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PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF CHARLES B. STOCKDALE
Q.
WHAT IS YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS?
A.
My name is Charles Stockdale.  My business address is 300 Meridian Centre, Rochester, New York, 14618, which is the address of the headquarters of Fibertech Networks, LLC.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND AND PROFESSIONAL HISTORY.
A.
My educational background includes a B.A. degree from Yale University and J.D. and M.B.A. degrees from Cornell University.  I worked in the cable television business, serving as Deputy General Counsel for Adelphia Communications Corporation during 1999 and 2000, where I was responsible for the legal aspects of the company’s operational activities.  Prior to joining Adelphia, I served as counsel to the Cable Television and Telecommunications Association of New York.  In that position, I represented member companies in proceedings before state regulatory and legislative bodies.  I also appeared before the New York State Public Service Commission as an expert witness on matters relating to facilities-based telephone competition and access to utility right-of-way facilities.  In May 2000, I joined Fibertech Networks, LLC, which is the parent company of Fiber Technologies Networks, L.L.C.

Q. WHAT IS YOUR CURRENT POSITION AT FIBER TECHNOLOGIES NETWORKS, L.L.C.?

A. I am the Vice President and General Counsel of Fibertech Networks.  Hereinafter, I will refer to both Fibertech Networks and Fiber Technologies Networks as “Fibertech”. 
Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AT FIBERTECH.
A.
I am responsible for all legal and regulatory matters at the company.  I supervise our legal department on administrative proceedings at state regulatory agencies and the FCC, as well as oversee the company’s compliance obligations, procurement, and contract issues, and litigation. 

Q. WHAT IS THE NATURE OF FIBERTECH’S BUSINESS?
A. Fibertech is a leading metropolitan bandwidth infrastructure provider in Tier II and III cities.  We are active in 23 metropolitan areas throughout the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states.  Our all-fiber network is a state-of-the-art system which features G-PON equipment, Ethernet technology, and a passive optical network.  We provide dark fiber as well as lit capacity.  We have not offered voice services directly to retail customers, but CLEC’s use our network capacity to offer such services to end-users in Connecticut and elsewhere. 
Q. IS FIBERTECH CERTIFICATED TO PROVIDE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT?
A.
Yes.

Q. WHAT OTHER STATES DOES FIBERTECH CONDUCT BUSINESS IN?
A.
We have built networks and conduct business in ten states in addition to Connecticut: New York; Massachusetts; Rhode Island; North Carolina; New Jersey; Pennsylvania; Delaware; Maryland; Ohio; and Indiana.

Q. DOES FIBERTECH USE ITS OWN TELECOMMUNICATIONS NETWORK AND FACILITIES TO PROVIDE SERVICES IN CONNECTICUT?
A.
Yes.  Fibertech’s services are provided exclusively over the fiber-optic network that it has installed in the State. 

Q.
DESCRIBE FIBERTECH’S CONNECTICUT NETWORK.
A.
Fibertech’s Connecticut network is one of the largest the company has.  We found an especially high level of demand for fiber-optic connectivity in Connecticut.  Given the relative proximity of the many significantly-sized communities in this State, our original New Haven and Hartford fiber rings eventually grew into an integrated fiber-optic network reaching almost all parts of the State, from the Massachusetts border to New London, to Greenwich, and up to Danbury, Torrington, and beyond.  The 300 route-miles of fiber-optic cable in our original Connecticut rings have grow to approximately 3,000 route-miles of fiber-optic cable in this State.  The entire network is “lit” with PON equipment.  Our Connecticut facilities, which are connected to Fibertech facilities in Massachusetts and New York, are essentially part of a fully-integrated, all-fiber, local network stretching from Northampton, Massachusetts, to White Plains, New York.  Fibertech hopes to be able to continue to increase the breadth and density of its network in Connecticut.
Q. HAS THE COMPANY FILED APPLICATIONS WITH THE PUBLIC UTILITY REGULATORY AUTHORITY FOR APPROVAL TO INSTALL THESE FACILITIES?
A.
Yes.  The CPCN granted to Fibertech by the Authority in 2001 requires Fibertech to obtain its authorization to install telecommunications facilities.  Since that time, the Authority has issued 46 separate orders authorizing Fibertech to install facilities in the public-rights-of-way.  We apply monthly to the Authority to extend our network facilities to new areas of the State in response to customer demand. 

