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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 199
300 E Capitol, State Capitol Buildir rre SD S78C

COMPLAINT :

Complainant(s): Respondent(s):
(Persons filing the complaint) (Persons or Company complained against)

J c /) 1 ® o ct Perso
Name |(reg £ /)0 s 150/ | Comtact Person

Adidris Company

City, State, Zip [ 5

N ana Address

Home Phone City, State, Zip

Work Phone Work Phone

Cellular Phone = d7) 7 Cellutar Phone

Fav# Fax ¥

1t the Complainant is represented by an attomney., please list the attorney ‘s name, address, telephone number and fax number

below: (If Complainant is not repre s. please leave blank )

These are the facts giving rise to my complaint:

NOTE: Please attach additional pages, if necessary, 10 explain your situation. Also en. \use copies of any bills or o
which may pertain to your complaint.

I ask that the Public Utilities Coy

sion should do to solve this problem?)

NOTE: Please attach any additional pages, if necessary

RESOLUTION REQUEST

VERIFICATION

Complainant’s signature must be witnessed by a notary public

7 -~
- e o S .
Complaindnt's Signatrre
State of South Dakota
County oi_ Fe e
On th 2 day ot

before me per
known to me 1

duly achnowledged 1o me

M

A

IN WIINESS WHEREO}F

d appeared

I hereunto set my har

SS

mission grant the following relicf. (What do you think the Commis-

who







RECEIVED

0C7 2 1998
SOUTH D4

VAKOTA p
UTILITIEs o« ‘RMI(LSJIBOL;‘C

a. root, ¢ /)11\»,/ 78S ¥

Fe /1 oy duss es/ Sea Sons,

Sflwu? c Val/l are
We ware ot adle
Ca / dars n Y, e S week P /u/
badd Heve Yore See/! we fos? a //} 7 ot
‘be( ss/ness dor 9 ,)s Hine € man y

11 f /«‘.L.Saéé/ "[’.\SJ; 228FS | :
Fold . ot Fo b/

Ve al- A <
[ w,((. o f/ of /M 12y W

US TJor

»/[‘z;' -.’-‘/x*’v/n:(\'{/ // recre v {)/V

£ // e Lf /d,. now 5&‘/;'/ 7 o

w2

o rec,eye o wr

a. Zo e 7o Jyg,,,'/ k)(,(/,,)/

O Wz A o n }‘927{‘() 05 Q /}]ph’é
/
4. & no?

'S.t'<’ "i’/<‘/- // ‘47/, :I’-A‘
reC,eve a 9)/lmxe




Ih DN

Y

F A X TRANSMISSION from Consur Affairs

To: William Haas From  Leni Healy

Company : McLeodUSA | Company ' South Dakota PUC

Fax Number : 8-319-298-7901 Fax Number - 605773 3809

Pages including cover page : 4

| We have received the foliowing information from Greg & Marilyn Bolt in the form of a formal complaint

Commission policy allows a brief time in which the parties may attempt an informal resolution. If such
a resolution has been reached by 4 PM on October 29, please inform this Commission. If no
resolution is reached by that time the issue will become docketed and scheduled on an agenda for a
Commission meeting

TFR
use of copying of U
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol Building; Pierre SD 57501
Telephone: (605) 773-3201 Fax: (605) 773-3809
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South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
WEEKLY FILINGS
For the Period of October 23, 1998 through October 29, 1998

f you need a comp! copy of a filing faxed, overnight expressed, or ma ed

TC98-187

TC98-188

TC98-189

contact Delaine Kolbo within five business days of this filing
Phone 73-3705. Fax 605-773-3809

TELECOMMUNICATIONS

In the Matter of the Petition for an Order Directing U $ WEST Communications
Inc. to File Updates to its Exchange and Network Services Catalog, Access
Service Catalog, Advanced Communications Services Calalog, and Private Line
Transport Services Catalog

Staff of the Commussion petitioned the Commission to

Exchange and Network Services Catalog, Access Service Catalog, Advanced
Communications Services Catalog and Private Line Transport Services Catalog

Staff Attorney Camron Hoseck
Staff Analyst Harlan Best
Date Filed 10/26/98
Intervention Deadline. NA

In the Matter of the Complaint filed by Donna Beitelspacher, Webster South
Dakota, against Buyers United Regarding Unauthorized Billing

