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IN THE MATTER OF THE 
INVESTIGATK>N INTO THE LIFELINE 
ANO LINK UP PROGRAMS 

l'ublic Ut ilities Commission or the State or South Dakota 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION 
INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP 
PROGRAMS 

ORDER OPENING DOCKET 

TC97-150 

At rts August 18. 1997. regularty scheduled meeting. the Public Utilities Commission 
(Commission) voted to open a docket concerning the Federal Communications 
Comm1ss,on·s Report and Order on Universal Service regarding the Ufeline 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 C F.R. § 54 403(a). Additional federal support may also be received in an 
amount equal to 1/2 of any support generated from the intrastate jurisdiction. up to a 
maximum of S7 00 ,n federal support . 47 C F.R. § 54.403(a). A state commission must 
file or require the carrier to file information with the administrator of the federal universal 
service fund demonstrating that the carrier's Ufeline plan meets the criteria set forth in 4 7 
C.F.R § 54.401 . 

The Commission dedded to accept written comments from interested persons and 
entities concerning how the Commission should implement the FCC's ru~ on the Lifeline 
and Link Up programs. In their written comments. interested persons and entittes should 
comment on the following questions: 

1. Whether the Commission should approve intrastate rate reductions to alk>w 
consumers eligible for Lifeline support to receive the additional S1 .75 in federal support"/ 

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

Whether the Commission should modify the existing Ufeline or link Up 
Programs? 

4 Shall the CcYTim1ssion file or require the carrier to file information with the 
administrator of the federal universal service fund demonstrating that the carrier's Lifeline 
plan meets the criteria set forth in 47 C F .R. § 54.401 {d)? 

Interested persons and entities may provide additional comments on any other 
issues concerning the Lifeline and Link up programs. Written comments shall be filed with 
the Commission or before September 12. 1997. It is therefore 



ORDERED, that interested persons and entities may provide written comments on 
the above listed questions as well as any other issues concerning the Lifeline and Link up 
programs on or before September 12. 1997. 

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this 28th day of August, 1997. 
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REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF AUTHORITY 

Appicabon by 'NortdCom Technologies,lnc. for a Ceftlficate of Authority to operate as .: 1elecommunications eompany within 

the state ol South Dakota (Staff' OJ/KC) "Wol1ctCom Techndogles 'NW! provide the same sel'VlCff that WofldC om, Inc and 
TC97-148 MFS lntelnet of South OakOla. Inc. eurrertty provide, including MTS, WATS, 800, calling card and debit card services. all at 08125197 09112197 

the same rates, terms and condlbOns as are currentty available, statewide In the near future. 'NonCICom Ted'lnolr.gies wlli 
a}so beoln orovldlno local exchanae and exehanae ac:ceH seNlces." 

Application by Primus Teleconvnunlcations Inc. lO Amend its Certificate of Authonty to operate as a telecommunieabons 
company wtthln O'le stale of South Dakota. (Staff: TSJCH) "Pnmus petitions the ... Commission to authonze lt to (offerJ 

TC~4 prepaid debit card services within the state ... Primos Is W'I the process ol updating and revising rts debit card otfenngs 08122/97 09112/97 
nationwide and wlll file rts proposed Sooth Dakota tantf revIs10ns shortty Pnmus has the financing and capital necessary 
10 provide preruid debit card service to subscribers In lhe state of Sooth Dakota • 

INVESTIGATION OPENED 

~te17.1io_ !:!nT::~~~;s::=~~ :•~~:::;n~~:~~1~:f ~fehne and link Up Programs 1n South Dakota The order ~~7 com
091
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EMERGING COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS FILING 

U S 'M:ST Comrnumeabons filed 10 re\/lSe ltle methOd of toll roundlllg IOf Mesngci Toi Service Cun en tty when a computed 
TC97-1 47 rate results in a lracllOnal charge, 11 is rounoed dow'n Th11 revision rounds to !he elosest cent US \NEST CommunicaI10ns 08'22197 09/05/97 

intends 10 im;)!emen1 thlS Chanlle on Seotemt>er 18, 1997 • (Statt· TSICHJ 

NEGOTIATED INTERCONNECTION AGREEMENT FILED 

Sprinl CorrmunicallOns Company, LP filed for ilppl'OYal by the CofMuslon the negobated terms lof interconnectJOn, resale 
and unbundled elements. agreemen1 tietweeo Sp,v,t and U S \NEST Communica110n1 Arty person wishing to comment on Res HI Due 

TC97-149 the pattJes' request for approva1 may do so by fmg wmten COf'M'lefllS with the Commssslon and the paroes to the agreement 08127/97 g;; 1197 
no later than September 17, 1997 Parties to the agreement may Ille wntten responses to !he comments no later than October 
6 1997 (Staff· CH 
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SDITC 
Rich:11d 0. Coi t 
E1:,C'Mf1tt01uC'10t 

Mr. Bill Bullard, Ex.ecutivc Director 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission 
State Capitol Building 
Pierre, SD 57501 

September 12. 1997 

South Dakota Independent 
Telephone Coalition, Inc. 

Bt lt e Oo:lt r 
Adm111bm1111 t Auu111,u 

RECEIVED 

SEP 1 2 1997 
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION 

RE: TC97• I S-0 (Llfdine and Link Up lnvesugation) 

DearBill: 

Enclosed for filing )'OU will find the original and ten copies of SDITC's Comments in the 

above rd°crenccd docket. 

Thank you for your assisu.ncc in this matter. 

RDC;bd 

Enc. 

~ 
~~ 

Executive Director and General Counsel 

~ 207 E:u,1 Capito l A,•c, • Suu e 206 • Pierre , SD 5750 1 • Phone (605) 22◄ -7629 • Fax (605) 2H -16l7 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM ISSION 

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE 
INVESTIGATION INTO THE 
LIFELINE AND LINK-UP 
PROGRAMS 

DOCKET TC97-150 

COMMENTS OF SDITC 

~~CEIVED 

1997 

The South Dakota Public Utilities Commission ('°Commission"') in its "Order Opening 

Docket .. issued in the above cap1ioned matter dated August 28. 1997, has requested comments 

from interested panics on issues relating 10 how it should implement the new Lifeline and Link 

Up Program requirements ~t fonh in 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.400 through 54 417 The Commission has 

specifically identified four issues for comment. ln response to the Commission's Order, the 

South Dakota Independent Telephone Coalition. Inc. ("'SDITC") submits the following: 

A. Background information - currtnl Ufelint and Link Up programs 

Current ly, US WEST Communications, Inc. (''US WEST') and the cooperative and 

independent local exchange carriers that have purchased US WEST exchange areas panicipatc in 

this State's Telephone Assistance Plan, which is the Lifeline program as implemented in South 

Dakota. The Telephone Assistance Plan ( .. TAP") was implemented by this Commission in the 

US WEST exchange areas in South Dakota pursuant to a Decision and Order dated February 17, 

1988, issued in Docke1 F-3703 On the Mauer of the lnvestiSAtion into Irnolemenratioo of a 

Telephone Auistance Piao for South Dakota Customers). Cooperative and independen1 local 

exchange carriers (hereinafter generally referenced as .. ILEC's") became involved in the process 

of extending lhe TAP discounts lo qua.lilied low-income customers upon 1hcir acquisition of US 

WEST exchange areas. The Commission. as pan of its orders approving the various exchange 



sales. mandated that the purchasing ILECs continu~ the TAP program discoun1s being provided 

in 1hc acquired exchanges 

Eligible telephone subscribers arc made aware of the existing TAP prognm through the 

matcrith allachcd hereto as fahibit A The TAP materials were de\•eloped by US WEST and 

the ILECs particip11ing in the TAP program They arc provided to qualified low-income 

cus1omcrs through the State Ocpar1mcnt of Social Services ("DSS") Included within lhc 

materials is information list ing the telephone companies that participate in the TAP. information 

on consumer eligibility criteria. and a TAP application form DSS on an ongoing. periodic basis 

identifies from its Food Stamps and Low- Income Energy Assistance Plan (''LIEAP'") records 

1hosc individuals who meet the TAP eligibility criteria and mails to them the TAP documents 

Also, DSS assists in a process of rcccnifying the eligibility of TAP customers by pro\·iding 

annually or biannually a listing of those customers who arc no longer receiving Food Stamps or 

LIEAP assistance This information is provided by DSS 10 the telephone companies based on 

the written consent of the: customer which is provided with the TAP application form In signing 

the application. the customer agrees that his signature authorizes 1he Department of Social 

Services 10 release information concerning his Social Security number and eligibility for Food 

Stamps and/or Energy Assistance TM DSS collects reimbursement for all or a ponion of its 

expenses associated with its adminisua1ion of the TAP program 1hrough dirccc ly billing the 

LECs for such expenses The billings to LECs arc made on an annual basis 

As indicated in the anachtd materials. eligibility for TAP discounts, as the progni,m is 

now struaurcd, is limited to customer locations where a member of1he household is 60 years of 

age or older and 1he member participates in either the s111e·s Food Stamp or Energy Assistance 

(LIEAP) programs The monthly TAP discount provided to 1hc qualified telephone subscriber is 



S7.00 Of 1hc $7 00. one-half of 1he same is crcdi1ed to the subscriber's bill as a waiver or the 

federal subscriber line charge The participating LEC is reimbursed for the lost revenue by !he 

National Exchange Carrier' s Association 1hrough distribu1ions oul or the existing rcderal Lifeline 

Assis1ance fund The remaining S.l 50 is funded at 1hc state level Per lhe Commission's 

Decision and Order in Docke1 F-3703, !he funding was provided for through authorization or an 

increase in US WEST's residential and business local exchange rates not 10 exceed 5 cents per 

month Decision and Order, page 3. 

In addition 10 1he TAP program, a Link Up program exis1s in the State, As a program 

that was initially only implemented in the US WEST exchanges in South Dako1a. it also is 001 at 

this time offered s1a1cwide. A listing or all LECs participating in the Link Up program and other 

information concerning such program is set forth in the matttials auachcd hereto as Exhibit 8 . 

These materials arc also provided by DSS to qualifying customers. In order to receive Link Up 

assistance, the customer (1) mus1 be receiving ei1hcr Food S1arnps or UEAP assislance, (2) 

must not presently have local teltphone service and must not have been provided telephone 

service at his or her residence within the previous lhrce months; (3) and must not be a dependent 

for rcdcral income tax purposes (dependency criteria docs not apply to those 60 years or age or 

older). The Link Up assistance discount is an amount equal lo one-hair of the qualirying 

subscriber's telephone service connection charges up 10 a maximum or SJ0.00 Assistance is 

also available to pay interest charges where 1he qualified subscriber en1crs into a dererrcd 

payment plan covering the connection charges Link Up discounts are funded enlirely out or the 

rederal jurisdiction LECs are reimbursed for the costs incurred 1hrough an expense adjus1men1 

which effeccively alloca1es the co.sis 10 the interstate jurisdiction and intentate access charges. 



8. Whdhtr lhc Commission should appron inlnulalc nit reductions lo allow 
consumers tligiblc for Liftlint support 10 r«cin tht additional S1.75 in (tderal support! 

The Commission shou ld take such action with respect 10 US WEST. but SDITC 

question<. whether 1he action is ncccssary where 1he Commission does not regulate the LEC 's 

local service ra1es If the Commission believes it necessary 10 indicate its approval of rate 

reductions by all LECs ,n the S1a1e 10 ensure comrliance wi1 h Federal Communications 

Commission ("FCC") rules, in taking any such action it should be recognized that under state 

law the Commission actually has no authority 10 regu\a1e the local service rates or those LECs 

co\·ercd by the exemption from regulation set fonh in SDCL 49-31-S I 

SDITC ""'OUld nolc that it is panicularly imponant to obtain the additional S1.75 in 

federal Lifeline suppon because, as funhcr explained below, scatc legislation is needed if any 

intrastate Lifeline funding is to be established Currently, 1he total mon1 hl y Lifeli ne discoun1 is 

S7.00, half or which is supposed to be funded through the local service revenues of the 

panicipating LECs. Going forward. the SDITC member LECs do not believe the current method 

of stale funding can be maintained consiscent with the federal law or the exemption from local 

service rate regulation granted ILECs under SDCL 49-31 -5 I Consequently, unless and until a 

valid slate funding mechani sm is establ ished 1hrough slate legislation. the Lifeline discount 

amount will not be maintained at S7 00. The SDITC member companies believe the discount 

will have to be limited to the amount of federal Lifeline funding available. SS.25 



C. Whdher lhe Commi" ion should stt up • slate Lirdine Program to fund furthtr 
reductions in the intrastate nte paid by lhe end user! 

1. Stale Lifeline fundi ng musl be consistcm with SCCJioo 254 of the Act 

With respect 10 the issue o r whether additional Lireline discounts or reductions should be 

funded through a stale program. SOITC's conc.crns relate specificall y to how the funding is 

generated Presently, the sta1e portion or the S7 00 TAP discoun1 amount must be recovered by 

the panici pating LECs through !he local service rates charged other subscribers SDITC would 

oppose any state Lireline Program thal. si milar to the TAP program in existence loday, requires 

contribution only from the panicipating incu mbent LECs. 

One focus of 1he FCC in revising its current federaJ Lifeline rules was lo make lhc 

Lifeline program more competitively neutral. The FCC agreed with 1he Federal-State Joint 

Board that the funding mechanisms for Lireline shou ld be made competitively neutraJ. The FCC 

found no statutory justification for continuing lo fund the federal Lifeline program through 

charges levied only on some intercxchange carriers ('" IXCs"). The FCC determined that all 

carriers that provide interslate 1clccommunications services should contribute on an equitable 

and non-discrimi natory basis to funding the fcderaJ Lifel ine discount In the Maner of the 

Fedml·Statc Joint Board on Univrual Scryic;c. Repon and Order, CC Docket #96-4S, FCC 97-

157, par 364(1 997) 

As to how Slates should gencra1c matching funds for Lifeline assistance that would allow 

for additional federal suppon in excess of the SS.2S baseline suppon amount, the FCC stopped 

shon or attempting 10 prescribe the preci!-t method states should use The FCC. however. 

pointed 001 that states must meet the requirement s of section 2S4 and provide equitable and non

discriminatory suppon for state universal service suppon mechanisms FCC 97-157. par 36 1. 



Sectic.n 254(f) of the 1996 Telecommunications Act (hereinafter referenced as "the Act" ) 

provides. speci fi call y. that "[a] Stale may adopt regulations not inconsistent with the 

Commission's rules 10 preserve and advance univef"al service Every telecommunications 

canicr that provides intru1a1c tdecornmunications WYiccs shal\ contribu1e on an cauitablc and 

oon:d.i.Kti..'llinaiory basis in a manner determined bv the State to the oa:scrvation and 

advancement o(univeral sryice in that State . : · Emphasis added. 

SOITC does not believe that a slate suppon mechani sm fo r additional Lifeline assistance 

that relics exclusively on incumbent LECs for contribution would be equitable or non

discriminatory or otherwise in compliance with the federal law The universal service funding 

provisions found in Section 254 of the Act clearly indicate that 1he state funding for Lifeline 

assistance should be acco mplished in a different manner through assessing a broader base of 

telecommunications providers The FCC, as indicated, in fund ing the federal discount amount 

has adopted rules requiring "all teleco mmunications carriers providing interstate 

telecommunications services" 10 contribute Contribution in the federal jurisdiction will be 

required of all carriers. including wireless carriers, compe1i1ive LECs ( .. CLECs'") and 

interexchange carriers. etc.. SDITC strongly believes the same approach must be taken with 

respect to any stale Lifeline funding Requiring contribution from all carriers is essential to 

ensure that no si ngle group of carriers is disadvantaged in the marketplace versus other 

compet ing carriers and tha1 end user customers. which ultimately will bear the costs. are trea1ed 

fairly . The ad,antage that CLECs would ha\'C over incumbent LECs if surcharges for Lifel ine 

funding are not uni10rmly assessed is obvious. CLECs, per the FCC rules. if they have obtained 

.. eligib le telecommunicatio ns carrier" s1a1us, would be in a position lo receive federal Lifeline 

dollars and pass Lifeline discounts on 10 their qualified subscribers They would not. howe\'er, 



like the incumbent LECs be faced wi1h having 10 recover the costs of providing the Lifeline 

assistance from any of the customers they serve Funding for 1he CLEC's Lifeline discounts 

would come exclusively from the incu mbent LEC and its customers. CLEC's would have an 

inherent pricing advantage in 1hc markclplace and the coSls of Lifeline assistance would be 

shifted i11ordina1ely to 1he cus1omcrs of incumbent carriers. 

