 | MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

22 !Exhiblt No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6-17-97,
23 :and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is a response
24 | to staff data regquest, dated 10-21-97.

(%]
un

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they‘ve
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been admitted. Same guestion.

MR. COIT: I don't believe that Mr. Lee is
here representing Western today. What did they say in
the response?

MS. WIEST: They said Western Telephone

cffers single party service. My question is do they
cffer to every customer again?
MR. COIT Well --
MS. WIES Can you do a late-filed on that?
MR. COIT We can do an affidavit on that
ne I aquess
CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’1l move we grant a waiver
on toll control for TC97-089 for one year
COMMISSIONER NELSON I'd second it
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur

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




1 | COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur

2 [ MS. WIEST: TC97-0892.

3 | MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

| \

] [Exhih:* No. 1, which is the ETC request of Kennebec

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

6 | admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is the response to

|
= |
7 | staff iata request dated 10-10-97. And I would note

B | that Mr Rod Bauer is here to respond to any guestions

% | that the Commissioners or staff may have concerning

- thelr regue K
11 | MS. WIEST Any questions concerning this
12 docket I1f not, do you have a motion?

13 CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit both those?

*

r ¥

14 MS. WIEST: I'm sorry, I did not. I will

15 | admit Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2,

16 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move that we grant a |
17 | waiver on toll control in TC97-092 for one year. i
18 | COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it ;
19 "OMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. |
20 | M WIEST TC97-091. 5
21 i MR. COIT: We would move for the admission oy
22 jExh:bLL No. 1, which 158 the ETC request of Jefferson |
22 fTe;ephn:e Company, dated 6-18-97, and move alsc for the
|

24 !adm;uszﬂn of Exhibit No. 2, response to sctaff data 1
25 :requunt, which is dated 10-10-57. And ! would note
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in the past?
A. Currently Sully Buttes Telephone has no
multi-line. The fact is all single party service. I

think they added that language such that if there were

4 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 Yyear.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: i'd second

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:

M5. WIEST: TC97-095.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission

No. 1, dated 6-15%-97, and admission
data request dated
I believe
2".".'5!_'!:‘:'?_

case as well.

ght. At this time are there

ocbjection - 11b ] 1 ant ; not, they’ve

| been admitted

would appear they woul

| need a waiver. ion for apparently they
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1 | have three multi-party customers and they plan to

install single party service during the 1988

| 5]

3 construction season So I guess my guestion 1is

4 | apparently they haven't asked for a waiver. Are you
5 Edc:ng s0 at this time?

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

7 | And 1 think Mr. Lee would be able to respond to
|

= questions on that. I assume B8O anyway

9 | MR. LEE: Sure, But that would be correct,

10 | we do need a waive: The same June 1 date would be i
11 acceptable to us.

13 | CHAIRMAN BURG I*"l1l move we grant a waiver

el e
rc97-90
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admission of Exhibit No. 2, response 'o data request
dated 10-10-57.
M5. WIEST: Any objectiona? 1If not, they've
been admitted Any gquestions concerning this docker?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1l move we grant a waiver
contro in TC97-096 for one year.
SSIONER NELSON: I'd second irt,.
Concur.
TC97-097.
We move for the admission of
request, dated 6-15-97, nd Exhibirc
data request dated 10-10-957.
Any objections? If not, they've
been m ad . Does anybody have any questions
concerning this docketc?
CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
tell contro in TC57-097 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

M5. WIEST: TC37-098.

MR. COIT: We move for the admissi

AR

| request dated €-19-97, which is marked Exhibit

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

tc data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
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Are there any

toll control in TC97-098 for one year
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it

M5. WIEST: TC97-099.
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MS5. WIEST: Any objection?
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ted I have the same gquestion on this on
on is do we have single party service, an

is yes?
ME 01T Mr Lee are you here {or Roberts
ey
MR. LEE Nc
MF i1T inen we probably need to handle
PRCS* by the affidavit
M5. WIEST kKay
MR. LEE Rich, are we talking about Roberts
MR COLT Roberts County.

MR. LEE: 1 know from another source other
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than this tha

t as ma

nager of the

Sauth

-

Dakcta

|

Association of Telephone Co-ops and the daily reques:s!

we've had the
single party

will

tell

(o]
3
Ly
-

conc

re that
service

suffice

WIEST:

CHREMER :

all

Co-op,

they do, in fact, provide

throughout Roberts County

for your information here.
Is that sufficientc?
That's sufficient.

T# 1
- -

TC37-099

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1

‘d

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:

M5.
MR.
Exhibit No. 1
and admiss
dated

request

MS

been admicted
MR
ME
representing
we'.l have to
if chat’s oka

WIEST:

TC97-100.

is the ETC request

No. 2,

know

l move we grant a
for one vyear.

second it.

Concur.

admission

the answer.

Mr. L

a late-f1i

ee 18 Nno
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wa.iver
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dated §-19-97,

response to data
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spect
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COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second ict.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS5. 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 dacted 10-14-97.

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: I1'll move we grant a waiver
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 mcve for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-23-97, and the

admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibirts
1 and 2 have been admitted. Same guestion. Can you,
Mr. Lee, answer that one? [Is that single party service
available for --

MR. COIT: For Faicth.

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

MR. COIT: We would regquest permission to

|

|
|
|
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Ip:0v1de that via affidavict.
2 | MS WIEST: Okay.
3 CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

108 for one year.
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I'd second §
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ISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concu

L |

8 MR. COIT: We move for the adumission of

9 | Exhibit No. 1, ETC request dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit

10 | No. 2, response to data requests dated 10-9-97, -
11 MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they‘ve |

been admitted. I have the same question on this one.

13 MR. COIT This is Armour. Bill Haugen can

14 respond to your jestion
.
18 MR HAUGEN Yes, 1 can answer that.

!
1€ BILL HAUGEN, JR., !
|

n T e g

1
z ME AUGEN Good afternoon ‘
21 M5. WIEST And I would just like to ask ycu?
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Telephone Company service area. It has been since the

late seventies.

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

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

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
i MS. WIEST: TC97-114,
! MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
request of the Bridgewater-Canistota Telephone Company,
which is dated 6-25-97, that's Exhibit No. 1. And also
move for the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
| response to data requests of staff dated 10-9-97. And
Mr. Haugen is here as well tao respond to any gqguesticons
in this docket.

MS. WIEST: First of all, any cobjection to

Exhibits 1 and 2? If not, they’ve been admitted. And
would ask the same question.

MR. HAUGEN: Single party service is

available to all the customers in the
| Bridgewater-Canistota Exchanges.
MS5. WIEST: Thank you. Any other guestions

of this witness?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
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control in TC97-114 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-115.

MR. COIT: We would move the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC reguest of Union Telephone
Company, dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit No. 2, response to
data request which is dated 10-9-97

MS. WIEST: ny objection? If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. And I would ask the same
question in this docket,.

MR. HAUGEN: Single party service is
available to all the customers in the Union Telephone
Company service area, Hartford and Wall Lake Exchanges,
again, has been since late seventies.

MS. WIEST Thank you. Any other questions

f this witness

CHAIRMAN BURG I'1l move we grant a waiver
for toll restriction in TCHS57-11 for one year

COMMISSIONER NELSON 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER Concur.

MS. WIEST Thank you TC97-117.

MR COLIT We move for the admission of
zxhibit No. 1 ETC reguest dated &-30-97, and Exhibit
N 2, response to data request dated 10-14-97
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1 MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1f not, Exhibits

2 |1 and 2 have been admitted. Any questions concerning

3 this docket?

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

LR

for toll contreol in TC927-117 for one year.

[ COMMISSIONER NELSON: I1'd second it.

T 1 COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

8 MS. WIEST: TC97-121.

9 MR. COIT: We move for the admission of

10 | Exhibit Neo. 1, the ETC request of Kadoka, datrted 7-3-57,

11 and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, response to data

I
12 | requests dated 10-28-97.

|
13 | MS. WIEST: Any objections to Exhibits 1 and

I
14 | 2? I not, they've been admitted. Any questions

i
15 | concerning this docket?

i
16 | CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver

|
17 | for toll control in TC97-121 for one year.

|
18 | COMMISSIONER NELSON: I’'ll second it.
19 | COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. |

!

20 MS. WIEST TC97-125 |
21 | MR COIT We‘'d move for the admission of ETC
22 | request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 7-7-97, and Exhibit No.
23 | 2, response to data regquest of staff, which is dated

25 MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
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hey‘ve been admitted. Any questions

docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I1°'l]l move we grant a waiver

in TC97-125 for one year.
SIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

SIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

I1EST : TC97-130.

COIT: We would move for the admission of

he ETC request dated 7-10-97, and

the response to data request dated

EST Any objection to Exhibits 1 and

Any questions
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JVe we grant a waiver

C97-130 for ocne year.

ISSIONER NELSON: I would second it.
SIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
EST rce7z-131
1T We would move the admission of ETC

No 1, which is dated 7-10-97, and

esponse to data request dated 10-14-97.

EST: Any objecticon to Exhibits 1 and
ve been admitted. ny gquestions
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CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l]l move we grant a waiver
for toll contrel in TC97-131 for cone year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Conecur,

MS. WIEST: TC37-154.

MR. COIT: We would move into the record
Exhibit No. 1, the ETC request, dated 9-10-97, and also

Exhibit No. 2, the response to data request dated

| 10-16-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibit 1 and
2? 1f not, they have been admitted. Let's see, on
this one this was one of a couple that no time period
was requested for the waiver. I assume you s8till want

the one year?

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

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

M5. WIEST: They request a waiver but this is
| one cof the few ones that didn’'t ask for one year, as

any time period. So I was

(2
w
-
w
m
=]
n
[
-
[
%
i
D
il

| wondering if there was any different time period that
?was being requested.
BOB BARFIELD,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,

i was examined and testified as follows:
==




EXAMINATION
2 MR. BARFIELD: In response to your guestion,
1 | since the vendor does not have a date, as far as we

4 | know, at this time to provide this, that's the reason

t | we didn*'t ask for a certain time period on the waiver.

6 | MS. WIEST: But we will need a time period.

7 ! MR. COIT: Would you be willing to accept the
] |one-year time period that is being granted to cther

9 | companies?

10 MR. BARFIELD: We sure would.

11 ] CHAIRMAN BURG: And I think the thought

[
Ll

12 ‘beh:nd it is if there still isn‘t any sclution, then it
| would be renewed or we’'d request. With that, I'll move
i
|

that we grant a waiver for teoll contrel in TC97-1%4 for

one yYear.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I would second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS WIEST Let's go to TC97-155,

MR. COIT We would request admission of

Ne. 1, which is the ETC request of Mobridge

Telecommunications, which is dated 9-10-97, and also

bit No. 2, which is the response to data request
d 10-16-97
MS. WIEST: Any objection? I1f not, Exhibits

nd 2 have been admitted And I would have the same




guest

same.

grant

year.

TC97-

ion with respect to the length 5f the waiver.
MR. BARFIELD: And the response would be t.e
We would ask for a year on the waiver,
MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other guestions?
CHAIRMAN BURG: With that 1I°1]1 move that we

a waiver aon toll centrol in TC97-15% for one

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSICNER SCHOENFELDER: I concur.

