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PROCEEDINGS

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

started. 1711 begin the hearing for the dockets
relating to the eligible telecommunications carriers
designation. The time is approximately 1:50. The date
is November 19, 1997; and the location of the hearing
is Room 412, State Capitol, Pierre, South Dakota.

I am Jim Burg, Commission Chairman,.
Commigsioners Laska Schoenfelder and Pam Helzon are
alec present, I'm presiding over this hearing. The
hearihg was noticed pursuant Lo the Commissioh's Ordef
For and Hotice of Hearing issued November 7, 1997.

The issues at this hearing shall be as
follows: One, whether the reguesting
telecommunications company should be granted
degignation as eligible telecommunicationé carriers;
‘'and, two, what service areas shall be established by -
the Commission.

All parties have the right to be present and
to:be represented by an attorney. All persons so .
teatlfying will be sworn ih and subject ﬁo"
cropg-examination by the partiee. The Cﬁmmissioﬁ's
final decision may be appealed by the paftigs to éhe
State Circuit Court and the State Supreme Court.

Rolayne Wiest will act as Commission




coﬁnsei. S5he may provide recommended rulings on
procedural and evidentiary matters. The Commission'ma?="
overrule its counsel'’s prelimipary rulings ;hroughout_-.-
the hearing. If not overruled, the preliminary tulings
will become final. -

At this time 1’11 turn it over to Rolayne fq;
the hearing. .

MS. WIEST: 1’1l take appzarances of the
parties. Rich, whao do YGu represent?

MR. COIT: I'm here today representing all 0f i
the SDITC member companies, and alsc Kadoka which nas
recpntly applied for memberehlp with the coalltzon
And- Darla Rogers is here repreaenLlng somp'companacs
and 1 guess she could indicate for the recozd wh'vh
ones Bhe 8 reprasent;ng 7

MS. ROGERS: I'm here representingiValle?{*
Stockholm-strandb;rg; Golden West, inclﬁdiﬁg Vivian;’.
and Suily Buttes and Venture. -

MS. WIEST: _Coula you repeat thoSe.aéain?_'
Valley, Stockholm-Strandburg, Vivian, Golden_ﬂest

MS. ROGERS: Golden West, Sully Buttes ana |

Venture.

MS. WIEST: U S West,

MR. HEASTON: Bill Heaston and Tammy wllka

for U 8 West Communicationsa.
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MS. CREMER: Karen Cremer, Commission staff.’

MR. HOSECK: Camron Hoseck, Commission

MS. WIEST: We have had a regquest to take oﬁe
of these dockets first and that’'s TC97-675. Do any of
the parties want to make an opening statement before we
begin?

W¥hy don’t you proceed with 075 then.

MR. COIT: Sure, that’a fine. I really don'é
have an opening statement. There are a couple of
exhibite that we would like to admit. And I understand

there‘s also been some letters sent to the Commission

that we would like to admit into the recard as evidence}

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

1, which is the applicatilon of Fort Randall fer ETC
designatiﬁn, and Bxhibit No. 2, which is the response
of Fort Randall to a data regquest from staff, dated, I
believe, October 1st. And there are two letters. 1

don't know if we’ve marked those vet.

(EXHIBfTS NG. 3 and 4 WERE MARKED FOK

IDENTIFICATION. )

MR. COIT: There are two other exhibits
have been marked Exhibit No. 3. Kathy:Mar&et, is
the letter of Dakota or is Exhibit 3 the 1§c;er.

MS. MARMET: Exhibit 3 is the letter of




Dakota. 7

MR. COIT: So the Exhibit 3 is the'igiter_
Erom Robert Marmet to the Commission, and Exhibit 4
a letter from Mike Bradley to the Commission. .

MS. WIEST: What's the date of that letter,
the letter from Bradlay? |

MR. COIT: HNovember 18th.

MS. WIEST: Because I have one dated November
IB;h and one the 19th.

MR. C€COIT: I think so. Is that right,
Exhibit 3, is that the 19th? Okay. I had a letter
that was dated yesterday, but the ones we have marked
for admigsion today, I believe hoth the letters are

dated the 15th, November 19th.

MS. WIEST: So the letter from Mr. Bradley iaf:

dated bthe 19Lh?

MR. COIT: Yes. sSorry abouﬁ tha;.

MS. WIEST: - And that's Exhibit 4;

MR. COIT: I don't know why they're dated
differently, 7The 19th is the one we’'re seeking
admission on, I believe. Yeé. they are identicail sérf
we'rg aaéking admission of the 19th lettef.

MS., WIEST: I think they're'hdt exaétly
fdentical but we’1l go with the 19th, Cquld I see the

letter from Dakota? I don’t believe we got copies of
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that one. {Pause.) So at thié time ére yﬁéroffefing-
Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 47 .

MR. COIT: VYes, that's correct.

MS. WIEST: Is there any objection to those
exhibite being admitted? If not, 1, 2, 2 and 4 have._
been admitted in TC97-075. Then at this time I would
agk if any of the parties have any guestions pertaining
.to TC27-675%, including the Commissioners?

The only guestion I would have, Rich, is on
the response to the data request, Exhibit 2. “And the .
first question it talks about single party éervice. 1
guess it’s not absclutely clear that it’'s availéble to
all tﬁe.cuatomers the way that the statementris writteh
and answered.

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

MS5. WIEST: Right.

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

And I am nbt-hére today to serve as a witness.

MS. WIEST: No. 7

MR. COIT: If that’'m a concern that you Eéélff
you need addressed, and I hate to say this;-Buﬁ'I was ;
led to believe that if there were some qﬁesﬁions'on—”

applications and there was not a witness here -to answer|

that, those questions could be dealt with:between now




and December 2nd. There are wiktnesses here todaf
some of the other applications, but there ié not a
witness here teday with respect to Fort Randéll;s'
application.

MS8. WIEST: The only other thing 1 wduld
suggest is that perhaps the Commission could just have
it clarified by another affidavit from the person.

CHAIRMAN BURG: We could approve it on the
basis of that clarification,

MS. WIEST: A late-filed exhibit jusgt
clarifying that since we are taking affidavits from.the
witnesses on other issues,

MR. COt7T: Irappreciate that option..

MS. WIEST: Otherwise, are thers any other
questions relating to 0757

CHAIRMAN BURG: Can we make bench'decisi&ns?

MS. WIEST: Staff will have something tﬁb;
They'll have testimony on all of the cases. Does staff
wanﬁ to go now, or do you want to go at the very eﬁa?

MR, HOSECK: Originally we had planned ﬁo_gq
after the applicants had.

MS. WIEST: All the applicants?

MR. HOSECK: Yes. And if these are treated

en mags or something fairly close to that, then we

would be prepared to put or our case in a similar




manner.

CHAIRMAN BURG: That’'s fine. i

MS. WIEST: Let‘s just go through them and
then we'll have Harlian as the witness. Let’s go back
to TC97-068. Does anyone have any questionsjoﬁ
TCe7-0687

CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a clarification. What
data reéuest regponse is this?

MS. WIEST: Yes. That would be in that
packet.

MR. COIT: Is there a2 chance that we could
consider or deal with these &en mass as Mr. Hoseck has
indicate@ or suggested?

ME&E. WIEST: i‘d rather not just because on a
few of them I have a couple gquestions on some of them.

MR. COIT: Okay. Should I go ahead and
'introdu¢e the exhibits?

7 . MS. WIEST: Yeg.

MR. CO1P: With respect to Docket TC97-0%8 -
there are two exhibits. VExhibit'No. 1 is the actual
ETC request filed by Vivian Telephone Company. And

Exhibit No. 2 is the,reséonse of Vivian Telephone

Company to a data request from Commission staff. We

would move the admission of those exhibits. I do not

have the dates. I don't have them here with me .
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Okay.  Yeah, the date on the Exhibit No. 1 is 6-1987,. | .
and the date on the response to the data requeSt'is

10-14-97.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 6-9; right, not 6-197?

MR. COIT: 6-1% -- 6-9, excuse me.

MS. WIEST: ©Okay. Is there any objectibn,to
admitting Exhibits 1 and 2 in 068? If not, they;ve-
been admitted. BAgain, Rich, on Bxkibit 2, the fixst
question, it says we provide single party service
throughout. I guess I1‘1} assume that means all
customers?

MR. COIT: I would call Don Leef  Don
here repfesenting Vﬁvian-as well as some'ot_thé qthef
-companies._ Don Lee, do you want to take a seﬁ:j_ -

| DON LEE, . -
called as a #itness, being first duly swgrn,:
was examined aﬁd testified as'fqllowé:
DIRECT EXAMJNATIQN -
BY MR. COIT:
. Q. Could you respond to. Commission couﬁSel‘a
question, please?
A.- Yes., The answer to ybﬁrfquéstidn'is, fes}riif
does indicate that they provide sefvicé ﬁrivaterlihé :
throughout the study area.

MS. WIEST: Single party to all customexrs?
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it's available to éll customers?
A. Right.

Ms. WIEST: Thank you. That'’s thefoﬁly
question 1 have. Does anybcdy else have any quest;oné
for this witness for 0687 1f not, thank you. 1 did
admit Exhibit 1 and 2. 06%2.

MR. COIT:. He would move the admission of
BExhibits No. 1 and 2 in 069, andé that is an ETC requesg.
cr application dated 6-9-97 and response to a staff
data request'dated 10-314-97.

Ms. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they've
been admitted.

CcOMMISSIONHER SCHOEHNFELDER: Excuse me, 1 do.

not have the data reguest up here with me for some:

reason. l'm SOYXIYY about this, but I need to go bgék
ind ask Mr. Lee about the Lifeline, Link UP. 1 think: |
was that covered in the data request? “I'm sSOrrY to be
behind the eight bail, but I did not have that and?so-I
need to know whether this company is doiné Liféliné,
Link Up now OFY whether you need to -- whether yQﬁ |
intend to have that implemented by 1-17
AL You're referring t§ the. vivian Telephone

Company? -, 7
' COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : yeah, Vivian ia

what we're dcing now.




A, Vivian Telephone Company does provide'
Lifeline and Link Up throughout its system with the
exception of the Vivian Exchange, and they'anticipaée
previding it in the Vivian Exchange by January 1,

1998,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: But anticipated-
and doing it are two different things. And 1 thinkrI‘m
going to have tp be assured that you're either going to
do it or. that ycu're going to ask for something from
us.

A. Do you want a commitment thatrwe will do it
by that date?

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER : I think thatfs

one of the requivements, if I‘wm reading the Act right.

A, Yeah,
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: And I think
that's important that we have that on the record.
A, Certainly, Commissioner. The answer is, yes,
they are committed to providing it by 1-1-1998.
COMMISSIiONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a question; a general .
one on that, On the tell, what do we e¢all it toll
control? Do we need a Btatement on thoge,.tbﬁ, or a

request for a waiver?z?.