2 The Commission lacks sa1u1orv authority 10 fund State Lifeline discoums through 
ordering local rate increases bv ILECs 

In addition. SDITC qu~ions whether the Commission could properly under state law 

establish a state Lifeline program that would fund further Lifeline discounls 10 IL EC customers 

by ordering ILEC's to recover the costs through local ra1e increases 10 other subscribers. In 

initially establishing the TAP program, the Commission specifi call y exempted telephone 

cooperatives. municipal telephone systems. and independent telephone companies servi ng fewer 

than 10.000 subscribers from panicipation in the program based on the exemption from 

regulation ex1cnded such companies under SDCL 49.J J.5 I. In the Conclusions of Law to its 

Decision and Order issued in Docket F-3703, page 8, 1he Commission stated. 

Based upon the rate exclusion contained in SDCL 49-J J. 
5.1, telephone cooperatives. municipal telephone systems and 
independent telephone compa nies serving less than ten thousand 
local subscribers are exempt from the provisions of this Order. 
These 1clecommunications companies may participate in either 
their own TAP Of the federal Link Up America program on a 
voluntary basis. 

The above language ind ica1es that the Commission when implemenling 1hc TAP properly 

recognized that it did not have authority based on the exemption found in SDCL 49-3 1-S I to 

regulate the local service ra1es of local telephone companies other than US WEST. and through 

such regulation to raise the money necessary to provide for state Lifeline funding The state 



statu~cs have not changed si nce issuance of the Commission's final order in F-3703 to give the 

Commission an)' greater au thority over the local service rates of cooperative, municipal. or 

independent LECs The Commission, because it lacks authority to regulate the local service 

rates of local telephone companies in the State other than US WEST, may not consistent with 

state law order local rate increases by such companies for the purpose or funding stale Lifeline 

discounts 

J State legislation is needed to provide for any Smc Li feline funding 

Given the requirements in federal law that state funding mechanisms be equitable and 

non-discriminatory and also the fact that the Commission docs not regulate the local 5C1Vice rates 

or cooperative, municipal and independent telephone companies, if the Commission believes 

additional support should be made available 10 low-income customers through state Lifeline 

funding. the s1a1e funding should be provided through legislation 

Legislation proposed by SDITC and US WEST during the 1997 stale legislative session 

included universal service funding provisions specifically authorizing an allocation of a portion 

of any collected universal service fund contribut ions for Lifeline assistance. The same type of 

approach could be taken with respect to any stale universal service fund legislation that is 

presented this year by companies or the Commission. In addition. within the legislation. Lifeline 

administrati\•e costs could also be addressed S1a1e universal service fund dollars could also be 

designated for reimbursing the administrative costs associated with any necessary state 

administration of the Lifeline program 

If state Lifeline funding is made avai lable through universa l service fund ing legislation. 

the Commission would rc1ain. for the most pan. the ability to establish the criteria that would be 



ap:,lied in determining customer eligibility for Lifeline discounl s. Under the FCC rules, states 

that provide in1rasta1e matching funds for Lifeline assistance can. for the most pan, establish 

stale specific Lifeline eligibil i1y criteria The only requirement imposed by the FCC is that any 

such criteria be " narrowly targeted" and "bued solely on income or factors directly related to 

income" 47 CFR § 54 409(1) This means thal if intrastate funding is available allowing for 

additional Lifeline discounts above the SS 25 federal discounts. this Commission could in 

compli ance -...i th the federal law continue 10 base !he eligibi lity of subscribers for Lifeline 

assistance based on the cri1cria that is currently used in South Dakota, except for the requirement 

1ha1 the household member be over the age of 60 1 If slate funding is provided for through new 

legislation. the Commission could conlinuc lo link eligibility with subscriber panicipa1ion in the 

Food Stamps or Energy Assistance programs !hat arc administered by DSS. If these criteria arc 

used. verification of customer eligibility could follow the same process used today, by involving 

DSS in the initial process 10 identify individuals that wi ll receive the Lifeline applic:a1ion fonns 

At present. however. the Commission is not in a position to properly fund intrastate 

Lifeline discounts and. consequently. it appears !hat at least initiall y the federal eligibility cri1cria 

set fonh in 47 CFR § 54.409 will have 10 be followed by LECs in offering Lifeline discounts to 

subscribers after January 1, 1998. The FCC rules, specifically, 47 CFR § 54.409 provides: 

To qualify to receive Lifeline in slates that do not provide state Lifeline 
2U2QQJ1, a consumer must panicipate in one of the following programs: 
Medicaid, food stamps; Supplemental Security Income: federal public housing 
assistance; or Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program. In states not 
providing state Lifeline suppon, each carrier offering Lifeline service to a 
consumer must obtain that consumer's signalure on a document cenifying under 
penalty of perjury thal the consumer receives benefits from one of 1hc programs 
men1ioned in this paragraph and idenlifying the program or programs from which 
Iha! consumer receives benefits On the same document. a qualifying low-income 

1 The FCC 1w qicafic:ally indicated lh.11 limiling part1ciixition m Lifchnc 10 onJy low-income subscribers v;ho arc 
ckkfly woukt be 1ntOOS1stClll v;·ith iu gmc111 rtquirmicnt tJw digibilily -t,c ba.K'.d 12kb' on income or fac:tOfS 
dircaly rcla1cd 10 1ncomc.M Rcpon and Order, FCC 97-157, p;u J7J 



consumer also must agree 10 notify the carrier if the consumer ceases lo 
panicipatc in 1hc program or programs (Emphasis added ) 

D. Whethtr tht Comminion should modify lht uisting Lift.lint or Link Up 
Programs? 

I ~ ofli(cline program 

Al this lime, there being no mechanism 10 properly fu nd intrastatt. Lifeline discounts. 

modifications 10 the existing Lifeline program in South Dakoca arc required to ensure 1ha1 the 

newly established federal Lifeline discounts arc a\.-ailable to qualifyi ng consumers after January 

I, 1998 

The fo llowing basic modifications must be implemcnied: 

a. The program must be expanded authorizi ng all e ligible telecommunications 
carriers to make the fu nded Lifeline discounts available 10 qualified consumers. 

b Currenily, the federal di scount amount is SJ SO and a state match of SJ SO is 
provided making the total monthly discount S7.00 per month. The discount 
amounts will have to be changed. The federal discount amount should be 
increased to SS 25 to renect the addit ional federal funding that wi ll be available 
begi nning January I. 1998, and the sl ate discount amount should be eliminated. 
As explained. it would be improper for the Commission to continue funding of the 
stale Lifeline d iscount in tt'e manner used today by rcquirinp contribution only 
fro m incu mbent LECs through orderi ng increases to their local service rates; 

c The existing eligibi lity criteria for Lifeline must be changed and supplemented. 
The criteria mu st be changed to indicate that the named lelenhone subscriber must 
receive assistance under the programs which detennine Lifeline eligibility. 
Discounts may no longer be tied 10 mere panicipa1ion of a household member in 
1he programs Also. clearly. the el igibili1y criteria must be supplemented to 
authorize discoon1s to subscribers receiving assisiance under any one of the 
programs li sted in the Federal rul es. 47 CFR § 54 409(b) In addition to 
subscribers participat ing in the Food Stamps or Energy Assistance programs. 
subscribers receiving Medicaid assistance, federal public housing assistance or 
Supplemental Security Inco me must be deemed eligible for !he Lifeline discoums: 
and 

10 



d Other FCC requirements relating to sc1vice disconneclion. toll control. and 
local service deposits imposed on carriers providing 1hc Lifeline discounts should 
be incorporated inlo 1he existing program 47 CFR § 54 401. 

SDITC is aware 1hat implemenling 1he above modificalions. particularly expanding the 

eligibility criteria to the additional public assistance programs. will affect the ability of DSS 10 

continue its assistance in administering the Lifeline program Specifically. to our uOOerstanding. 

DSS would not have access 10 federal public housing assislancc or Supplemental Security 

Income records which would allow it to identify and send Lifeli ne applications 10 individuals 

participa1ing in such programs 

The primary function of DSS with respect to the Lifeline program today is to provide 

some verification with respect to those individuals applying for Lifeline discounts. As 

previously indicated. the Depanment provides 1his verification by (I) involving itself in the 

process of sending applica1ion fonns to individuals who appear to be eligible from its Food 

Stamp and LIEAP records; and (2) by periodically providing information to LECs identifying 

TAP subscribers who have ceased panicipa1ing in the Food Stamps or LIEAP programs With 

respect 10 whether DSS should continue by some means to verify the eligibility of customers for 

Lifeline, SDITC member LECs have concerns with the potential abuse that may occur absen1 

additional verification beyond the sclf-.;enification process set forth in 47 CFR § S4.409(b). The 

primary concern of the companies, however, is that any independent verifica1ion of Lifeline 

applications d«mcd necessary not be viewed as a responsibility of the providing carriers. 

Beyond the requirements imposed on LECs by Section 54 409(b). if additional verification is 

desired it should be viewed as the rcsponsibili1y of and primarily be the function of some stale or 

federal government entity LECs do 001 ha\·e the abi lity on their own to obtain the public 

usistancc record information tha1 would be necessary 10 c.onfirm, in fact. the eligibi lity of 

II 



subscribers for L1fdi ne assistance The stale andfor federal agency administering the public 

w istancc programs aod controlling the pertinen1 information. by ncccssi1y. wou!d ha\'e 10 be 

in volved in any fun her process of verifica1ion In any event. the state or federal agency should 

be involved given 1hat Lifeline is a government established low income assi stance program 

2 Modification of li nk Up program 

The Link Up program should be modified as follows 

a The program must be expanded authorizing all eligible tclecommunica1ions 
carriers to provide the fuoded Link l.Jp discounts, and 

b Like the Lifeline program, absenl stale funding for Lifeline assistance, the 
default eligibi lity criteria SCI by the FCC will apply Link Up w istance must be 
made available 10 subsc:ribcrs panicipa1ing in any one of 1he five w is1ancc 
programs identifiied in 47 CFR § S4.409(b) Link Up assistance curren1ly is 
a\'ai lablc only to individuals on the Food Stamps or Energ)' Assistance programs 

E. Shi ll the Commiuion fik- or rtquirt the un-ier to file inrorm11ion wich che 
adminislntor or che fedcnl universal service fund demonstnting tb11 the carrier's 
Lireline plan mttls 1hc c:riteria set fonh in 47 CFR § 54.40 l(d)! 

SDITC believes that the carriers that arc 10 receive the Lifeline assistance funding from 

the federal universal service fund admi ni strator should file the rcquirl.!d Lifeline implementation 

plans. Assistance from 1he Commission may be needed, however, in attempting 10 identify the 

.. number of qualifying low.income consumers .. which pursuant 10 47 CFR § S4 401 (d) is 

information that is supposed 10 be provided along with 1he Lifeline plan. 

Da1ed 1his 12th day of September, 1997 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ 
Executi\'C Director and General Counsel 
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Telephone Assistance Plan 

Dear south Dakota Resident· 

Your loca l 1elcpho n1..• company may be authontcd to provide a Telephone 
Assistance Plan in your area. The Department of social services. which 
works with telephone companies involved in administering the plan, has 
determined that you arc chgible to participate If you receive your local 
exchange telephone service from any of the companies listed in the 
enclosed brochure you may submit an application to enroll in the 
plan. 

Oc1a1lcd information aboul eligib1hty gmdclmes for the Telephone 
Assistance Plan and an applicatton lorn, are provided m the enclosed 
brochure. 

Local tele hone com ames Tele hone Assistance Plan arc 
rovidin a s111ve service customers. 

This Ian makes tclc hone ITenn senior 
ciuzens who are on Food Slamps or Energy Assistance programs a $7 .00 
discount per monlh on lheir local exchange 1elcphone com~ 

Upon rc..:e1vmg your application rorm the par11cipating company may enroll 
you in the Telephone Assistance Plan The application must be 
completed in full and malled directly to your local tele phone 
com~ny before the discount can be applied to your phone bill. 

If you have any qucsllons concermng this plan, please con1act your 
telephone company directly A telephone number and ma1hng address for 
each company paruc1paung m lhc Telephone Assistance Plan 1s listed m the 
enclosed brochure 

Enclosure 
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Companies participating ln the Telephone Assistance Plan 
Accan Commun1Clll10M Inc 
;.l,SO)I b.t A\~ 
Gn:lton. SOS744S-0260 
Phone I00-554i•'51S 

flnlt,ew,tC'l •OnlSIOl.t lndc'pcn.knl Tdt Co 
JL6N l>Wn51rtt1 
H.anlotd SO S10.ll 
Phone60S·SJl•J]lt 

~~mSTc:lecom.lnc 
f'OSo•J0 7 
SIIUC. 5057000-0.,07 
Ptlonc ll))-2~207 

ron ~NUil Tdt~ Company 
PO llor AOO 

~c~~~~ 
Ciolden ww <:ommuno1ion~ Inc 
P0Boli; 4 11 
w.a. sosn,o 
Phone 606-21,- 10100, 111 

tu1110nc.omrrwn1C.l110ns Inc 
Pd':::~1,r;,,,;.i,,,.,t.;luS..lcf11ull,,u._.-, 

S.lcm.SOS 7068 
Phone: tos◄2S·2ll8 

HunWnd Communic:;11JOM Inc 
PO&oa41 
Kl!IIND SOS7~1 
Phone 606•.ll7-2fH 

lntrasuilcTc:icphof,cc.omp..ny 
POl!o1 910 
Clur Uke. SO 57226 
Phonel00-395-4656 

Kfflndltt Tdephonc: CO . Inc 
11'111Klpltton hm.11.ftl IO Prnho t.sch.ln~1 

POblSI 
ICtnodl« 50576.U 
Phone 606-669-2 

J.~ Trl«omm1m,c,111on1 Co 
PO lloa407 
H.lltn, N05654S 
Phone&oo-256-17)4 

Sancom. lnc 
PO Do1J08 
Woomoc:ld, S057.M.5-oJOI 
PhontaM -971-7771 

Spllllocl Propemcs 
P08ot.M9 
G.irteuon SO S70l0 
l'hclne 60S-712-4644 01 4U 96,t4 

SUie Lint Tric'commuruc:,1uom Jnc 
POl!iotJ9 
8Hon 5057410 
Phone 606-244-Sl.36 01' 11 I 

si;,~~~~::~11~~ 
ShcwtucNnge:1 

PO&o1 157 
SlocUlolffl. S057264 
Phont60S-676-2Ji\ 

US Wtsl ColTlrnwuc:&110M 
POllolll766 
OrrW\I NE 6110J~766 
Phone I00-244- 1111 

V11llcy Obit; & Slltllllr Commun,ohom 
POl!oA 7 
lkfmd, SO S76)2-0007 
Phonr60$.4J 7•26 1S 

\'tn1urrCOmmla'UCMIOl'lllnc: 
PO&o.1 1S7 
H1pirnorc- SDS7.)4S-01S1 
Phonr800•124•72U 

\'ovn Tdrphanc ~ny 
PO tloi411 
W;iD 50S7190 
Phonr60S•279· 1Clltlcxl ll 

Wt1,1 Rlvct TdtootnrnuniatlorllCooptrM1•c
POl!o1467 
Ha:m NO Sl.545 
Phonr 101-:,1-2111 or ,,a 1110 