M5. WIEST: Thank you. Let’s skip to
167.

MR. COIT: I would just note that Three River

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

here

body,

the t

ETC,

regue

today toc represent Three River Telco.

MS. WIEST: Nobody is here?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we have any gquestions on

we have to have representation?

MS. WIEST: Somebody needs to move it in.

MR. COIT: Well, if you're loocking for a

I guess I can serve as the body.

M5. CREMER: Otherwise, I can move to admit
wo exhibits, Number 1, 10-10-97, the request for
and 11-7-97, the amended -- oh, I'm sorry, that’s

Let me try that again. 10-16 of *87 is the

st and 11-'3-97 is the amended request, and I
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would ask that the

I would note that

a waiver for

CHAIRMAN
party line,

MS.

-
-
et

CHAIRMAN

1 contreol

COM

COMMISS

MS WIES
West, or is
MS CREM
MS WIES

Are

ST s

ian

{IISSIONER NELSON:

ONER SCHOENFELDER:

be admitted

in.

Any objection? 1f
there any questions concerning
their applic

one period for toll contreol.

BURG: There isn‘t a question on the
though, is there?

No.
BURG: I'll] move we grant a waiver
TC97-167 for one year

I1'd second.

Concur.
e
"ML

this time did you want to go

Harlan going to speak to these

ER: We’ll finish up these firsrc.
Okay
EXHIBIT NO 1 WAS MARKED FOR

HARLAN BEST,

, being first duly sworn,

testified as follows:

RIRECT EXAMINATION
for

name the record,
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I 1
1
please.
A Harlan Best.
Q. And what is your job?
A. I am deputy director of fixed utilicties for
the Public Utilities Commission, South Dakota.
|
Q. And have you been present in the hearing room
i:h:s afternoon for the hearing on these applicaticons?
l A. Yes.
| Q. And have you had the opportunity to review
the caption in the notice of this hearing which lists
the cases which are before the Commission on this date?
’ A. Yes.
|
[ Q And are you familiar with the applications in
| @each of these cases?
|
, A Yes.
Q As a part of your job, have you reviewed
those applicationa?
A. Yes, 1 have
| |
| Q. You have before you an exhibit numbered |
| Staff’s No l1; 18 that correct? f
|
A Yes
i
Q And is that an exhibit that you prepared in
the course of your duties?
ES Yes, it is
|
H ] -
: Q Just briefly explain to the Commission,
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assigned

iy

L4 |

&

lease,

ef

s

o

A.

|

wha

W

te

sociated

to

t that exhibit entails.

hat I have done on this exhibit is across
listed each of the companies requesting

lecommunications carrier status, the

docket number, and the staff counsel that i=s
the respective dockets., Down the side, the

hand side, is the requirements that are set forth
TC status. Populated within the columns is the
that the respective companies gave within
exhibits 1 and Exhibit 2 that have been admitted
the record.
Q And are there any changes or corrections to
exhibit that you would like to make at this time?
A. One that I am aware of 1s under Vivian
ephone, Docket TC%7-068, under the Lifeline and Link
shows that it will be available 1 -97. It
d be 1-1-98 I‘'m not aware of any other
ME HOSECK: Okay. AL this point in time 1
move S5taff's Exhibit No l into evidence. This
tended as testimony for all of the dockets en mass
the exception o0f U S West
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER U 5 West is on
though
MR. HOSECK: That would be handled later.
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MS. WIEST: I1s there any objection? |

MR. COIT: My comment would be that I just

through to make sure this is all accurate, I guess I

|
3 ‘re:nxved this so I haven't had an opportunity to go
|

§ | can take Mr. Best’'s word that it is accurate and 1°'11
€ | have to do that, I guess. Other than that, I don't

.
7 have any comment. |
B i MS. WIEST: Do you want an opportunity tce !
9 :;5a? it over?
10 | MR. COIT: Well, it might take me a while, 80
11 I din‘t have any objection. f
12 { MS. WIEST: Okay. Then Staff Exhibit No. 1

.

13 iw:ll be admitted into all of the dockets that we have
14 | gone through so far.
15 MR. HOSECK: Okay. Thank you.
i6 0. Based on the review of these dockets that you
17 | have done and relying to whatever extent you may on
18 | Staff’'s Exhibit No. 1, did the applicant companies meet|

.p
-
e §
e
-
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(3]
()]

£

[ =
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4
-
1

1
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p
-
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becoming an eligible

20 telecommunications carrier?

[ Y]
i
b

. Yes, they have, with the noted late-filed
22 | affidavits that will be done in a number of the
23 | dockets.
24 Q. And with regard to advertising services

exchange-wide, do you have a recommendation to the
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Commission for a provision to be included in an order
which would come out of these proceedings?

A. Yes. Staff's recommendation for advertising

would be that the ETC carrier be required to advertise

act l=ast once

i ]

4

i3

h year; and if they have any rate
change, that that rate change be advertised when it

does change.

And in conclusion, do you have an opinion as
1iether or not the applicants contained on Exhibit
the exception of U § West which has not had ics

heard vye i time, whether or not those

cants n he qualifications as an eligible

carrier?

review that has been undertaken,

gquestions of

gquestions

; SN B AT R R T YR
SS-EXAMINA YN

talked about advertising

erencing the rates just for

are supported by universal
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MR. COIT: No further guestions.
MS. WIEST: Ms. Rogers?

M5. ROGERS: No, no questions,
M5. WIEST: Mr. Heaston?

MR. HEASTON: No.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The only guestion I'

there any -- is advertising identified in any way?

there any criteria for what advertising means

ccntext of this? Is the methods in the FCC Order as

well?
MS5. WIEST: I'm sorry, what was the

question?

CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I had for Harlan

or anybody else is, is there a meaning, is there a

(¥
m
n
1
H
',
o
2
(™
0
-
(o8

efinition for advertising, what

MS5. WIEST: Under the gtatute itsgelf

214(e) (1) (B) they must advertise the availability

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

that are supported by federal universal service and the

charges therefore using media of general distribution.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. I think that

e.

satisfies

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Does that mean for
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A. Yes. They would do it originally, and once a

year after.

M5. WIEST: How would they advertise?

A. Where would they advertise?
MS. WIEST: Yes.

A. Whatever general distribution it meets
according, 1 assume, it means newspapers and those
types of publications.

MS5. WIEST: So it could be any type of
general distribution media once a year?

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

M5, WIEST: And it would only be for those
services supported right now by federal universal

gervice?

A Yes.

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

A Yes

M5, WIEST: Are there any other guestions of

this witness? If not., thank you. Actually, 1 do.

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

guestion for you. Could you lock at your exhibit for
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single par service, we did grant

because current] they do not have

apparently to three customers?

A Yes

answer

AT THISE TIME A SHORT RECE

MS WIEST Let's get star
will g to TC97-163

MR HEASTON And I would

to number four,

them a waiver

single party service
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i1t

Do you have
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ted again. And we

move admission of
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Exhibit 1, which is the reguest, and Exhibit 2, which
is the amended reguest, and Exhibit 3, which is the
service territory map. That's Exhibit 1, 2 and 3
regpectively in the docket.

MS. MIEST: Any objection to Exhibicts 1, 2
and 37 Do you have a copy of the service territory
map? Are there any objections to Exhibits 1, 2 and 37
I1f not, they've been admitted. You may proceed,

Mr Heaston.

MR. HEASTON: We would also join in the
motion on the toll control. The reason we did not seek
a waiver in the initial application is because as I
read Paragraph 3188 of the Order in the DA 97-157
indicated that toll blocking would be sufficient in the
meantime and it was dependent upon when you upgraded
switches, And so we deo not feel we need a waiver of
tell control, but the common wisdom seems tc be there

[

needs to be a waiver, so we will follow the herd

-
i
*
"

and request the toll control waiver also.

And we are also one of the parties to the

request of the FCC to reconsider the toll limitaticn,

- 13
- -

hat this includes both tcll blocking and to

control. And 1 guess we would also point

o

u

P

that with
the implementation of number portabilicy that is going

to impact toll control somewhat significantly. And so
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while we agree with Bob Barfield in his cobservation
that since we don’'t know when it’s geoing 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 teo
implement, that we would be able to come back to this
Commission and seek further waiver of that, of

1

implementing toll control with part of the essential

MS. WIEST: Okay. Would the Commissioners -

CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit the exhibits?

MS. WIEST: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I"ll move that we waive toll

.
*
s |
o
et
-

for TC97-163 for one year.

r
0

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Well, I'm going to

second it, but I heard an expansion of what we'’ve been

waiving in the past from giving them one yYear with the
idea we're going to renew it And the reagon I was

willing to grant it is because technelogy is not out
there. Now, the Act requires that it be there and it
didn‘'t say anything about how much it cost. So 1
didn‘t hear anything about one of the reasons we were
waiving it in the past was because that it might be

cost prohibitive as much as because technology wasn‘t
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there. 1 can understand why technology wasn't there,

bl Al uial

but I didn*t -- I wasn't in Congrecs when they vcoted

that was part of the Act.
MR. HEASTON: It's not part of the Acc.
guess that‘'s the first thing. It's an FCC --
COMMISSIONER NELSON: It's a rule.

MR. HEASTON: It's an FCC dictate.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: But it has the same

éwelght as the rules and statute unless it’'s changed
court; right?
MR. HEASTON: That's true. But unless
FCC changes, as we've urged them to do.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: Right. So I'm
seconding your meotion with the understanding it’'s
exactly as we had stated it originally; is that

correctc?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I mean the motion was for one

| year.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe the

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

| didn't know that the motion had anything more than
| that, than just a waiver from toll control for one
| year,.

CHAIRMAN BURG: It doesn’'t.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then I'1l concur.
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is 1 voted

voted f

r
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COMMISSIONER NELSON: All I'm saying,

for | and there will be a record

he reason I voted for it

nology wasn’'t available. And that's a lot
erent in my mind than it’'s cost prohibitive.
COMMISSICNER SCHOENFELDER: I think --
COMMISSIONER NELSON: Not that that wouldn't
n issue in my mind that you could debate. I don’t
a record that I'm supporting something for a
erent reason than 1 did.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a comment that I'd make
t 1 guess If there isn’t a technology, I really
to see all 50 or 75 £ilings just for an
nsion If there is some way we could certify there
technology and extend it as we come up towards f
year, 1°'’d welcome that solution rather than go
igh this with this many of them I, personally, in
wn mind, cannot see a solution when we're going to
multiple companies in number portability It
es my mind to see how that’'s even going to happen
you could end up with any kind of toll
it ior Sc I'm guessing when we come up to the
we‘re Btill not going to have a solution. and I'm
locking toward to requiring all of you -- I mean

-

name £ a bureaucrat

Lo

that I

file that many

though,
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pieces of paper. So if we can find a way to |
consolidate it at that time, I would welcome any
suggestions. That's all I have.

ME. HEASTON: I have Mr. Lehner available
here, and we do have a couple gquestions to ask him.

JON LEHNER,
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:
DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HEASTON:

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

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: What was the date on that,
Jon?