Q. WHAT SERVICES DOES FIBERTECH PRESENTLY PROVIDE TO CUSTOMERS IN CONNECTICUT?
A.
Fibertech provides to customers in Connecticut a wide variety of services through our open access network.  These are dark fiber connectivity, lit transport for voice and data, and Internet access.  Our dark fiber and lit transport customers are both end-users and other telecommunications companies, which in turn serve their own end-user customers.  The end-users that we serve can transmit any kind of information or voice traffic over the dark fiber or lit capacity they obtain from us.  They can obtain high-capacity wide-area networks or local-area networks from us and -- because we have connected our fiber to numerous telephone central offices, carrier hotels, and other aggregation- and exchange-points for communications traffic -- can use our facilities and services to reach the outside world.    

Q.
CAN YOU GIVE SOME EXAMPLES OF THE CUSTOMERS SERVED BY FIBERTECH IN CONNECTICUT?

A.
We have approximately 2,800 separate customer locations connected in Connecticut.  Some of our customers are state agencies and schools.  We serve over 75% of the State's 169 school districts under a contract with the CT Education Network and 112 public safety/E-911 sites through another state contract.  We serve 26 of the 29 acute care hospitals in Connecticut, 4 of the 5 largest insurance companies, a majority of the public and private colleges and universities, and over 500 businesses.  Another service we often provide is backhaul for wireless companies.  We are connected to nearly 1,000 cell sites in the State.
Q.
WHY IS ACCESS TO POLES IMPORTANT TO YOUR COMPANY AT THIS TIME?
A.
Since Fibertech relies on its own fiber-optic cables to provide its services, we cannot serve our customers unless we are able to install the cables to connect the points among which our customers wish to communicate.  We are not allowed to install our own poles because an existing pole infrastructure already exists, so we must be able to gain access to those existing poles in order to deploy our fiber.  

Q. HOW DO DELAYS IN COMPLETING INSTALLATIONS AFFECT FIBERTECH’S ABILITY TO SERVE ITS CUSTOMERS AND MARKET ITS SERVICES?
A.
The most basic fact facing a facilities-based provider is that, without access to poles, it cannot provide service to customers.  Delayed access to poles can create a significant problem for both Fibertech and its customers.  Our customers historically have ordered service from Fibertech because they have a need for higher bandwidth than they currently are receiving.  Many times they order service from Fibertech in conjunction with implementing a new high-bandwidth system or technology internally.  For example, a health care provider wishing to implement a new diagnostic technique that requires the transmission of high-definition images from one location to another is apt to look to Fibertech for the necessary high-capacity connection.  Similarly, a business seeking to preserve critical information and improve efficiency by establishing an off-site data storage location is apt to require the kind of extremely high bandwidth that Fibertech offers.  In such cases, the operational improvements anticipated by the customers cannot be achieved until Fibertech is able to establish the necessary connections: the radiological images remain un-sent; the data center remains isolated and useless; planned instruction via distance-learning over Fibertech’s lines does not occur.  Because such a high number of Fibertech’s customers are not simply substituting a service from Fibertech for a like service provided by the ILEC or other provider, the delays caused by unduly prolonged pole licensing create significant operational disruptions among Fibertech’s customers.  