V.'t1o1rmlielrpnoncC01rp&ny 
1P•n 1Cip,6tlOn hmaed 10 Cln.Nrll 

Pci~~r.) 
h ullioti 50S708 
Phonr60S-S91.fi2 17 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION 
ABOUT THE SOUTH DAKOTA 

TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PLAN 



The local telephone com pame~ hstcd 111 thi s brochure. w o rkin8 with the Exh ib t "A" 
Oep<Htment 01 Social Scrv1u.:s and lhc South Dakota Public Utilities 
Comm 1ss1on . par11c1pntc m 1hc Telepho ne Assistance Plan in Soulh Dakota 

Tht! ·t elcrtmnr Assistance Pl.in ,~ l..nown as the Ltfcline Plan for Federal 
C\)lll lllU111l at1ons Com rniss1on purposes. The a~s1s1ance plan responds to 
c.'ona•rns .ihout 1he atTordah11ity 01 telephone service for low mcome semor 
(\ll/c..'11" 

WHO IS ELIGIBLE? 
Cu..,tmner~ m the servi ce area-. ot tlw compamcs hstecl here, where a 

:~~;tJ~~~;~f::~rh~1\1~;~?~s: ._~,t~~~;~~r~i~t ~~~:~f~ f ~~ t~~r¥~l~~~~~~n Ille 
,h:- t51 a!K t..' Plan 

WHAT ARE THE SAVINGS? 
Cl1~1h1c n1stomcrs will rcccwc a l rcclll oi $7 00 each month on the baste 
St·iv1ce poruon o f your local tel ephone scrvu.:c bill The credit applies only to 
l hl! mam home telephone \me hstcd 111 1hc name o f the eligible telephone 
custnn1cr 

HOW DO I APPLY? 
ro apply 1or the Telephone A~ 1, 1.11\Lc Plan. 111\ oul and !,tgn the auached 

~~~t:1:~~:~~n f~:i'1111 ~~l~h~:~~ ·~:1;.~~1'r1~:~,ip~lgy1~1~i'1 'i~~P6~~~cf l~:.ftaon( ~~~I 
SC n.•,ces 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
II you have any quesuons rel,11 111g 10 1hc Telephone Assistance Plan or the 

~~~~f1~11~~1~1~~~~~~~;~~~a~hgf;~t~~~:~~~~ local telephone company at the 

--- - --- ------------- -------- ---- ---
APPLICATION FOR THE SOUTH DAKOTA TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PLAN 

Apphcat1on msIruct10ns To apply fm the TELEPIIONE ASSISTANCE PLAN, check to 

;~,:~11;;,,~~~c~~~,l~~~;"i'r;i ~r~,~~ 1;~~)~i1~1:~~~:~~~~~~l~~~~~I ~~:~ acsa:d 
Com lett· informat1011 must be mv11lt-d to enroll 1 111 th• Ian ~ lease 
cart~ ul to lill m illl blanks Tea, 011 thI<; form and mail 11 d1reclly to your loca l 
telephone company at the addr e5'!. 11 -.,1c.:d in this brochure 
I ,\r-.1 APPi YING FOR Tt lE SOU'l II ll t\M )I A l'ELEPHONE ASSISTANCE Pl.AN 

·-'~-
IS A KI .SIDf..NT OF YOUR IIOUSI IIOLI ) t,U YtARS or AGE OR OtJJER" I ) yes ( ' no 
1 1111dt· r, 1and my signature bt.•low .1111h<1r11c<; the Dcpar ImenI of Social Scrvtecs 10 
rdl'J-.C rn1ormat1on regarding nw Soc1,1I Sc-cunty number and ehg1b1hty for Food 
::.t,1rnp-., aml/01 Energy A~ l:.Z il nu • 

...... , ... , .,,.-



Link Up America 

Dear South Dakola Resident. 

Your local telephone company may he authonLcd to offer LINK UP 
AMERICA telephone connecuon assistance in its service area The 
Department of social Services. whlch works with the te lephone companies 
involved m adm1111stcrmg the plan. has determined that you may be eligible 
for LINK UP AMERICA assistance. If you reside In the area served by any 
or the local telephone companies listed In the enclosed brochure, 
you may submit an application for the assistance. 

Detai led mfom1a11on about ehgib1hty guidelines for lhe LINK UP AMERICA 
program and an apphca11on form arc provided m the enclosed brochure. 

Through the LINK UP AMERICA program, the par1 ic1pating telephone 
companies provide a 50 perccn1 discount, up to a maximum of $30, on the 
charge for es1abltshmg 1elephone service. You are eligible for the benefit 
only 1f: I ) you currently do no1 have telephone service: 2) service has not 
been provided to you al your locauon within 1he previous three months; and 
3) you reside m the area served by a company hsted in the enclosed 
brochure 

If you want local telephone service and believe you arc elig ible for LINK UP 
AMERJCA assistance. please complele the enclosed application form and 
mai l it directly to the participating company providing service in your area. 

Upon rcce1vmg your application rorm. the parttcipa lmg company will contact 
you to discuss your telephone service The application must be completed 
In full and sent to the company before the LINK UP AMERICA 
discount can be provided. 

If your local telephone company 1s listed as a participant in the LINK UP 
AMERICA assistance program and you have any questions concerning the 
plan. please contact the company directly. A telephone number and mailing 
address for each company 1s listed m the enclosed brochure. 

Enclosure 
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Companies participating in the LINK UP America Program 

AC:ccntCommUNC1,t10N tn1; 
1»E.aslht Ave 
GrOlon. SOS7H5-0160 
PhoN:800·™ ·6$.25 

&ld~1tc1-Ga,nisi01,1ndepenc1tn1 tclc CO 
116N M.i lnSucc t 
!i.ll'lfont SO 570" 
l'hone 60!)-511 111 

T,l,lPLU\5Tclttom Inc 
P08o.1J07 
a.:uc. SD5700Hll07 
Phone 600-251)-4207 

Fon it.nd.lD Tclcphor,eCOmp,lny 
ro Bo• 6()0 

~c~~~~~ 
Goldc:11 We,.l CommunK,llOfl) Inc 
roeoi: •11 w,n sosn,o 
Ph0oc605·17'9-10100ftll 

K.IN.On Commun.c,110"' 1r,,c 
,J~,.K~IIOfl llmlltd 10 5.11cm e,cNr-if') 

5.llem,S0570SI 
l'hON:60S-42s-nJ1 

tk.trtl.lndCommur,ic,uoni rnc 
,0~ 41 
)Jmb,IR, SOUlSS.()04! 
PfloM 605,)J7,1174 

t.<ttmeb« l~ Co IN: 
{P,1,uc~l.:)n hm1tcdt0 1'lnl"OucNni"J 

PO&o1 IY 
Knincb«. S057644 
~ 605-869-1220 

Motln.:l~Telecomm11n1C•t10MCO 
POeo.1407 
twten N056S4 '. 
Phont 800-l$6-17J4 

S1ncom. 1nc 
POfto1l01 
wooru,oc1r.e1. sos1315-<1l011 
rhotlcUl•971•7777 

Sphuod.Pl'opl'r\ln 
POll!o•J49 
C..rreUOn.50570l0 
pt;one605•771•464401'4Sl ·9644 

SWe LIM Td«ommun1e,t1ons, tnc: 
,or,,,,)9 
Bison. SD 57'20 
PhotlC 605•244-UM Of 111 

St~~;==~io~,~i 
Shol'cucNn,eJ 

POII01 l !i1 
scockholm.S0512,,. 
Fhone605-i.76UII 

US V.'tSTCommuna1~ 
p()t,o:sJ76' 
()INN St611CU-0766 
l'tlonel00-2 4 ◄ 1 111 

v,Oo:y c,111e &. s.tdlik CommunlCIIIOIU 

"'"" ' Herma SO S76lHl007 
Phone60!1--4J7•2e1S 

VClllwc~.ilOM Int 
POeo- 157 
HtJtlmol't: SOS7.J.4$-0157 
Phoflcl00414•721J 

vmanT~COmp,lny 
P08o• 4 11 
Wl l , 5057190 
ftl0f'IC605•l79· 1010o,&II 

WCSI Rlvu tclccommuniatJON Coopt1111vc 
PO&ol461 
Hltcn.NOS&S4S 
ftlc!M701 •74l•l2110fl00-141•1220 

WeiWII tclrphonc C~y 
jPIIUClpl\ior,llflutcdloCrnb.ln:I 

POo;=~r.l 
f1ulk1on. SOS74ll 
Phont:605·591-6211 

IMPORTANT INFORMATION 
ABOUT 

LINK UP AMERICA 



LINK UP AMERICA 1s a 11a11onal. consumer educat ion and 
nu1 rc-ach program designed to gel many /\mcric.ins without telephone 
scn:icc ()ll lO !he te lephone nelWOl'k 

The lorill telephone comp.imc~ hslcd in this brochure have worked with 
1he lkpart mcnl of social Services and the south Dakota Pubhc Utili1tcs 
Comr111ss1on 10 o ffer LINK UP AMl:RICA assis1ance m Sou:h Dakota 

WHO IS ELIGIBLE? 
You quality fo r LINK UP AMERICA services if • b~~~~:.~~~ 111 an area sc rv1..·d hy .my o f the cornpan1c::, 11 s1cd in thi s 

• \'OU currently do not have loc.11 1elephonc service and the service has not 
hccn provided to rou at your locat1on within the previous three months. 

• vo u arc par11 c1patmg 111 the r ood Stamps or Energy Ass1::,tance programs. 
• and you arc no l a dependent for federal income tax purposes (depcndenq 

crucria docs not apply to those 60 years of age or older) 

WHAT ARE THE SAVINGS? 

~1J;~~a~;~~1~:!;~ )~t~an~~
1

~1~
1}Ib~:~,~ ~~.~~~.fi:';~~1111~~

1
1
1
1
1,~~~~~~1::'~:~~. he 

ehg1hlc tor a discount of onl.' h;llf !he telephone service connection ch.:il'ge 
lor the line. up 10 a maximum nl $JO, through !he LINK UP ,\1\1ERICA 
progr.:im I his docs not include lhc ch.Jrges for work ms1ck vour home If 
you rcquc~t 11 . the amount you p.iy 1or service conncc11on c.in be billed m·c..·1 
,;;cvcral months A deposit ;il..,n may hc required 