MS. WIEST: They did actually reguest wéivefs
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in their original applicatiéna.

. VMR. COIT: I was at the concluéion,of gding,
through, I:guess. the questions and so forth, I was
basically -- before the Commission acts on any of
these, going to restate the request. But if the-
Commission has questions of Mr. Lee with respect to
certain agpects of providing it, T would -- yeah, 1
would suggest yvou go ahead and ask it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: No, I don’t have a problem asj
iong as we know all of them that's going to apply to. -
In cther words, if it applies fto every one of them;
then the statement at the end saying it applies on all
of them is adequate for me. Or if yon have_sbme,thatf
already zould do the toll control, we need to know
that, T doubt if there are any ét this-tima;:

MR. COIT: No, we don't. And the waiver
raquest is included in all the éppliéqtions. 'Bﬁt'juSt
te make spure it was ruledroh,.l waa ihtending'onf
bringing it up again at the end.

CHATRMAN BURG: okay; That's fine with me.

MS. WIEST: Any OEher qﬁestions of thié
witness regarding 068 and 069? If'n§t. wé,will go tp:t

TC927-070.

MR. COIT: Again, I would move fpi';he

admission of two exhibits in TC97-070, and that isrﬁhe -
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ETC application or request dated 6-10-97 andrreépbnse"
to staff’'s data reguest dated 10-97. o _

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits.] .
1 and 2 have béen admitted. Are there any guestions
with regard to this docket? If not, let’s go to
TCg7-a71. 7

HMR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Bxhibits No. 1 and 2, request for ETC status dated
6€-10-91 and reasponse to data request of staff dated
10-5-97,

M5, WIEST: Any bbjection to Exhibits 1 and

2® If not, they've been admitted. Axre there any

gueationa regarding TC97-071? If not, we will go to

TL9T7-0673,

MR. COLT: We would move for the admissien of
Exhibit No. 1, BTC request dated 6-11-97 and E%hibiti
Ho. 2, response to staff data reguest. dated 1b414;9?.

MS. WIEST: Any cbiections to Exhibi;sil éﬁd
2 being édmitted? If not, they have-beeﬁ édmittéd.
Any questiona regarding 0737 7--

MR. COIT: I would note that Dennis'Law;rwﬁ§
is the current manager of Sioux valley Telephone -
company, is available if the Commissioners ﬁavé any

questions,

‘MS. WIEST: Any questions? 1If not, we'ii.go




to TCO7-0674. :

MR. COIT: We would move for the admis§ioﬁ'Qf“
Exhibit Neo. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6;1249?
and Exhibit No. 2, responde to ataff data request dated
i0-31-97.

MS. WIEST: Are there any objections? If
not, Y} and 2 have been admitted. Are there any
guestions concerning 974? 1 have the same duestion on
thig one, Rich, with reaspect to the data request number
one.

MR. COIT: Would an affidavit be adequate?

MS. WIEST: Yeah, as far as all customers.

MR. COIT: ©Okay. 1 w#ill make sure that gets

MS. WIEST: Any gquesticns on 9747? If not,
let’'s go to TCH7-077.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request and that's
dated 6-13-97. Also move for admiasion of Exhibit No.
2, which is a respcnse to data réquest dated 10-9-97.
And there is also an Exhibit No. 3 in this docket, a-
auppleﬁental response.to staff data request;r It's . .
dated 10-28-97. We move the admisaion of all thres

exhibits.

MS. WIEST: any cobijiection? 1If not, those
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éhreé exhibits have been admitted. Are thefé aﬁ?
questions regardihg this docket? 7

‘MR. COIT: I believe Mr. Lee is repreéentiné.fi
ITC today as well? .

MR. LEE: That's right.

MS5. wiEST: Okay. Let’s go to TC987-078.

"MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. i1, which is the ETC reguesat dated 6—13—97 
and move for the admission of Exhibit Neo. 2, which is
regponse to staff data request dated 210-9-97.

4S. WIEST: Any objection to thoserexhibiES?'
1f not, they’'ve bDaen admitted. Any quegtioﬁs' o
concerning this docket? Let‘s go to TCB?-Oéb.

‘MR. COIT: We move for the admission .of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6;}6—9?;1
and aipso move for admission of response td_stafE data
request Exhibit No. 2, which is dated 10-;4-97L~

" MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 and |

2? It nbt, they've been admitted. Any guestions
régarding this docke;? If not, let’s move to
TC97-081.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission 6f ETC ..

request dated 6-16-97, which is Exhibit No. 1, and also|

Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data requesﬁ,'ﬁdﬁed.

10-15-97.-
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MS. WIEST: Are there any objections to 1 and}:

27 1f pot, they’ve been admitted. Any questions
regarding this docket? So, Rich, with resgect to this
one, you will be asking at the end about thé'waiver forh
thé single party and all the other waivers; is that
righte?

MR. COIT: 1Is there a waiver request in the
gtateline on the single party issue?

Yes,

MR. COIT: I wasn't aware of that. I
understond there were some companies that had purchased
i} S West exchanges that were still in rhe process of
converting s&me party linmes. But, yes, if ihe? need a
waiver, 1 guess sG. 1’11 renew that requesﬁ. 1 doﬁft
have any fﬁctuéi information I can provide. 1 don’'t
believe, Mr. Lee, are you Here representing Sﬁateline? 

.MR. LEE: 1 am. And in cenversations with
Stateline management yesterday, they indicated that
they would likely need a waiver request until MHarch,
April time frame when they.can finigh the construction"

to provide all one party service.

MS5. WIEST:  And in their applicatidn'they're:
actually asking for a one-year waiver; correct?
MR. LEE: But they‘re willing to shorten it

up.




MS. WIEST: So you probably juét

until June?

MR. LEE: That would be adequate.

MS. WIEST: dJune 1st?

CHATIRMAN BURG: Do we need to act on the-
waivers now?

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Do you wantra
motion om the waiver now?

MS. WIEST: Let’s talk about that. The thing
is that all of these, I believe, are going‘to also neagn
a motion on the waivers for ths one year con the toll
control, and we haven't been doing any of those métions:
at thisg time. 7

CHAIRMAN BURG: We have to take each oE_thoaé_i
senparate motions,  -do you think, at the end fog.thé toliji
canctrol?

MS., WIEST: Yes. 1f we want to go --

MR. COIT: We could pick it up here now and'u;

start doing waivers. That might be the easiest way.

CHAIRMAN BUKG: If we got to go through each.

MR. COIT: Rule on them as yoﬁrgo thfough.
CHAIRMAN BURG: Easier than going back.
MS. WIEST: ©Okay. For 081 with reapect to ..

the waiver until June 1st, 1998, concerning single




T

fJJIf\-"

21

party service to all customers, and tharséq§ﬁd;waivgf
on toll contrel for one year -- one year from what
date, Rich?

MR. COIT: I think I would guess that that
would be from the dafe of the order.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: On the toll control? You're
apeaking to the toll centrol; correct?

MS. WIEST: Yes, tcell control.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: 1 have a question

28 long as we're talking about the waivers both on telly’

control and on the single party service,. As long as

you're szking for waivers, let’s make sure it's done

properly and rthat we're not back here in twe months .

asking tor more waivers. I would hate to .go fhrough
this process, or would not like to go through this
procesas again. I think we need to be accuréte when
we're doing it. I also have a question aboutrwhat
meets the requirements of the Agt? How much éf'é

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

Le that.

MS. WIEST: Right. The time actually in the

"FCC Order is net specified. But it does say in

paragraph 89, I believe, that the Comm1551on must, upon:°

a finding of exceptional circumstances, you can make a




waiver for single party services for a speéified-périod
of time. And alsc on the toll limitation the company
must also show exceptional circumstances exist and need
for additional time to upgrade. They should have fo
snow individual hardship, individualized hardship or
ineguity warrants additional time to comply and that
would better serve the public interest that is in
strict adherence to the time period and it should
extend only as long as the exceptional circumstancee-
exiast,

MR. COIT: I would note that in the
applications, while we’ve requested a year, we've aléof
indicated that within that periocd of time we wouid filé.:
some information with the Commission indicaﬁigg, you
Rnow, when the cabability is available. 1If the
Commiasion ~- what we have -- and Mr. Lee, I think}”céh
angwer some questions in the area of toll cont;di_that:
I can’'t answer. Bﬁt we‘re faced with a sitﬁétioﬁ today
where the capabilities are just not available. 1If ar
yzar is too long, you know, from our perépecﬁive we
really didn‘t know when it would be available{and:
that*s why we requested a year. But if there'§ better

information on that, maybe the time period can be

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

capability is going to be available.
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I hate to bélabor."
the point, and 1 know everyone wants to get through
this; but Lo me it’s very important that we do it
right. And so if it means that we need to angwer the.
question when we grant these waivers and we send these,
or you send them on teo the FCC, we need to be sure that
you have gpelled out why these companies -- at least
this is what I'm understanding -- why these companies
can't do toll control and why it’'s going to taks that
long of a period of time to do single party service.
Andlso,i think that should be in the application

somevhevre, or at least in our metion as we épprove it,

or we should have something on the record to'sappoft

wﬁere we're going.

- M5. WIEST: They do a2xplain the reasaons inf
their application, their original application, Qith
regspect to toll control. |

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okéy.

M5. WIEST: But if ﬁhere are anx'furghér-
questions that the Commission would likesgo ask at tﬁiéf;
time, if you need more information on that;'we'cgulafab';
that now. |

COMMISSICNER SCHOENFELDER: I would like to

know -- and this probably isn’t true of all'hompanies.-

But of the ones you're testifying for at leésn, '
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Mr. Leé; where they’'re at in deployingrtﬁe teghndlogy',
that we need to do these two things and,what'kindIOE
delays you might expect. Because I don’t_ﬁgnt-éhis,to
not go forward the way that it's begn.pef&eivgdatha;,it
ghould'éo forward. - L ::H _

' MR. LEE: Sure. Gkay. I might respdnd:tb
ﬁhat in general; and then if thére are specific'
quescions, I'd be happy to do that. But the'issue of
toll limitation, which I believe under the FCC's
description identifies a toll restriction and a toll

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

which my understanding is te indicate that the end userj

substriber is to be able to control the amount of its

month]g hili, at which time a restricticn-automatically 5;
%icke in and disallows access to the long dist%nce
nctWDFk.. To my knowledge, there is no,swiﬁch vendor in|
the United States today who prdvides-that_é%péhility_
wiLﬁin its switch. I know that_thé-vendo;s are-working -
on it. I could not sit here with a clear conscience’
and indicate that on X date that I would expect it wiil‘
be available. Given my honest qpiniﬁn. I would-doqbt

that it‘s available to_the general populaiion ﬁithin a"
year‘s time period. Aﬁd ;herein is the ré;sonjl o

believe that SDITC members ask for the onejyeaf?period

because we don'‘t anticipate it being available.