Fibertech, also, suffers from pole owner delays.  Where Fibertech has signed up a customer but is unable to commence service when expected because of pole owner delays, Fibertech must do without the revenue on which it had been counting.  The delays imposed on our ability to reach our customers significantly affects our ability to market to small and medium-sized businesses.  These customers often are merely seeking to receive the same type of services they already are receiving, whether voice or Internet access, at a lower cost and, with Internet, at a higher speed.  It has been Fibertech’s experience that these smaller businesses are not receptive to sales efforts until the termination of their contract with their existing provider is near.  By that time, if they are going to replace their service provider, they often need to do so within only a few months (or they will suffer increased and unbudgeted expenses due to triggering high, month-to-month rates charged by their existing provider).  When Fibertech is unable to commit to commence service within the intended timeframe, it is difficult to make a sale
Q. DO ANY OF THE POLE OWNERS IN CONNECTICUT HAVE A BUSINESS INCENTIVE TO COOPERATE WITH FIBERTECH AND EXPEDITE POLE INSTALLATIONS UNDER THE EXISTING SYSTEM?
A. No.  To the contrary, AT&T Connecticut ("AT&T") is a joint owner of many of the poles in Connecticut.  It has no motivation to enhance Fibertech’s ability to install facilities speedily and at reasonable cost.  Each time that Fibertech is able to deliver service to a customer, AT&T loses either business or potential business.  In addition, Fibertech’s success in extending its fiber-optic lines to customer locations enables other competitive telecommunications providers to serve Connecticut customers and also helps strengthen those competitive providers.  Thus, Fibertech’s ability to deploy network in a timely and cost-effective manner threatens AT&T’s share of the telecommunications market in Connecticut.  As to Connecticut Light and Power Company ("CL&P") and United Illuminating ("UI"), pole rentals and make-ready work for telecommunications attachments are an ancillary part of their businesses, so completing this work is always going to be a secondary priority for them.  To the extent these companies provide, intend to provide, or envision the possibility of providing a communications service, they will have reason to impede Fibertech’s access to poles.
Q.
IS FIBERTECH IN THE SAME POSITION AS AT&T WHEN IT COMES TO THE STEPS REQUIRED TO SERVE A NEW CUSTOMER?
A.
In almost all situations Fibertech and AT&T are in different positions.  Unless a customer wants a fully fiber-based service from AT&T and AT&T does not yet have fiber reaching the customer, or the customer is occupying a new building to which AT&T has not yet extended service lines, AT&T generally can serve a new customer without delay.  Its network is virtually ubiquitous within its Connecticut service territory.  AT&T’s drive to extend fiber to within service distance of its U-verse customers is an exception to this general rule that AT&T has its network already in place to meet customer demand.  Even then, however, AT&T typically can install the necessary fiber-optic cable without waiting for additional pole space to be cleared, because it can simply lash the new cable to one of its existing steel support strands on the poles in question.  In the rare cases where AT&T determines it to be necessary or preferable to make a new attachment to install a new cable, it can do so without undergoing a formal licensing process.  Fibertech, on the other hand, usually must make new attachments to reach its new customers and must subject itself to a licensing process controlled by AT&T and either UI or CL&P (collectively, the "Pole Owners").
Q.
HAS FIBERTECH BEEN ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN POLE LICENSING AND POLE ADMINISTRATION ISSUES BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT IN RECENT YEARS?
A.
Yes, I think it is fair to say that Fibertech has been one of the leading advocates for reforming the licensing of attachments on the poles by the Pole Owners, improving the make-ready process for preparing poles for new attachments, eliminating non-compliant conditions on poles, and enhancing the Department's role in overseeing the pole infrastructure in the State.  For example, we argued strongly in Docket No. 07-12-13, DPUC Review of the State's Public Utility Service Company Utility Pole Make-Ready Procedure, that the pole licensing system administered for years by the Pole Owners created lengthy delays in the issuance of licenses to third party attachers and resulted in the imposition of unnecessary barriers to the completion of the make-ready process.  The Authority agreed with Fibertech’s position in many respects in its April 30, 2008, decision issued in Docket No. 07-12-13 (the "Pole Decision") and ordered several significant reforms.  In particular, the Authority imposed a 90-day deadline after the submission of a license application for the completion of make-ready work and the issuance of a new license in situations not involving a pole replacement, and a 125-day deadline in pole replacement situations.  
Q.
HAS FIBERTECH ALSO BEEN INVOLVED IN OTHER POLE ADMINISTRATION ISSUES?