HOW DO I APPLY? 

~~~f~R~•~~~;~~: au~~t:~~~:;tor~r~;~g ~~;1
11
i~~:~~~t~;st

1
~

1~~c~a~:11
c~~~t~nn: 

local telephone ornpany. Be sure 10 mcludc a telephone number where you 
can he a cached The mfornldtion wi ll be shared by 1hc telephone comp;my 
\\'1th the Department o f Soc.1.:il Servu .. cs 

FOR MORE INFORMATION 
If you have any questions a1>0 111 1hc LINK UP AMl:RICA pro~wm or the 

~;~~f,~lr~~l~l~~~:~~~,~~~~ll.J~l~J~~;1~~~~~~~3 local te lephone (Olllpany at the 

J\PPUCA.TION FOR THE SOUTH DAKOTA LINK UP AMERICA. PLAN 
Apph~<1IIOII 1n<;truc11ons To ,ippl.v IOI the LINK UP M,11 RICI\ pr~ r;im 1.. hc:..-cl I0 "'f._""l' 

11 ,ln\' n l tilt' p;ir11upaung t.omp.,mt'" h,tcd provide l1k.,1 I h.· lc phfr.nt· -.el\'KC 1:1 ltw 
,m•.1 th,1t ynu t1..•o;1clc II yes. 1ill ,1u1 thl· .1pph('.it1on form hdo\\ ,rnd .. ,~n 1tw l,11,I 
Cl1mpklt' 1111orma110 11 mu<;! ht· 1m,\11kd 10 t'nrotl you 111 lhe 1110 £1 ,1111 '° pk-;1'-t' be• 
,.Ht' IUI (0 1111 In all hlanks ·1c. 11 tl ll th1-. IOT III and lll,HI ll d11ctll\' Ill \'Out l('l(,'.JI 
1drph11n,• t omp,uw ,ll till' ad,hc·-., h lnl 111 1h15 brochuu• 

I At,.1 Al'l' I \ ING J"l)R UNt.. UI' ,\i\11 H: li. 1\ 51 R\I ICI t<)NNI i.. 110\! ,b:>IS I 1\ l I 

'·• 
MU Hlll1\llEl'INUEN I l< H<lll>ll</\1 INCOMFT,\X l'lJRPOS[~' ())'C-. 11110 
II \ I S_ 1\RI YOU O\l[H: YI /\RS Ill M.Jf,. 1 I yt''- I t no 

I umkt~l.lml my signature bclnw ,1Ulhmtle~ the Dcp,.Ullllt'lll 01 So, IJ1 s,:r\' l(,.l'~ 10 
rdt•,1-.c 1111t 111nat10 11 u~gardmg mv sn,1al ~cu111y nurnbc1 and l'11~1b1hty for rood 
...,1,1mp, .inll.'m rn crgy ,, ._._,.,,an1,• 



125 South Dakota Avenue, 8th Floor 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57194 

September 12. 1997 

Mr William Bullard. Executive Director 
Pubhc Utilities Commission 
Stale Capitol Building 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

RE: Docket TC97-150 

Dear Mr. Bullard: 

llJ."WES1"' 
COMMUNICATIONS @ 

RECEIVED 
;39; 

:it; A PUB!.IC 
.JTI \ 1SSION 

U S WEST CommunicaOons has attached comments concerning the impkmlentation 
of the FCC's rules on Lifeline and Link Up Programs. These comments are being 
furnished per the Commission order in Docket TC97•150. 



. . SEP t Z \997 
FAX Received~ 

BEFORE TIIE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF TIIESTATEOF sourn DAKOTA 

RECEIVED 

SEf' 199/ 

t~Yt;~e: :>i A Pu sue 
~/!MISSION 

In the mancr of the invcs1igo1ion 
into !he Lifeline and Link p 
Programs. 

Commcms ofU S WEST 
Communico1ions. Inc. 
TC97- IS0 

11 S WEST Communications r·u S WEST') submits the following responses to 1hc 
qucs1ions posed by 1hc South Dakorn Public Utilities Commission ( .. Commission .. ) in its 
invcstigolion into thl.! Lifeline and Link Up programs. 

I. Wht lhtr lhl' Comm ission should approvt intru lalt r11lt rtducliom1 to allow 
consumrn eligible for Lifrlint suppm1 to rcu i,·r- thr addiliona l S1.75 in fttlcn l 
support? 

Yes. The Commission should approve intrastoti.= rote n..-ductions to m11.,:imi1.c 1hc benefit 
certified South Dakota Low Income Consumers will n..-ccivc from the federally funded 
Lifeline program. The additional Sl .75 docs not require state matching funds. Howe\·cr. 
U S WEST will ha\·c 10 rctO\'cr the cos1 of any program such as this. 

2. Whrtbrr tbr Commiuion should stl up• 1 l■ 1t Lifrlinr Program to fund furthrr 
rt'd11ction1 in tbr intnut■tr ratr p■id by thr rnd usrr"! 

11\C Commission docs nol ha\c to set up a new sum: Lifeline program to fund further rote 
rc.-ductions in the immstatc rate paid by 1hc end user. lns1c.ad the Commission should 
mod.if)' 1hc existing program 10 ensure tha1 all ccnificd low income cus1omcrs. no1just 
those O\'Cr age 60. recci"e Lifeline 1LSSistancc. Commensurate with the expansion of the 
criteria. the Commission must also change the Lifeline intrastate funding mechanism to 
make it cxplic i1 and compctith·cly neutral. Sl-c response in question 3 below. 

3. Whctbrr tbr Commission should modif)· thr rxbting Lifrlinr or Link Up 
Progra ms"! 

Yes. To ma.'<imi1.e the benefits n.--cci"ed from the federa l fund and to ma.'<imi1.c the 
cm.-c1i\'cncss of the Lifeline program. the Commission should modify the existing 
Lifeline program in two ways. Firsl. the Lifeline program must be funded m 11n explicit 
and compctiti \·cly neutral way. specificall)' all 1clccommunications pro"iders should be 
required to pay into the Lifeline program by assessing un end user surcharge: on aJI retail 
rc\'enucs. In its Uni\'ersal $(-1vicc Decision. the FCC no1cd the requirement fo r stales 10 
fund s1a1c Lifdinc programs in a competitively neutral manner: 

The Joint Boo.rd observed that many s1n1cs currently generate funJs thruugh the 
state rotc•rcgulation process. llM."SC states allow incumbent LECs to rcco\'er the 
rc\·enuc: 1hc carriers lose from charging Lifeline customers less b)' charging other 
subscribers more. Florida PSC points out that this method of gencruting Lifdinc 

.,. 



suppon from 1he in1ms1:1te jurisd ic1ion cou ld n.:suh in some carrkrs (i .e. 11 .. ECs) 
bcarmg an unre:i!>On:iblc sh:tn: uf1he progmm·s costs. We Sl.-c no n:ason al this 
time 1l1 m1mde in 1hc first in3tance on st:111:i. · decisions about ho\, 10 gcnerutc 
in1ras1111e suppon for Lifolim:. We do not currently pn.-scribc methods staies must 
use 10 i;enl.'m le in1rJsta1e Lifeline support. nor docs this order contain nn~· such 
prescripti1ms. Man~ methods exist. includ ing compc1i1ivdy neutml surchargl.'s on 
all <.·arriers or the use of gerll.'ml n:vcnucs. that \\ OU Id nOI place the burden on any 
3inglc group nf carriers. ll°L• 1111/l•. J11m,•w r . that .~lllU!S ,mm nlt' l'I tht• rl!quin•m,•m., 
of ,,•c1w11 Jj .J(t'J ;,, prondmg L'qmwhfl' m,d lltlll•tfiscrimi,wwry SIIJJ/Hlr/ fi,r JICIU' 

111111·,•rwf 11'n '1N J11ppur1 mt•,·Jumi.1nu. (l·.mphasis added)' 

I oda~ ther~· is a pro, ision in 1he lJ S Wl:ST 1:iriff for a surchari;e on al l loca l cxchani;c 
customers 10 n'Co\cr lhe costs of th l.' Lifd inc program. llowevcr, S WEST. up to now 
has not ~sscd any i.urchargl.' . lft h~· Commission expands the Lifeline progmm. a 

i.ignilican1 increase in fundi ng obligation 1\ill be: r...-quin •. "CI . lf th...- stule Lifclinl.' program is 
e'i'.pandcJ. the funding m .. -chanism must be re\'i!-td 10 be compctiti ,·cl~ neutml and must 
0C fund~·d b) .!ill pnwiders. U S WEST would not continue 10 providl.' 1hc Lifoline 
discount "11hout h.-co, ering the lost re,·enul.'s. 

f'he :.<.·cond modifk:1tion 10 the state Lifel ine and Link Up progr.ams the Commission 
should address is th e expansion of the eligibility criteria to include all certified low 
incom<.· cus1omcrs regardless of age. 

Toda) . the South !)a.kola Lifeline program n.-q uires Lifeline customers to be o\'cr the age 
of 60. FCC duta demons1ro1es ttwt ccn ifkd low income customers in 1hc 15-24 year old 
age group ha,·e the lowest tclq 1honc pcn .. ·tmlion le\'clS. The Soulh D:ikota's 
subscrib...-rship of94.4% is abo\'e lhe National awmge of 9J .l)OA,. No one can expect 10 
achie\c a I 00'9 subscribcrship le\'e l since 1hcrl.' will always be p...-oplc who simply don '1 
1,'3nt a phone. Hm, e\er. South Dal..ol:l. can do better. Expanding the criteria 10 include 
customers of all age groups. could be: a major step in the Jin.-clion of impro,•ing South 
Dakota penctr'Jlion lc\'ds. 

S WEST ...-ncouragc-s tht.- Commission 10 cxP3nd the Sou1h Dakoia cligibili1y cri1eria 10 
incl udc 1011 income consumers of all ages and encourages the Commission to establish a 

funding mechanism that is compctiti\'cl)' neutral and is supponL-d by all 
t...-1..-communicutions prO\'iders. 

4. Sbll lhe Commiuion file or ~quire lbc u rrier to file informalion ~·ilh lhc 
1dminislntor of the federal unh'ena l scrvice fund demonilnling 1h11t lbc 
c-arricr's Lift lint plan mttls lhc cri leria n l forth in 47 C.F.R. § S4.401 (d)? 

~Ian)' of the admini strali\·c d<.·1ai ls un ho,\ the interim administrator and uhimatl.'ly the 
designat .. "CI adminis1rator \\ill manage 1hc f..,"Clcra l Lifclin<.· :md Link Up programs haw yet 

' ITC lkponandOrdc:r. CC Docl..tt No%4.S . .l61 



10 be "orkc.-d ou1 b} 1hc.- administra1or and 1he FCC. The Commission docs. however. 
luvc the responsibility to ensure that any tclccommunicmions prO\ider thnt 5'.-cks to 
rN:Ci \ e federal uni\crsal service suppon for Lifeline or high cosl funding meet eligibility 
requirements. An eligible tclccommunka1ioni. provider must o ffer n low im:omc plan 1N11 
is in compliance wi1h -1 7 C.F.R. § 5-IA0l(d). Therefore. the Commission must be able to 
confim, 1ha1 any 1elccommunications providl•r n.-cei\' ing fl-demi Lifeline fund ing meets 
FCl ' i:ritcria. 

~. Olhtr h , uc, 

S WEST brings to 1he Commission ·s am: ntion thrc.-c additional issue it should address 
in its considcrJtion of changes to the Lifel ine and Link Up programs. 

Eligibi litv Vcrifit·atinn 

Today lhc Department of Soci1ll Services o,·c&"l"S the \'erification of consumers who an: 
eligible to m:ei \'e Lifeline funding. Because of the confidcntinlity requirements of 
el igible consumers records. it is prudent for this w .. -rificution process through Social 
Services 10 continue. US WEST is scnsiti \'e 10 1hc additional burden this puts on Socinl 
Sc-rvices n"SOurces and therefore recommends the Commission explore the possibility ~f a 
rei mbursement to Social Services from a compcti1h·ely neutral Lifeline fund ing 
mechunism. 

Toll I imitaiion Rl-guir,;msnt 

In its Unh·crsol Service decision. the FCC reasoned !hat pro\'iding toll limitation. without 

charge. to Lifeline consumers would assisl these customers in avoiding involunta ry 
te rmination of their te lecommuniCR tio ns scrvit.-es a nd s hould e ncourage 
s ubscribc rs hip.1 The FCC concl ude d 1hnt bo1h "toll blocking" a nd "toll 
cont rol .. nre fo rms o f "toll lim itut ion" which s hould be s upported by universal 
s upport mecha n ism s.' The FCC suid tha t ca rriers wit h deployed switches 
tha t nre inca pa ble of p roviding 1o ll limitn1ion serv ices will not be required to 
p rovide s uch scn•iccs to custo me rs served by those switches until those 
switches arc up gra ded.' 

Because both "to ll blocking" a nd "lo ll co nt ror nre fo rms of "to U limita t ion ," 
S WEST asked the FCC to cla rify tha t n carrie r is not required to o ffe r 

both . Rather . the FCC s hould m a ke it clear t ha t a carrie r who offe rs eithe r 
"toll blocking-" or "toll cont ror to Lifeline custom e rs sa t isfies the requireme nt 
in 47 C.F.R. § 54.40 l (n)(3). 

: Uninnal Sm icr Onk:r ns. 
l.15L JU . 
'!!! JI&. 

.J. 



In the itm ·<'r~.11 St.•n ·1t"t' 0 c •r. lhC' FCC i1rloptcd the following ru le regn rdmg 
service dcpo~11 "' fo r L1rehnc customers: 

Eli1.tihlc 1clcc.-ommumcnt10n i,; cnrricnJ mny not collect n :,ervicc 
dcpu~it in order to initintc Lifeline se rvi ce. 1f the qualifyi ng low
income consume r voluntnrily clccu~ 10 11 blocking from the 
ca rrier. whe re ava 1lnhlc. If lOII blocking is un11vnil uhlc, the 
carrier may chnri:e n ~ n •ice depos it .' 

U S WEST offers 10 11 hlockin~ lo Life line cusiomcrs. which iis genera lly 
cffcctivC' 10 block utll~oing long diI- t:mcc cnll a tte mpl.s. However. toll blocking 
docs not prcvc nl thl' L1folinc customer from rel-c iving co llec1 culls or from 
lnllin~ long di.,...1 ,rnce c:111 ~ mndc from 11not hcr phone to 1hc cui,; tomc r·s Li fo linc 
numhe r ("l hirrl numbe r c:111 :-."). Collect ca lls und third numbe r c11lls ca n.nut be 
blocked w11h ordinary Htoll hlocking." 

S WE T a:-.kc-d t he FCC to modify the rule 1n 47 C.F. R. § 54.401 (c) to 
11ro\1ide 1hnt cnrric ri,; who offer tull hlockinJ: mny nlso requi re Li fe line 
customers. cspccinlly Lifeline customers who violate n no billed toll 
agreemr nt. to pay n ;;c rviL'C deposit in orclc r to initi nte or mnintnin Li fe line 
se rvice and that. abscm payment of n 8C rvice deposit , ca rriers moy deny 
Lifeline ~ n ,icc. 

US \\'EST uq;es the Commiss ion to ulso ndopl n de1>0si t re<1uirement fo r 
Li fe line customcri- who violate n no hilled toll ngrecment. 

' ,P C l· k §S4 -101Cr} 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION 
INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP 
PROGRAMS 

ORDER FOR AND NOTICE 
OF HEARING 

TC97-150 

Al ,ts Augus1 18, 1997, regutarty scheduled meeting, the Public Utihlies Commission 
(Commtss,on) voted to open a dodl.el concemtng the Federal Communications Comm1ss10n·s Report 
and Order on IJnaversal Service regarding the LJfelme and Link Up programs. In ,ts Repor1 and 
Order. the FCC deeded that 11 would provide for add1t10nal federal support in the amount of S1.75, 
above !he current $3 50 level However. 1n order tor a slate's Lifeline consumers to receive the 
addruonaJ $1 75., fedefal suppon, the state comm1ss1on must approve Iha! reduction in the portion 
of the In1rasIaIe rate paid by the end user 47 CF R § 54.403(a). Additional federal support may 
also be recefVed ,n an amount equal to 1/2 of any support generated from the intrastate jurisdiction, 
up to a maxmum of S7 00 in federal support 47 CF R. § 54 403(a) A state commission must file 
or require the earner to rile 1nfomiauon With the administrator of the federal universal service fund 
demonstrating !hat !he earner's LJfeltne ptan meels the cntena set forth in 47 C.F.R. § 54.401 . 

Interested persons and entities submrtted wntlon comments c.onceming how the Commission 
should mplement the FCC's rules on the LJfehne and Link Up programs. In !heir written comments, 
interested persons and entrties commented on the following queslions: 

1 Whether lhe Comm1ss10n should approve IntrastaIe rate reductions to allow consumers 
eligible for Ufelrne support 10 receive the addrltonal $1751n federal support? 

2 YVhether the Commission should set up a state ufeline Program to fund further reductions 
1n Ihe mtrastale rate paid by the end user? 

3 Whether the Commission '\hOuld modify the exIs1Ing Lifeline or Link Up Programs? 

4 . Shall tne Commission file or require the carrier to file information with tho administrator 
of the federal universal service fund demonslratmg that the carrier's Lifehne plan meets the criteria 
set forth m 47 CF R § 54 401 (d)? 

PubllC heanngs WIii be held at !he following l imes and places for consideration of actK>n by 
the Commission in this matter 

BAelll..ldIY· Monday, October 27. 1997. 1:00 p.m .. Canyon Lake Senior Citizens 
Center. 2900 canyon Lake Drive, Rapid City, SD 

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

Wednesday, October ~9. 1997, 9.00 a.m ., Center for Aelive Generations, 
2300 West 46th , Sioux Falls, SD 

The Comm1ss10n has 1unsdiction in lh1s matter pursuant to SDCL Chapler 49-31 . The 
Comm1ss 1on may rely upon any and all of these or other laws of this state in making its 
determination 

The issues at the heanngs are whether the Commission shall approve intrastate rate 
reductions to allow consumers ehgible for hfehne support to receive an additional $1 .75 in federal 
support: whether the Commiss10n should set up a slate Lifeline Program to fund further reductions 



in 'he Inlrastate rate paid by the end user; whether !he Commission should relam, modify, or 
ellminale the existing Ufelme or LJnk Up Programs; and whether the Commission shall file or require 
the camer to file information with the administrator of the federal universal service fund 
demonstraling that !he carrier's Lifeline plan meets the criteria set forth m 47 C F.R. § S4.401(d). 

lnlerested persons and entrtIes wishing to file writ ten comments with lhe Commission prior 
to the heanngs mus! do so no later lhan October 22, 1997. The publtc is invited lo participate by 
lesllfymg at the heanngs All persons so 1est1fying will be subject to cross-examination. 

- he heanngs shall be adversary proceedings conducted pursuant to SOCL Chapler 1-26. 
All persons have the ngnl to be presenl and to be represenled by an attorney. Thesa rights and 
other due process ngh1s shall be forfe11ed 1f no! exercised at the hearings. If you or your 
representative fail 10 appear at the lime and place set for the hearings, the Final Decision will be 
based solely on the testimony and e\lldence provided, if any, during the hearings or a Final Decision 
may be issued by default pursuant to SOCL 1-26-20. After the hearings the Commission will 
conSlder all evidence and tesbmony that was presented al the hearings. The Commission will then 
enter Findings of Fact , Conclusions of Law, and a Final Decision regarding this matter. The 
Commission's decision may be appealed by the parties to the state Circuit Court and the stale 
Supreme Court as provided by law. II is lherefore 

ORDERED that the hearings shall be held at the times and places specified above on the 
issues of whether the Commission shall approve intrastate rate reductions to allov.· consumers 
ehgible for lifeline support to receive an addit101'181 $1 . 75 in federal support; whether the Commiss10n 
should set up a state Lifeline Program to fund further reductions in the intrastate rate paid by the end 
user. whether the Commiss10n should retain. modify, or eliminate the e1tisting Lifeline or Link Up 
Programs: and whether the Commission shall file or require the carrier to fi le information with the 
adminislrator of the federal universal service fund demonslrating that the carrier's Lifeline plan meels 
the cnteria set forth in 47 C.F.R § S4 401(d). 

Pursuant to the Americans wilh Disabilities Act , this hearing is being held in a physk:alty 
accessible locahon. Please contact the Public Utililies Commission at 1-~332•1782 at least~ 
hours prior to the heanng if you have speoal needs so arrangements can be made to accommodate 

; -01 1 t-J 
Dated at Pierre. South Dakota. this ~ day of October, 1997. 

CERTIFICATE Of SERVICE 

Tllrt ~ hltfbt carbf-. lhlt lt"A 

OOtUl'Mt!INil baer'IISYed~~•P'lt!N ot 
r-d in ltetdotqlt, ahtldonlhtdOdl.elMMC.e 
nl , tr,l~o,tr,fnl~,.,._inp,CI081y 
---,~ wCl'I Cl\lfget, preoMJ tt,ar-, 

••<'~~~ 
o,., _ _,._,/ t''-J/,_,_f-=-,1, /'-'-f..,,_1_ 

I ' 

OfflCIAL SEAL 

BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION: 
Commissioners Burg, Nelson and 
Schoenfelder 

~t/< 
Executive Director 
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3 IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION 
INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP PROGRAMS 

SOUTH DAKOT PUBLIC 
TC97- r!;°\jLITIES COM, II SSION 

Corr.mission Counsel: Rolayne Wiest 

Commissione r s: Jim Burg, Chairman 
Pam Nelson 
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ORIGINAL 

10 US WEST: 

11 

Thomas J. We lk, Esquire 
Boyce, Murphy , McDowe ll & Greenfield 
101 North Phillips Avenue, Suite 600 
Sioux Palls, South Dakota 57102 

12 

13 

14 

15 The above-entitled matter came o n for hea r ing on 

16 October 29, 1997, c ommencing at the hour of 9:00 a . m., at 

17 the Center for Active Generations , 2300 West 46th Street , 

18 Sioux Falls, South Dakota, before Angela Weller, RPR, and 

19 Notary Public i n and for the State of South Dakota. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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(Exhibit Nos. 2-3 were mark'd for identificatio n. 

2 MR . BURG: Okay. Maybe we will get started . I will 

J t·econvene the hearing o f Docket TC97-150 i n the matter of 

4 the investi ation into the Lifeline and Link Up ;,rograms. 

The time is approx imately 9 a.m., date is 

6 October 29, 1997, a nd the location o f today's hearing is 

7 the Cente r for Active Generations, 2300 West 46th, Sioux 

8 Fa lls , South Dakota. 

I am J1m Burg , commission chai rman. Commissioners 

10 Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Ne lson are also present.. I am 

11 preei ing over the hearing. This hearing was noti ced 

12 pursuant to the commission· s o rde r for and the notice of 

13 heari ng issued October 16, 1997. 

14 

ts 

The issues at this hearing are: 

1. Whet.her the Commission should approve 

16 intrastate rate reductions to allow consumers elig i ble for 

17 Lifeline support to receive the addi t. iona l SL 75 in 

18 fede ral support; 

t 9 2 . Whet.her the Commission should set up a state 

20 Lifeline Program to f und further reduct.ions in the 

21 i ntrastate rate paid by the e nd user; 

22 3 . Whether the Commission shou ld modify existing 

23 Lifeline or Link Up Programs; 

2 4 4. Shall the commission file or requi re t.he 

25 ca rrier to fil e information wi th t he administrator of t he 

Advanced Reporting 
P. o . Box 510 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57101 
(60 5 ) 332 -9050 
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1 federal universal service fund demonstrating that the 

2 carrier's Lifeline plan meets the criteria set forth in 47 

3 C.F.R. Sections S4 .40l (d). 

I would also like to give you some background on 

~ our current program and the possible changes to those 

6 programs. 

Over 2,000 South Dakota low- income elderly now 

e receive a S7.00 credit on their local residential 

9 telephone bill each month. Thia Lifeline Program credit, 

10 refet"t"ed to as the Telephone Assistance Plan in South 

11 Dakota , is available to consumers who meet low-income 

12 guidelines, are 60 years of age or older, and who are 

13 s'?rved in a current or f ormer US West exchange. Also 

14 available to low-income consumers is the Link Up Program 

15 which provides a maximum of $30.00 discount for connecting 

16 telephone service at a new address. 

17 The Federal Communications commission recent l y 

18 revised the Lifeline and Link Up Programs. It expanded 

19 hose Programs to include all people who participate in 

20 one of the following programs: Medicaid; food scamps; 

21 Supplemental Security Income; federal public housing 

22 assistance or section 8; or !Aw-I ncome Home Energy 

23 Assi stance Program. Any telephone company that receives 

24 universal service funds is required to offer the Lifeline 

25 and Link Up Programs. 

Advanced Report 1ng 
P. 0. Box 510 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57101 
(605} 332-9050 
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The e xpans ion of t.he Lifeline and Li nk Up Programs 

2 as required by t.he FCC will r esult. in a significant. 

3 increase Ln the number of South Dakotans qualifying for 