The second or alternative to that isﬁé
software provisioning of toll control. And, again, to
my knowledge, there is no interface between a soffware
system and a switch that has that capability.
Primarily because it would take real time rating.of a
customer’'s usage; and because the customer control
gwitch interexchange carrier it's choosing, thsre are a
myriad of optional call plans and rate structures that
would be applied. And, to. my knowledge, there just is
no technology, nor software, availablie to carry out
that program.

| COMMISéIGNER SCHOENFELDER: And if I recall
right, it deesn’t -- it’'s noet permissive, one or the
other, You really to need to do all of the above.

ME. LEE: It includes both, that’s correct.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I believe some

companies have asked the FCC for clarification, that

gort of thing. &2And as far as I know, you might have
bettary information than I do that that decisién héarpot
been handed down_by the FCC. B

MR. LEE: A,v I doubt I have better
information; and, B, 1 agree it has not béen handed:-“
down, to my knowledge. There ig that clarificaﬁion
procedure request in front of the FCC.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.




CHAIRMAN BURG: To my knowledge, everybody

can offer toll limitation; right, from what we'ye.had
tc ger a general statement?

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

CHAIRMAN BURG: Toll bioecking is what I
;mean, Everybody can offer that?

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

CHATRMAN BURG: And 1 guess my positién is to
me, the other «- 1 really don't see, yoﬁ khow, since
you #zaid 1t’s not available, I can’'t see them 1mply1ng-
it or even putting it into here. I think it satlarles
all of our needs. I have no p:oble giving the full
year or more as long as it gets through FCC which at
this time it appears it should. So I don’ t see thls_
point to me in maklng it a shorter limit because I
don’t think it will interfere with the ETC
establishnent.

MR. LEE: I would agree withrthat'and.ﬁhen
would point out in the applications the: companles have.
indicated that they will investigate and will work w1th'1j
‘their switch vendors so that when it does become
available. they're willing.to implement ite, 1 think

that the telephone companies feel that once ik becomes
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available, it is in the public interest and would be

very supportive of that concept.

' CHAIRMAN BURG: With that I'11 move that we
grant the one-year waiver on toll -- what is iﬁ
called? Toll limitation? Toll c¢ontrol?

COMMISSIOQNER MNELSON: T*'d second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I‘m going to
concur with that as long as the mocion is undarstood
that thers will be gome formal way te limit toll for
these customers just 8o that everybody understands the
motion.

CEAIRMAN BURG: 1 think in every application
you agreed that you can deo toll restriction --

Mi. LE&: Riaght.

CHATRMAN BURG: - if I remember reading the
applicationa, and that to me is satisfactory.

MR. LEE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Do you want them as a
geparate motion? Okay. 1'11 also move -- which one do|

we need on this one?

MS8. WIEST: The single party service until

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'1l move that we grant a
walver in TC97-08% in the single party requirement

until June 1, 1998,




COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1’d second:

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

M8. WIEST: Any other questions in 081? Do
you want to go back now?

CEAIRMAN BURG: It might be easier to go back.
and get these others. V

COIT: Whatever.

WIEST: We’ll go kack to 068, and the
motion in will be for the cone-year waiver opn toll
control,

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'11 move that we grant the
waiver of toll control in TC97-075.

COMMISSIOHER NELSON: I'd second..

COMMISSTIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

M5. WIEST: 0h8. 7

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'11 move we grant the toll

-- 1 mean I1'l1 move we grant the waiver for toll

limitation.

MS. WIEST: Toll coﬁtrol. I'm.sorry. wa.have
to be accurate because what thé FCC did is they call it 

combined toll control and toll blocking as toll

limitation.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1'1l1 move we grant the waivér:

for toll contrel in TC927-068.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concﬁr.

(YT}

MS. WIEST: For one year?

\

TN

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yed.

B

M8. WIEST: 069.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 keep making them.

move we grant the toll control waiver in TC37-069

one yeav.
COMMISSIOMER NELSCN: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concgur.

MS. WIEST: 070,

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’1l move that we grant toll

central in FC97-070 for one year, the waiver for one

YEeHEr .
COMMISSIONER NELSON: Sacond 1it.

[
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COMMISSIGNER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 171,

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’1l move that we grant toll

control, the waiver for toll control, in TC97-071 tor |~

one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur..

Y

B

'MS. WIEST: 073,

CHAIRMAN BURG: 11} move we,granf ;he,waivér

for toll control in TC97-073 for one yeai;

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

- ., - '
et e e g




COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur;

MS., WIEST: 074. |

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we grant the waiver
for toll contrel in TC927-074 for one year. | u

COMMISSIONER HELSON: Secondad.

COMMISSIOUER SCHOENFELDER: Caoncur.

MS. WIEST: 0717,

CHATIRMAN BURG: 1'1! move we grant the waiver
for toll control in TC%7-077 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur,

MS. WIEST: 078.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant the waiwef
for teoll control in TC97-678 for one year. i

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: 080. o

CHAIRMAN BURG: And 1'l1l move ﬁe grant
waiver for toll control in TC97-080 for one yeaf.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concpr.

CHAIRMAN BURG: We. did 81; right, and we éfé
done with 81.

MS. WIEST: Any Eurther guesgtions on 081?,”;

083, TC97-083.
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MR, COIT: MWe would move for thé”admission cf

the ETC request filed by Accent, dated 6—17—9?, and
Exhibit No. 2, the regporse to staff data request which
is dated 10-5-97.

MS. WIEST; Any objection? 1f not, i and 2
have been admitted. Any questions regarding 983?

CHATRMAN BURG: T':1 move we grant the toll,
the waiver for toll control in TC97-083 for cne year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Conegur.

M5. WIEST: 1TC97-084.

MR. COIT: wWe meve for the admissicn of ther
ETC reguest dated 6-17-9%, which ig marked Exhibit No.
1, and we move for the admission of Exhibit No., 2, the.
response to staff data request dated 10-8-97,

Ms., WIEST:_ Are there any cbjections? If
not, they’'ve been'admitﬁed.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1°11 move we grant the walverf}
for toll control in TC97-084 Eor one year

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Seconded.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: 1¢11 concur. -
Does this have a'single party'qﬁestion.on this'éne?

MS. WIEST: No. They said in their or1g1na1
application that they are offering single party serv1ce

to all consumers.
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I got a sticky on
it. Sorry. James Valley; right?
M5. WIEST: 1 believe in their -- okay.
Yeah, that was Bob’s question. And the r=2ason he had
the guescion is it was actuaily in the original
application. So if you look at the original
application on page two, under guestion number three,
they do state that they provide single party service Lo
all consumigrs in their service ares. HNumber four down
on that list,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay.

MS. WIEST: Thapk you. Okay. Let’'s go to
TCY7-08%5, ' |

MR.'COiT: We move for admitting of l’::::chi.bi_t;'--"'j
No. 1, the ETC regquest, dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit ﬁp.,.
2, the response to staff data request dated 10-10-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, they’ve |
been admitted. I have the game question'heré with ”
respect to question number Gﬁe. 7 '

MR. QOIT: HMr. Benton is'availéble-to respohd;
to questions, I believe, 'Ié this Heaftland? Right? |

Or, Don, can You respond to any gquestions?

MR. LEE: Mark has asked me to -respond Oﬁ:hié-

behalf, which will be Heartland Communications, ahda‘i

they are offering all single. .
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MS. WIEST: Single party was offergd to all

[N

X

customers? Any other questions concerning this
dockat? Is there a moticn? 7

CHATRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we grant
waiver for totl control to TC97-089 for one year.

COMMISSTONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSTONER SCHOENFELDER : Concur.

MS., WIEST: 085, I believe.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Excuse me, 8%,

MS., WIEST: TC97-08s .

MR. COIT: We move for the admissicn of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-17-97, and reaponse t637
staff data requests, Exhibit WNo. 2, which is dated
10-10-97,

MS. WIEST: Any objections? TIFf not, Ehey
have been admitted, Same question, can You answer
that, Mr. Lee?

MR. LEE: I'm sorry,'l don‘t have the _ _
asgoclated companies with the exhibit numbers whichj>r
"ompany are we referrzng to?

MR. COIT: Midstate.

MR, LEE: They are-currently alfrppivate iine

servicrns.

MR. COIT: Single party; correct?

MS. WIEST: Single party to all customers?




MR. LEE: Correct.

MS. WIEST: Any other questions in.this
docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 111 move we grant the toll
control waiver in TC97-086 for one year.

COMMISSIONER MELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-087.

MR. CCIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No, 1, ETC request, dated 6-17-97, and Exhibit
Ho. 2, respense to staff data request, dated 10-16-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? 1If nét, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted.

CHAIRMAN BURG: ;'11 move we grant; toll .
control waiver in TC97-087 for oné YEaf. - |

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: Again, i'd have a queét’ion on

Rich.

MR. COIT: Mr. Lee is .representing Baltic as

MR. LEE: Baltie ig currently all privaée

line. 1I1'm sorry, single party. I should use the rigﬁt_

term, single party service,

M8, WIEST: To all custdmera?
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MR. LEE: Correct,

MS. WIEST: Thank you. TC97—088._

MR. CCIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit Mo, 1, ETC request dated 6-17-97, and reéponse
to staff{ data request, which is Exhibit No. 2, which is-
dated 10.17-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objections? If not, Exﬁibits
1 and 2 have been admittedq.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'}1 move we grant a waiver
on toll control in TC87-088 for one vyear,

- COMMISSIONER NQLSOM: 1'd second it.

CGHMESSIONER SCHOENFELDER : Concn;r.'

MS5. WIEST: Can you answer my question on
this one, Mr. Lee? '

MR. LEE: Company ﬁame, élease? K

MS., WIEST: East Plains.

R. LEE: Currently is all 8ingle party

service,

MS. WIEST: Thank you .,

MS. WIEST: 'i'c.v«':-oas.

MR, COIT: wWe move for the admissioﬁ.qf )
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated £-17.97,
and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is a ;ésponséff
té staff data request, dated 10-21-97, - 1

M8. WIEST: Any objections? 1f not, they've




been admitted. Same question.

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

¥MS. WIEST: fhey said Western Telephorne
offers sinale party service. My question is da they
offer to every customer again?

MR. COIT: Hell --

MS. WIEST: Can you do a late-filed on that?

MR. COIT: We can do an affidavit on that
one, 1 guess.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'11 move we grant'a'waiver'
on toll control for TC97-089 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1‘'d second it.:

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

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

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of _
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated SQif-QTf";
and Exhibit No. 2, which is ghe response to s;affrdaﬁa
request dated 10-24-37. - o

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they‘ve
been admitted. Any questions concerning this docket?”

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'1l move thét.we granﬁ a
waiver on toll control in TC97-0%0¢ for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.
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COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Conchr.