A.
After the Pole Decision was issued, Fibertech actively participated in several dozen meetings of the pole attachment Working Group and its engineering subgroup to address implementation of the Pole Decision and to attempt to resolve difficulties which both the Pole Owners and attachers were experiencing in trying to make the system work better.  Fibertech prepared several compliance reports in cooperation with the other participants in the Working Group and presented them to the Department in 2009 and 2010 as well.  Other dockets Fibertech has participated in include Docket No. 11-03-06, in which the Department has been investigating the possible appointment of a third party statewide utility telephone pole administrator for the State of Connecticut (“Pole Administrator Docket”).  Fibertech submitted comments and reply comments in that docket as well.  Finally, most recently, Fibertech asked the Department to investigate possible changes in the methodology to be applied by the Authority and Pole Owners in determining the pole rental rates for telecommunication companies in future proceedings.  Comments and Reply Comments were filed by Fibertech and many other interested parties in Docket No. 11-11-02, DPUC Investigation into Pole Attachment Rental Rates for Telecommunication Companies (the "Pole Rate Docket").
Q.
DID FIBERTECH TAKE A POSITION IN THE POLE ADMINISTRATOR DOCKET AS TO WHETHER FURTHER ACTION SHOULD BE TAKEN ON THESE ISSUES?
A.
Fibertech argued in the comments and reply comments submitted almost a year ago that the Authority should strongly consider the establishment of an independent pole administrator or designate a pole ombudsman within the Authority to look after pole licensing and management activities.  Fibertech also submitted extensive legal argument concerning the PURA’s statutory authority and the regulatory precedent to take such action.  We took the position that there is clear and compelling authority for the Department to do so if it determines such action is warranted.
Q.
HAS FIBERTECH BEEN INVOLVED IN ANY OTHER POLE RELATED ISSUES OVER THE PAST YEAR?
A.
On July 12, 2011, Fibertech joined with CL&P, UI, and AT&T in notifying the Authority by joint letter of the establishment of a pilot program to allow pole attachers to request approval for temporary attachments from Pole Owners when the Authority's mandated timeframes have been exceeded or up to five days in advance of such deadline upon a mutual determination of the Pole Owner and the attacher that the timeframes would not be met.  In this filing, the participants submitted a Temporary Pole Attachment Guidelines document that established technical standards for the use of temporary attachments on poles.  These technical standards included the requirement that all such attachments be completed in accordance with the National Electric Safety Code and be replaced with permanent attachments within 45 days after notification that all make-ready work has been completed by the Pole Owners.  Fibertech had raised concerns in the Pole Administrator Docket and in Docket No. 07-02-13 PH02 about the time periods required to process the pole attachment applications.  I think it is fair to say that this trial represented a good faith effort by all parties to address some of Fibertech's concerns.
Q.
WHAT IS THE STATUS OF THE TEMPORARY POLE ATTACHMENT TRIAL AT THIS TIME?

A.
The trial pilot program has been in effect for approximately 8 months.  Fibertech will be submitting a report on the program to the Authority in Docket No. 07-02-13 PH02, and the Pole Administrator Docket very soon.  As of February 15, 2012, temporary attachments had been utilized by Fibertech and various Pole Owners without problem or difficulty to complete 15 licensing applications for which a permanent license had not yet been issued.  To our knowledge, there have been no complaints made by Fibertech to a Pole Owner or by a Pole Owner to Fibertech regarding the use of a temporary attachment or any unforeseen technical difficulties from their use.
Q.
DO AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT STILL EXIST BETWEEN FIBERTECH AND THE POLE OWNERS REGARDING TEMPORARY ATTACHMENTS?

A.
Fibertech continues to believe that temporary attachments should be allowed and frankly embraced by the Pole Owners as an important component of the licensing process in circumstances other than delayed licensing, as well.  In cases where a license has not been issued within the PURA-established timeframe, Fibertech must decide whether to spend additional money by making a temporary attachment in order to complete the installation.  So, in our opinion, We have advocated for some time that temporary attachments should also be authorized in circumstances where an attacher such as Fibertech and a customer have a situation involving urgent customer need for the completion of an installation and the commencement of service in less than the mandated timeframe of 90 days.  So far, there has been no agreement reached through the Working Group or other meetings to allow this to take place, but it is still an issue which Fibertech believes needs to be resolved.  
Q.
DOES FIBERTECH HAVE A POSITION AS TO THE ADEQUACY OF THE POLE OWNERS' PERFORMANCE OF THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES TO ADMINISTER POLES AND ISSUE LICENSES TO ATTACHERS?
A.
Fibertech was quite optimistic after the issuance of the Pole Decision and the collaborative work of the Pole Attachment Working Group that significant improvements had been made in the pole licensing system used by the Pole Owners, and that good results would follow.  In fact, initial reports back in late 2009 and 2010, suggested that all of the Pole Owners were complying with the timeframes set forth in the Pole Decision for issuing licenses approximately 80% to 90% of the time. Problem areas such as the completion of make-ready work, the coordination of relocating third party attachments in the communications space, bonding and guying were improving as well.  
Q.
HAS THE POLE OWNERS' PERFORMANCE CHANGED SINCE THAT TIME?
A.
Unfortunately, it has gotten worse over the past two years.   Once that happened, we had to coordinate everything with multiple pole owners both in the jurisdictions of United Illuminating and CL&P.  There seems to be markedly less attention paid to pole matters by AT&T today than three years ago after the Pole Decision.  Based on our experience, that trend continues to accelerate.  
Q.
WHAT INFORMATION DO YOU HAVE TO SUPPORT THIS POSITION?