Complaint by Donna Beitelspacher vs  Buyers United The Complainant claims
that she was billed by ITC and Buyers United for the same calls The
Complainant states “more than once, | discussed this by phone with
representatives of Buyers United Several months ago, | received a billing from
a collection agency | responded telling them that | had evidence that the calls
had been paid through ITC " The Complainant seeks the following relief: "l
would ask that the PUC determine which company had the nightful claim to the
payments, and that all collection claims be ended | further would ask that
records of this be removed from my credit record  Also, | do not feel that |
should be assessed attornay/collection costs

Staff Attorney Karen Cremer
Consumer Affairs Leni Healy
Date Filed 10/01/98
Invention Deadline NA

In the Matter of the Complaint filed by Suzanne Hanson, McCook Lake South
Dakota, against CommChoice, LLC, Regarding Poor Quality of Service and a
Request to be Served by U S WEST

ymplaint by Suzanne Hanson vs CommChoice, LLC The Complainant claims
that confusion and poor service h: ead her to file a complaint. The
Complainant seeks the following relief “"We would like the approval of the PUC
to allow U S WEST to bring ce into the Deer Run Subdivision in McCook
Lake, SD Due ourb ses (G als t 1S IMp:

perative
we have a de

Staff Attorney Karen Cremer
Consumer Affairs  Leni Healy
Date Fil 8

Intervention Dea

In the Matter of t

INC for a Certifi yrovide intrastate telecommunications
sel

Application by ENHANCED COMMUNICATIONS NET

ntrastate interex cations serv

Dakota ENHANCED COMMUNICATIONS

nterexchange service

and 31d

tions services in

ATS. in-WATS

In the Matte

1 City, South

Dakota aga
ainant claims
. The

because of
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TC98-193

TC98-194

Staff Atiorney. Karen Cremer
Consumer Affairs: Leni Healy
Date Filed: 10/27/98
Intervention Deadline. NA

In the Matter of the Complaint filed by Debra Esche, Canton South Dakota
against U S WEST Communications, Regarding Unacceptable Service

Complaint by Debra Esche vs U S WEST Communications The Complainant
describes frustration, effort and expenses caused by a delay in obtaining
telephone seivice. The Complainant seeks the following relief "require U S
West to reimburse me for long distance calls and the time | spent dealing with
this situation. Require U S West to provide brick type phones for all customers
with delayed service. Require U S West to come up with a written policy that
includes these items."”

Staff Attorney: Camron Hoseck
Consumer Affairs. Leni Healy
Date Filed 10/26/98
intervention Deadline: NA

In the Matter of the Complaint filec by Basec net, Huron, South Dakota, against
U S WEST Communications and FirsTel, Inc, Regarding Billing Issues

Complaint by Marvie Tschetter of Basecnetvs U S WEST Communications and
FirsTel, Inc. The Complainant purchased an existing business and contacted

U S WEST to continue customer access through T-1 lines. U S WEST informed
the Complainant that Basec net could not take over payment of the lines unless
the previous owner's debt was paid in full  Basec net decided to move the
equipment and obtain services through FirsTel  After obtaining the services
Basec net was informed by U S WEST that they would be charged for
installation/construction fees, the old billings of the previous owner, and
additional charges for monthly service until other options were available

Neither U S WEST nor FirsTel disclosed these costs prior to providing service
FirsTel offered a plan with minimal installation fees but could not offer the
service for 15-20 days which would not allow Basec net's customers access to
their services  The Complainant seeks the foliowing relief "1) Require U S
WEST to inform promptly of facilities issues 2) Some sort of financial
compensation for loss of revenue

Staff Attorney  Karen Cremer
Consumer Affairs. Leni Healy
Date Filed: 10/26/98
Intervention Deadline  NA

You may receive this listing and other PUC publications via ou
You may subscribe to the PUC mailing list at http /iwww stal
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cLeodUSA

Incorporated

FAX TRANSMISSION

MCLEODUSA INCORPORATED
6400 C StReET, SW
Cepan Ramos, A 524063177
(319) 208-7000
Fax; (319) 2087901

To:  [Ewi AEaly Date: /- BL-F8

Fax#: LOS-773 - 3B8OTF Plﬁﬂ:é including this cover sheet
From:&'}; Z/ﬂfﬂ"”‘)

Subject: gﬂf? o »ﬁ/ék) éM

IMPORTANT:

THIS MESSAGE 1S INTENDED FOR THE USE OF THE INDIVIDU AL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED
AND MAY CONTAIN INFORMATION THAT 1S PRIVILEGED, CONFIDENTIAL AND EXEMPT FROM
DISCLOSURE UNDER APPLICABLE LAW. IF THE READER OF THE MESSAGE 1S NOT THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE FOR DELIVERING THE MESSAGE TOTHE
INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR
COPYING OF THIS COMMUNICATION IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS
COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY BY TEL EPHONE, AND RETURN THE
ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ABOVE ADDRESS VIA REGULAR POSTAL SERVICE THANK YOU
COMMENTS
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McLeod USA”

November 24, 1998

Leni Healy

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol Building

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Re: Greg and Manlyn Bolt
Dear Ms. Healy

This letter is in response to the complaint filed against McLeodUSA by Mr. and
Mrs. Greg Bolt. McLeodUSA apologizes for the delay in our written response. Mr. and
Mrs. Bolt's complaint is regarding their loss of service while having their telephone
service moved to their new residence. They state also that they were billed for time they
did not have service and a fee to move service. Mr. and Mrs. Bolt are requesting $12,
000 for the loss of business they incurred

According to our records, Mrs. Bolt contacted us on April 30, 1998, and requested
to have her service moved. Since McLeodUSA is a re-seller of US West’s telephone
lines, we rely on them to provide service and repair to our customers. They give us an
approximate time frame of 7 - 10 business days in order to complete a move order. This
is the due date we give our customers. On May 7, 1998, US West scheduled the Bolt's
move order for May 11, 1998. The following day Mr. Bolt reported that their telephone
was not 1n service at their new residence. This issue was reported to US West who
verified that the move order had been completed. On May 13, 1998, US West reported
that their testing had found the problem to be in the wiring. They stated that a technician
would have to be sent out in order to correct the problem. If the problem is found to be
within the 's di or the is then held ible for
dispatch charges from US West Smcc we did not have the customer’s authorization to
dispatch a technician we were unable to do so. On May 18, 1998, Mrs. Bolt contacted us
and stated that she was still without service. This issue was reported to US West the
same day. US West reported that the line test showed that there was a problem in the
ground wiring A comumit time was given of May 19, 1998, this was the same day Mr.
Bolt's service was converted back to US West. On May 26 1998, US West contacted us
stating that the service problem had been resolved as of May 21, 1998. They stated that
the problem had been with the customer’s equipment




McLeodUSA has credited back the service charges that Mr and Mrs. Bolt
incurred while they were without service. In addition the move fee of $29.00 was
credited back to t account. Per McLeodUSA''s taniffs we are not required to
reimburse customers for loss of business. Mr. and Mrs Bolt were also using therr
residential telephone iinc as 3 business line and not pay\ng business rates. On October
28, 1998, in attempt to meet an acceptable resolution with Mr. and Mrs. Bolt, we offered
{o remove all remaining charges from their account and in addition to send them a check
for $100. Mrs. Bolt found this offer unacceptable and therefore the credits were not
applied to ther account

McLeodUSA strives to prov 1de excellent customer service and regrets that Mr
and Mrs. Bolt were not satisfied with our offer Should you have further questions,
please contact me at ¥ our convenience

Yours Fful D) ) P
A / /

=2 )
7l /// e
/ Richard S. Lipman’ J
Associate General Cousisel

cc: Mr. and Mrs. Greg Bolt




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT FILED ) ORDER FINDING
BY GREG AND MARILYN BOLT, RAPID CITY, ) PROBABLE CAUSE AND
SOUTH DAKOTA, AGAINST MCLEODUSA ) NOTICE REQUIRING
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC. ) ANSWER
REGARDING DELAYED TRANSFER OF )
SERVICE ) TC98-192

On October 27, 1998, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a complaint
by Greg and Marlyn Bolt, Rapid City, South Dakcta (Complainants), against McLeodUSA
Telecommunications Services, Inc (McLeodUSA). The Complainants claim that a delay in transfer
of telephone service caused loss of income The Complainants seek the following relief: “I know
we lost a $10,000 job because of not having a phone Plus other jobs and 10 hours of time spent
at a payphone And no phone for emergency reasons. We feel we lost a minimum of $12,000."