MS. WIEST: TC97-0922.

MR. COIT: We move Eor the admission of
Exhibir No. i, which is the ETZ reguest of Kennebec
Telaphone Company dated 6-18-97, and move for the
admissiocn of Exhibit No. 2, which is the resgsponse to
ataff data request dated 10-10-97. And I wculd note
that Mr. Rod Bauer is here to respond to any gquestions
that the Commissioners or staff may have concerning
their request.

MS. WIEST: Any questions concerning this
docket? If not, 4¢ you have a motion?

CHAIRMAN BURG: Did we admit both those?

MS&. WIEST: I'm sorry, I did not. I will
admit Exhibit Numbers 1 and 2.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 111 move that we grant a
waiver on tell control iﬁ TC97-092 for one year. V
' COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur. .

ﬁS. WIEST: TC97-093.

MR. COIT: We would wmove for the admission”df,.
Exhibit No. 1, which ig the ETC request_df Jeffersoﬁ. :
Telephone Company, dated 6-18-897, and move a130'Eo¥ the
atimission of Exhibit No. 2, reaponge to staff”daté -

rpquegt, which is dated 10-10-97. . And I would note

SRS




that Mr. Dick Connors is available to answer any

guestions concerning the Jefferson request.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to the exhibits?

1f not, they’ve been admitted. Any questions
concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'1ll move we grant a waiver
for tell control in TC97-093 for one year.

' COMMISSIONER MELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELZER: Concur.

M5, WIEST: TC97-054.

MR. COIT: We'd move for the admission of
Exzhibit Ho. 1, which is the ETC request dated 6—19—97,7
and meve fox the adwmission of Exhibit No. 2, whiuh-is
e resgonﬁe to data request dated ld~15v97. _

MS. WIEST: -Any objection to Exhibits 1 and
21 If not, thosge exhibits have been admitted. Dq*yau
have any witnesses for this ocne? | |

‘ MR. COIT: Mr. Lee is available for both
Sully Buttes and Ventura.

MS. WIEST: I just had a question, I guess,
concerning single party service because in thiSjoneAif
dees say should facilities not.allow:immediaﬁe singleﬂ'“
party service, Sully Buttgs may offer multinarty
service until the facillties are restored ér:inspalle&

te allow for single party service. Has that occdurred:
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in the past?

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

MS. WIEST: Any other questiona?

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'll move we grant a waiver
on tell control for TC97-094 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Well, 1’11
concur.

MS. WIEST: T™C97-095,

MR. COIT: We would move for the édmiséioﬁ.qfr
ETC, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-19-97, and admission of
.Exhibit No. 2, response té data request dated
10-15-97. 1 woﬁld point out that I believe éhat thefe
might be an - issue with respect to single party Qeréiéej'
waiver in this case as well,

MS. WIEST: Right. At this time are there

any objections to Exhibit 1 and 27  I1f not, they've

been admitted. Yes. And it would appear'they would-

need a waiver. And my question for apparently they |
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have three multi-party customers and they plan to

';deg;)

install single party service during the 1988
construction seaéon. So I guess my guestion is
apparently they haven't asked for a waiver. Aare you
doing so at this timev?

MR. COIT: Yes, we would on their beﬁalf.
And I think Mr. Lee would be able to raspond te
questions on that. 1 assume so anyway.

MR. LEE: Sure. But that would he correct,
we do need a walver. The same June 1 date would be
acceptable to us, 7

MS. WIEST: June 1, okay.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1I'1)l move we grant a waiver

party service to June 1, 19948, in TC97-095.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I would second that;

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Sure, I'11

concur.

CHAIRMAN BURG: And 1°11l also move that we
grant a walver for toll control on TC97-095 for one
year. | |

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1I’'d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS, WIEST: TC97-096,

MR. COIT: 'I move for the admission of ETC

request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-19-97, and move for the
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adﬁiésion of Exhibit No. 2, response to dét§ fééuéét
dated 10-10-37.

MS. QIEST: Any objections? If not, Ehey‘ve
baen admitted. Any questions concerning this dcckét?'

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we grant a waiver
on tell contrel in TC97-096 for one year.

COMMISSIOHER NELSON: i1'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

¥S, WIEST: TC97-097%.

MR. CCIT:  We move for the admission of

Exaibit No. 1, ETC request, dated 6-19-97, and Exhibit | - i

Ho. Z,Sresponsg-;o data request dated 10-16-97.

' MS. WIEST: Any objecéions? I1f not, they’'ve |-
b2en admitted. Dbes anybody have any questions '
concerning this docket? |

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1°'11 move we grant a waiver

for toil control in TC97-007 for one yvear.

quMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd sécoﬁd it;
. COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER:V Coneur.
MS. WIEST: Tc97-098; | o
MR, COIT: HWe move for the admissionrof.Sch
requegt dated 6;19-9?; which ia marked éxhibit No. 1,
and édmiaaion of Exhibit No. 2, thchria the response

‘te data request dated 10-14-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits.1 and
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27 If not, they've been admitted. Are thefe,any

questions concerning this docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1‘l1 move that we grant a

waiver for toll control in TC97-698 for one yéaf.'

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it.

COMMISSIONEE SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

M5. WIEST: TC97-099.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission 55_
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC dated 6-19-97, and
admission of Exhibit Ho. 2z, which is the response to
data request dated 10-9-97,

M5. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they’'ve
been admitted, I have the same guestion on this.one.
The question is do we have single party service, and
the answer is yes?

MR. COIT: Mr. Lee, are you here for Roberté
éounty'or nov?

MR. LEE: No.

MR. COIT: Then we probably need to handle
that, 1 suppdse, by the affidavir.

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. LEE: Riech, are we talking about Roberts.
County or --

MR. COIT: Roberis County.

LEE: I know from another source




than this that as manager of the South Dakota
Association of Telephone Co-ops and the daily requests
we've had there that they do, in fact, proviéerall
single party service zhroughout Roberts Ccunty-Co»op.
if that will suffice for your information here.

MS. WIEST: 1s that sufficient?

MS8. CREMER: That's sufficient.

MS. WIEST: Okay,.

CHATRMAN BURG: I'1l move we grant a waiver
fer toll contrel in TCS7-099 for one year.

COMMISSIONER HELSON: 1'd pecond it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

HM5. WIEST: TC97-100.

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

regquest dated 10-9-97.

M5. WIEST:. Any objection? 1If not, they’'ve

baen admitted. Same question on this one.

MR. LEE: I don’'t know Ehe answer,

MR. COIT: There is -- Mr. Lee-is not here
representing RC Communications today, so 1 suspect
we'll have to deal with that with a late-filed exﬁibi;:

1f rhat'a okay.

MS. WIEST: Okay.
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CHATIRMAN BURG: 1'11 move we grant a walver
for toll contrel in TC97- 100 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd sacond it,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur,

MS. WIBST: TC97-101.

MR. COIT: We move for the admiseion of
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC request dated 5-19-97;
and Exhibit No. 3z, responsge to staff data request dated_
10-i4-.97, a

MS. WiesTt: Any objection? - If not, ehey'vé
been admitted. Any gauestiong doncerning this docket?__rﬂ

CHAIRMAH BURG: I'11 nove we grant waiver for}
toll econtrol ip TCA7-1061 for one year.

COMMISSIONEE NELSON: I'd second ie.

ECOMMIéSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur,’

Ms. WIEST;: TC97-102,

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, which js the ETC dated 6-19-97, and
Exhibit No.rz, which i3 a response to data'requést
dated 10-14-97, | :

MS. WIEST; hny objécfions? If not, 1 and -2
have heen admitced. Ary quest10ns concernxng thls
docket?.

CHAIRMAN BURG: ‘Il move we grant a Walvel

for toll control in TC97-102 for one year




COMMISSIONER MELSON: I‘'d second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: T(97-105.

MR, COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated 6-19-97, and admiséion'of
Exhibit Ho. 2, response to data request dated 10-14-37.1.

MS. WIEST: &Any objection? 1If not. Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admitted. Any guestions ceonceraing
this docret?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 111 move we grant a walver
for toll control in TCE7-195 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELZON: I'd second it.
COMEISSIONER BCHOENFELGER : Concur.
MS. WIEST: T¢97-108.

MR. COIT; We move for the admission

request, Exhibit No. 1, dated €-23-37, and the

admigsion of Exhibit No. 2, response to staff data .

request dated 10-14-97.
MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, Exhibits.
i and 2 have been admitted. Same gquestion, Can you,
Mr. Lee;'answer that c¢ne? 1Is that single party serﬁiéelf
available for -- |
MR. CQ1T: For Faitrh.

MR. LEE: 1 do not represent them, I’'m sorry.

COIT: We would fequest permission to




provide that via affidavit.

MS. WIEST: Gkavy.

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we grant a waiver
for tall centrol in TCB?—ldB for one year.

COMMISSIGNER NELSON: I'd second it.

COMMISSIONER SCHUENFELDER: Concur,

MS. WIEST; TCS97-113.

MR, COIT: We move for the admission of
Exhibit Na. 1, ETC reguest dated 6-25-97, and Exhibit
Ha, 2, response to data reguests dated 10-9-97.

MS, WIBEST: Any objection? If not, they've -

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

MR . CO?T: This is Armour. Bill Haugen can

regpond to yYour question.
MR. HAUGEN: Yes, I can answer that.
EILL HAUGEN, JR..
called as a witnesa, being firet'duly.sworn,
was examined and testified as follows: -
E&éMIEATIQH

MR, HAUGEN: Good afternoon.

MS. WIEST: And I would juat like to ask you
if you currently provide single party service to all-ofzc
your customers in your arvrea. |

MR. HAVUGEN: Single party service is

available to all of our customers in Armour Independent
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Telephone Company service area. 1t has been since the

late geventies.

MS, WIEST; Are there any others guestions of] - '

this witness® Thank you.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'l1l move we grant a waiver
for tell concrol in TC97-113 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd secand.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: TCS8T-114,

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of ETC
requaat of the Bridgewﬂter‘CanistOEa Telephone Company,
which is dated €-25-97, that'a Exhibit No. i., And also|
move for.the admission of Exhibit No. 2, which is
regponae Lo data requeets of sﬁaft datéd 19}9;97;' gﬁa
Mr. Haugen is here as well to respond to any questions
in this docket.

MS. WIEST: First of all, any objection to -
BExhibite 1 and 2% 1If not, they've beeﬁ admitﬁed. ;And
! would ask the same quegticon. - o

MR. HAUGEN: Single party_serviée is
available to all the customers in the -

Bridgewater-Canistota Exchanges.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions -

of this_witness?

CHATRMAN BURG: 1I'll move we grant a-waiver




for toll control in TC97-114 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I'd second it. -

COMMISSICNER SCHOENFELDER : Concur.

MS. WIEST: TC97-11%.