4 assistanc~ from a ut 2,000 to perhaps as many as 11,000. 

j If the Commission decides o rely solely on federal 

6 funding, t.he amount of credit for each qualifying 

1 individual will be $5.25 per month. This mea ns a 

8 significant. increase in he number of people eligible for 

9 assistance, but a decrease of $1 . 15 for current Program 

10 participants. 

11 At today • s hearing all people have the right t o be 

12 present. and to be represent.ed by an attorney. All persons 

13 so testifying will be sworn in and subject to cross-

14 examination by t he parties. 

15 The Commission's final decision may be appealed by 

16 the parties to the state circuit court and state supr eme 

1 7 court, 

18 Rolayne Wiest wi 11 act as commission counsel. She 

19 may provide recommended rulings on procedural and 

20 evidentiary matters. The Commission may overrule ics 

21 counsel • s preliminary rulings throughout t he heari ng. If 

22 not overruled, however, the preliminary rulings will 

23 become final rulings. 

24 I' 11 turn it over to Rolayne at th is time to 

25 conduct the hearing. 

Advanced Report 1ng 
P. O. Box 510 
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1 MS. WIEST: I would just ask if anybody had any comments 

2 at th1.s time? 

3 MR. WELK. Good morning, Ms. Wiest, and Commissioners. 

'1 My name is Tom Welk . I'm an attorney in Sioux Falls 

5 representing US West Communications. we had marked prior 

6 t o the commencement of the hearing t wo exhibits, 

7 Exhi it 2, which is US West's current tariff on the 

8 Life line and Lifelink Program; and Exhibit 3 wh ich has 

9 been marked and at·e the comments of US West. I would ask 

10 t hose be admitted into the reco rd, and we have a wi ness. 

11 Colleen Sevold, who would provide comments to the 

12 Commission concerning this matter. 

13 MS. WIEST: Okay. Exhibits 2 and 3 are offered and will 

14 be admitted. I would also ask if there is any objection 

15 to having the comments of AT&:T put in as Exhibit 4 ? 

16 MR . WELK : No objection. 

17 MS. WIEST: That would be Exhibit 4. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

(Exhibit No. 4 was mark'd for identificatio:, 

COLLEEN SEVOLD, 

being first duly sworn, was examined and 

ceatified as follows: 

22 MS. SEVOLD: Good morning. My name is Colleen Sevold. 

23 I'm representing US West Communications, and today I would 

24 just like to make some comments. 

25 We have submitted some wr itten comments on the 

Advanced Report1.ng 
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1 expansion of Lifeline, and I would j ust li ke t o talk a 

2 little bit. a ut those comments. Now that the rules are 

3 out on the FCC, although there are some questions about 

4 the inte1pretation , we do believe that there i s a great 

5 potential to increase the benefi s to low-income 

6 customers. 

w~ believe that there could be a ma x imum of S7. 00 

8 on the federal side, a:id if the funding were co stay on 

9 the state side that the customers could actually see a 

10 benefit of $10.50 c redit on heir bill. 

11 I would like to talk a little b it about the state 

12 program t hat we have t oday . We have about 2. 200 

13 customers, US West c ustomers, o n the telephone assistance 

14 plan. we cu rre ntly fund tha Although the tariff allows 

15 us to charge a surcharge , we have never implemented that. 

16 I believe at the time it was determined that that would be 

17 about 5 cents o n each customer ' s b i 11 , a nd we d id not 

18 implement that. 

19 Ho wever , wi t h the e xpans ion o f the c riteria on the 

20 f ederal side - - and these are just estimates. we don• t 

21 have a real way of determini ng how many people wo u l d 

22 qualify . But we're assuming i t could be up to 18,000 to 

23 20 , 000 . Right now US West funds that state portion at 

2 4 about $100,000 a year, and we believe that that wou ld go 

25 well in e xcess of a half a million dollars. It's just 

Advanced Report 1ng 
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1 depending. We just don't know, but we' re saying it could 

2 be 18,000 to 20,000. 

We do support , however, that the Commission would 

4 change the intrastate tariff rate reduction to allow the 

5 consumers to get the additional 5 25 on the federal side. 

We Co also support e xpand ing the state program so 

7 that al 1 low- income customers could take advantage of 

8 that. However, if thaL's e xpanded, bE>cause of the number 

9 of customers that would qualify, US West would no longer 

10 be able to fund that. We believe that there should be a 

11 competitively neutral state fund set up to fund that. But 

12 we do believe that that's important that all low-income 

13 customers would be able to take advantage of it. 

I believe that, you know, if the state fund is not 

15 funded and that 3.50 does go away, as you said, there 

16 would be S1. 75 decrease on each customer's credit that 

17 they do get now. 

18 And o ne other comment I would like to make is if 

19 there is a state fund set up and all customer - - low-

20 income customers do quolify, we do believe that there 

21 should be some way to certify these customers probably 

22 through the Department of Social Services. Right now we 

23 do pay them for the work that they do to help certify them 

24 now . I believe we pay them $12,000 annually, and we do 

25 believe that they should continue to be paid for it. But 

Advanced Report 109 
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1 we do recommend hat here be some certification. 

2 MS. WIEST: Any questions? 

3 MR. BURG: I just have one, Colleen . How much does US 

4 Wes cont ~10ut.e per customer per month currently? 

5 A. S3.50. 

6 MR. BURG: $3.50 o ! the 7.00. The other 3.50 is a line 

7 charge forg1vance? 

8 A. The way it appears on you r blll is you would be billed 

9 the S3. 50 subscriber line charge, and then we put a credit 

10 of $7.00 at the bottom of your bill. And $3.50 of that is 

11 state. 

12 MR. BURG: From our d1scussion yeste rday, at least, we 

13 detennined t.hat the South Dakota - · who certifies for you 

14 now? 

15 A. The Department of Social Services. 

16 MR. BURG: Department of Social Services does not handle 

l 7 all of he programs that we• re talking about. So how 

18 wou d we get. certification i! somebody qualified in one o f 

19 the programs that they don't have any records on? 

20 A. You know, I think that's something we would have to 

21 work out . we probably would have to go to anot.her sour ce 

22 to also get certification. I think they can do food 

23 stamps, Medicaid and Energy Assistance . If the criteria 

2 4 is expanded, I realize they don't have records on che 

25 othe r t wo criteria. 
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1 MR. BURG: And then you talked about you thought this 

2 could expand between 18 and 20,000. A.re you talking about. 

3 just for U.3 West for the whole entjre state of South 

4 Dakota? 

5 A. You know, c.hat • s a really hard number to get your 

6 hands on. Where w came up wic.h that number is 17,000 

7 people right now get food stamps, but that• s the whole 

8 state. aut then you also a re goi ng co have some ether 

9 customers that maybe don't get food stamps, but. t.hey would 

10 fall into one of the other crite ria. We' re just 

11 esc.imating very frankly. 

12 MR. BURG: When you talk 17,000 food stamps, would that be 

13 Just one person per household? 

1,; A. Yes. That's 17,000 households. The Medicaid they 

15 don't. do by household. They do it by person. You can't 

16 get a handle on chat . 

17 MS. SCHOENFELDER: Of course the new rules r-equire that it 

18 be the subscriber that has it not just anyone living in 

19 that household. So that might ma ke it harder to qualify . 

20 So US West 1s recommending how much of an 

21 intrastate program, and have you gone far enough to tell 

22 me then how much it's going t o increase ever-ybody's bill 

23 in Sou h Dakota to come up with he expanded progr-am t.hat 

2 4. you• re recommending? 

25 A . If we implemented the surcharge on the tariff and just 

Advanced Reporting 
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1 assuming 17,000, 18,000 c ustomers , it would be about 21 

2 cents . 

3 MS . SCHOENFELDER: Per access line per mont h ? 

4 A. Per acce~s li ne for the business and r esidential 

5 customers . 

6 MS. SCHOENFELDER : Per month? 

7 A. Correct . 

8 MS. SCHOENFELDER: 21 cents? 

9 A. Correct. 

10 MS. SCHOENFELDER: That helps a lot. I needed some 

11 numbers . I needed to have something I could put my hands 

12 on on that. You · re recommending an end use r surcharge? 

13 A. Yes. we are . 

14 MS. SCHOENFELDER: So that's end user explicit o n a 

15 customer· s bill t o t he customer ? 

16 A. Correct. 

17 MS. SCHOENFELDER: Okay. So that's your r ecommenda tion in 

18 that area. The o the1· -- o h, I think that i f yo u do an - -

19 I think the way I r e ad this , if you do an i ntrastate o r if 

20 this Commission would decide to do an additional 

21 intrastate fund , then we cou ld decide whic h or designate 

22 which p rograms we were going t o use to expand it or t.o not 

23 e xpand it. 

24 So I don't think that necessarily it would depend 

25 on ou r decision, that a ll of those programs wou ld qualify 

Advanc ed Reporting 
P . O. Bo x 510 

Sioux Falls , South Dakota 57101 
(605) 332-90 50 



Page 12 

1 necessarily. I think -- and l'm not sure that we could 

2 limit that to the energy assistance a nd the f ood stamp 

3 recipients. But it ,.,.ould have to be if I read the 

rules cor rect ly, it would have to be t he subscriber -- the 

5 telephone subscriber that would have to be elig i ble, not 

6 just someone in t he household? 

7 A. That is correct . 

8 MS. SCHOENFELDER: I want to know then one more thing from 

9 you. At the present time. e xcept for the sold exchanges, 

10 Lifeline and Link Up hasn't been available i n the rural 

11 a r eas for the most part. There might be a few companies 

12 that do it . Basically it ' s not been i n the rural areas 

13 e xcept f or the exchanges that US West sold to smaller 

H companies. 

IS Now, would y?u advocat.e that if we• re going to go 

16 to the $10 reduc tion that that be statewide? If we do an 

17 i ntrastate p r ogram, that everything in those rural areas, 

18 that t he reduction be the same as it would be in US West 

19 territory? 

20 A. We are advocat i ng that i t. would be. All telephone 

21 prov idet·s should so l t wou ld be competitive and neutral, 

22 not disadvantage some customer s and advantage o ther 

23 c ustomers. 

2 4 MS. SCHOENFELDER: Wha t about in a c a se -- I don't know 

25 that this would be true, but what if a local bas ic rate is 
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l $7 and s o meth1.ng and you wind up with a S10 forgivance? 

2 A. It's my understanding, as I was reading the FCC rules, 

3 yo u would never get more credit than what your bill was. 

4 MS. SCHOENFELDER: Ri.gh But actually someone could 

5 act.ually basically not contribute at all co their 

6 telephone s e rvice then in some areas if that were true? 

7 A. And, in fact, if you subscribe to our service and the 

8 credit went up to S10.50, you would actually probably only 

9 have a bill of about $3. 

10 MS. SCHOENFELDER: Okay. Thank you. I think that's all I 

11 have. 

12 MR. BURG: A cla rification. Again, you said it's 21 

13 cents . It would be 21 cents per access line? 

14 A. Per residence and business . 

15 MR . BURG: That's Cased on 18,000 to 20,000? 

16 A . Correct . 

17 MR. BURG: Again, you are counting that you would have all 

18 18 or 20 , 000 - - or US West would have 18,000 co 20,000 

19 based on that , and yet most of what l've heard, that's the 

20 entire st.ace of South Dakota, 18,000 co 20, 000? 

21 A. It is. We were jus t saying 17,000 have food st.amps, 

22 and if other programs came into play , you know. But we 

23 are just est.imating. And the 21 cents is based on 17,000 

24 co 18,000. It could be less. yes. 

25 MR . BURG: Yes. If you had less, it would come down, if 

Advanced Reporting 
P. 0. Box 510 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57101 
(605) 332-9050 



1 yours were onl y 14 or 12? 

2 A. It ._.oul d be less, yes. 

Page 14 

3 MS. NELSON: Would you be opposed to a standard form? 

4 A. Standard !:orm? 

5 MS. NELSON: Yes , for appl ica 10n. 

6 A. I believe right now we are sharing the same form with 

7 the rural companies that do o ffer it . 

8 MS. NEL.SOS: So you wouldn't be opposed to that? 

9 A. No. 

10 MS. NELSON: Thank you. Would you have a problem if we 

11 made these f o z.·ms ava1lable hke at senior citizen centers 

12 and like rnral health care providers, facilities, and 

13 those kinds of things? 

14 A . I would say not. because the only way we do get those 

15 out there is if the Department of Social Services 

16 identifies a customer , then they send it out there. But , 

17 you know, if a cus tomer is eligible for the p rogram, we 

18 would like them t o know about it. 

19 MS . NELSON: Thank you. 

20 MS. WIEST: If he Commission doesn't go with the state 

21 fund then, do you agree that here would be self· 

22 certification? 

23 A. That there would be ~elf· •· yes, I believe t.he FCC 

24 has said that. 

25 MS. WIEST : Do you know why US West does not charge chat 

Advanced Reporting 
P. O. Box 510 

Sioux Falls, South Dakota 57101 
(605) 332·9050 



Page 15 

l surcharge al lowed by the adff? 

2 A. It· s my understand ing that this was a ut 10 years 

3 ago . and bt!cause it would be 4 to 5 cents, US West decided 

.; not o implement it. 

5 MS . WIEST: Are you a ware of the stipulat ion agreement 

6 where US West. agreed that i t wou ld absorb t he TAP c redit 

7 offset wh ich would equate to app t·oximotely a $200,000 

8 annual reduction? 

9 A. I'm sorry . I'm not . 

10 MR. WELK: Which document? 

11 MS . WIEST: That ' s F-36 47-8. 

12 MR . WE LK: ts there an order in there? 

13 MS. WI EST: What I 'm reading from is the stipulation 

14 agreement. It has somethi ng to do with t he Tax Reform Ac t 

15 stipulation. I was just wo nderi ng if that was the reason 

16 why you had not c harged a su r c harge. 

l7 A. And I'm sorry. I 'm not familia r with that. 

18 MS. WIEST : Would there be any o bj ection if I put t h is i n 

19 as an e x hi b it? 

20 MR. WELK: No. It's the Commission record. correct? 

21 MS . WIEST: Right. t•ll mark 1t as Exhibit 5. 

22 (Exhibit Uo. 5 was mark ' d f or i dentification. ) 

23 MR . WELK: That was 200 , 000 was estimated then? 

24 MS . WIEST: Yee. I can read t he exact.. It says, "US West 

25 wi 11 absorb an increase in the TAP credi t o ff set to 
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1 qua lified cus omers wh ich will e qua te o a n appro ximate ly 

2 S20 0 ,000 a :rnua l reducti on. " 

3 A. I ... ,111 ell you that be f o re we s o ld t he exc hanges, we 

4 did p robaoly have 3 , 600 c ustome rs . So it probably was 

S clos e t o 200 , 000 at that r.i me. 

6 MS. WI EST : Okay. Does US West have a posit.ion on if the 

7 Commiss i on would go fo r t he s tate pro3ram, if that state 

a prog ram shou ld a l s o provide for free directory 

9 assist a nce? Tha t was d i s c ussed i n the FCC order. 

10 A. Free d ire c t o ry assis tance ? 

11 MS. WIEST: Yes . 

12 A. I would have t o tell you that we don't have a position 

13 o n that right now. 

14 MS. WIEST: Could the Commission continue wi t h the cur rent 

15 TAP progr-am rec ognizing that because of r.he age limitat ion 

16 it would not be eligible for the federal matching funds on 

11 t o p o f the S5.25? 

18 A. So are yo u asking if we stay wi t h the current 

19 programming where we give 3 SO --

20 MS. WIEST: And the current qualifications, the 60 and 

21 over and the t wo, could the Commission continue with that 

22 program for US West? 

23 A. This is my understandi ng, okay, that if the state sets 

24 a c riteria - - in other words, if we stay with the 60 yea r s 

25 and qualifications as they are, then US West would 
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l probably ask for a wa iver so that the federal side would 

2 match •...-ha t.he state side does. So , in other words, to me 

3 the program would ook as it does today. 

4 MS. WIEST: Okay. 

5 A. Because as I understand the FCC rules, that is the 

6 cr1tena • • efault criteria. In othe r wo rds, if the 

7 state doesn' set up a program, it defaults to the FCC 

B criteria. But. if there is a state program, then l believe 

9 that that woul ~ the program tha would be in place in 

10 South Dakota. In other words , it would look today like .it 

11 does today. It would not. go to the default criteria of 

12 he FCC. 

13 MS. WIEST: Su::e. Bu do you think t.hat the FCC would 

14 ever allow an age limit? 

15 A. wel l, I think those are the things that I ' ll defer 

16 to interpretation. I do believe we have asked for a 

17 clarification of that. Because if there is a state 

18 pr ram 1:, p ace that does say 60 years, hen what does 

19 the FCC side look like under those circumstances. I think 

20 that is the quest ion. 

21 MS. WIEST: Okay. That's all I had. 

22 MS. SCHOENFELDER: I have one more, Colleen. I believe 

23 US West has also asked the FCC to cla rify if toll 

2'1 restric ion or toll limitation, if one o r the o ther, is 

25 doable rather than bo h. 
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1 A. That is correct. 

2 MS. SCHOENFE LDER: Okay . And HO your position would be 

3 tha t you' r e not technically ab i e to do that yet, or you 

4 don't want o? 

5 A. We can d o that. Our pos i tion is we want toll 

6 limi ation. What toll control is is maybe a customer 

7 would say I'm o nly g o ing to make $20 wort h of long 

i stance cal ls this month. Maybe the next o ne would say 

9 I' m o nly going to make $4 0 . We 're saying that is very 

10 ha rd to 1mplerr.ent. We can give toll restriction, and 

11 that's what we' re recommending. 

12 MS. WIEST: Do you have any indication from the FCC of 

13 when they intend to rule on that clarification? Any time 

14 soon? 

15 A. They have asked us to put it in writing. This was a 

16 phone call. They will respond. 

17 MR. BURG: What d o you mean by •- what does toll 

18 restricti o n, the way you're describing it, mean? 

19 A. Toll restriction would be that they cannot make long 

20 distance calls. 

21 MR. BURG: No long distance calls . 

22 A. And I just need to clarify that a little bi t. That's 

23 only what US West can control. Other carriers do not have 

2 4 to honor the toll restrictions. In other words , customers 

25 d o go around it and sign up with a carrier. 
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1 MR . BURG: But what we ' re talking about is a possibility 

2 of coll restriction o r toll limitatio n . You · re saying he 

3 limitation is very difficult 

4 A. -- co imp lement. 

51 MR. BURG: Being r e qui red 

6 objec 1or. co restriction? 

o have limitati on, but no 

7 IL We would o ffer oll res ric ion. we do offer it.. 

e MR. BURG: Would cha be au oma 1c 1f ~hey receive this? 

9 They would have coll restriction? 

10 A. No. It's for custome r s that don't want t o pay a 

11 deposi but do want some cont r ol ove r the phone . It's 

12 voluntary. But hey• re just saying you have t o be able to 

13 of . er it . 

14 MR. BURG: All right. Anything else? Ma'am, would you 

15 like to make any comments? Did yo u have a ny comments? 

16 AUDIENCE MEMBER : l can't hea r wha you' r e all say i ng. 

17 MR. BURG: The acoustics aren't rea l good. Does anybody 

18 have anyth ing else? If not, I guess this will close the 

19 hearing. 

20 I wil 1 say f o r your benefit , there a r e some 

21 brochures over there on the tab le that might be 

22 beneficial. Helpyour self. 

23 

2 , 

25 

(The hearing was at 9 : 30 a.m., October 29, 199 7. ) 
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l STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

: 55 CERTIFICATE 

3 COUNTY OF MINNEHAHA 

I, Angela Weller , Court Reporter i n 

7 the bove-named County and State , certify that the 

e above-entitled proceedings were report~d by me, and the 

9 foregoing pages l - 18, inclusive , are a true and correct 

1 0 transcript o f my stenotype notes. 

11 Dated at Sioux Falls, South Dakota, this 31st 

12 day of Oc t ober, 1997 . 
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l S WEST COMM UNICATIONS. INC. 

Stale of South DJkolJ 
1,,ucd 6-16.Qi 

ExchanJ.!C and Network 
Sl'n 'ices Tariff 

5. EXCIIANGE SEiff lCES 

5.2 L OCAL EXCIIANf;ES ER\'JCE (Cont'd) 

5.1.6 LOW-INCO\I E T EI.EPIIONE ASS ISTANCE PROGkA~IS 

A. Sou1h Dal.Ola Telephone A1;s1s1ance Plan 

I . De)Cnp11on 

SECTION S 
Page 66 

Rclc:ise 2 
EffeCll \'C: 6· 1-97 

The Telephone A!>!I ISlancc Plan pro\'1de for a credit aga1n,t 1hc rec urring mont hly 
r:uc for the pro\·1,;mn of /oc:11 rc, idcn ual service for certain low-income 
customers. 

2. Appl ic:mon 

a. The Telephone A!>, 1~1:rncc Pl:1n crcdu 1s only :l\'ailablc h'.> CU) lomcrs who arc 
prescn1ly pamc1pa11ng in lhc Food S1amp and/or Energy All!IISlancc Program and 
are 60 years of :age or older. 

b. The Company will a!lsurc cli gib1l11y through \'cnfic:mon by the s1:uc agency 
charged with 1hc du!} of adm1ms1cnng 1hc progr.uns. 

c. The monthly cred u will be an amou nt equal 10 lhc Jnren.1a1c End User Charge. 
The crcdll :,hall apply 10 the fo llowing Local Exch::tnge Scn·1ce: 

Residence One-Pany Flat Rate Service 

Re:,. idcnce One-Pany Local Measured Service 

Rci.1dcncc Multipany Fla1 Ra1c Service 

Hourly Us:igc Pad.age Scn•1cc 
,o, 
(DI 



U S WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 
Enhance and Network 

Services Tariff 

S1a1c of South DaJco1a 
Issued: I 1-5-93 

5. EXCHANGE SERVICES 

5.2 LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE 
5.2.6 LOW-INCOME TELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

A. South Oako1a Telephone Assistance Plan {Cont'd) 

3. Terms and Conditions 

SECTION 5 
Page 67 

Release 1 
Effective: 12-5-93 

a.. The Telephone Assistance Plan credit will begin wilh the first billing da1c af1cr 