A. As of 10-31-97.

Q. And what can you tell the Commission about
our continuing effort to eliminate the multi-party

service?




i A. The plan right now is to eliminate all of

those 612 except for 52 of them. And the time frame

(8]

3 | for that will be by the end of the second quarter,

4 | which I suppose we could put for a date of 6-30 of

S| *'98. So all but 52 of those will be completed by 6-30
.

] i £ 98

e A0 Q. And what about the remaining 527

a8 | A, The remaining 52 are extremely high cost

% | upgrades. And until other technology or other means

10 | become available, there are no plans right now. We

-
)

have no plans toc move ahead with those 52,

12 | 0. With that we still believe that it is
|

13 | appropriate for us to -- we still believe the waiver is
i4 | appropriate in this case; 18 that correct?

S A That 18 correct

1¢ MR. HEASTON That’s all the guestions I

- nave

a MS WIEST: Ms. Cremer?

'_'- & _‘L."q.rH:EﬁHTI:E""I E\:
: BY MS CREMER:
a1 Q. Mr Lehner, where are those 52 located? Are

22 they spread throughout, or are they in a specific area,

24 | A I could read them off for you. There’s about

25 | a dozen exchanges. Or I could give you a late-filed
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exhibic. Let me just read them off. Arlington is
four; Belle Fourche, six; De Smet, four; Huron, three;

Lake Preston, one.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Do

A Arlington, four; Belle
four; Huron, three; Lake Preston, one; Madison, two;
Milbank, four; Pierre, two; Redfield, two; Sisseton,
six; Spearfish, two; Volga, five; Watertown, ten;
Yankton, one.
Q. Is there a particular reason?
line or something?
a combination of many
mean as ; the 52 are concerned?
0.
a combination of many factors. We're
feeder distribution, we’‘re talking about

GAIN systems like Anaconda that

d.

Okay. » guestions

CHAIRMAN BURG: Have you investigated any

other technical sclutions other than to a single party

X
s

iather than line extension?

25 A. You mean in order to provide a single party
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service to these customers?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes.

A. Yes. I think the answer is we are constantly
looking for a cheaper way to do this because in some
cases, Commisesioner, we’'re talking about over 5100,000
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 soc far the
wireless technologies, whether then sate. lite or fixed
wireless, are stil]l pretty expensive. ! see that as

the ultimate sclution, though, to some of these.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'm going to move to grant
the waiver
M5. WIEST: Just a second. Do the

Commissioners have any other questions? As opposed to

P
®
0
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0
e
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uw

oing to have to ask you some
questions tc verify things that were in the application
because that was signed by Mr. Heaston. It wasn't

signed by a witness with an affidavic, as all the

others were. So bear with me for a second.
A I've never trusted his signature either.
MS. WIEST: First one, does U S5 West provide

voice grade access to the public switched network to
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MS. WIEST: And does it provide local usage?
A. Yes.

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

A Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to your

emergency services?
A. Yes.

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

A. Yes.

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

A. Yes.
ME. WIEST: And do you provide access to

directory assistance?

A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: And you've already talked about

toll control and the waiver. Do you provide or
able to provide toll blocking?
A. Yes.
MS. WIEST: Then getting back to your
for the waiver on single party service, I know

application you talked about the ones that you

are you

request
in your

have no
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plans, you know, of providing service due to the cost
and everything. My problem, I guess, is that I don‘t
see that there is any de minimus exception within the
FCC rules with respect to single party service. Have
yvou been granted any of this type of de minimus
exception to that requirement, do you know, in any of
the other states?
A. I am not aware.

MS. WIEST: And what I'm getting at is that

it appears, according to the FCC rules -- and I'm

looking at 47 54.101(c), that in order to grant any

additional time to complete network upgrades for single

or enhanced %11 or toll limitation, that the
fact have to set a time period for
network upgrades. Is your

noc?

%
E
0
=
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o
(ol

make that conteéention. I'm going

rt
P

o let my attorney argue with you about that.

MS. WIEST: Well, then, I do have a couple
ther gquestions My other question is on service
area. And it is alsoc a requirement of the state

commission to designate service areas as opposed to
study areas for nonrural telecommunications companies.

First of all, you would agree that you are a nonrural
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A. Yes.

MS. WIEST: And in the FCC’e public notice
56-45 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, 195%57. And I know you made some
reference to these things in your application, but I
don’t think you really told us what you want your
service area to be. Because the FCC has told us that
we better not adopt your study area as your service
area for large ILEC’'s. Do you have service areas for
your company that you want the Commission to adopt at

this time?

[

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

| here, I guess, to help me with this. But I suppose

that our service area ought to be our exchanges in the
state of South Dakota, Now, the study area is a

different issue and that has not been determined yet.

X
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But 1 k 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, ithere 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

J
2l

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 1s going to be accepted. And so that's why we
are somewhat vague on that term because what this

-

mmission has not done and nor has the FCC come out

| with any final decision as to what modal it is going to

think if we're required to take a look at

]

accept. So
service area," I would do it from the standpoint of
on - to comply with the law. If that's what
looking for, to comply with the FCC requirement.
that's what we would look at is an area,
no .arger thanm an exchange area, which we would
to a wire center or an exchange area. And we

however many are on that.

MS. WIEST: He how many exchanges do you

MR. HEASTON: It's on the list we submitted.
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1 A. I can't answer that exactly. it's
2 | approximately 35,
3 M5. WIEST: It would be attached?

MR. HEASTON: It's on our exhibit to our

-

5§ | application.

(541

: MS. WIEST: So however many with the
7 | amendment the three that were missed. That’'s how many

8 | service areas you would like the Commission to

3 | designate for U S West at this time?
10 ! A. I guess I'm not sure whether we would want to
11 ;dESJQHHLe each exchange.
1
12 E MS. WIEST: My problem is we are supposed to
.
13 itell the FCC by December 31st what your designated
14 !ﬂhrv;fe area 1s. I
15 | A. Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by
16 :e change,
17 . MS. WIEST If you want more time to think
18 about it
19} MR. HEASTON: Yes, I think I would I mean }
20 | this is not something that‘'s come Up in the other two l

|
S “arip : . L |
21 | states that I‘ve done this in, and I had the same basic|
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l do a late-filed

3 exhibit on that if I could with an affidavit from Jon.

24 | MS. WIEST Okay
25 MR. HEASTON: What are you relying on again,
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Rolayne? F
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2 | MS. WIEST: Actually what as far as the FCC' 8|
|

i1 | public notice, that was docket 9%6-45 DA 97-1892 issued
4 | 9-29-97.

5 MR HEASTON 1892

¢ MS. WIEST And I'm also relying on

7 | paragraphs 185, 192, 193 of the FCC's universal service

Kl MR HEASTON 197 175
|
10 | MS WIEST: 157 or --
11 MS CREMER : 185, 152
12 MS. WIEST The docket number for the FCC

13 iniversa., Service
H MR HEASTON Not the docket number but the
rder number, the order number |
| |
MS WIES Jekay I was 12)E:ng at 185, 1%2
17 And paragraph |
18 MR HEASTON 1 got those Was it FCC
. . ¥ 1 ¥
|
- MS WIEST 1S right And the other thing

21 | you might want to address in paragraph 185, for

22 | example, it does say 1f a state PUC adopts its existing|

23 service areas for large ILEC's, their study area, this
24 | would erect significant barriers to entry We are also
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require an ILEC to serve areas other than they have no*
|
traditionally served. |
MR. HEASTON: Yes. And, see, this -- what
the problem this causes is where you have not
considered and have left to the FCC to determine how
that’'s going to be modeled from a proxy standpoint.
And, yes, we are advocating smaller geographic elements
than the wire center for universal high cost support |
burt 1 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 toc Wyoming and
North Dakota where I do have that because those two are
locoking at doing their own, or suggesting their own
cost study. So I do have the small grids, as we call

it, and 1 could identify that for vou. I cannot

idenctify anything smaller than right now than a wire

centcer.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: Excuse me, may I comment briefly
on this? And I understand that I’'m not a party but I

do believe it was my understanding today that the whole
issue of disaggregated service areas for U S West or
any other company may come up. But I would like to say
we certainly have an interest in the issue. And I

think that the FCC rules indicate that -- the orders
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service area, that the Commission at the state level

Lad

1 'an the rules indicate that before changing an existing
;needs to find that it’'s consistent with universal
]

4 | sBervice reguirements. So I think it's a really

wr
2
)

%

[(# 9

involves a4 lot more than the review of

6 | actually looking at ETC service obligations. You're

7 | talking about making changes in a U S West service area
| that could significantly change the level of support it
9 | might receive under a federal universal service fund

10 | Decisions on U 5 West service area disaggregation and

11 | 8o forth could certainly impact rural telephone

12 | companies as well. And I guess going into this

13 proceeding it was our understanding that there are

14 certain established incumbent LEC service areas, and we
1 3 "t understand, I guess, that we -- that the issue

§ n this U S West docket or any of the other ones would
1 be with regard to disaggregating service areas.

18 M5. WIEST: i'm not talking abourt

19 lisaggregating service areas. And I think you have to
2 recogn.ze the distinction that was made between

21 nonrura.s and rural companies with respect to service

23 B If we want to look at doing anything to rural
23 companies with respect to disaggregation, we have to
24 | specifically petition the FCC. That's all I'm talking
2 ibout, 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
affidavits in, I‘1ll have a recommendation for you from
U S West on that.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Are there any other
questions of this witness? One more question,
Mr. Lehner. Do you have any cbservation 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

Lt once a year in the newspaper, I don’'t think we have

IEST: And getting back to single party
service 18 high cost, the only barrier is to provide

single party service to those 52 customers?

MS. WIEST: Is it also U S West's position
that the settlement agreement that You've stated is
suspended concerning single party service no longer

applies where I belijeve you stated you would have
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1 | single party service to all customers by the year 2000?
|
z | A. Had the 121 investment program continued, I

have been out here talking to the staff and to

nd
L
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4 | you about these anyway, because as we honed down to

5 some to the last few on some of these exchanges, it
& became obvious that this was -- this is foolish to
1

e
"y
L
1

id that kind of money with the current technology.
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you might also want to address the guestion of whether

11 | the Commission has the authority to provide any de
12 | minimus exception to the single party without putting
13 | the time line on it

14 MR. HEASTON I don't know that de minimus is

- the Lssus but I do think that you could put a time
16 line on 1t and make it renewable that we would have to
1 me in I think what the rule would allow you to do

regularly-scheduled
e semi-annually,
we are rchn ) in
That would be my peosition on
s a time limit on and it makes it

the affordabili

Okay. Any other questions?

SCHOENFELDER: I have a guestion
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Lehner. And the reason I have a question is
in your amended application you might have
ed it, however, I don't have a copy of that and
gize. But you addressed in here and you have an
on your original application that regards
e, Link Up. And basically what it is it's your
or a page that looks like a tariff page to me.

S West really intends to comply with the

ion order in Lifeline, Link Up? |
Absolutely,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I need to know

And that page doesn’t apply any more.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you,

MS. WIEST: Any other questions? Thank Yyou.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess I have a
n. You know, you -- when you were talking about

shouldn’'t have to provide this single party

isted like Spearfish

oo

for these areas that you

rre and all the list that you went through --

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why would it -- it ]usJ
eird to me that it would be that expensive to
those services in some areas. Like Pierre and

those are pretty -- I mean can you explain that
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sixties and

intention of

*able

., not only

cuvstomers that

le bit because I find that a

The high cost we‘re talking about

replacing, we're talking

were engineered probably

sevencies

having single party service,

| talking in many cases miles and miles of
B ~able, some cases six pair, 11 pair,
9 | pair So we're talking about now having

maybe even greater

little odd.