HR. COIT: We wouid move the admission of
Exhibit No. 1, the BTC request of Union Telephone
Company, dated 5-25-97, apnd BExhibit No. 2, respoase to
data reguesi: which is dated 10-9-97,

MS. WIEST: Aay cbjection? If not, Exhibits
1 and 2 have been admit-ed. Ang I would ask the sane
question in this docket .

MR. HAUGEM: 3ingle party service ig
available 2o all the cuntomers in the Union Teiéphone;
ﬂompahy service area, Hurtford and Wall Lake Ex”hanges,

again, has been aince lute seventies.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions

¢f this witnegs?
CHAIRMAN. BURG: I'l] move we gran£ a waiver
for toll restriction in TC97-115 for one vear.
COMMISSIONER MELSON: 1'd second it.
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER; Concuf.
MS. WIEST: Thank you. TC97-117.
MR. COIT: We move for the ad;ission of
Exhibit Ne., 1, ETC request dated 6-30-97, ang Exhibit-

No. 2, response to data request dated 10-14-97.-
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MS. WIEST: Any objection? 1f no;,rﬂxhibitsr
1 and 2 have been admittad, ARy questions'concerning,
rhis docket?

CHAIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move We grant'a wéiver
for toll control in TC97-117 for one year.

COMMISSIONER MELSON: I'd secoﬁd ig.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER! Concur.

M5, WIEST: T297-121.

MR. COIT: We move for the admission of
fxhikit No. 1, the 2TC request cof Kadoka; dated 7-3-97.]
and the admission of Exhibit No. 2, response toO daté
requests dated 10-28-97.

M3. WIBST: ARy objections to Eihibits 1 and
27 If néf, they've be=2n admitted. Any questions-
concerning thfs docket?

CHATIRMAN BURG: 1’11 move we gréht a waiver
for toll contrel in PC97-121 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I°11 aeédnd it.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.

MS. WIEST: Tcév—lzsy '

MR. COIT: Wde’'d move for the admission of.ETE
request, Exhibit No. 1, dated ?—7-97, énd Exhibit No!
2, response to data request of staff.,which is_dated

10-29-97.

MS. WIEST: Any objection to Exhibits 1 andigji




27 If not, they’ve been admitted. Any.questiohé-

coricerning this docket? _
CHAIRMAN BURG: 111 move we grant a waiver

for toll control in TC97-125 for one year.
COMMISSIONER NELSON: 1'd second it. .
COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concqt.

MS. WIEST: TC97-130.

MR. COIT: We would move for the admission of] ~

gxhibit No, z, the ETC reguest dated 7-10-927, and
E#hibit No. 2, the respcnse to data request dated
1i0-14-97. V

MS. WIEST: Ary objection to Exhibits 1 and. |
2?7 If not, they've beern admitted. Any quéspions
cencerning this docket? 7

CHAIRMAN BURG: I’1ll move we grant-a waiver
for toll control in TC97-130 for one year.

COMMISSIONER MELSON: I would second it.

COMMISSIONER_SCHOENFELDER: Conquf.

M8, WIEST: T(%7-131.

MR. COIT: We would move the admiésion of Efc

request Exhibit No. 1, which is dated 7-10-97, and

Exhibit No. 2, response to data request dated 10314457.”

MS. WIEST: Any oﬁjection Lo Exhibiﬁé 1 and;r-
2?7 1f not, they’ve been admitted. Any gquestions

concerning this docket?
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CHAIRMAN BURG: I'11 move we grant a waiver

for tll control in TC97-131 for one year.
COMMISS5IONER NELSON: I'd second it.
COMMISSIGNER SCHOENFELDER: Concur.
MS8. WIEST: TCO97-154.

MR. COIT: We would move intc the reccrd

Exnikit No. 1, the ETC request, dated 9-10-97, and also N

Exhibit No. 2z, the response to data request dated
19-16-97.

M5, WIEST: Any objection to Exhibit 1 ana
272 If not, they have been admitted. Let’s seé, on
this one this wag one of a couple that no time period
was requested for the waiver. 1[I assume you still.wané
the one year?

MR. COIT: Mr. Barfield is here. He could
reapond. He's Mr., Bob Barfield, manéger for West
River.

MS. WIEST: They request a waiver but this-is
one of the few ones that didn't ask for cne year, as
far as'L can see, Oor any time period. So I w&s
wondering if there was any different time period:thaf -
wasg being requested., - -

BOB BARFIELD, .
called as a witness, being first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as foliows;




EXMMINATION
 MR. BARFIELD: In response to your qugstion,"-
since the vendor does no: have a date, as far as we
Xnow, at this time to provide this, that’s thezreason
we didn't ask for a certiiin time period on the waivéri

MS. WIEST: But we will need a time period.:-

MR. COIT: Woulid you be willing to accept thé.
one-year time period that is being granted to other
companies?

| MR. BARFIELD: We sure would.

CHAIRMAN BURG: And I think the thought
behind it ie if there st:11 ign’'t aﬁy solution, thén i;, 
would be renewed or we’'d request . With_thét, I'll-mové,~
that we grant a waiver for toll control in TC97-154 for L
one year, o

COMMISSIONER NRELSON: I would séédnd ic.

COMMISSIONER S\"HOENFELDER: Concur.

M8, WIBST: Let's go to TC95—155. 

MR.'COIT: "We would request admiésion.éf
Exhibit No. 1, which is the ETC-reéuéBt_of Mobridge
Telécommunicationa, which is datéd §-10-97, aﬁduaiéb
Exhibit No. 2, which ig :he response tbfdata-fequesﬂ__ 

dated 10-16-97,

MS. WIEST: Any objection? 'If'not, Exhibits

1" and 2 have been admitted. And I would have the saﬁéj




question with fespect to the length of the waiver.
ME. BARFIELD: And the response wouid be the

same, We would ask for a year on the waiver.

MS. WIEST: Thank you. Any other questions?-L:',

CHAIRMAN BURG: With that 1’11 move that we
grant a waiver on tell contrel in TC97-155 for one
veatr.

COMMISSTONER NELSON: 1'd second it,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I concur.

8. WIEST: Thank you. Let’s skip tc

TC9'7-167.

~MR. COIT: I would just note that Three River f:

Telco is not an SDITC member company, sc I'm not really
herz today to represent Three Riyer Teico.- |
MS. WIEST: Nauabody is here?
" CHAIRMAN BURG: Do we have any quesfions on
it, or do we have.to have representation? -
MS. WIEST: Soamebody needs to move
MR. COIT: Well, if you're:loo#ing"
bedy, I guess I can serve as the bhody.
MS. CREMER: (therwise, I can:move
the twe exhibita, Number 1, 10-16—97, the.réqueétgfor_;

ETC, and 11-7-97, the amended -- oh, I'm sbrry, thatfs;

U S West. Let me try that again. 10-16 of f97'isltﬁe 

request and 11-13-97 is the amended request, and I




would ask that they be adwmitted in.

MS. WIEST: Any objection? If not, they’ve
been admitted, Are there any questioné congefning this
docket? I would note that their application &cesrr
request a waiver for one period for toll ¢ontrol.

CHAIRMAN BURG: There isn’'t a guestion on the
aingle party lime, though, is there?

MS. WIEST: KNo.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'’1} move we granﬁ a waiver
tor tell contrel in TC97-167 for one year.

COMMIGSIONER NELSON: i'd second.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Concur .

MS. WIEST: At this time did yod want to go
to U 8 West, or is Harlan goihg toc speak to these
dockets? . -

MS. CREMER: We 1l finish up theée first..

MS. WIEST: Okav.

(STAFF'S EXHIBIY NC. 1 WAS MARKED FOR

IDENTIFICATION.!

HARLAN BRST,

called ag a witness, being first duly'swérn{’rrx

was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION
BY MR. HOSECK:

0. Would you state your name for the record,




Harlan Best.
And what is your jobh?

A. 1 am deputy director of fixed utilitiesrﬁcr
the Pubiic Utilitieg Commismsion, South Dakota.

Q. And have you bern present in the hearing room
this afternoon for the hearing on these apélicatiens?

A, Yesn.

Q. and have you had the opportunity to xeview
the caption ih the notice of this hearing which lists
the cases which are beforez the Commission Qn,thisrdateé5-

A. Yes.

Q. And are you familiar with the applications: in

these cases?

A. Yen.

Q. As a part of your job, haﬁe'you'Qevieweds
those applications? |

A, Yes, I have.

Q. You have before you an exhibit numbered
staff’'s No. 1; is that cocrect?

A. Yes,

Q. And is that an exhibit that you érépared,ih; :
the course of your duties? o

A. - Yes, it is.

0. Just briefly explain to the Commission,




please, whatrthat exhibit entails.

A, What I have dcne on thiz exhibit is across
the top is listed each cf the companies reguesting
eligible telecommunications cavrier status, bLhe
associataed docket number, and the staff counéel that is
assigned to the respective dockets. Down the side, the
left-hand side, is the requirements that are sget forth
for BTC status. Populated within the columns is the
rasponses thaht the respective companies gave within
thejr exhibits 1 and Exhibit 2 that have been admitted”
inte the record.

Q. And are there any changes or corrections to
this exhibit that you wculd like to make at this Eime?

A. One that I am aware of is under Vivian _
Telephone, Docket TC97-068, under the Lifeline and Link
Up it shows that it will be available 1-1-97. It
should be 1-1-98. I1'm not aware of any other
corrections.

MR. WOSECK: Okay. At this point in time I

would move Staff’sg Exhibit No. 1 into evidence. This

iz intended as testimony Eor all of the dockets en mass

with the exception of U § West,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: U § West is on

here though.

MR, HOZECK: ‘That would be handled later.




MS., WIEST: 1is there any objection?

MR, COIT: My comment would be that I just
recelved this so I haven't had an opportunity .to go
through Lo make sure this is all accurate. I gquess I
can take Mr. Best's word that it ig accurate andrl'ly
have to do that, I guess. Other than that, I don‘t
have any comment.

MS_. WIEST: Do you want an opportunity to

ook it over?

MR, COIT: Well, it might take me a while, sol

1 don't‘have any obijection.

MS., WIEST: Okay., Then Staff Exhibit No. 1
will be admitted into all of the dockets that we hgvef
gohe ;hrough s8p far. o

MR. HOSECK: - Okay. Thank you.

0. Based on the review of Lhese dockets that yduzﬁ
have done and relying to whatever extent you may on
Statf's Exhibit No. 1, did the applicant cbmpaniés.ﬁeek}h
the requirements of becoming an eligible

telecommunications carrier?

A. Yea, they have, with the noted-late~£iled .

aftfidavits that will be done in a number of the
dockets,
2. And with regard to advertising gervices

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

A. Yes. Mtaff’s recommendation for advgrtising
would be that thé ETC carrier be reqguired to advertise
at lgast once ecach year; and if they have any rate .
change, that that rate change be advertised whesn it
does change.