Pursuant t; SD 2010:01.08 01 and 20 10:01:09, if a complaint cannot be settled without
formal action, the Commission shall determine if the complaint shows probable cause of an uniawful
or unreasonable act. rate, practice or omission to go forward with the complaint

On November 25, 1998, at a duly noticed meeting, the Complainants explained their
complaint to the Commission MclLeodUSA explained its ons in this matter to the Commission

The Commussion finds that it has jun t over this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1
26, 49-13, including 45-13-1 through 49-1 inclusive, and SDCL Chapter 49-31, including 49-31-
3, 49-31-7, 49-31-7 1, 49-31.7 2, 49-31-11, 49-31-80 through 49-31-68, inclusive, and ARSD
20:10.01.07 .01 through 20 1.1501, inclusive The Commission voted unanimously to find
probable cause. It is therefore

ORDERED, that pursuant to ARSD 20 10.01 09, the Commission finds that there is probable
cause of an unlawful or unreasonable act, rate, practice, or omission and that the complaint shall
be forwarded to McLeodUSA and McLeodUSA shall file with the Commission their answer in writing
within twenty (20) days of service of this order

(74

Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _«/ ““ day of December, 1998

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE I! BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

”~
1. by facsmie or y BING L I
| sovessas crmoces ! JAMES A BURG, Chairmaf
LU A i

T Neligosor

PAM NELSON. Commissioner

L g v et

i
LASKA SCHOENFELDER, Commissione:




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES € OMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT
FILED BY GREG AND MARILYN BOLT,
RAPID CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA, AGAINST
McLEODUSA TELECOMMUNICATIONS
SERVICES, INC. REGARDING DELAYED
TRANSFER OF SERVICE

DOCKET NO. TC98-192

ANSWER

COMES NOW McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc. ( McLeodUSA"),

Responder ed by Greg and Marilyn Bolt (Complainants),

and for its Answer t

McLeodUSA ainants were PrimeLine customers. McLeodUSA

affirmatively asserts tha “Line is a residential product offering set forth in McLeodUSA
Telecommunications Services, Inc.’s Tariff No 1. Corrected First Revised Page No. 67.13

MecLeodUSA admits that Complainants submitted a move order on April 30,

1998, to move their PrimeLine service to a new address

McLeodUSA denies the allegation that Complainants were promised by a

McLeodUSA representative that the move would be completed "within a week.” McLeodUSA

affirmatively asserts that Customer Service Representatives inform every customer that any

service order, including service moves, will be completed within "seven to ten business days"

because that is the standard interval that U S West imposes on any Centrex Plus related change in

service configuration. The information related to the expected service interval was reconveyed to

Mrs. Bolt when she called into customer service on May 8, 1998




told the move would

LeodUSA der

be completed on May 10, On May 7, 1998, 1

the underlying prov »f local services to McLeodUSA, had given McLeodUSA a cc

May 11, 1998. This date was passed on to the customer during the conversation on May 8, 1998

McLeodUSA admits the allegation that on May 12, 1998, € ‘omplainant called to

inquire about service installation and was informed that the installation should be completed that

day. McLeodUSA affirmatively asserts that U S West reported service was installed by

U'S West at Complainant’s new location on May 1 1. 1998, within the seven to ten business day

interval Complair 3 n advised of by McLeodUSA when the order was submitted
McLeodUSA neither admits nor denies that Complair called U S West on May

1998 and was told tt service by May 198. McLeodUSA has no

McLeodUSA admits that Comy 1t requested to convert their service back to

. 1998. McLeodUSA affirmatively asserts that Complainant was informed

U'S West on May

that processing such an order takes seven to ten business days, consistent with the standard

ing C x Plus related or

U S West interval for processi ers. McLeodUSA further affirmatively

asserts that McLeodUSA opened a trouble ticket on May 13, 1998 with U S West regarding the

lack of service at the new location. U S West gave a commit time of 6:00 p.m May 14, 1998

McLeodUSA admits that order to convert service back to U S West was issued

McLeodUSA neith

22, 1998. McLeodUSA




telephone service to be inoper

on May 11, 1998
sy estimate provided to Complainant

that the ins

move order was placed

when th

its filed tanffs which govemn provt
Dakota. McLeodUSA's ap| Dakota F
service was out