"
14

in many

about
back

in the

S50 we're

ibution

to replace

with probably 50 pair or a hundred pair
alsc talking about many cases where
cable we have to extend what some
drop., what I call a pair of wires,
miles And in order to provide
ce well ! take that back in that
ece of that will be okay I was i
ey have more than one line But we're
1
riouticn cable, we're talking about
talking in some cases about PAIR GAIN
|
usT pla:1mn ful T'm =alkin elelTL < |
Fa - = hda s - " Lada.King about
ve heard like Anaconda that are going
aced iIt'e expensive
IED - MBT G et
ORER NELSON I guess in my mind it
st prohibitive - I didn't exactly
what you were just explaining to me
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lbecause I was thinking maybe these lines had to be

out miles and miles and miles and there’s nocbody 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 te live with just two partcy
telephone system when most of the world doesn‘t, as we

know 1t in South Dakota, doesn‘t have to do that

becauge the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm
looking for some reason why that's acceptable,
especially when some of those little companies are
saying that they got maybe three or four people lef:
that they don't have that service for and they’ve made

every effort to say, well, we want a waiver but we will

idc 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'ﬂ

| 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

|u:4 different funding mechanisms and different

requirements that we’'ve had. They've had the ability

to spend that kind of money and recover it. Now, I can
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00 or 5§150,000 or 50,000, whatever it is,

2 ‘tc do these, but scmewhere that has to be recovered and
3 | it isn‘te going to be recovered from a customer. That

4 customer isn’‘'t going to pay for that.

5 COMMISSIONER NELSON: It seema to me this

6§ | flies in the face of what the governor's bill said last
7 | year. I mean here we're talking making available high
8 ‘t":“rolcqy to everybody in Scuth Dakota. Basically

9 | that's what the bill says. And we're talking here some

10 | pecple that aren’'t even going to have single party

5 | elecommunication in this state
1
2. AL Commissioner, all I can tell you is what the
|
13 o8t is And I think that’s -- I think that's. unlesas
14 | there's a recovery mechanism, it would make no sense to
|
1 pend that kind of money. And 1 certainly wouldn’'t
14 recommend it.
1 CHAIRMAN BURG: The question I have in the
18 E industry when we have these kind of situations chﬁ
19 in a while there's another provider that is closer that
2 v d it Would that be the case to any of these?
21 Would that be a sasonable solution ever?
[
24 A Yes, it would And, Commissioner, if there
23 is any company in this room that would like to serve
24 iny f these 52, I would be happy to negotiate.

2% CHAIRMAN BURG: I think maybe when we're down
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U S West's couns=l has given us what 1 call a short

riod of time, but I don't know that's
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an indefinite solution and we probably ought toc work

look at working together to meet and find the sclution

to meet the FCC rules I think if we can. But B0 many

"

-

actual name and location of those 52 filed at some

time. I don’t care whether it’'s part of this docket or
| not
! i I think that can be provided.
MS. WIEST Any other questions? 1f not,
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CHAIRMAN BURG: 1 suppose we do need some

type of waiver in order to grant them an ETC status.

e

| MS. WIEST: Sorry, for which now?
CHAIRMAN BURG For single party.

MS. WIEST: At this time staff has a witness

staff would call Harlan Best.
HARLAN BEST.,

called as a witness, being previcusly sworn,

|
|
|
|
|
| MS. CREMER
1
]‘

to 52, we ought to get a list of th-se names and see if
we could work it out. 1 share what Counsel has said.
I'm not sure we can make the exception. 1 know that

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

.- maybe, I guess, what 1 would like to request is the
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MS. WIEST: Any questions, Ms. Wilka?

MS. WILKA: No questions.

MS. WIEST: Commissioners?

CHAIRMAN BURG: The gquestion 1'd have is
pased on that, should we not -- I mean is this -- what
do I call it? 1s this a document that is filed in
theae hearings?

MS. CREMER: Yes.

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

MS. CREMER: Okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Since that's filed.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved

L]
8]
.y
[

wailver in that area, have we?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes, for six months on one

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

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

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

[

— — = _— —_—
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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: 1 believe there are three
companies that do not at this time provide single party
| service, 8o all they would have to do is change that
yes to no for those Stateline, Venture, and U S West;
rightc?
' CHAIRMAN BURG: And the testimony on the

record is adequate to accomplish thac?

I M5. WIEST: Yes.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. That's all 1

Q

|

| MS. WIEST: So how many wire centers does U S
|

1

| A EY:)
1
. MS. WIEST: Y Thank you,. Any other
| questions of this witness?
|
M5. CREMER No
! SHaa 3 '
M5. WIEST: Would you like to admit this

docket for the purposes of this docket? Before I only
1itted it for the other dockets.
MS. CREMER: Actually I wasn't going to move

it into this one because people testified to it, so I

r"
|
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didn't really need in mine. But I can certainly
move it.

MS. WIEST: It's up to you.

MS. CREMER: We don’'t nee it in this docker.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions of this
witness? Thank you. Anything else from any of the
parties? At this time I believe the Commission will
take these matters under advisement. We are waiting
for some late-filed exhibits in some dockets, and it

will be possible that perhaps the Commission will make

the decisions either at a Commission meeting or at the

December 2nd hearing on some other related ETC

dockets. Are there any questions from anyboedy or any
comments?
MR. COIT: 1 would just, for the record, like

to formally request that the Commission designate each

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

be submitted, that the Commission designate each of the

rural telephone companies, SDITC member companies, as

| ETC's and that their study areas be designated as their

service area. That's all I have.
MS5. WIEST: Thank you. That will cleose the
hearing.

(THE HEARING CONCLUDED AT 3:50 P.M.)
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STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA )

COUNTY OF HUGHES )

I, Lori J. Grode, RMR, Notary Publiec, in and

i

or the State of South Dakota, do hereby certify chat

he above hearing, pages 1 through 8%, inclusive, was

re

recorded stenographically by me and reduced to
typewriting.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that the foregoing

transcript of the said hearing is a true and correct

(i
H
i)
b |
je: ]
n
La |
pe
o
Il
0
e

the stenographic notes at the time and

| place specified hereinbefore.

I FURTHER CERTIFY that I am not a relative ar

employee Or attorney or counsel of any of the parties,
nor a relative or employee of such attorney or counsel,

financially interested directly or indirectly in

-

this action.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my
nand and seal of office at Pierre, South Dakota, this
ist day of December, 195%7

Grode, RMR




ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST
e Gt ewn "

" o M Y T wintey Cabes L T s e S wnbey Wi W armars L

Campary B il Sateiie Comvrursaiors [ ooperwies A Tecrre Copery Twmprara Corgary T Ry

TERYOna TCUrome ToRrETD et e toeran fewrare bi= 18- ]
ATCF R w1008 =2} (=] (=] ] e Cw L=
T e R BTN W (el
(LS & S il Tad T Yo . L] Tl TEe
i T e bl L Tl e e T L]
1 Pl b U By BT
@ LA e L e Tea Yo T e LT
& Wege Py Becics o I heociors Tl 100 A%T Vaen 1OA%T Tod 13 atenets Yo B pawran g e OOTANT ¥ 100097 vYen 1URAT
e = 4 et & 4

TRT YT
3 R W e ey e L] Taa 1] AL 1] e Yo ALl
LA e TR S e o T e Yo Y TEw L] Tl Tl
T pGtead D SrmachatgE BCeoen TEs vl Yen ] Vad Ve Vi
L e e L ] Yeu Yen Y T Yeu T Yeu
B b ke B el By
e T e ] i BBy el by 0l Sy b Deoamany o Ry | ol B rng
ol CONPEE S epvatesd bl LOF TS S peridand el e s M (e e Pl W AT O it Bl AT e el A0l (O A Seteaded

IR 4wl b NS RN § el el B 0 FERAEEIN B s8R WY e Mg B SEve W el TR B e W S0 RO B e B P BT B e by 0
e o .. e . row

ATCF R A el e S a0t
=l palilie | Seloe and L ed Ly # oFared o portPaned G oog Somt ret Sureety WVEED aurendy clers wile Liey Cong down sgt ST dow ml ety M B e SO #1 gt ey cfed
At I ity e oo LEWD encParge nod e mAe B AR A B MO FRAL 10T el ey DR me T B O T B MR R Oty e e T by L J T T
A e il s wrly B UG il b oRmrnd i B R TS M TS SRS SreeE 1L el L 17U e raader  gwrvw SRy U et b 1Y e s b e
VLT i sconrd wey 47 e of AT CFR B4 400 - M7 CFRSASD0 - @17 ol olwrnd wier ieeng of 47 harre of 4T CFR 34 800 sfpend urder e of 47 v leema 47 CF B 400
CFf S a0 - S8 a1 M and | a1? OTANT ey SORPTIC dac ) CFR 54 800 - a7 10%ST 4V 1GALeT CFE B a0d - 41T 11IAST 417 and oy L0000
sy BOPLT deowora waeT Secmons 11T
L= 0
aTusc :lc._t_u"!j
g Ve RS [y ML Ty Tl L] e Yl L] Yien
St loravies SL lem Armmwwn ME Lens Andes dll! W T
Soum Burve WE vl gl WY T 507
Soum Gewgory NE S Omercta N
e Cuy, NE
ATURE Makem
Blaml b el ety -'Hl:rﬂl-uﬂ- -lﬂ:lrulhn-lrln will g B2 frward el B0 02 el o w60 D0 8 JENG Sre el 40 88 00 8 Jowg Mrmmrd el $0 8s o8 puey oreed
Ll -'I-'"‘:U e “ﬁlﬂ;- el ﬂﬂ:. ] lﬁlﬁﬂ;- :Fm-ﬂ‘! L g e e Rl e T e s T ]
P Corvtunsar =y o Coememeaien” =y P Lo Sy T o Sy ety P T vardants Tl Tu mu?
et iy E e Ay Carsvpunar ~ary & Co =y Cor =y oy
e -1
e DTE f.:"

TIVNT e wigorse 2oe 10147 wher sapenss Sue 100 GT isler maporss S 10097 wher mapores Bl 100 ST e reagones Boa 100 BT eter wapores Sus 10T T el mipona S
by TOTANT

B b o

O b

.I\-‘Jﬁ 'mﬁ

by Y0ANT

rREpOnee 1 ANT
ot By J Do

By 1GTANT

e 1077457
- by J e

oy 1TANT

eaporea 1R
R

Ty 1H1ANT

L R L
ol by O relmiFveih

oy 1OOANT

reapors 10TANT
i by P OHpaerasear

By TE1ANT

reipeaE 1 1OVET
ol by I e

aporae 1139°
o by B raegen

[TRTT 1,




YICTA M oy

T el il B W s
[ o 1]

1w cange

1 R e U BTy by
L R

ARG Yy M ) L
e

L = T =
L e e e ]