Q. And in conclusion, do you have an oginion as
to whether or not the applicantsg containad on Exhibit
1. with the exéeption of U 8 West which has not had its
case heard yet at this :ime, whether or not those
applicants meet the guaiifications as anreligible.
telecommunications carrier?

a. With staff's eview that has been undertaken,
yes, they do meet the ruquirementé far ETé status.

MR. HOSECK: . have no further questionsrof
this witness. | . |

MS. WIEST: Are there any quegtiohs of this
witneas? Mr. Coit?

CROSS-EXAMINATION
BY MR. COIT:

Q. I assume when you talked about advertising

rate changes that you're referencing the rates just for}
the esmential services that are supported by universal-

gervice?
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MR. COIT: No further questions.

MS. WIEST: Ms. Rogers?

MS. ROGERS: No, no guestions.

MS. WIEST: Mr. Heaston?

MR. HEASTON: No.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The only gquesticn I'd have is
there any -- is advertising identified in any way? 1Is
there any criteria for what advertising means in the
contexnt of this? Is the methods in the FCC Order as
well? |

M3, WIEST: 1I'm gorry, what was the
question? .

CHAIRMAN BURG. The guestion I had fo; uar15n3f
or anybody else is, is there a meaning, is there a .
deacription, definition for advertising, what £hapi
congtitutesn?

MS. WIEST: Under the statute itself
214(&)(1)(5) they must advertise the availabiiity of
such pervices and if you're referring to the serv1ce5.
that are supported by federal universal service and thesﬁ
charges therefore using media of general dlstrlbutlon.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okay. I think that satisfies

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Does that mean for
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Lifeline and Link Up, they have to advertiéé,this.r
once? : ‘

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

A. Yes, once each year. .

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Well, frankly,_! don;t
think it’s adequate. -

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Are you doing
that? Are vou -- to follow up -- excuse me, tec follow
up on Commissioner Nelson’'y question, are you
recommending that they advertise once each year after?
1 believe vur ordey sald that you have to zend an.
application to svéryone once initially and then to
evary new customer. You're requesting this
advertisement of Lifeline, Link Up in addition tsf'
would that be accurate or not? |

A, Right. The Lifeline, Link Up under TC97-150,|

which wag issued yesterday, states that it shall be --
a form snhall be, or a letter shall be sent to ﬁrgseﬁtr
cugtomers, and then this would be an advertisement of
it. They*'d have to do adverfisement of thia_for ar

least once each year.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Okay. Thank you.|

COMMISSIONER NELSON: So is the answer to

Laska’s questions it‘s in addition toz




A, Yes. They would do it originally, and once a

year after.
MS. WIEST: How would they advertise?
Where?
A, Where would they advertisgae?
MS. WIEST: Yeu,

Al Whatever general distribution it meets
according, 1 assume, it means newgpapers and those
types cf publications.

M8, WIEST: 8o it could be any type of
general distribution media once a year?

A.  Whatever is available within their given
exchanges that they serve, |

MS. WIEST: And it would only be for those

services supported right now by federal universal

service?
A Yes. _

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

A. - Yes, _ _

M8. WIEST: Are there any- other questlons of
this wiﬂneas? :If not, thnnk you Actually, I do

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

question for you. Could you leook at your exhibit;fof_f:
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Venture Communications, 1C97-0957
A, Yes.

MS. WIEST: bDoes the answer to number-fbur,
single party service, we did grant them a waiver
because currently they dc not have single party service
apparently o three custcmers?

h. Yes.

MS. WIEST: So would that be incorrect there,
your guestion thera?

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

MS. WIEST: O©Okay. Thank you. Do you have
anything further, Mr. Hoseck?

| MR. HOSECK: 3Staff has nothing further.
Thank you,.

M5. WIEST: Do you want to takg a short break =

until we go to U & HWest?

“MR. COIT: When doeg the Commission -- are

you going to wait until the end to rule on all of thesel *

with respect to the actual ETC designation?

MS. WIEST: That's why we'yre taking'a.short '

(AT THIS TIME A SHORT RECESS WAS TAKEN,)

M&. WIEST: Let’'s get started again. And wa

will go to TC97-163,

MR. HEASTON: And I would move admisasion of
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Exhibiv 1, which is the request, and Exhibit 2,;which
is the amended reguaest, and Exhibit 3, which ié-the
service territory map. That's Exhibit 1, 2 and 3,
respectively in the docket.

M5. WIEST: Any obkjection to Exhibits 1, 2
and Do you have a copy of the service territory
map? Are there any sbijections to Exhibits 1, 2 and 3?
1f not, they‘ve been admitted. You may proceed,
¥Mr. Heaston.

MR. HEASTON: We would also join in the
motion on the toll control. The reason we 4id not seek|
a waivef in the initial application is because as I
read Paragraph.388 of the Order in the DA 97Q157
indicated that toll blocking would be gsufficient in the
meantime and it was dependent upen when ?ou upgraded
switches. And so we do not feel we need a waiver of
toll control, but the comnon wisdom seems to be there
nceds to be a waiver, so we wiiiifolloﬁ the hérd:hére”
and request the toll control waiver also.

And we éré also one of the parties to thé"
request of the FCC to recmnsider_the toll Limitatidﬁ,f'

that this includes both tcll blocking and toll

control. And I guess we would also point out that with|

the implementation of numker portability that . is going

to impact toll centrol sowmewhat éignificantly. And so
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while we agree with Bob Barfield in his obsefvati6p 
that aince we don't know when it’s going to happen;;
that'é way we wouldn’t want a time limit on it;7but-ﬁe
are willing to accept the one year with the
understanding that if there is not the ability to
implemeni it or if the abiliry is tco expensive to-
implement, that we would ke able to cowme back to this
Commisgion and assek further waiver of that, of
implementing toll contrxol with part of the esgential
telecommunications éafrief obligation.

MS. WIEST: Okay. HWould the Commissipgeréi-at

CHAIRMAN BURG: »id we -admit the exhibits?

MS. WIEST:  Yes. - .

~_CHATRMAN BURG: 1’11 move that we waive téll
control for TC97-163 for one year.

COMMISSIONER NEL{ON: Well, I'm going to
gecond it, but 1 heard an expansion of what we've been
waiving in the péat from giving them one ygar-with,the
idea we're going to renew it., And the reason--I ués -
willing to grant it is because technology is not'ou;' 
there. Now, the Act requires that it be there aﬁd itr
didn*t say anything about how much it cost. So 1
didn“t hear anvything about ne of the reasoné-we weré:
waiving it in the past was hacause that it.might.bg |

coat prohibitive as much as hecause technology wasn’t
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there. I can understand way technology wasn’t ﬁhere;
but 1 didn‘t -- I wasn't in Congress when they voted
that was part of the Act. |

ME. HEASTON: It s not part of the Act.
guess that’'s the first thing. 1It’s an FCC --~

COMMISSIONER NEL&ON: It’s a rule.

MR. HBASTON: 1It's an PCC dictate.

COMMISSIOHER NELSON: But it has the same
waight as the rules and statute unless it’s changed in
court; right?

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

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Right. S50 I'm
seczonding your motion with the understanding it's-
exactly  -as we had stéted it originally; is thﬁt
correct? '

CHAIRMAN BURG: I mean the motion was for éﬁe
year.

COMMISSIONER SCHOUNFELDER: "I beliéve the 
motion was for one year, a vaiver for one year, ahd I
didn't know that the motion had anything more than

that, than just a waiver frcm toll control Eor one

yeur. -

CHALIRMAN BURG: it doesn’t,

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Then 1°11 canQf.




66 .

-

COMMISSIONER NELSON: All I'm sayiné;'théugh,:h
i I voted for it and there will be a record ﬁhét'l
voted for it; and the reason I voted for it wasrﬁhe_'
technology wasn't available. And that’s a-lot'
different in my mind than it's wost prohibitiye,

_COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I think -- 7

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Not that that wouldn’'t
be an issue in my mind that you could debate. I don’'t
want a record that I'm suppcrting something for a
different reason than I did.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Just a comment that I'd make
on ikt, I Quess. If there isn't a technology, I realiy-

hate to gdee all 50 or 75 filings just for an

axtension. 1f there is some way we could certify therej §

s no technology and extend it as we come up towafds.:
that year, I'd welcome that solution rather than go

Lhrough this with this many of them. I, personﬁily,:in -
my own mind, cannot asee a sclution when we’re going to.

have multiple companies in number portability;' it

hogyles my mind to see how that’s even goingrto happen

that you could end up with any kind of toll
limitation, So I'm guessing when Qe Gome up'to”tﬁei"'i?
year, we're still ndt.going to have a soiu£iqﬁ. ahdrl'm -
not looking toward to requlring all of you -- I méan 1

that’'s the name of a bureaucrat to file that many




pleces of paper. 8o if we can find a way,to:
zonsolidate it at that time, I would welcome anv
suggestiona. That‘s all I have. - )
MR. HEASTON: I have Mr. Lehner available
here, and we do Have a couprie questions £o aek him.
JOMN LEHNER,
called as a witness, bheing First duly sworn,
was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MR. HEASTON:
Q. Mr. Lehner, in ouvr application we described
the isaue of eliminating multi-party services and going|

to single party service thioughout U S West service

areas. Can you update the Commission on the status of | K

that consistent with what'we‘ve'alreédy put in the
application? |

A. Yes. As of October 11 of this year the
number of multi-party or two- and four-party customers

in U S West's territory is 612. 612.

CHAIRMAN BURG: What was the date on that,

h. As of 10-31-97,

Q. - And what can you tell the Commission about .

our continuing effort to eliminate the multieparty

service?




A, The plan right now is to eliminate all of
those 612 except for 52 of them. And the time frame
for that will be by the end of the second quartsar,
which 1 suppose we cpuld put for a date of 6-30 of
‘g8, So all pbuet 52 of thoge will be completed by 6-30
of '98.

Q. And what about the remaining 527

A. The remaining 52 are extremely high cost
upgrades. And until other technology or other means
become avallable, thére are no plans right now. We
have no plans to move aheac with those 52.

Q. With that we still believe rthat it is
appropriate for us to -- we still believe the waiver is
appropriate in this case; is that correct?

A That ia_correct_

MR, HEASTON: ‘That’'s all the guestions 1

M5. WIEST: Ma. Cremer?
g&qgg-s‘mmugzxgu
BY M8, CREMER:
Q. tr. Lehner, where are those 52 iocatea? ”Are'-
they apread throughout, or are they in a sgpecific area,

do you know?

A. I could read them off for you. There's abogi

a dozen exchanges, Or I could give you a late-filed
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exhibit. Let me just read them off. Arlington is

'gfnur; Balle Fourche, sis; De Smet, four; Huron,-tﬁree;
Lake Pregton, one. .

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Do you want to.start
bver?