Notw ng anything to the contrary
McLeod's servi e ted r ns out ¢ e for

more than twenty-four (24) hou reported
found by McLeod to be out of order, and if the

to McLeod or bei
) t or willful act by the

tofan

st paragraph

s. Such
ments or bill cr: . will be
for all services and

facilities rendered 1
with the hour of the report to McLeod, or discovery by

the interruption
wal Page No. 19. Tariffs

McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc
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i therefore bind the Complainants to recovery of a credit in an

amount egu would hav imposed during the outage period. Any other

type of damages are not allow able pursuant 1o McLeodUSA's binding tanifis McLeodUSA has

already credited customer in accordance with McLeodUSA's filed tariffs and waived the S50

termination fee that McLeodUSA was otherwise entitled to charge customer when leaving

McLeodUSA''s service within the first twelve months of serve In addition, McLeodUSA offered

customer an extra $100 credit in good faith to resolve the dispute

Similarly, Complaind d to the limitation on McLeodUSA's liability when

d up for service. The Welcome Kit provided to Complainants in 1997 included an

\ent informing Complainants that McLeodUSA would not be liable for a service out
nd crediting the Customer for the time their service was out. McLeodUSA h
satisfied their obligation under the contract with Complainant. Complainants’ attempt to recoup

additional damages for an outage violates their agreement W ith McLeodUSA on the limitation of

liability

4 Complainants were fraudulently taking service under McLeodUSA's residential

offering, identified as PrimeLine when ot they were using the service to operate a business.

Section 4.4.11 of McLeodUSA's tariff states that Primel Residential Service is limited to
service at premises wh In addition to the liability
limitation contained McLeodUSA’s tariffs and service agreement with the Complainants,

Complainants cannot seck damages related to "loss of business” when in fact the telephone

service they had agreed to take was not a business service but a reside
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

tates that on December 23, 1998, this document was served by

es Commussion

703 I! Street
Rapid City, SD 57701




May. ADAM, GERDES & THOMPSON
503 5CUTH PICARE STREET
0. 80%

PIERRE, SOUTH DAKOTA §750(-0160

Complaint of Greg and Marilyn Bolt against McLeod
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attorney
nonresident a
and use tax 1li

ORDEREL

State of South Da\olu}“

County of Hughes

| hereby certify that the foregoing

instrument is a true and correct

copy of the original on fie in my

office.

Dated thisk_day of b= 19_

MARY L ERICKSON. lark of Courts
V1. 1

Clerk of Cotrts }

ORDER FOR APPEARANCE
OF WILLIAM A. HAAS AS
NONRESIDENT ATTORNEY

of William A.
above-entitled
Hue

appear
d upon

£ to
admitted t

nonresident attorney
Haas 1

pro hac vice.

STATE OF SOUTH DAKOT,
TIRCUIT COLRT, HUGN[?CAO.

JAN 071999

F tcian o
8y, Th i
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT FILED ) ORDER FOR AND NOTICE
BY GREG AND MARILYN BOLT, RAPID CITY, ) OF HEARING
SOUTH DAKOTA, AGAINST MCLEODUSA )
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC. ) TC98-192
REGARDING DELAYED TRANSFER OF )

SERVICE )

On October 27. 1998, the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a
and Marilyn Bolt, Rapid City, South Dakota (C: nants). against
eodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc (McLeodUSA) Tne Complainants claim
at a delay fer of telephone service caused loss of income  The Complamams
ng relief "l know we lost a $10.000 job because of not having a phone
s and 10 hours of ti me spent at a payphone And no phone for emergency

Ve feel we lost @ mimmum of $12,000

ARSD 20 10.01.08 01 and 20 10 01.09, if a complaint cannot be settled
ommission st f complaint shows probable
unreasonable t ctice or omission to go

y noticed meeting. the Complainants explained their
eﬂ:}USA exmawr‘ea its actions in this matter to the
ted ul usly to find probable cause

pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26

inclusive. and SDCL Chapter 49-31

including 1-3 1-7.2, 49-31-10, 49-31-11, 49-31-38, 49-31-

381, 49 3* 382 49-31 31-60 through 49-31-68, inclusive, and ARSD

2010:01.07.01 through 20 28, inclusive. The Commission may rely upon any or all
of these or o:her laws of this state in making its determination