ATCTF B B A0S sl D0 A

R L o o R e I A
L L e ]
Rl 3]

YRS ey
D B R b MR

TUSC I alR

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST

TCargry
L1+

Tee

e

.-b
e

Mh

T
T
]

L]

e T g

LD T e s

TC Carmmelty plaey mefus 00T e e ety i M\‘.—-ﬂl—
et BRAE - Iy b
B el ERR R L e e e b Hll-lhm.nn
CFM Sl a0 407 il ey S o AT CFH B 0000 ey of 4T CFR B 800 -
LOPUC seomess TOWET 417 10NN IT SAeT
) L] Ew
vl oy Croms WY

- e e gy brweed B w0 W Sl -Ml:;ﬂuw
B ey A ol ey e [ Wy Rt

variate F el Pl el Macde e P
P Loy o gy P U ormru g sy T [ aFwwagmr ey
o LI L o —

T WY e magenad Soe FO1RT ele sapeiss S 13UET mter maporss b
by VOV ANT

Py 1ariaN"’

AT L
e T

. Y e
T e e i i .
L T —prara Carpary
Teerare b= AR ]
Li< ug
L) Vi
T T
e Ten
- g ety e haw Tes VOO ART
e by =y e
1T
Tae L
e Ten
vea Tea
b Tah
L ] o g

By 1OANT

cobptae LN
-y [ byt

WA =8 E W 8 SRS § elive B o TR § T i e
L

reaparae PLOAN"
s by [ e por

s
| T e Acrmed
et Ly 3
b= F L= R i)
ug (=]
Tea Yea
Tl e
T L
e @t 10 Seguew e T es
you watew 00T
T Tes
Yk ]
LI e
AL Yoo
ol by ol e @y

ol e R gkl 4ol faw el provwdiesd

Ay B =e = b CERAEhe] § swew by ora SRy B swes b e
- Ll L

B e ]
el L
Fr Rl e e e
ropes e A7 CFW S0 00 CFE Sa a0 ll"ﬂ
AT and ey ADPLC SOUC dscibora
Smrern EVART

advarierg uacdads Pal  sleerteryg saedeTs T
L T T ) L e ]
e g

131N e eapevss Sl 5T e cwidie s dos 0 YT e reaporibl Bl

By 114! by fOANT

reporge TSN e | ILET

[ RS

wal by preedecd of A0

ey
B e
U Ieerom
i

e

AL

Yo

T

Tea

T

Tew

Tew

e By

ol A Al sl

AL purrwedy pleey s 0 S0 B0 e ey e
e R D e e e
D s el s T LR P g e

'-"--'CF =L E K-
41 oaer
Tiad

]
=
1ol oas
M
e
I e ]
e
ves 'OAY
o
e
L
Ve
el g

il S e el
Aty 8 el b

B T e . ]

Ll ot ]

¢ ) Nl el b ol b
el e L= L B TS o

H'ﬂﬁ U

degears 1RO0NT

- S g g Mm@
[ NSl
il ay Salarte B
T o i Ty

TR et wigonse foe
By 1OANT

rwapaepe 1097
il by W Baaos




arC PR Sa e

T e griede ecoedd 9 plber
L e ]

1w kg

1 Bl o S Ry BTy
A R S

L e s R LT
L ol

i ECEEE D Ty el

§ Edl W SR LR

T TR S S T T

[F T IR SRS P S

B e eiador Y guahfyeg
i S DO R

AT CF B 84 a0 et B a 1Y

muph § prelalle | dwiea e Lirk Ly
AL ol e LA
Cog e ]

ATUSC vy
e e S TR L

47 USC Traeii g
L e T e ]

e mad

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST

e LT
! g gy T e
TONT-00 TCHT.O87
(=) L1
L L
L e R L WU Ol
L1 Tl
vou GGNT Vou PETRST
Ll b
LT Tien
e Tou
E Tl
- B WE Ry

LT SN I
WAty B e o ol TRy 8 e b one
s v

Uieinintg dowy e Gy Dal Sowd Sel fuwely

[t s
e
TCET L
we
Yien

R T S e ]

Vea TETRNT

o peNng

ol S S e Sl O R Tl
il e o o

o

sl Pl ourenty ofery el dosd ol dervile

oy e
L R T o Do ey
M= TCHT-080
LS L=
o Yol
] vl
e T
Yea 100097 Yeu 105487
ee e
L] Vaa 004N
TEn Tl
il ] L
s ) L
ol T Sl g T W CorTE

L Eaaty
Teaphors Ce e Tesprors Co a
T O8Y TCaT o
=] Cw
YiEs e
Tan Yow
e rew
Yes 397

e e
Ll ] Ten
Tad Yy
e ‘e
ol il g eall BB areg

ATy § e B re TSI B =R D ol PRl B sEew U e g Al B el b o
"

L

B e e e T e e e R e Lt L] " PP
11wl b alered e UM el B el e 1700wl B pfeend e B B S
=y ol 4T CVH S al0 oy of 4T CFH B a0 rewes e 47 CF W B4 a0 - cuevendy offer mifen B0 oed e of AT CF R S 400
FULERT- - ar renasr A1T mned vy SDPUC ey arwal 171G ol b AT TGTURT
dpcmora TA1A%T e rder ey of 47
CFE b Ao . Ay
e
Y LT Vi Yo Y
L a4

- 00 8 pieny lormerd 1wl 30 8 poeng ofwerd 0
i ey e e T By
T# Do ey

R

Tl LT Tl
E a3

V! e resperees S 10T e ceigoni Son 107 97 ater caapiras doe 10T inter reaponas e 100 BT el rmiguney S

Ll bl

-l O orward
T e ey e
ey HAEATI D ey serderds Pl :m-":'“ﬁ”

by 1GTAST by 10 ANT by MO ANT by OTANT ry 1OANT
nagaras 10 GFT o 150097 e VAET rapanes POT1N0 raaporas 1 5TAN"
i by b R [ e = R el by M D T By b Vel

e -

SAmkiosn Sy o el Paccatael Some ofe pecocm efereee Soes S0l ety
L e e e e T
00 el o o e S Sl DLy o

TR wil B e RO
T S Bt Mol e of 47 CF B S el
arwat L7USHE ol b oferwd 0T N000WT

wraer b of A7 CFH

4400 . 0T a0t
he “w
=i a1 a0 goereg Lewa @ il B0 00 po] torwend

IOl e Gy Ko LT AT e ey Rt

SleTietg RSl PE BleEeng Rt Pal
T Lo sl =y T Cormrmeeon =
Sy b= A0

11T e wagorke Soa 100 ST s eacoeel S8
vy Manan? by YOTANT

raaparae 151 09T
L =]

renp TR
s iy [ Jofvatore

T},




at
1

TR MG
TR QIR BN D b
by

pawtic R g

4 Oul e e Feuensy Tty

e

B LA O

A ngle party MrecH O B8 oo

L

L

BICRAN NS TR Ty

== TR T 1Y

BERRE R AR Tl

LR R ROy BN AR

e Fmiadr lor gulRperg

- L [ T

ar

Segeate weeais el [Ty ML
[EATE Nl LT Itl_.l.:
ﬁmwni;uu -t

CFR G4 408 e S aty
e - i

R AL L

e kol

Bulras il Uik Lig

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST

Lty Boam
T aztare ] St
Coopasiee no Corrrurscabars. ind BAMCOM o ! eegtara Conperete
TONT 0% TCRT4ud =g TCHTONT
=1 Cw L1 KC
Ten il el T
Ll ] " T T
Tan el Yl TEi
Tea tONLET vea 10SNT veu (OT0AT e LOO0ET
T Ll ] Tan L
T Vil Yiad ¥ i
] Ll ] Wl i
Y Yun e Yo
RN e Sl o by o e g

il SOOI S PRl L el

WA 8 e LY 08 Bgertiog 8 swelr U 008 Meueiieg B slee by ore Ay 8 ke b e
e el e B

STe Dt tomy = ey Sy BAMCOM purrmnty ofern Larborm Somt 0 Ly
ey e w23 el e L e e T o AT £3 A R
b andE 7R e G el ba ofeend wnder | UMV il b ofleeed wnder 171wl B ofeewd ol
et e e of 47 e e 07 CFI S R0 - e b 47 CFE B 400 - sy of 4T LN 34 400
CFHE S 400 . a? AT e ey SOPUC AT s avy SOPUC FIEART. LT

WA Seciwory 59T dpcpars 10N OAT

Yirn ] L Tes

[raw st
(ST R )
Ly
TCH{%a
it

Yo

Tl

e

Ve 00497

Ten

AL

T

L

Ll 1]

-
1O el e e el
ey of & CF 0 34 400
a1 anas?

-t.w.:rrqv_#r el 30 B0 gy Drwled = el 00 60 00 8 oG foreetf =l A0 B0 e 8 P botmird el B0 80 Juenyg redet 0
-y

[y [ T T ey Rl T
Bty MALET T el g Ratdeds P apects et
[ T S Tl CAFTE LR iy waacndarpn il Fe F‘HINN

Parewang o

P GT e ceagoris B VOOUGT et Apapiin Sl
by OTAST By V00 ANT

By Vi AN? by 1TANT

rmapones |0t T
[

g § 00 T
oul by 8 b

rmagarae 1007 W8T
oml by H eiguaied

rmaponae 101 %97
e

Ll ]
* it Caige v
e
= R ]
LI

Vi

Ei

ey

e 0N

L]

Vi

L]

Al ]

o fathg

Yol
B e | Wt S

il 3 W oy ST

e el e e e e L e e L

= KT ]

L=
You

Tew

Teu

Tl

e
TEe
Y

Ll ol
AR el b e
Ll

B e by SBa w Py 0
e preat 7wl be
el weter s e 47
CFE 800 - 417 ard
BOPUC geonars 09T

"
T b LY

- b g e o

varsliets Tl BN Wl FE Bl LEng IESE T e

T Corvmaitge =y

by 1O AT

magsnas 10T
E

Fa Do ey T
g

"y o agd

R TR
e by ¥ w-’

P Coswi® =iy
ey

VAT e reaporss Soe 100 0T wher oescerss Sus TOEET el waseres Gl 1057 meer reRiorbe B 131N ete mipor e Bue

by VO AST

renparne 1T
gl gy P Eareghon

LN &




ATCFR M0
Pl gl SOLeN) W Poie
[ ]

J L g

1 il W PRy Ry
o G TR s

& B pETy el 1 A Lo
L

I Ee W STy MR

& pzmen W spere seeoes

A TR T ST
B rdis W Bewtery SR VACR

LR ]
LRt B e ]

ATCF R Sl el N 410

Sk deiliaia | beica bt Ui L
m-m“m
Y ]