~~~~7sP~Jbil~~~i~~. :~rt~:n~=r~U&lify for bcncfics or when new 

b. Nonrecurring charges shall not apply 10 cst:!blish this prognm on ex isting 
service. 

c. This credi1 shall apply only 10 a custc>mcr's principal residence line. 

4. Funding 

This program shall be funded through a sw-chargc on residence and business 
access lines. 

5. Rates 

MONTHLY 
USOC CREDIT[I) 

• Telephone: Assistancc Plan Cruiit ASGSX SJ.50 

[I) This amoun1 shall be revised 10 equal lhc lnt<rS1&1C End User Charge. Wilh FCC 
approval. the lntersmc End User Charge wiU also be credited for customers 
panicipaling in lhc plan (USOC ASGFX). 



US WEST COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

S1a1c or South Dako1a 
Issued: 11-5-93 

Exchance and Nnwork 
Stn·ices Tariff 

5. EXCHANGE SERVICES 

5.2 LOCAL EXCHANGE SERVICE 

SECTION 5 
Page 68 

Release I 
Effective: 12-5-93 

S.2.6 LOW•INCOMETELEPHONE ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS (Cont'd) 

8 . Link-Up America 

South Dakot.a ruidcnu who arc receiving food stamps or home energy assistance 

~~-m:fi~c i~~~°f o~h19:8.dac~C=~:ru~o~ ~,~: ,:s30~&j 
wiU be applied to access line service and equipment charges t0 connect service at a 
new addrtss. This discount applies only on a single line at the principal place of 
residence for the applicanL 

The following eligibility criteria will apply: 

• Applicant must have lived at an address where there has been no 1clcphonc 
service for at least three months immcdia1cly prior 10 the date that a.ssistancc is 
requested. 

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

• Applicant must not be a dcpenden1 for federal income tax purposes. unless he or 
she is more 1han 60 years of age. 

• Applican1 mus1 be participating in lhe food stamp program or lhe home energy 
assistance program. 



125 South Dakota Avenue, 8th Floor 
Sioux Falls. South Dakota 57194 

September 12. 1997 

Mr. William Bullard. Executive Director 
Public Utilities Commission 
State Capitol Building 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501 

RE. Docket TC97-150 

Dear Mr. Bullard: 

lDJ."WET' 
COMMUNICATIONS @ 

U S WEST Communications has attached comments concerning the implementation 
of the FCC's 1\.1'8s on Ufeline and Link Up Programs. These comments are being 
furnished per the Commission order in Docket TC97-150. 

rr~, ~lee;, 
//irector-Regulatory Affairs 

Attachment 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITI ES COMMISSION 
OF THE ST ATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

In the m:mcr of 1hc in, es1iga1ion 
m10 the Lifeline :md Linkt:p 
Programs. · 

Comments ofU S WEST 
Communic:uions. Inc. 
TC97-150 

U S WEST Communications { .. US WEST1 submi1s the following responses 10 the 
qucsuons posed by the South Dako1a Public Utilities Commission c-·Commission} in its 
m, cstigation into the Lifeline :md Link Up progr.ims. 

t. Wh t thcr the Comm ission should :tppro,·c intnutatc r.atc rcducdons to allow 
to nsumcrs eligible ror Lifeline support to nc:ch·c the :addilional S1.75 in frd cr.al 
support ':' 

Yes. ~ Commission should appro\'c in1rasmtc rntc rcducuons to ma."(1mizc the benefit 
ccn1fied South Dakota Low Income Conswncrs will recci\'c from the fedcr:i.lly fimded 
Lifeline progr.un. The addi1ional Sl.75 docs 001 require s llllc rruuching fwxls. Howc\'tr. 
U S WEST "i ll h3,·c to m:o\'cr the cost of :iny program such ns this. 

2. Whtthtr tht Commission should stt up a statt Li(tlint Program ro fund rur1btr 
rtducrlons in tbt intr.utatt nit paid by tbt Hd ust.r? 

Tht. Commission docs not have to set up a new stale Lifeline program to fund funher rate 
reductions in the intmsutc rate p:iid by the end user. lnste:ld the Commission should 
modify the existing program to ensure du t .UI ccnificd low income customers. not just 
those: o,·cr :igc 60. receive L1ielinc 3.55isUU1cc. Commcnsur.ue with the expansion of the 
criteria. the Commission must .Uso change the Lifeline intmsmte funding mechanism to 
nuke it explicit :md compditi,·ely ncu1ral. Sec response in question 3 below. 

J . Whether tbt. Comm ission should modify tbt ei.bting Lift.lint or Link Up 
Programs? 

Yes. To m:udmize the bcnC iits ttteivcd from the federal fWld :ind to ma.'<imizc the 
c1Tec1ivencss of the Lifeline program. the Commission should modify 1he existing 
Lifeline program in two wnys. Fim. the Lifeline program must ht. funded in an explicit 
and competitively neutral way, specifically all telecommunications providers should be 
requi red 10 p:iy into the Lifeline progr.un by :wessing an end user surcharge on :ill rct:til 
rt\'enues. In its Uni\'el'S.1.1 Stf\•ice Oet:ision. the FCC noted the requirement for states 10 

fund smte Lifeline programs in a compcti1ively neutral mmmcr: 

The Joint Board observed that many states currently gencrotc funds through the 
state rate-rtgul:ition process. These States allow incumbent LECs 10 recover the 
revenue the ~crs lose from charging Lifel ine customers less by charging other 
subscnbcrs more. Florida PSC points out that this method of generating Lifeline 

.,. 



suppon from the intrast.ite jurisdiction could resuh in some carriers (i.e. ILECs) 
bc.:iring :m unre.:i.son:iblc sh:ire of the program· s costs. We see no rc:ison at this 
~ime ro intrude in the first instance on st.11es· decisions about how to generate 
intf"lSta1e suppon fo r Lifeline. We do not currently prescribe methods stales must 
use to gener.lle inirastate Lifeline suppon. nor docs this order conuin any such 
prescriptions. ~-tany methods exist. including compct11i\'ely neutral surcharges on 
all c.:irriers or the use of general rc\'enucs. that would n01 place 1hc burden on any 
single group of carriers. We note. hou-ew!r, that sruu•s m,w mi:ct the requirements 
of sec11011 :5-l(e; in prol·iding equitablt and ,iu,i.Jiscrm111wtory s11ppor1 for state 
umrersal sen..'ice support mechanisms. (Emphasis addcd)1 

T ..xlay there is a provision in the US WEST twilT for a surcharge on :ill local exchange 
cus10mers to rcco\'er the costs of the Life line program. Howc\'er. US WEST. up 10 now 
hns nm assessed any surcharge. If the Commission exp.1nds 1hc Lifeline program. a 
significam increase in funding obli gation will be required. lf 1hc s1a1c Lifeline program is 
expanded. the fundins mechanism must be rt:\'iscd to be eompcllli\'Cly m:u1ral and must 
be funded by itl1 pro,·iders. US WEST would not continue tn pro\'idc the Lifeline 
discount "ithout reco\'ering 1he lost revenues. 