A hearing shall be held on April 15 (MDT). in
Room 3rd Floor West, Rapid City A dmini s:u. O"x?s 300 6th
Rapid City. South Dakota All persons test g will be subject to cross-examin
the parties

The issue e 3 Is whether McLeodUSA committed an unlawful o
unreasonable act, rate pra omission and. If so, what relief would be appropriate

The hearing shail be an adversary proceeding conducted pursuant to SDCL
Chapter 1-26. All parties have the right to be present and to be represented by an
attorney These rights and other due process rights shall be forfeited if not exercised at




the hearing If yc C ve fail to app
hearing F S on the testir

f any, dur

) enter
Conclusions of Law. and sion regard ')'.' IS m As a resuit o
the C,Jm”'xssf- sha e whether McLeodUSA committed an unl aMu, or
unreasonable act, rate practice, Or OmIsS on and, if so, order any appropriate re ef The
Commission's hra Decision may be appealed by the parties 10 the state Circuit Court and
the state Supreme Court as pr ovided by law. It1s therefore
ORDERED that a hearing shall be held at the ime and place spec fied above on
the issue of whether McLeodUSA committed an unlawful or unreasonable act, rate
practice or omission and. if so what relief would be appropriate
Pu t th ans with Disabillities Act, this hearing is being held in a
physically acc jle loc Please contact the Public Utilities Commission at 1-800-
332-1782 at least 48 hours prior 1o the hearing if you have special needs SO arrangements

can be made 0 1:;:"“"“ odate you

Dated at Pierre. South Dakota. this day of March 1899

8Y ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

MESA BU G Crawma

@D

PAM NE ommnsspner

£, ,,’/‘/g.)u,,

m\ SCHOEﬁﬁEfDER Caffimissioner




April 13,1999

1 Bullard, Executive Secretary

h Dakota Public Utilities Commission
State Capitol Build 500 East Capitol Street
Pierre, SD 57.

Re: Greg and Marilyn Bolt v. McLeodUSA Telecommunications Services, Inc.; Docket No.

TC98-192

Dear Mr. Bull

Services,

filed by

Karen Cremer, Staff Attomey, of the st

McLeodUSA 1

Neil Fulto

inication:

solve the complaint

Mrs. Bolt has advised
April 13, 1999

ication to the
n with

1999 be car
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE COMPLAINT FILED ) ORDER DISMISSING

BY GREG AND MARILYN BOLT, RAPID CITY, ) COMPLAINT AND CLOSING
SOUTH DAKOTA, AGAINST MCLEODUSA ) DOCKET
TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, INC. )
REGARDING DELAYED TRANSFER OF )
SERVICE )

TC98-192

ber 27, 1998, the Public Utiiies Commussion (Commission) received a complaint

Manlyn Bolt, Rapid City, South Dakota (Complainants). against McLeodUSA

elecommunications Services, Inc (McLeodUSA) The Complainants claim that a delay in transfer

lephone service caused loss of income. The Complainants seek the following relief | know

ost a $10,000 job because of not having a phone. Plus other jobs and 10 hours of time spent
And no phone for emergency reasons We feel we lost a minimum of $12,000."

RSD 20 10.01:.08 01 and 20 10.01.09. if a complaint cannot be settled without
ssion shall determine if the complaint shows probable cause of an unlawful
or unreasonable a te. practice or omission to go forward with the complaint

n November 25 1998, at a duly noticed meeting. the Complainants explained their

the Commuission. McLeodUSA explair2d its actions in this matter to the Commission

The Commission voted unanimously to find probable cause McLeodUSA filed its Answer with the
mission on December 28, 1998. A hearing was scheduled for Apnl 15, 1999, Prior to the

e parties informed the Commission that the matter had been settled and the Complainants

13-1 through 49-13-14, inclusive. and SDCL Chapter 49-31. including 49-31-
49-31-7 2, 49-31-11, 49-31-60 through 49-31-68, inclusive, and ARSD
00107 01 through 20.10:01:15.01. inclusive

at its duly noticed meeting, the Commuission voted unanimously to dismiss
the complaint and close the docket. It is therefore

ORDERED. that this complaint be dismissed and the docket be closed

B 7
Dated at Pierre. South Dakota, this %

_ day of May, 1999.

|
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE “ BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION

7 ’

7

JAMES A BURG, Charman

PAM NELSON, Commissioner

LASKA SCHOENFELDER, Commissioner
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