STYUSC JreeEy
IR B awl Ty A

ATUSE NMajas'nl
B ea L e i be P mle

WL e b

ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST

Pl e
Li= LAE1I
L1
L]
e
Tee
s 1 AN?
R
L]
L]
L
By

P o e L
g adieg § s Ty
s

wwa G e pe ofered
i v e AT TR
a0 T e ey
SN Smomra  VIOAWT

L)

wd i W ey bl
el e

fa B
ey

51

Ty MATANT

w0 AN
it by O Deopdary

T | e
npernet
TCer e
LT

e

]

b

e ANt

AL

Tea

Ten

AL

o e R

LR e et o

iy B el U o

T

T e b e
ey ol 4T CFR Sa 00
FELRT S L

Ty HITANT

ongorens ' W14NT
salt by [} Smpien

b pasoc s B N eher waceead Bee

e e T ]
ALy 1P e A P M B
T -, A e T ¥ sptara Compary waptore Comgery T wephora Loemwery
TCRT.h08 ji= 1A hi= 18851 TCRT e b= pA T ]
(=] Ll ] Ci4 L=
i "l T " Gl
T Tee Ten tEe Tee
R e L ey
Yea LA LU IR Yen VWY Yea 'R LR
L] T T L] T
Taw ¥ Ll ] Fad T
L e Y i Yen
aa e L] ed Yea
e e o g ol e g g
e R e T gl D e e Al o W prTweded e e Sl priwadeng el E AR Tl
FRAY § mle I Gl TSR] | el B 00l BReeiy | = U e B § stew s 0 Eeeieg 8 =B b e
e s e e e

B O perendy ofery selfes &5 e So81 nel DurTeely

Ta Canrty daomn o T S ol DTy O A GoaE ool oy
aareety e e B e 0 e B it L T R e i B T T
e a1 e b 1w b oFere wrete | b o] e ofeeed urter res e 87 105wl D ofered Lrde
larnd unler v i el AT ORS00 weem ol AT CFRSa A0 . CFE S aO0 u!-iﬂ o d T CFE S 30
CFR S - At anvt waranT At Nt SOPUC fecsora YOWEY AVt SST

LIANT

L] T Tew b Tau
B ey trweT A ol ey el © el 0 G rrwT F w0 Py IFaaT Pl e oy BearT @
AT e By RO EEriaros = ey e Earter e = ey o T ey B - T =Ty R
ey T T ELETY ErETl P Eheieny et T ey maederi T ety Eeccerds Tl
L e 1) Fa D Sy P o= =y P [ v =y Pa Corrinee =

o ey B ) R ik e Sy

TN e aporss A T RT wier wporas B 15797 wter wagores B "5 9T Bt maporee fa 'O NT @ter Teporee D
by ANT by S ANT Nyt by tATART Ty YOAN?

e — T e T ST R =

apures A
Ba by B bapgen B0 Prwn ol by B auger G0 Pree sl by B Heugen S Pree

aparas 104N
il By v ki

i by ) Duvreest

Tl i




ELIGIBLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER REQUEST
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FIRT RANDALL

7

June 11, 1997

William Bullard

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission RECEEVED

State of South Dakota

500 East Capital JUN 12 1897

Pierre SD §7501-5070
T KOTA PUBLIC
RE: Fort Randall Telephone Company Reguest for ETC Designation SL%?U:'IIEDSACOMMISHOH i

Dear Mr. Bullard

Enclosed please find an onginal and ¢leven copies of a Request for ETC Designation on behali
of Fon Randall Telephone Company. Also enclosed 15 a Certificate of Service

Respectfully subnutied,

=
Bruce Hanson

| cc. All partics of record
Michael Bradley, Fsq




1C97-075

RECEIVED

SR e L e e L A jun |2 1997
BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA §r 1l H DAKOTA PUBLIC
{ILITIES COMMISSION

Rid* (qbe= D

IN THE MATTER OF THE REQUEST OF
FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY
FOR DESIGNATION AS AN ELIGIBLE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER

v
3

REQUEST FOR ETC
DESIGNATION
DOCKET TC97-

Fort Randall Telephone Company (“Fort Randall™), pursuant 1o 47 US.C. § 214¢e) and
47 C.F.R. § 54.201, hereby secks from the Public Uilities Commission (*Commission™)
designation as an “cligible telecommunications carrier”™ ("ETC™) within the local exchange arcas
that constitute its service area in South Dakota. In support of this request, Fort Randall offers the
following

l. Pursuant 1o 47 ULS.C. § 214{¢), it is the Commission’s responsibility to designate
local exchanges 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 ETC is to be designated by the

Commission for each service arca in the State. However, in the case of areas service by “Rural

'elephone 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
C.F.R. § 54.201, beginning January 1, 1998, only telecommunications camers that have received
designation from the Commission to serve as an ETC within their service area will be eligible to
receive federal umiversal service suppon

.

2 Fort Randall 1s the facilities-based LEC presently providing local exchange

telecommunications services in the following exchanges in South Dakota




Exchanges NXX served by cach

Centervalle 563
Hermosa 255
Lake Andes 491, 487
i abor 463
Tyndall 589
Viborg 326
Wagner 184

Font Randall, to its knowledge, is the only carrier meeting the eligibility requirements of
47 U.S.C. § 214(c) and 47 C.F.R. 54.201 in its exchanges

3, Fort Randall, in accord with 47 C F.R. § 54.101, offers the following local
exchange telecommunications services to all consumers throughout its service area:

e  Voice grade access to the public switched network;

e local exchange service, including an amount of local usage free of per minute
charges under a flat rated local service package and as pant of a measured local
service offering;

e  Dual tone multi-frequency signaling;

®  Acc:ss to emergency services, such as 911 or enhanced 911 public services;

*  Access (o operalor services;

. Access to interexchange service;

e Access to directory assistance; and

Toll blocking service to qualified low-income customers

As noted above, Fort Randall does provide toll limitation service in the form of toll
blocking to gqualifying consumers, however, the additional toll limitation service of “toll control™,
as defined in the new Federal Communications Commission (“FCC™) universal service rules (47
C.F.R. § 54.400(3)). is not provided. Fort Randall is not aware that any LEC in South Dakota
has a current capability to provide such service. The FCC gave no indication prior 1o the release

of its Universal Service Order (FCC 97-157) that toll control would be imposed as an ETC

HITIZFRI01 DO 2




service requiremen and, to our information and beliel, as a result, LECS nationwide are not
positioned to make the service immediately available. In order for Fort Randall to provide the
service, additional usage tracking and storage capabilities will have to be installed in 11s local
switching equipment. Ata minimum, the service requires a switching software upgrade and, at
this time, Fort Randall is investigating and attempting to determine whether the necessary
software has been developed and when it might become available.

Accordingly, Fort Randall is fuced 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, Fort Randall 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
C.F.R. § 54.101(c).

Fort Randall has previously advertised and will continue to advertise the
availabihity of 11s local exchange services in media of general distribution throughout the
exchange areas ser-2d. Prior to this filing, Fort Randall has not generally advertised the prices
charged for all of the above-identified services. It will do so on a going forward basis in
accordance with any specific advertising standards that the Commuission may develop.

Based on the foregoing, Fort Randall respectfully requests that the Commussion

a) grant a temporary waiver of the requirement to provide “1oll control™ service;

TIAT2S2FRI0NY ION




B

and b) grant an ETC designation to Fort Randall covering all of the local exchange areas that

DA

constitute its present service area in the State.

.}
4

Dated: __-‘}__J_.I [l ;1997
Respectfully submitted,

COMPANY

LI3TISTFRION. DMK 4




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICH

| hereby certify that an onginal and eleven copies of the above and foregoing Request for ETC
Designation on hehalf of Fort Randall Telephone Company were sent via Federal Express on the
11* |}aj. of June, 1997, 1o the 1””"\.\]”‘!.‘

William Bullard

South Dakota Public Utilities € ommuission
State of South Dakota

500 East Capital

Prerre S1D S7501-5070

and a true and correct copy was sent by Federal Express to the following

Rolayne Wiest

South Dakota Public Utihities Commission
State of South Dakota

SO0 East Capital

Merre, South Dakota 57501

- o

Pruce Hanson
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Via Priority Overnight Mail
Oclober 30, 1097
Camwon Hosek
Staft Attlomey
South Dakola Pubbic UNilties Commission
State Capaal
500 East Capital Avenue
Pierre SO 57501-5070
RE: ETC Designation
Dear Mr. Hosok

Piease find enclosed an Ongnal and eleven copees of @ response 10 your letler dated October 1,
1997. conceming the above-mentioned ssue

Please leel free to call if you should have any questions My telephone number s 888-283-T887

Respectfully submated,
7

»

-——— ’- ‘.‘ -
Hanson '
Treasurer

EXHIBITY

2




Fort Randall Telephone Company
Eligible Telecommunications Carrier Application

(]

Additional information needed for application

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54 101 {apj4), single-party service or its functonal equivalent must be made
available by an Elgible Telecommunications Carrier (ETC) to receive universal service support
mechanims. Does the above-referenced company have this service” Yes

Pursuant to 47 C.F.R. 54 405 and 54411, Lifeline and Link Up services must be made available by an
ETC to qualifying low-income consumers, Does the applicant company, as referenced above, make
these services available to qualifying consumers? Fort Randall Telephone Company currently
offers Liteline and Link Up local service discounts within its exchange areas, Beginning
January 1, 1898, the program will be offered under new terms in accord with the FCC rules,
47 CFR 54.400- 54 417, and any PUC decisions concerning implementation of the axpanded
program

Please provade a venficaton by an authonged officer, under oath, 10 the Commission in which the
apphicant represents o the Comumission that the facts stated tn the Request for ETC Designation and
the response o data request nos. | and 2, above, are truthful  Bruce Hanson, being first duly swom,
stales thal he is the Treasurer for Fort Randall Telephone Company and that he has read the
initial ETC application and the foregoing, and ihe same are true 10 his own bes! knowledge,
infopmation and belief

A .
.

8
f A e o
o L g
e .

BrvorTlanson, Treasurer

Sworn belore me thes 30* day of (xtober, 1997

Notary Public

Seal

[
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November |9, 1997

William Bullard, Jr.

Executive Director

South Dekota Public Utilibes Commission
500 East Capitol

Pierte, South Dakota 57501

RE: Fort Randall Telephone Company
Request for Designation as Eligible Telecoramunications Company

(ear M. Bullard:

Dakots Telecom, Inc. and Dakota Telecommunications Systems, [nc. (collectively
*‘Dakota’”) do not object to the designation of Fort Randall Telephone Company as an
Eligible Telecommunications Camer ("ETC”) m its cusrent Study Ares. The absence of
an objection in this proceeding is limited to allowiag Fort Randall to qualify as an ETC
for the areas which it is currently serving, and should not be interpreted as abandoning
any claim vhich Dakots may make in the future or has made in any other pending dochel
before thus Commission.
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MNovember 19, 1997

William Bullard

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission

State of South Dakota

500 East Capitol

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Re:  Fort Rendall Telephone Company Study Area For Universal Scrvice Purposes
Docket No. TC97-075

Dear Mr. Bullard:

The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (“Commission™) is scheduled to
determine, on November 19, 1997, whether Fort Randall Telephone Company (“Fort Randall™)
qualifics as un eligible telecommunications carrier (“ETC™). Fort Randall is a rural telephone
company. As a rural ielephone company, the current *Study Area” remains its service arca until
changed by the Commission and the FCC. Dakols Telecommunications Systems, Inc. and
Dakota T'clecom, Inc. (collectively “Dakota™) intervened in the above-referenced Docket. Ina
discussion with Robert Marmet, counsel for Dakota, | was advised that Dekola has no objection
to Fort Randall qualifying a3 an ETC. However, Dakota may, at some future dato, request a
change in Fort Randall's Study Area.