The second modific.11ion to the state lifeline and Link Up progr;1m s the Commission 
should address is the expansion of the eligibility criteria 10 include all i.:cnified low 
income customers regardless of age. 

Tod:i~·. the South Dakota Lifeline program requires Lifeline customers 10 be over the .1ge 
of 60. FCC data demonstrates that ccnified low income customers in the I 5.2..a year old 
ai;e group ha\·e the lowest telephone penetration lc\·els. The Suu1h Dai..01a·s 
subscnbcrship of9-4.4'1' is :ibo,·e the :,.ln1iona.l :iverage of93.9%. ~o one c:in e."<pc:ct to 
achieve :i l<>m~ subscriber-ship level since thert \\-ill a.lways be people \lhO simply don't 
wnnt J phone. Howe\'Cr. South Dakota can do bener. Expanding the cmeria 10 include 
customers of all .1gc groups. could be a m:ijor step in the dirccuon of impro\'ing South 
Dakota pcncmuion levels. 

S WEST encourages the Commission to expand 1he South D:tl..ota clig1bili1y criteria to 
include IO\\' income consUIT\ers of all ages and cncour:iges 1he Commission 10 establish a 
funding mechanism that is compc1i1ivcly neutral :ind is supponcd by :lit 
telecommunic.11ions providers. 

--'· Sh:tll the Commission file or nquite tbe carrier to fil e information whh the 
administntor oC tbe ftdtnl uai\'tnal servi« fund dtmonstr:uing th:u tbe 
c:arritr's Lifeline plan mttts the criteria set forth in--'' C.F.R. § 5--'.-401 (d)'! 

~·l:iny of the :ximiniru:uive details on how the interim adminis1ra1or and uilimately the 
dcsign.:ited Jdministr:uor will nl!lnJgc the federal lifeline :ind I.ink Up progr.uns have yet 
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(O be worked out b, the :idministr.uor and the FCC. The Commission docs. however. 
h:::i\'e 1he respunsib;li1y to ensure tha1 an~· telccommunic:uions provider that seeks to 
rccci,·e federal uni,·crsal SC'f\ice suppon for Lifel ine or high cost funding meet cligibili1y 
rcquircmems. An digible tel~ommunications provider must offer a low income plan that 
is an compliance \\i th .n C.F.R. § 5-'..J0l(d). Therefore. the Commission must be able to 
confirm thou Wly tclccommunic.:uions provider receiving fcderaJ Lifeline funding meets 
FCC cri1eri:::i. 

5. Other Issues: 

U 'i WEST brim.is to the Commission·s attention three addi1ional issue ii should :iddrcss 
in its consider.uion of changes 10 the Lifeline :ind Link Up programs. 

E] jgjbjlil\' Vcrific:;:i1ion 

T od:::i~· the Department of Social Scf\ ices o,·crsc:cs the veri fication of consumers who arc 
eligible 10 receive Lifeline funding Bee.:msc of the confiden1 ;aliry requirements of 
clig1bh: consumers records. it is prudent for this vcrifica1ion process through Soci:::i.l 
Scf\·icc-s to continue. US WEST is sensitive to the additional burden this puts on Social 
Services resources and therefore recommends the Commission c:cplore the possibi lity of a 
reimbursement 10 Soci:::il Sef\•ices from a compe1i1ively neutral Lifeline funding 
mechanism. 

J o!) Limi1:::i1joo Rcauirs:mem 

In its Univer53I Scf\·ice decision. the FCC rc:::i.soncd that providing toll limitn1ion. \\ithout 
charge. to lifeline consumers would :::i.ssist these customers in a ,·oiding involuntary 
termination of thei r telecommunications services and s hould encourage 
subscribership.: The FCC concluded that both "toll blockingM and "toll 
cont rol" are forms of "toll lia:: itat ion" which should be supported by uni,·ersal 
suppon mechnnisms.J Tho FCC sa id that carriers with deployed switches 
tha t are incapable of providing toll limitation se rvices will not be required to 
provide such sen•iccs to customers se rved by those switches until those 
switches a re upgraded.' 

Because bot h "toll blocking .. and "toll control" are forms of "toll limitation , .. 
US \\"EST asked 1be FCC to clarify thnt a carrier is not required to offer 
bot h. Ra ther. the FCC should make it clear that a carrier who offers either 
"toll blocking .. or "toll cont rol" to Lifeline customers satisfies the requirement 
in -Ii C.F.R. § 54.40 l (a)(3). 

1 Un1H·rul Ssn·tct' Qrdn- 1 JU. 
•~11u. 
'J.4. ~ lll. 

.J. 



Ss=C"ice Deposits 

In tbe Universa l Service Order, the FCC adopted the fo llowing rule rega rding 
ser\'icc deposits for Lifeline customers: 

Eligible telecommunica tions carriers may not collect a service 
deposit in orde r to init iate Lifeline service. if the qualifying low. 
income consumer voluntarily elects toll blocking from the 
carrier. where available. If toll blocking is unavailab le. the 
carrier mny charge a service deposit.' 

I,; S WEST offers toll blocking to Lifeline customers. which is generallr 
effective to block outgoing long dista nce call attempts. However. toll blocking 
does not pre,•eot t he Lifeline customer from receiving collect calls or from 
billing long distance calls made from nnother phone to the customer's Lifeline 
number \ third number callsl. Collect calls a nd third number calls cannot be 
blocked with ordinary "toll blocking.~ 

US WEST asked the FCC to modify the rule in 47 C.F.R. § 54.40l(e) to 
provide that carriers who offer toll blocking mar also require Lifeline 
customers. especially Life line customers who violate a no billed toll 
agreement. to pay a service deposit in order to initiate or maintain Lifeline 
service and that, absent payment of a service deposit, carrie rs may deny 
Lifeline service. 

U S WEST urges the Commission to also adopt a deposit requirement for 
Lifeline customers who violate a no billed toll agreement. 

1 ~7CFR ;s.&.10l(c). 



U.W OfTICD 
O LINGER , LOVALD, RO BBENNO LT & M cCAHREN , P.C. 

llot,IAJ.0 0 OUNGUt 
JOHN S, I..OYAU> 
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t'O. tMlXIM 
PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA 5750 1-0066 

September 12. 1997 

William Bullard, Jr., Executive Director 
SD PUC, State Capi1al 
500 E Capitol 
Picm: SD 57501 

RE: TC97-150 

Dear Mr. Bullard: 

-n:tif'ltONE 22~1 
~000< ... 

r1U1.1&.1,,22_,.. 

RECEIVED 

SEP I 1 \997 
·oT.O. PU&LIC 

siT~~1~1rl'~o11.r~1ss1c 

Enclosed herewith please find an origjnal and IO copies o(Ommwus of AT&T 
Communica1ioos of the Midwest Inc with regard to the abovo-captioncd docket. 

Please furnish a file stamped copy 10 me. Thank you. 

d?-
JSL:mmh 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF HI E STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

In the Maller or the lnvcs1igation 
in10 the Li reline and Link Up 
Programs 

Docket No. TC97• I 50 

COMM ENTS OF AT&T 

RECEIVED 

SEP I ' 1997 
SOUTH DAl(Q 
ununes COMTMA Pueuc 

1S51Qlj 

Pursuant 10 1hc Commission's August 28. 1997 Order that established the 

investigation regarding Lifeline and Link Up programs. AT&T Communications of the 

Midwest Inc. (" AT&T") hereby submits its comments regarding the matters set fon.h in 

the Commission Order. 

RESPONSES TO COMMISSION QUERIES 

AT&rs responses to the matters set fon.h in the August 28. 1997 Order in Docket 

No. TC97-150arcas follows: 

Issue No. 1. Whether lbe Commission sbould appro,·t latrul1tc rate 

reducUoos to allow consum,n eligible for Ufclint support to tt«lvt lbt addllioaal 

St.75 In fedual support'? 

A. Yes. The Commissicm should reduce basic local exchange nllcs for Lifeline 

subscribers by S 1.7S per month . 

Issue No. 1. Whteber lbe Commission should set up• sl•lt LlfeUac Program 

lo fund further rcduc:llons In tbe lnlrutale rate pakl by tbe ud user? 

A. No. No rurthcr reduct ions beyond the revised Federal program appears to be 

necessary at this time. 

Al this time. the high levels of telephone subscribership in South Dakota slrongly 

suggest that current local service rates arc below the level or affordabi lity and that 

addi1ional Li reline support. beyond the SI .7S cited in the first question. for disadvantaged 

households is not necessary at this lime. 1r1hc 2000 census collccls the same data 

relating 10 1clephonc subscribership as the 1990 census, ii should provide not only 



insighls regarding o,·erJll lelcphone subscribcrship bul also make it possible lo e\'aluate 

penetration levels :imong disadvanlagcd groups in various regions orthe state. Once 1hat 

data is availab le the leve l of support that needs to be pro,•idcd to quali fied disadvanlaged 

end users can be re-evaluated. 

Issue No. J . \\'helher lhe Commission should modiry lbe nlsllng Lifeline or 

I.ink Up Programs? 

A. The cxis1ing Lifeline and Link Up Programs should be incorporated into a 

compcti1i,·cly neu1ral general purpose South Dakota Uni\'crsa\ Service Fund. This USF 

should be financed ma compct111 ,cly neutral manner and administered by a third party 

chosen by 1hc Commission that neither pays into the USF nor draws suppon from the 

fund other than payment for administration activities. Support for end users should be 

ponablc: :ind "hen a custom CT s~ 11ches scn·ice from one local carrier 10 another, the 

Lifeline support shook! also~ transfami by lhc U F :ldmimstrator. The preferred 

financing ,duck ~ ouk! ~ a sq>M2te sun:hM};c on end uscrb11ls. This would ensure 

compc111,,e ncutn.111) and wouk! full y inform customas as to ~·hat was included in their 

bill 

The state l' F tha! 1s csubhshcd \\OUld serve 10 supplement Lhc Federal USF and 

~ouk! faohtale such desirable rrogranu as bnugtng intcrcompany payments, such as, 

access charges tn line • ·1th thetr ccononuc cost in order 10 faci litalc the development o f 

comprt1hon tn 1elccommumcat1ons markets ol1ld 10 impro\'e in1crcus1omer fairness 

through the: dnninauon of CTOSS•Subs1dics bctwcro cus1omer groups. When the South 

Dal..01:i USF 1s established incumbent LECs should file with the Commission their plans 

10 climma1c currcn1 implicit ubsidics intended to keep local service rates low, such~ the 

CCLC. 10 be replaced " ; 1h an explicit funding source (e.g., an end user surcharge on 

1n1ras1a1c 1clccommumca1ions re\'cnucs). 

lss ut No. 4. Shall lbt Commission me or require the carrier to Ole 

information Milh lhe administrato r of the federa l universal service fund 



dtmonstrating that lht ca rritr's u r, lint Plan mttts th t cri1ul1 stl fo rth In 47 

C.F.R. St<, S4.401(d)? 

A. Yes. In order to drJw fonds from the USF ii would be appropriate 10 require 

1hc local carrier to file infom1a1ion with the USF administrator that 

dcmonstr:itcs that 1hc local service pro\'idcr makes avai lable the services set 

fo nh ;,, 47 C.F.R. Sec. 54. IOJ(aXl)-(9). 

DATEDthis .l:2Ib.dayofSeptcmber. 1997. 

AT&T COMMlJNICATIONS OF THE 
MIDWEST. INC. 

~~l 
&McCall= 

PO Bo, 66 
Poem: South Dakou 5 SOI 
Td (605)224-8851 
Fu; (605)22,1.. 269 

) Ima An>s-O,ap1<2u 
RdmdS Wohcn 

T T Ccmmw:ucahOns: or 
the Mk!-r•c:st. Inc. 

1815 l.ffoTcnOt Street. Room 15 5 
Dcrn--aCO 202 
Td (303~ • I 
Fa., (303)..~301 



BEF'ORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

Of' THE STATE Of' SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE HATTER Of' THE PUBLIC 
UTILITIES COMMISSION INVEST! · 
GA TION INTO THE Ef'f'ECTS Of' 
TH[ 1986 TAX REF'ORH ACT ON 
SOUTH OAK OTA UTILITIES. 

STIPULATION AND AGREEMENT 

(F·J647 · 8) 

WHEREAS , the South Oakota Public Utill ties Com■isslon 

(Commissi on) and Northwes tern Sell Telephone Company , Inc . , d / b / a 

U.S. west Com11unicat1ons (USWC) are desirous or resolving the 

Commission ' s investigation into the impact or the Ta x Refou• Act or 

1986 (TRA) on the operations or uswc ; and 

WHEREAS, the Co■■ ission has issued orders in Docket No . 

F" • J667 - 8 , dated Septe■ber 20 and September :,o, 1988, ordering USWC 

to refund $6.208.000 plus interest at 11.91 in rates to local 

telephone subscribers and to reduce local rates annuall y by 

$4,722.188 : and 

WHEREAS . those orous were appealeCI by US WC to the Circuit 

Court. Si"cth Judicial Circuit , which court on April 17, 1988 . 

affir■eo tne Decision ano OrCler or the Com■ission in its entirety ; 

and 

WHEREA S , USWC has further appealed the decision or the Circuit 

Court to the Supre■e Court or the State or South Dakota ; and 

WHEREAS , this utter has been pending since October 26, 1986, 

without a satisfactory resolution; and 

WHEREAS , the Co111■ ission has opened Docket No. F" - 3771 

initiating an investigation into USWC ' s central office 

11odernizat1on ; and 



WHEREAS , the Co 11111lssion has also opened an in vestigati on in 

Docket No. r . J807 into the ■etho d s used by uswc and others ro r the 

timing and charging of toll calls in South Dakota ; and 

IT IS THEREfORE , stipula ted and agreed to by the Co111Dission 

anc uswc as rollows: 

1 . USWC will initiate i mmediate ly upon approval or this 

stipulation and agree11ent by the Co1unission a modernizati on 

prog ram , the last project to be co111pleted in calendar year 1994, to 

provide state o f the art swi tching capability to all telephone 

exchanges owned and operated by uswc in its approved service 

territories . 

2 . The mo dernization progra ■ wi ll require an ove ra ll 

addi tional invest.lent in USWC ' s South Dakota exchanges of 

approximately s,0.000 , 000 . Annually, during the fourth calendar 

qua rter until Jan uary l , 1995 , USWC will report to and review with 

the Commission the progress of' the ■odernization program de s cribed 

in thi s agreement . The s pecific exchanges to be modernized are 

attached as Exhibit A t o this stipulation and agreeaent. 

3 . Exce pt as may be provided for in this s tipulation and 

agreement, rates currently in effect for bas ic local exchange 

se r vi ce (business and residential) will not be ch anged until a fter 

July l , 1990 . 

4 . USWC agrees to reduce rates in the following ■anner : 

a . USWC will standardize the agri •business, suburban and 

one • party zoned rate incre■ent to SJ . OD per ■onth and consolidate 

the two and four - part y zoned rate increment at SJ . 00 or less per 

mont h , resulting in a $500 , 000 annua l reduction . 