A, Arlington, four: Belle Fourche, six; De Smet,|
four; Huron, three; Lake Preston, one; Madison, Lwo; 7
Milbank, four; Plerre, =wo; Redfield, two; Sisseton,
six; Spearfish, two; Volga. five; Watertown, ten;
Yankton, one.

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

A, It's a combination of many factors, but veu
mean as far as the 52 are concerned? |

Q. Yes.

A. it's & combiration of many factors. We're
talking abbut feeder diastribution, we’re talkiné aboﬁﬁrr:
in some cases a PAIR GLIN systemsrlike Anacqndé that
would ﬁeéd to be replaced.

M5. CREMER: o©Okay. That'’'s al} thg:questions.
I have. | _ .

CHAIRMAN BURG: Have vou investigaﬁed.any: '
other technical soclutiouns other than to a single_partj'
other than line extension? 7

A, You mean in order to provide a single party




Bervice to these customers?

CHATIRMAN BURG: Yes.

A. Yes, I think the.anewer is we are constantly}

looking for a cheaper way to do rthig becauga in some
cagen, Commisaioner, we're Lalking about over $1bd}000_3— 
to upgrade a single customeyr, a2and it just_doesﬁ;t make-
sense to do that., And the answer would seem to lie
probably in some form of wireless, but so far the
wireless technolcgies, whether then satellite or fixed
wirelegs, are still pretty expensive. 1 see that as
the ultimakte solution, though, to some of these.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I'm going to move to grant_'
the waiver.

M5, WIEST: Just a second. Do the

Commissioners have any other questions?'_As_opposed to |

the oﬁher.onés, I'm going to have to ask you some
fguestiona to verify things that were in.tha'appli¢étidn S
because that was signed by Mr. Heaaton.- Itlwasn't
signed by a.githess with an affidavit, as all.tha
wthers wérg{ 80 bear with meffor'a_sééond.

A, I'ﬁe never trusted his signaturé'éithef;

‘MS. WIEST: First one,rdces_u S.West:providef

voice gra&e access to the public switched ﬁeﬁwofk}ﬁézf'
a1l in its service area?

A.. Yes.
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M8. WIEST: And does it providé 1ocal'usage? g

A. Yesn. .

M8. WIEST: Do you provide dual tone
multi-frequency signalling or its functional
equivalent?

A, Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do ¥You provide access ta

emergency serviceg?
AL Yes.

MS. WIEST: Do you provide access to aperator)
gservices?

Aa. Yeg,

MS. WIEST: De you p10v1d9 access to
interexchange service?

_A. Yes,

MS. WIEST: And do ¥You provide access td.

directory assistance? 7

A, Yesg.

MS. WIESY: And you ve already talked about

Loll control and the waivar. De youy provide or are you_}i

able to provide toll blocklng?

A, Yes.
MS. WIEST: Then getting back to your requesth
fer the waiver on single party Eerv1ce, I know in your

#pplication you talked about the ones.that you haVe'nc :
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plans, you know, of providing service due Eb.thé cost
and everything; My problem, I guess, is that I den’t
see that there ig any de minimus exception withinrbhe
¥CC rules with respect to single party service.. Have
you been granted any of this type of de minimus
exception to that reguirement, do you know, in any of
Lhe other states?
A I am not aware.

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

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

leocking at 47 54.101(c), that in order to grart any

additional time to complete network upgrades for single| =

party or enhanced 911 or toll limitation, that the
Commission does in fact have to set a time periad'fgr
you to complete those network upgrades. Is your
contention that we do not?

A. I would not make that contention. - I'm going
to let my attorney argtue with you about that.

MS. WIEST: Well, then, I do have a couple
other questions. My other question is on service
area.  And it is élso a requirément of ;hé sﬁate
Commission to désignate service'aréas as opposed to
atudy areas for nonrural telecommunicatiéns.compénieé.
First of all, you would agree that you are a nonrural -

telecommunicat lons company?
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MS. WIEST: and in the gCcCts public rnotice

53-45 iseued 5-29-97, it does astate that wWe must seﬁd ',_n

to USAC the pames of the ETC'S8 and the desigqated
gervice areas torxr noanfal carriers no later than
ﬂecemﬁer 31st, 1997. And I know you made some
reference to thase things in your application, put 1 -
don't thirk you really told us what you wanbt your
servxce area to be. Aecause the FCC has told us that
we better not adopt your study area ag your service
area for large LLEC'B, pa you have 9erv1ce areas Eor;

your company that you want the commission to adopt af

i
13 | this time?

14

1%

16

17

18

19

20

A. Well, I suppose that --.and, Bill, jump in
here,ﬁl_guess, to help me with this. But T auppose_.
that our service area ought ﬁo be our;gxdhanges in the
state of south Dakota. How, the study“afea is a
different issue “and that has.not been aetermlned-yetl
put I would think that our gervice area would be our
exchanges that we gerve in the state of South Danota

MR. HERSTON: if I may Erom a 1ega]
standpoint.-there is no deflnition'yet; and certalniy:
our serV1ce area would be thosa areas w1th1n whlch we:f

are authorized . to provide the supported servxces.

MS. WIEST: Right. And that's my question.'?'
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MR. HEASTON: From a general persyéctive. I
guess, if that's what you're locking for is what you
would designate to the FCC weuld not be anything
ourgide the area where we’re authorized or certified tq'
provide seyxvice., When it comes to where the areas are
yoing to be that would be where the services would be
supported by a universal service fund, whether it’s
high cast or low income or libraries or whatever it
happens to be, you know, that’s an area that's
gurrently under debate dépeﬁding upon which proxy cost
model is going tc be accepted. And sc that’s why we.
are gorewhat vague on that term because whav this
Commission has not done and nor has the FCC come out
with any final decision as to whar model it is gbing_tq'r
accept. So I think if we're regquired tb.téké a 190k at
a "service area,®* I would do ii from the standpoint of
what Jon -- to comply with the law. 1f that's what
wa're looking for, to comply with the FCC-réquirement..
I think that’a what we would look at is an area,
though, no larger than an exchange area, which we would
equiite to a wire center or an exchange'areé.' And wé
havae however many are on that. '

MS. WIEST: He how many exchﬁngéa:do fou

still have?

MR, HEASTON: 1It’s on the list.we submitted..




A, I can’'t answer that exactly. JIt'g
approximately 3s,
M8. WIEST: It would bs attached?
MR. HEASTON: 1t‘s on our exhibit to our
application. -
MS. WIEST: 5o however many with the
amendment the three that were missed. That*s how many
s8ervice areas you would like the Commission to
designate for U S West at thig time?
A, I guess I'm not sure whether we would want to::
designate each exchange.. _
MS. WIEST: My problem is we are suppesed to-
teil %he FCC by December 3ist what your designafed -

service area is.

A, Then I suppose we ought to do it exchange by

exchange.

MS. WIEST: If YOu want more time to think -

about it -- _.._ ]
| MR. HEASTON: Yes, 1 think I would. I mean
this is not something that's come up in .the other two N
states that I‘ve done this in, and I had the same baslc'-H
application, 1 will have te -- I will do. a late filed-
exhibit on that if 1 could with an affidavit from Jon,-

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. HEASTON: What are you relying on again,




Rolayne?

M5, WIEST: Actually what as far as ihe FCC'a
public nbtiee,'that_was docket 26-45 DA 97-1892 iséueﬂj,
9-29-97.

THR. HEASTON : iggz.

M5. WIESYT: And I'm also relying on
paragraphs 185, 192, 193 cf the FCC’'s universal service
crder,

M. HEASTON: 197, 175.

M5. WLEST: 157 or --

MS5. CREMEER: 183, 192,

M3. WIEST: fThe doéket number fér the.FCC
universal service. h

MR. HEASTON: Not the docket.number but the
order number; the ofdér number. ' -

M$. WIEST: Okay. 1 was 1¢oking'at_1as; 152°)
and paragraph -- T '

MR. HEASTON: I got those. wag:it_EGC-
97-1577 '

MS. WIEST: 187, right. And the other thing

you might want to address in paragraph 185, for .
example, it does gay if A sBtate PUC addptsritsrexiétiggf
service areas for large ILEC's, their study'area. ﬁhisf{
would erect significant barriers to entry. e are'alsﬁnﬁ

encouraged to considar designating gservice aréés that:
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requlre an ILEC to serve areas othér than'théy have not'
traditicnally gerved.

MR. HEASTON: Yes. And, see, this -- what
the uroblem this causes i3 where you have not
considere:d and have left to the PCC to determine how
that's going tc be wmodeled from a proxy standpeint.
And, ves, we aferadvocating smalley geodqrapiaic elementé
than the wire center for universal high cosh support
but I do not have a South Dakota specific lock because
this Commission decided not to do their own eariier
this -- a couple months ago, as opposed to Wyoming and
North Rakota where I do have that bscause those two are
iooking at doing their own, or suggesting their own
cost study. 5o I do have the small grids, as we call
it, and I could identify that for you. I cannot

identify anything smaller than right now than a wire

center.,

MS. WIEST: Okay.

MR. COIT: Excuse me, may I comment briefiy By

on this? And I understand that 1’'m not a party but I

do believe it was my understanding teday that the whole

igsue of disaggregated service areas for U 5§ West or

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

we certainly have an interest in the issue. - And f

think that the FCC rules indicate that - the orders
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and the rules indicate that before changing an existing
service area, that the Commiseion at the state level
needs %o find that it’s consistent with universal
aarvice requirements. So I think it’s a really
involved -- involves a lot more than the review of
actually looking at ETU gervice obligations. You're
taiking about making changes in & U S West service area
that c¢ould significantly change the level of support it
might recelive under a federal universal service fund.
fecinions on U 8 West service area disaggrecation and
go forth ceculd certainly impact rural telephone
companies as well. And I guess going intoe this
procceding it was our understanding that thafé.ére
certain established incgmbent LEC service areas, and Wwe
didn‘t understand, T quess, that we -- that the issue
in this U 8 West docket.or any of the other ones w0uld
be with regard to disagyregating service areas. |

M8. WIEST: I‘'m not talking about

disaggregating service areas. And I_think.you have to

recognize the distinction that was made betﬁeen_
nonvrurals and rural companies with respect to service
area. If we want to look at doing anything to rural’
companices wilth respect to disaggregation, we have to .
specifically petition the FCC. That's all I‘m talking

about, and that’s the reason why I onlf brought up this
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issue with respect to.U 5 West.' And it’'s jﬁst my
underetanding the Commission does have to do the
gervice area in order for U S West Lo gebt your
univergal service money.

MR. HEASTON: If i could have until whatever
date was suggested earlier on getting the additional
affidavits in, 1’11 have a recommendation fdr you freom
U § HWest on that.