Fort Run 1l stipulates that Dakota may make such a request at a (uturc date, and that the
ahscnce of an objection hy Dakota in this proceeding shall not, in any manner, bar or prohibit
such a future request by Dakota to divide the Fort Randall Study Arca into contiguous Service
Arcas. Rather, a future request by Dakota shall be determined based on the merits of the request.

Jav
890 ~
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William Bullard
Navember 19, 1997
Page 2

Dased on this stipulation, Dakota agreed not to challengge, in the above-referenced
Docket, Fort Randall’s designation as an ETC for its current Study Arca

Very truly yours,

MOSS & BARNETT
A Profeasional Association

s,

MJB/mjb

cc: Robert Marmet
Bruce Hanson
Richard D. Coit

1447967 30401 1.DOC
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE FILING BY FORT ) FINDINGS OF FACT,
RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY FOR )  CONCLUSIONS OF LAW,
DESIGNATION AS AN  ELIGIBLE )  ORDER AND NOTICE OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER ) ENTRY OF ORDER

) TC97-075

On June 12, 1997, the Public Utilites Commission (Commission) received a request for
designation as an eligible telecommunications carmer (ETC) from Fort Randall Telephone Company
(Fort Randall). Fort Randall requested designation as an eligible telecommunications carrier within
the local exchange areas thal constitule its service area

The Commission electronicaily transmitted notice of the filing and the intervention deadline
to inlerested individuals and entites. Dakota Telecommunications Systems, Inc. (DTS) and Dakota
Telecom, Inc (DTI) were granted intervention by order dated July 29, 1997 By order dated
November 7, 1897, 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. Al the hearnng, the Commission granted Fort Randall
a one year waiver of the requirement to provide toll control service within its service area. At its
December 11, 1997, meeting, the Commission granted ETC designation 1o Fort Randall and
designated its study area as ils service area

Based cn the evidence of record, the Commission enters the following Findings of Fact and
Conciusions of Law

FINDINGS OF FACT

On June 12, 1997, the Commission received a request for designation as an ETC from Fort
Randall Fort Randall requested designation as an ETC within the local exchange areas that
constitule its service area. Fort Randall serves the foliowing exchanges. Centerville (563). Hermosa
(255), Lake Andes (491, 487), Tabor (463); Tyndall (589); Viborg (326); and Wagner (384). Exhibit
1

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

]

Pursuant to 47 US C § 214(e)(1). a common camer that is designated as an ETC is eligible
1o receve universal service suppon 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 faciities and resale of another camer's services. The camer must also
advertise the availability of such services and the rates for the services using media of general
distribution




v

The Federal Communications Commussion (FCC) has designated the following services or
functionalities as those supported by federal unversal service support mechanisms: (1) voice grade
access 1o the puuic switched network; (2) local usage, (3) dual tone multi-freguency signaling or its
functional equal; (4) single party service or its funchonal equivalent; (5) access to emergency
services; (6) access to operator services, (7) access lo interexchange service; (B) access {o
directory assistance; and (9) toll limitation for qualifying low-income consumers. 47 CFR §
54 101(a)

v

As part of its obligations as an ETC, an ETC is required lo make available Lifeline and Link
Up services lo qualifying low-income consumers 47CFR §54.)5 47TCFR §54 411

Vi

Fort Randall offers voice grade access o the public switched network 1o all consumers
throughout ils service area. Exhibit 1

vii

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

Vil

Fort Randall offers dual tone multi-frequency signaling to all consumers throughout its service
arsa g

X

Fort Randall offers single party service to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit

X

Fort Randall offers access to emergency services 1o all consumers throughout its service
area. Exhibit 1

Xl

Fort Randall offers access to operator services to all consumers throughout its service area
Id

Xl

Fort Randall offers access to interexchange services 1o all consumers throughout ils service
area |d

X

Fort Randall offers access 1o directory assistance 1o all consumers throughout its service
area. g

=




XV

One of the services required to be provided by an ETC to qualifying low-income consumers
is toll imitation. 47 CF.R. § 54.101(a)(9). Toll hmitation consisis of bath toll blocking and toll
conirol. 47 CF R. § 54 400(d). Toll control is a service thal allows consumers lo specify a cerlain
amount of 1oll usage thal may be incurred per month or per billing cycle. 47 C.F.R. § 54.400(c). Toll
blocking is a service that lets consumers elect not to allow the completion of oulgoing toll calis. 47
CF R §54400(b)

xv
Fort Randall offers toll blocking to all consumers throughout its service area. Exhibit 1
xvi

Fort Randall does not currently offer toll control. |d. In order for Fort Randall to provide toll
conlrol, additicnal usage tracking and storage capabilities will have to be installed in its local
switching equipment, Forl Randall is attempting lo determine whether the necessary software has
been developed and when it might become available. |Id

XVl

Fort Randall stated that it is faced with exceptional circumstances conceming its ability to
make toll control service available and requesied a one year waiver from the requirement to provide
such service. |d. Prior 1o the end of the one year penod, Fort Randall will report back to the
Commussion with specific information indicating when the network upgrades can be made in order
to provide toll control. Id

Xviil

With respect to the ocbhigation {0 advertise the avadability of services supported by the federal
universal service support mechanism and the charges for those services using media of general
distnbution, Fort Randall stated that it advertises the availability of its local exchange services in
media of general distnbution throughout its service area However, Forl Randall has not generally
advertised the pnces for these services. |d Fort Randall stated its intention to comply with any
advertising standards developed by the Commission. Id

XX

Fort Randall currently offers Lifekne and Link Up service discounis in its exchanges. Exhibit
2 Fort Randail will offer the Lifeline and Link Up sernce discounts in all of its service area beginning
January 1, 1998, in accordance with 47 CF R §§ 54 400 to 54 417, inclusive, and any Commission
impased requirements. Exhibil 2

XX

The Commission finds that Fort Randall currently provides and will continue to provide the
following sennces or funchonalibes throughout its service area: (1) voice grade access 1o the public
swiiched network; (2) local usage; (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling, (4) single-party service;
(5} access to emergency services; (6) access 1o operator services, (7) access to inlerexchange
service; (B) access 1o direclory assistance; and (9) toll blocking for qualifying low-income consumers




XXI

The Commission finds that pursuant to 47 CF.R. § 54.101(c) it will grant Forl Randall a
waiver of the requirement to offer toll control services until December 31, 1998. The Commission
finds that exceptional arcumstances prevent Fort Randall from prowviding toll control at this time due
to the difficulty in oblaiming the necessary software upgrades 10 provide the service

X

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

2o

The Commission finds that Fort Randall shall advertise the availabidity of the services
supporied by the federal urwversal service suppont mechanism and the charges therefor throughout
s serice area using media of general distribution once each year The Commussion 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 disinbution

XX

Pursuant to 47 US.C § 214(e)(5), the Commission designates Fort Randall's current study
area as its seryice area

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
I

The Commission has junsdiction over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chaptlers 1-26, 48-31,
and47 USC §214

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

i

Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(1). a common camer that is designated as an ETC is eligible
to receive universal service suppor 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 i1s own facilities and resale of another camier's services. The carrier must also
advertise the availability of such services and the rates for the services using media of general
distnbution

v

The FCC has designated the following services or functionalities as those supported by
federal universal service support mechanisms. (1) voice grade access to the public switched
network; (2) local usage, (3) dual tone multi-frequency signaling or its functional equal, (4) single
party service or its functional equivalent, (5) access to emergency services, (6) access to operalor




services. (7) access to interexchange service, (B) access 1o directory assistance, and (9) toll
limitation for qualifying low-income consumers 47 C F R § 54 101(a)

Vv

As part of ts obhigations as an ETC, an ETC is required 1o make available Lifekne and Link
Up services to qualifying low-income consumers. 47T CF.R §54 405, 4TCFR §54 411

Vi
Fort Randali has met the requirements of 47 CF.R. § 54 101{a) with the excaption of the
ability to offer toll control. Pursuant 1o 47 C F.R. § 54 101(c), the Commission concludes that For
Randall has demonstraled exceptional cicumsiances thal justify granting i a waiver of the
requirement to offer toll control until December 31, 1998
Vil

Fort Randall shall pronde Lifeline and Link Up programs to qualifying customers throughout
its service area consistent with state and federal rules and orders

Vi
Forl Randall shall adverlise the avalabdity of the senvices supportied by the federal universal
sennice 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 rale shall be advertised using media of general distnbution

X

Pursuant to 47 US.C. § 214(e)(5). the Commission designates Forl Randall's current study
area as ils service area

X

The Commission designates Forl Randall as an eligible telecommunications carner for its
service area

It is therefore

ORDERED, that Fort Randall's current study area is designated as its service area, and it

FURTHEF ORDERED, that Fort Randall shall be granted a warver of the requirement to offer
toll control services until December 31, 1998, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Fort Randall shall follow the advertising requiremenis as hsted
above, and il 1S

FURTHER ORDERED, that Fort Randall is designated as an eligible telecommunications
camer for its service area




NOTICE OF ENTRY OF ORDER

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that this Order was duly entered on the _/ 7/ &{ﬂa? 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 _/ E"’aay of December, 1997
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VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Decembaer 31, 1987

RECEIVED

Universal Service Administration Company

100 South Jafferson Road Al 1998

Whippany NJ 07981 e
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLI

RE: LIFELINE AND LINKUP Programs UTILITIES C '*.".-"'.;-f'};f

Dear People

Enclosed for your review and acceplance is Fort Randall Telephone Company's LIFELINE AND
LINKUP plan

For further questions, pleasé feel froe 1o give me a call. My telephone number is (888) 283-TB67.