· 2 · 



b. USWC will absorb an increase in the TAP credit offset 

t o qualified customers which will equate to an approdmately 

$200 , 000 annual reduction . 

c . us wc agrees to change its 111ethod or ti111ing and 

ch11g i ng for 111essage toll calls (HTS) to one - tenth or a ■inute 

a fter the first 11inute as soon as practicable , but no later than 

March 1 , 1990 , and to adjust s0111e or its prices for ■essage toll 

service so that the net effect is a Sl,600 , 000 annu al reduction in 

revenues , effective July l , 1989; except that, should the 

Commi s sion , as a result or its hearings in Docket No . r-3807 , 

detenine that for the telecommunications industry the ■ethod for 

tim i ng should be discretionary and ■arket - bued, USWC ••Y elect to 

abide by that Co■■ission decision. If USWC does elect not to 

utilize one - tenth or a ■ inute toll ti ■ing , and that decision 

results in an annual HTS revenue reduction or less than Sl,600,000 , 

the Commission may then reconsider and reopen this portion or this 

stipulation only for the purpose or deter ■ining another ■ethod or 

effecting an annual revenue reduction or S1 . 600 , 000, or the 

re■aini n g balance thereof , fro11 non -competitive services . 

d . USWC f urther agrees that $7 ,000 , 000 or its capital at 

July l , 1989 , plus the prorated annual a ■ount or any HTS rate 

decrease delayed fro• July l, 1989 to the 1111ple ■entation or the 

toll th i ng change shall be added to the above a ■ount and will be 

accounted ror as follows : 

1 . The capital and any prorated a■ounts will accrue 

interest at a rate or ll .9X per annu■ until July l, 1990 . 

Beginning July 1 , 1990 , the principal and interest or the capital 

· ) · 



and any prorated amounts will then be amortized over a 10 year 

period . 

11 . The unamortized portion or the capital, any 

pr orated aaounts, any accrued interest, and the annual a ■ortization 

thereof' will be accounted f'or and used to re duce USWC • s basic local 

ucnange servle rate base and eKpenses f' or rate111aking proceedings . 

, . USWC will dis111iss its appeal t o the South Dakota Supreme 

Court or the Comriisslon"s decis i on in Docket No . f' - 3647-8. 

6. The Co11111ission will vacate its orders in Docket No . 

f' - 3647 -8, dated Septe111ber 20, 1988 and Septe■ber 30 , 1988 , 

respectively, and the order pro■ulgated pursuant to this 

stipulation and agree■ent will supersede such orders and close the 

docket . 

7 . The Co11111isslon will close Docket No . f' - 3771. 

8 . USWC and the Co1Hission agree that the ■aklng and 

eKecution or this 1gree11ent and the ter11s and conditions of' this 

agree■ent shall not be considered a waiver of' any position of' 

el ther the Co■■ission or USWC in any pending or f'uture docket 

bef'ore the Co111 ■1ssion or in any f'uture o r pending judicial action 

in which the Co••ission or uswc ls a party . 

JAMES A. BURG , Chat r■an 
SO Public Ut111ttes CoN1ss1on 

Dated : --------

KENNETH STOF'FERAHN, Coulssloner 
SO Public Ut111tles Cou1ss1on 

Dated : 

·•· 

LASKA SCHOENF'ELOER, Cou1ss1oner 
SO Public UttlHtes Co•1sston 

Dated : 

LARRY If . TOLL , General Hanager 
Northwestern Bell Telephone Co■pany , 

Inc . , d/bla U.S . West Co-■un1cattons 

Dated : 



Alcester 
Bel le Fourche • 
Bonesteel 
Bradley 
Bridgewater 
Bristol 
Britton 
Burke 
Canistota 
Canton 
Castlewood 
Cavour 
Chamberlain • 
Cla rk 
Clearfield 
Colman 
Deadwood • 
Desmet 
Elk Point 
Flandreau 
Florence 
Gregory 
Hayti-Lake Norden 
Howard 

Huron • 
Iroquois 
Lake Andes 
Lake Preston 
Lemmon 
Lesterville 
Har ion 
McIntosh 
Milbank 
Hiller 
Mitchell • 
Mobridge 
Morristown 
Murdo 
Newell 
Nisland 
Oldham-Ramona 
Onida 
Park■ton • 
Peever 
Pierpont 
Platte 
Pre■ho 
Redfield 

Exhibit A 

• Denotes offices to be replaced in calendar year 1990 

Reliance 
Revillo 
Roslyn 
Salem 
Selby 
south Shore 
Sturgis • 
Sllll!Jait 
Tabor 
Timber Lake 
Tripp 
Tyndall 
Veblen 
Volga 
Wagner 
Waubay 
Webster 
Willow Lake 
Wilmot 
Winner • 
Witten 
Wolsey 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 

IN THE MATTER OF THE INVESTIGATION 
INTO THE LIFELINE AND LINK UP 
PROGRAMS 

FINAL ORDER AND 
DECISION; NOTICE OF 
ENTRY OF DECISION 

TC97-150 

At its August 18, 1997. regularly scheduled meehng, the Public Utihties Commission 
(Gomm1s!i1on) voted to open a docket concerning the Federal Communications 
Coovn1ss1on'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 
add1tt0nal federal support ,n the amount of $1 75, above the anent $3,50 level. However. 
,n order for a state's lifeline consumers to receive the additional $1 .75 ,n federa l support, 
the state commIssIon must approve that reduction in the porlton cf the intrastate rate paid 
by lhe end user 47 C F R § 54 403(a) Add1t1onal federal support may also be received 
in an amount equal to one-half of any support generated from the intrastate jurisdidion, 
up to a max,rrum of $7 00 ,n federal support 47 C F R § 54.403(a) A state oommission 
must f ile or requ ire the earner to file information with the administrator of the federal 
Lrnversal service fund demonstraltng that the came(s Lifehne plan meets the criteria set 
fonh ,n 47 C F R § 54 401 

By order dated August 28. 1997, the Comm1ss1on allowed interested persons and 
entities to submit wntten convnents conc:em1ng how the Comrmssion should implement the 
FCC's rules on the L1fellne and link Up programs In their written comments, interested 
persons and enllt1es commented on the following questions· 

1 Whether the Commission should approve intrastate rate reductions to allow 
consumers ehg1ble for Lifehne support to receive the adcht1onal $1 . 75 in federal support? 

2 V'Jtlether the Comm1ss10n should set up a state Lifel ine Program to fund further 
reductions in the intrastate rate paid by the end user? 

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

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

By order dated October 16. 1997, the Comm1ss1on set public hearings to receive 
public comment on the questions hsted above. The hearings were held at the following 
times and places. 

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



SIOUX FALLS· 

Tuesday. October 28, 1997, 1 30 pm , State Capitol Bu1ld1ng, Room 
412, 500 East Capitol Avenue, Pierre, SO 

Wednesday, October 29, 1997 9 00 a.m , Center for Active 
Generations, 2300 West 46th. Sioux Falls, SD 

Al I1s November 7, 1997, meeting, the Comm1ss1on ruled as follows· On the first 
Issua. the Comm1ss1on authorized intrastate rate reductions to allow eligible consumers 
to receive the add1t1onal $1 75 in federal support. W ith respect to the second issue, the 
Comm1ss1on deClded to not set up a state llfel1ne program to fund further reduct ions at this 
time On the third issue. the Commission el iminated the existing TAP program that 
requ rres U S WEST and carriers that have purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a 
S3 50 reduction of local rates to low income customers age 60 and over. The Commission 
funhef ruled that the South Dakota Link Up program follow \he FCC rules. In addition, the 
Commission ordered that staff, in consultation with the carriers. develop a standard form 
for self-certification. that these forms be sent to all of their customers prior to January 1. 
1998, and thereafter, to all new rustomers: and that the carriers make the forms available 
to any person Of entity upon request. On the fourth issue, the Commission ru led that the 
carrier be required to file with the FCC the information demonstrating that the carrier's plan 
meets the applicable FCC criteria and that the carrier send an informational copy to the 
Comm1ss1on Further, that the carriers include in their annual report to the Commission 
the number of subscribers who receive l ifeline and Link Up support 

Based on the written comments and evidence and testimony received at the 
heanngs, the Commission makes the following F1nd1ngs of Fact and Conclusions of Law. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

The rurrent state Llfehne program is referred to as the Telephone Assistance Plan 
(TAP). The OJrrent 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, ~ 
of the loveslloalion into lmPlementahon of a TeleQhone Ass,stanc;e Plan for South Dakota 
~ Exhibit 1 at page 1 Subsequent buyers of U S WEST exchanges were 
required to also offer the TAP and link Up America programs. ld. at pages 1-2. 

The amount of TAP assistance 1s $7 00. S3 50 of which is federally funded, with the 
rema1mng S3 50 funded by the local telecommunicat,ons carrier. ld. at page 3. Although 
U S WEST was oog,nally allowed to charge a surcharge lo fund the program. U S WEST 
subsequently gave up that right in Docket F-3647-8. In the Matter of the Public Ulilities 
Commission lnvestiaalion 1010 the Effects of the 1986 Tax Reform Act on South Dakota 
u..til.Jtie..:i. Exh1b1t 5. In order to receive the TAP assistance, a member of the household 



must be 60 years of age or older and partK:lpate In either the food stamp or the low-Inc.ome 
energy assistance program Exh1b1t 1 at page 2 

Ill 

The Link Up America program provides assistance In an amoun1 equal to one-half 
of the quahfying subscnber's 1elephone service connect,on charges up 10 a maximum of 
$30 00 1d: at page 3 In order to receive l ink Up assistance, a customer must be 
rece1vIng either food stamps or low-mcome energy assistance. must not presently have 
local telephone service and must not have been provided telephone service at his or her 
residence within the previous three months. and must not be a dependent for federal 
income tax purposes (dependency cntena does not appty to those 60 years of age or 
older) 1d: The l ink Up program is funded entirely out of federal funds 1d: 

IV 

The FCC rev1sed the current l1fehne and l mk Up programs 1n CC Docket No. 96-
45, lo the Maner of Federal-State JPtnt Board on Umvecsal Secv1ce. adopted May 7, 1997. 
Beginning January 1, 1998. the FCC found that the federal basehne Lifeline support will 
be S3 SO per quahfy1ng low-mcome consumer with an additional S1 . 75 m federal support 
1f the state commIssIon approves a corresponding redUci1on In intrastate local rates. 47 
C F R. § 54 403(a) Add1uonal federal l ifeline support in an amount equal to one-half the 
amount of any state l 1fehne support (not to exceed $7.00) Is also available. Jg 

V 

The FCC further found !hat the federal support for link Up will continue to be a 
reductK>n m the telecomrt'U'\icaUons came(s service COl"V'leCtion charges equal to one hatf 
of the carrier's customer connection charge or S30.00, whichever is less. 47 C.F.R. § 
54 413(b) 

VI 

Pursuant to the Fcc·s rules, 1f there is no state lifel ine or link Up program, a 
consumer Is eligible for support if the c.onsumer participates in one of the following 
programs MedIcaId: food stamps: Supplemental Security Income; federal public housing 
assistance: o, the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program. 47 C.F.R. §§ 54.409(b) 
and 54 415(b). In addItIon, if there is no state lifeline or link Up program, a customer 
must certify under penalty of perjury that the customer is receiving benefits from one of the 
programs hsted above and agrees to notify the carrier if the customer ceases to participate 
In such program or programs. Jg. 

VII 

The first issue is whether the Comrmssion should approve intrastate rate reductions 
to allow consumers ehgible for l1fehne support to receive the additional S1 .75 in federal 



support. The Comm1ss1on finds that it shall authorize intrastate rate reductions for eligible 
telecommurncauons companies prov1d1ng local exchange service to allow elig ible 
ccnsumers to receive the add1t1onal $1 .75 1n federal support. Thus, the total amount of 
federal support is $5 25 per el igible customer 

VIII 

The second issue 1s whether the Commission should set up a state L1fehne program 
to fund further reductions 1n the intrastate rate pa id by the end user The Commission 
finds 11 will not set up a state L1fehne program to fund further reductions at this time. 

IX 

The third issue 1s whether to modify or ehminate the existing Lifeline program or 
Link Up program With respect to the ex1st1ng Lifeline program, the Commission finds that 
11 shall ehm,nate the ex1s11ng TAP program that requires US WEST and carriers that have 
purchased U S WEST exchanges to fund a $3.50 reduction of local rates to low income 
customers age 60 and over. The Commission further finds that the South Dakota Lifeline 
and Link Up programs shall follow the FCC rules. SB 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417. 
The effect of foll0"Nlng the FCC rules and not institut ing further state funded reductions is 
that the FCC eligibihty requirements and self-certification requirements will apply to the 
South Dakota Lifeline and Link Up programs. In addition, the Commission orders that the 
Commission staff. in consultation with the carriers, develop a standard form for self• 
certification The earners shall send these forms to each customer prior to January 1, 
1998 The carriers shall also send a form to each of their new customers. Finally, the 
carriers shall make the forms available to any person or entity upon request. 

X 

The fourth issue is whether the Commission should file, or in the alternative, require 
the earner to file 1nformat10r1with the fund administrator. SH: 47 C.F.R. § 54.401(d). The 
Commlss1011 finds the carriers shall be required to file that information demonstrating that 
the earner's plan meets the appltcabfe 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 Comm1ss,on the number of subscribers who receive Lifeline and Link Up 
support 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

The Convmssion has junsd1ct1on over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapter 49-31 , 
spec,lically 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, and47 CF R §§54400to54 417 



Pursuant to 47 CF R § 54 403(a), the Comm1ss1on authonzes intrastate rate 
reductions for ehg1ble telecommurncauons companies prov1d1ng local eltchange service 
to allow ehg1ble consumers to receive the addil tonal $1 75 In federal supporl 

Ill 

The Commission dechnes to institute a state lifeline program to fund further 
reductoos at this time The ex1shng South Dakota l ifel ine and link Up programs shall be 
mod1f ed to follow the FCC rules found at 47 U.S.C. §§ 54.400 to 54.417. inclusive, on 
January 1, 1998 The Comrmss,on staff, In consultation with the carriers. shall develop a 
standard form for setf--certlficauon. The carriers shall send these forms to each customer 
prior to January 1, 1998 The earners shall also send a form to each of their new 
customers Finally, the earners shall make the forms available to any person or entity 
upon request 

IV 

Pursuant to 47 C F R. § 54.401 (d), the Commission finds the carriers shall be 
required 10 file that 1nformat1on demonstrating that the carrier's plan meets the applicable 
FCC rules and that the earner send an informational copy to tho Commission. The carriers 
shall also be required to include in their annual report to tho Commission the number of 
subscribers who roceive lifeline and link Up supporl . 

It Is therefore 

ORDERED, thal the Commission authorizes intrastate rate redudions for eligible 
te lecommunications companies providing local exchange service to allow eligible 
consumers to receive the additional $1 .75 in federal support; and it is 

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

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission shall eliminate the existing TAP 
program, that the South Dakota L1fehne and link Up programs follow the FCC rules; that 
the Commission staff, in consultal ion with the carriers, develop a standard form for self
cert1f1cat1on, that the earners shall send these forms to all of their customers prior to 
January 1, 1998; that the carriers shall also send a form to each of their new customers; 
and that the earners make the forms available to any person or entity upon request: and 
II IS 



FURTHER ORDERED, that the camer shall tile with the FCC the informat ion 
demonstrating that the earner's plan meets the applicable FCC rules and that the earner 
send an mformat1onal copy to the Commission. The carriers shall also include ,n their 
annual report to the Commission the number of subsa1bers who receive l ifehne and Link 
Up support 

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota. this -1..f.!!:: day of November. 1997. 

CERTIFICATE Of SUMC:E BY OROER OF THE COMMISSION: 

~~-/ ;;B~ 
-/4 ,, , 7ulutr----

(Of'FIC IAl S EAL) 

PAM NJL-SON, Commjssiooer '-· - 1 --MA -~1tMe ? . 
LASKA SCHOENFELDER, Commissioner 
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