MS. WIEST: Okay. Are cthere any other
questiéna of this witness? One more guestion,

Mr. Lshner. Do you have any ohserviation to what
Mr. Eest éuggemced as advertising requirements for your|
company? |

A. - 1'wm not sure that I understood éxactly-what:V_

‘he was tmqhiring. If the requirement is tonad#ertise

it once a year in the newspaper, I don’t think we have .
a problen'wi:h that. _ -
MS. WIEST: And getting back to singlé party
service 4is high cost, the only barrier is te provide
single party service to those 52 cuﬂtomera?r
A, Yes,
MS. WIEST: 1Is it also U 8§ West's position
that the setrlement agreement ghat you’ve stated is
suspenaéd concerning single party serviée no 10ngéf

applicus where I believe you stated you'would have
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single party service to all customers by the yéar—ZOOQ?

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

S, HIEST: hat's all I have. W™Mr. Heaston,
you miéht alao want toc addreas fhe guestion qf whether
the Commission has the authority to provide any de
minimus exception to the single party without putting
the time line on it.

.MR. HEASTON: 1 don't know that dé.minimus.isr
the issue, but.I do think that you bould_pﬁt.a.time
line on it and make it renewable that we would have to
come in. 1 think what the rule would allow:you'to'dd
is réquire us to come in bn a regulafly—schéduléd |
basis} maybe annually, maybe semi-annually;-ho update
rhe Commissicon of where we are technoiog&ﬁise in taking B

care of these last 52. That would be my position on

this is that that puts a time limit on and it makes it

driven by the technology and the affordability of it

MS. WIEST: Okay. Ady other questiohs?_

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: I have a question
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of Mr. Lehner., And the reason I have a duestidn is-
because in your amended application you might have
addressed it, however, I don’'t have a copy of that and
1 apologize. But you addressed in here and -you have anr
exhibit on your original application that regérds
Lifeline, Link Up. And basically what it is it'sg your
tariff, or a page that looks like a tariff page to me.
Now, U 8 West really intends to comply with the
Commigsion order in Lifeline, Link Up?

A. Absslutely.

COMMISSIONER SCHGENFELDER: I need to

And that page doesn't apply any more.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: Thank you.

MS. WSEST: Any other questions? Thank you.'

COMMiISSYONER NELSON: I.gueSS I have a
question. You know, you -- when you wefertalking about,i
why you shouldn’t have to provide this single party
systems for these areas that you listed like Spearfish
and Pierre and all the list that you went through --

A. Yes.

COMMISSIONER NELSON: Why would it -- it just

gseems weird to me that it would be that expensive to
provide those services in some areas. Like_Pierré and |-

Huron, those are pretty -- I mean can you explain that
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to me a littbtle bit because I find that a litt;g,odd.

AL The high cost we’re talking about ih_mapy
cases, not only replacing, we’re talking about;
cuatomers that were engineered probably back in the
sixties and seventiss Lo multl-party service ﬁith no
intenticn of having single party service. So wa're
talking in many cases miles and miles of distribution
cable. gome cases six pair, 11 pair, maybe even greaterxr
pair. So wefre talking about now having to replace
that cable with probably 50 pair or a hundred pair
cable. And we're also talking about many cases where
at the end of har cable we have to extend what some
people will call a drop, what I call a pair of wires,
sometimes several miles. And in order to provide
‘single party service -- well, 1 take that back in ;hét:r
case. The drop piece of that will be okay. I;was
thinking of if they have more than one line;' Buﬁ we'¥é
talking about distributien cable, we're talking about
feeder, and we':ie talking in some cases abbﬁt PAIR GAIN
systems that ard just plain full., 1'm calking'abou;
systems that you’ve heard like Apaconda thét aré going .
to need to be replaced. 1It's expensive. -

COMMISSIONER NELSON: I guess in my mind it

geems to me that cost prohibitive -- I didn't ekactly:

envision exactly what you were just explaining to me
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because I was thinking maybe these 1inesrhad'tg be run':{;
out miles and miles and miles and there’s ncbody out
there or something. But if thie is in a fairly
pcpulated area, and it doesn't seem to me-that-these
‘weople should have to live with just two party
telephone system when most of the world doesn’t. as we
Xnow it in South pDakota, doesn’t have to do that
because the lines are all filled up. I mean I'm
lsoking for some reason why that's acceptable,
eapecially when some of those little companies are
saying that they got maykbe three or four people left
that they don’t have that service for and they've made
every effort to ssy, well, we want a walver but we will
do it by the end ¢f the year or whatever.

A. I think that most of the companies you've’
been listening to up until now -- and I obviqusly'can;ﬁj
speak for them, but 1 think you're talking about
engineering that was done probably 15, 20 years ago in
most of these companies’ cases where they at the time -
#pent the moﬁey Lo do that. We did not do that. Wé
provided distribution systems that were literaliy.
degigned not to pruovide single party service. Théfe

are different funding mechanisms and different

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

to spend that kind of money and recover it. 'Now, I can
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spend $10ﬁ.000 or 5150,000 or 50,000, whateﬁer-if ié;.:.
to do these, but somewhere that has tc be recovered and
it isn’'t going to be recovered from a customer, That
customer ian't going to pay for that.

COMMISSIOGNER NELSON: Iz seems Lo me this
flies in the face of what the governor’s bill said last
year. 1 mean here we’re talking making available high
technology te evervhedy in Scuth Dakota. Baasically
that's what the bill says. &And we’'re talking here somep.’
people that aren't even going to have single party A
telecommunication wn this state.

A. Commissioner, all I can tell you is what the
cost ia. And I think that’s -- 1 think that’s, unless
there‘a.a recovery mechanism, it would make no sense tol
gpend that kind of money. And I certainiy wouldn‘t
recommend it.

CHAIRMAN BURG: The queetion I have in the
LEC industry when ve have these kind of éituations once
in a while there’s another provider that is closef'thatrV
can do it, Would that be the case to any of theseé'-r
Would ﬁhat be a rasasonable solution ever? .

A Yes, it would. And, Commisgioner, if there
is any company in this room that would like to sérvé .
any of these 52, 1 Qould he happy Lo negotiate.

CHAIRMAN BURG: I think maybe when we're down
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to 52, we ought to get a list of those names and see if|
we could work it out. 1 share what Counsel has said.
Ii‘m not gsure vwe car make the exXception, I know thaﬁ
i/ 8 West's counsel has given us what 1 c¢all a short
verm one, that in cther words, we could give the waiver
for a limited pericd of time, but I deon't know that's
an indefinite soclution and we probably ought to work --
look &t working tocether tc meet and find the solution
to mest the FCC rules I think if we can. But so many
-- maybe, I guess, what I would likxe to request is the
actual name and location of those 52 filed.at aome
time. I don’'t care whether it's part of this dockgﬁ ort
not.
1 ﬁhihk that can be provided.
M5. WIEST: Any other questions? If not,
thank you.
| CHAIRMAN BURG: I suppose we do need some
type of waiver in order to grant.them an ETC status.
M8. WIESW: Sorry. for which now?
CHAIRMAN BURG: For single party.
MS. WIEST: At this time staff has a witness
on this case firét.
7 MS. CREMER: Staff would c#lerarlan Best.

HARLAN BEST,

¢alled ap a witnesas, being previouslylawérnL




was examined and testified as follows:

DIRECT EXAMINATION

BY MS. CREMER:

Harlan, wore you the analyst assigned to

West 'y application?

have tou reviewed that applivation by U S

Went?
A fes.

Q. And would you agree with Mr. Lehner when he
testified eariier that they met all the regquirements of
47 CFR 54-1017

A That they have met those?

Q. Yes.

A. Yes, with the discussion that we've had on
single party,

Q. Right. Ckay. And at your recommendation-
advertising, would that be the same for U S West as
was [or the others? |

A. Yes.

Q. And what would your recommendation be fo:fthgf-ii

commission in defining a service area for U S West?

A 1t would be the wire center.

45, CREMBER: That's all the questions I would




M3, WIEST: Any questions, Ms. Wilka?

5. WILKA: HNo guestions.

MS5. WIEST: Commissionears?

CHAIRMAM BURG: The question 1'd have is
basied on that, should we not -- I mean ig this -- what
do I eall it? s this a document that is Filed in
these hearings?

MS. CREMER: Yes.

THATRMAN BURG: I guess 1 think we ought to
correct that exhil)it te put no on each of those that
we've mads a walver for on the single party because I
kelieve the answer is no ané we've made a waiver to
satisfy that,.

MsS, CREMER: Okay.

CHAIkMﬁN BURG:. Sincé that's filed.

COMMISSIONER SCHOENFELDER: We have not moved
for a waiver in that area, have we? '

CHAIRMAN BURG: Yes, for six months on one

other company.

MS. WIEST: We have two single party waivers

so far, hut U 8 West we haven't moved yet; right?.

CHAIRMAN BURG: But if we do and for any we
do, since he’s a witness on the stand and this is his

document, I think that this document sheuld be

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

S




coincide wiﬁh the waivers we‘ﬁe giveﬁ.

‘MS. CREMER: Okay.

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

ME. WIEST: I believe there are three

companies that do not at this time provide single party

service, 6o all-they would have to do is change that
ves to no for those Stateline, Venture, and U § West;
right?

CHAIRMAM BURG: And the testimony on the
record is adeguate to accrmplish that?

ME8. WIEST: -Yas.

CHAIRMAN BURG: Okavy., That’s all I
wondered.

MS. WIEST: So how many wire centers does U $: -
Wezt have? - . | 7

A, i8.
| MS, WIEBT: 38. Thank you. Any otheri
quiestions of this witness?

MS. CREMER: Nb.

MS. WIEST: Would you like to admit this
docket for the purposes of this doéket? Before 1 onlf
admitted it for thae other aockets. - 7

Mé. CREMER: Actually I wasn't going to move

it into this one because people testified to_it. so'I




didn‘t really need it in mine.
move it.

MS. WIEST: 1It's up to

MS. CREMER: We don't

MS. WIEBST: Any other
witnegs? Thank vou. Anything e
partiesa? Ar thig time I believe
take these matters under advisem
for some late-filed exhibits in
will be ﬁossible that perhaps th
the deciegions either at a Cowmmis
bDecember 2nd hearing on some oth
dockets. Are there any guestion
comments?

MR. COIT: I would jus
to formally request that the Com
of the .- based upoen the record,
be submitted, that the Commissio
rural telephone companies, SDITC

B7TC's and that their study arean

But I can certainly

“you, _
need it in this deocket.
gquesticns of this

lse from any of the

the Commission will
spt. We are waitiné
some dockets, and it
e Commission will make
sion meeting or at the
er related ETC

s from anybody or any

t, for the record, like
mission designate_gach'

the atfidavits yet to
n designaté each of ﬁhe

member companies, as

be designateﬁ as their

gervice area. That’s all I have.

MS. WIEST: Thank you.
hearing.

{THE HEARING CONCLUDED

That will closé the

AT 3:50 P.M.)
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