Respectiully submittad,

Hanson 3

Treasurer
Fort Randall Telephone Company

enclosures
cc. Sheryl Todd FCC

Office ol the Secretary FCC
Bal Bullard SOPUC




LIFELINE AND LINK UF PLAN
OF FORT RANDALL TELEPHONE COMPANY

Ihe Fort Randall Telephone Company submits this plan pursuant to 47 CFR § 54 401(d). Fort
Randall Telephone Company has been designated as an eligible telecommunications carnier by the South
ikakota Public Unlibes Commussion (“SDPUC™) and, as such, must make L. zline and Link Up service
available o quabfying low-income consumers as set forth m the Commssion’s Firal Order and
Decision; Notice of Entry of Decision dated November 1B, 1997, 1ssued in Docket TCY97-150 (In_the
Matter of the Investigation into the Lifeline and Link Up Programs), which 1s attached as Exhibit A, and
consistent with the cntena established under 47 CFR §6§ 54.400 to 54 417, inclusive

A. General

. The Lifehine and Link Up programs assist quahified low-income consumers by providing for
reduced monthly charges and reduced connection charges for local telephone service. The
assistance applics to a single telephone line at a quahfied consumer’s pnnaipal place of
residence

2. A qualified low-income consumer is a telephone subscniber who participates in at least one of

-

the following public assistance programs

a. Medicawd
Food Stamps
¢ Supplemental Secunty Income (551)
d. Federal Fublic Housing Assistance
e. Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LHEAP)

i A qualified low-income consumer 15 eligible to receive either or bath Lifeline and Link Up

assistance

4. Fort Randall Telephone Company will advertise the avamlahility of Lifeline and Link Up
services and the charges therefore using media of general distnbution and in accord wath any
rules that may be developed by the SDPUC for application to ehigible felecommumcations

CaITICTS

5. In addion, Fort Randall Telephone Company, as required by the Final Order and Dectsion,
Notice of Entey of Decuston of the SDPUC (Exhibit A), will indicate tnat’s annual report to the
SDPUC the number of subscribers wiathin it's service area receiving Lifeline and/or Link Up
assistance In additon, this mformation will be provided 1o the Universal Service
Administrative Company (“"USACT)

6. Information as 1o the number of consumers qualifying for Lifeline and/or Link Up assistance
cannot currently be provided by Forr Randall Telephone Company because 11 has no access to
the government imformation necessary to determine how many of its telephone subscribers are
participating in the above referenced public assistance programs. Without this information, Fort
Randall Felephone Company cannol provide, at this time, even a reasonahle estimate of the
number ol its subscrnibers who, after January |, 199K, will be recemving Lifeline and/or Link Up
service.  Information as to the number of its low-income subscribers gquahifymg for Lileline




r Link Up can be provided after applhicaty lyne and Link Up asastance have been

-ived by Forr Randiall |'|'JI1'_I"F L, T L

In accord with the SDPUC s Firal Order and [econon, Notwoe of Entry of [Deciston, Faort

Ramdall clenhonge ompany will make applicatsonn forms avanlable w all of its existing
dall Teleph (omy I i :
ressdential customers, o all new customers when they apply for residential local telephone

wervice, and to other persons or entitics upon therr reguest

B. Lifcline

| Lifeline service means a retal local semvace offering lor which qualified low-income

comsumers pay reduced charpes

Y Lifeline service includes vouce grade access to the public switched network, local usage, dual
tone mult-frequency signahing or its functional equivalent, single-party service or its functional
cquivalent, access D CMCTRENCY SCTVICES, ACCess [0 operalor services, acocss (o mierenchange

LTVICE, access to directory assistance. and toll limiatatior

L Qualified low-income subscnibers are required to submut an application form m order to
recene Lifehne service.  In applying for Lifehine assistance, the subscnber must certify under
ryv that they are currently participat in at least one of the qualifying public
1s listed in Section A L, above. In addibion, the subscnber must agree to nolily

Denalty T E

AR ISIANCC roRraly

Fort Randal! Telephone Company when they cease parucipating i the quahfying publc

psarstande proia

4 The wtal monthly Lifeline credst avanlable to qualified consumers 1s $5.25. Forr Randall
Telephone Company shall provide the credit 1o qualified consumers by applying the federal
baseline support amount of $3.50 to wawve the consumer’s federal End-User Common Line
amount of S1.785 as a credit to the

harpe and applying the addihonal authonze

corsurmnet ' s intrastate local service rate.  The federal bascline support amount and additional

sdall Telephone Company s lowest tanfled
ior otherwise generally avatlable) resadential rate fir the services Listed above in Section B3
Per the attached SIPUC Fingl i der and [ecision, Notieoe of Entry of Decision, the SDPUC has

w1 avarlable, totaling $5.25, <hall reduce Forr

thonized intrastate mate reductions for ehigible twelecommunicatons camers making the

78 available The SDPUC did not establish a state

tons. (Eahibit A, Findings of Fact VI and VI

al support amount of %
I ifehine program to fund any further mate reduc

d Conelustons of Law 1 and 111)

8 Fort Rand ( ommpgmy W beonibers from their Lifehne service

For non-pas ent of wndl charpges unless the ‘\l |1'1 i rursiEant to S| IR ] 54 ﬁ'll“hﬂ 1), has

granted the mpany a waver fromn the nof-disconnect feguifentent

¢ b ithe culeT Telephose  pmpany has obtamed a waiver from the

s uant o4 101{e), the company shall offer toll irmtaton to all quahiving
wetncome consumers when they subsenbe to Lifeline service 1 the subsenber clecls to

ve toll limstation, that serviice shall become part of that subwxcniber s Lifeline service




7. Fort Randall Telephone Company will not collect a service deposit in order to initiate Lifeline
service if the qualifying low-income consumer voluntanly clects toll blocking on their telephone
line. However, one month's local service charges may be required as an advance payment

C., Link Up
. Link Up means

(a) A reduction i 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
nol to exceed one year

2. Charges assessed for commencing service include any charges that are customanly assessed
for connecting subscribers 1o the network. These charges do not include any permissible security

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

Fort Randall Telephone Company
122 West Highway #46

Wagner SD 57751

HEB-284-70667

#
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XIBIT 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 ) EN" RY OF DECISION
) TC97-150

Al its August 18, 1997, regularly scheduled meeting, the Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) voted to open a docket concerning the Federal Communications
Commission’s (FCC's) Report and Order on Universal Service regarding the Lifeline and
Link Up programs. In its Report and Order, the FCC decided that it would provide for
additional federal support in the amount of $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). Additional federal support may also be received
in an amount equal to one-half of any support generated from the intrastate jurisdiction,
up to a mavamum of $7.00 in federal support. 47 C.F.R. § 54.403(a) A stale commission
must file or require the carrier to file information with the administrator of the federai
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 concerning how the Commission should implement the
FCC's rules on the Lifeline and Link Up programs. In their written comments, interested
persons and enuties commented on the following questions:

1. Whether the Commission should approve inlrastate rate reductions to allow
consumers eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional $1 75 in federal support?

2. Whether the Commussion should set up a state Lifeline Program lo 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
acministrator of the federal universal service fund demonstrating that the carrier's Lifeline
plan meets the criteria set forth in 47 C F R § 54 .401(d)?

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

RAPID CITY Monday, October 27, 1997, 1.00 p.m., Canyon Lake Senior Citizens
Center, 2900 Canyon Lake Drive, Rapid City, SD




PIERRE Tuesday, October 28, 1997, 130 p m, State Capitol Building, Room
412, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, SD

SIOUX FALLS Wednesday, Octcber 29, 1997, 900 am, Cenler for Active
Generations, 2300 Waest 46th, Sioux Falls, SD

Al its November 7, 1997, meeting, the Commission ruled as follows: On the first
issue, the Commission authonzed intrastate 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 Commission 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 1o 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
Lommussion ordered that staff, in consultation with the carmiers, develop a standard form
for self-certification; that these forms be sent to all of their customers prio- to January 1,
1958, and thereafter, 1o all new customers: and that the carmers make the forms available
to any person or entity upon request. On the fourth issue, the Commissicn ruled that the
camer be required to file with the FCC the information demonstrating that the carmer's plan
meets the applicable FCC cnitenia 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
heanngs, 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, In the Matter
of the Investigation into Implementation of a Telephone Assistance Plan for South Dakota
Customers Exhibit 1 at page 1 Subsequent buyers of U S WEST exchanges were
required to also offer the TAP and Link Up America programs. |d. at pages 1-2

The amount of TAP assistance 1s $7.00, $3.50 of which is federally funded, with the
remaimng $3 50 fundeda by the local telecommunications camer. |d. at page 3. Although
U S WEST was onginally allowed o charge a surcharge to fund the program, U S WEST
subsequently gave up that nght in Docket F-3647-8, In the Matler of the Public Utilities
Commission Investigation into the Effects of the 1986 Tax Reform Act on South Dakola
Utilittes. Exhibit 5 In order lo receive the TAP assistance, a member of the household




support. The Commission finds that it shall authonze intrastate rate reductions for eligible
telecommunications companies providing local exchange service o allow eligible
consumers o receive the additional $1.75 in federal support.  Thus, the total amount of
federal support 1s $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 lo 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 locai rales to low income
customers age 60 and over. The Commission further finds that the South Dakota Lifeline
and Link Up programs shall follow the FCC rules. See 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417.
The effect of following the FCC rules and not inslituting further state funded reductions is
_ that the FCC eligibility requirements and self-certification requirements will apply to the
South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs. In addition, the Commission orders that tha
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,
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.

X

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

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Commission has junsdiction over thus matter pursuant to SDCL Chapter 49-31,
specifically 49-31-1.1, 49-31-3, 49-31-7, 49-31-7.1, 49-31-11, 49-31-12 1, 49-31-12 2 and
12.4, and 47 C.F.R §§ 54.400 to 54 417




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

The Link Up Amenca program provides assistance in an amount equal lo one-half
of the qualifying subscriber’'s telephone service connection charges up (o a maximum of
$30.00. |d 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 ltelephone service and must nol have been provided telephone service at hus or her
residence within the previous three months, and must not be a dependent for federal
income lax purposes (dependency criteria does not apply lo those 60 years of age or
older). |d. The Link Up program is funded entirely out of federal funds. Id

v

The FCC rmnsad the mma-rt Lﬂellne and Lmk Up programs in CC Docket No. 96-

; - : pryice, adopted May 7, 1997

Eegmnm Jam:ary 1. 1998 lh:& FCC I'mmd Ihat lhe federal baseline Lifeline support will

be $3.50 per qualifying low-income consumer with an additional $1.75 in federal support

if the state commission approves a corresponding reduction in intrastate local rates. 47

‘CF.R §54.403(a). Additional federal Lifeline support in an amount equal to one-half the
amount of any stale Lifeline support (not to exceed $7.00) is also available. Id

v

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

Vi

Pursuant to the FCC's rules, if there 1s no state Lifeliné or Link Up program, a
consumer is eligible for support f the consumer participales in one of the following
programs. Medicaid, food stamps, Supplemental Security Income; federal public housing
assistance, or the Low-income Home Energy Assistance Program. 47 C.F.R. §§ 54 409(b)
and 54 415(b). In addition, if there is no state Lifeline or Link Up program, a customer
must cerify under penalty of perjury that the customer is receiving benefits from one of the
programs listed above and agrees o notify the camer if the cuslomer ceases to participate
in such program or programs. Id

Vil

The first issue 15 whether the Commussion should approve intrastate rate reductions
to allow consumers eligible for Lifeline support lo receive the additional $1.75 in federal
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Pursuant to 47 CF R § 54 403{a), the Commission authonzes intrasiate rate
reductions for eligible telecommunications companies providing local exchange service
lo allow eligible consumers to receive the additional $1.75 in federal support

The Commission declines to institlute a slate Lifeline program to fund further
reductions at this ime. 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 carriers shall send these forms to each customer
prior to January 1, 1988 The carners shall also send a form to each of their new
customers. Finally, the carmers shall make the forms available to any person or entity
upon request

v

Pursuant tc 47 CF.R. § 54 401(d), the Commission finds the carners shall be
required to file that iniormation demonstrating that the carrier's plan meets the applicable

" FCC rules and that the carmer send an informational copy to the Commussion. 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

Itis therefore

ORDERED, that the Commission authorizes intrastate rate reductions for eligible
telecommunications companies providing local exchange service to allow eligible
consumers lo 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 ime; 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 seif-
certification; that the carmers shall send these forms to all of their customers prior to
January 1, 1998, thal the carriers shall also send a form to each of their new customers;

and that the carriers make the forms available to any person or entity upon request. and
inis




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

Up support

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this /' d’day of November, 1997
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