A.
Fibertech filed a report with the Authority in the Pole Administrator Docket and in Docket No. 07-12-13 PH02 in May 2011 concerning compliance with the timeframes of the Pole Decision.  Fibertech reported at that time that out of all license applications not involving a pole replacement submitted by Fibertech to all of the various Pole Owners during 2010, 66% of the applications were issued within the applicable timeframe and 34% were issued late.  This decline in performance was one of the factors that led to Fibertech supporting Authority consideration of the establishment of an independent pole administrator or a pole ombudsman within the Authority.
Q.
HAVE THERE BEEN ANY RECENT DEVELOPMENTS WHICH REFLECT ON THE POLE OWNERS' PERFORMANCE?

A.
Just last month, Fibertech submitted an updated report on the pole licensing system in this docket and in the Pole Administrator Docket which showed licensing performance data for all of 2011.  This study looked at all of the applications filed by Fibertech with AT&T and CL&P during 2010 or 2011, for which a license was issued by December 31, 2011.  Some of these licenses were subject to the 90 day timeframe and others were governed by the 125 day timeframe because a pole replacement was required.  The results were frankly shocking.  This study showed that the two Pole Owners collectively were routinely unable to satisfy the applicable deadlines in 2011 and were simply not complying with the Pole Decision.  It turned out that during 2011, 361 of the 603 licenses issued to Fibertech by AT&T and CL&P were issued late.  In other words, the Pole Owners were unable to satisfy the applicable 90 or 125 day requirement of the Pole Decision in 60% of the applications.  This means that Fibertech's customers are generally unable to obtain needed services in a timely manner.  
Q.
WERE THERE ANY TYPES OF APPLICATIONS WHICH ARE PARTICULARLY PROBLEMATIC?

A.
Basically, it turns out that licenses were only issued in a timely manner when there was no make-ready work on any poles created by Fibertech's attachment.  Conversely, whenever Fibertech submitted an application involving more than 20 poles, it was very difficult to get a license issued in a timely manner: 84% of those types of applications were issued late.  
Q.
WAS THERE ANY INDICATION FROM THE DATA AS TO WHETHER THE TWO STORM EVENTS WHICH ARE THE SUBJECT OF THIS DOCKET WERE A CONTRIBUTING FACTOR TO THE POLE OWNERS' NON-COMPLIANCE?
A.
It didn't seem like the storms were a major factor in this declining performance because only 10% of the licenses included in this analysis were applied for after the August hurricane.  Consequently, they were completing the work late both before the storms and after the storms with little noticeable difference in performance.  
Q.
ARE THERE ANY OTHER GROUPS OR COMPANIES IN CONNECTICUT THAT HAVE COMMUNICATED WITH YOU ABOUT THEIR CONCERNS WITH THE POLE ADMINISTRATION SYSTEM?

A.
Yes, during the meetings of the Working Group, during the course of various proceedings at the Authority, and throughout the industry, there seems to be a sense that pole administration issues are not given the importance which they warrant by some of the Pole Owners, and that inadequate resources are being devoted to these areas in terms of personnel and dollars.  We frequently communicate with municipal organizations and individual towns on these issues, as well as work with the Office of Consumer Counsel.  Within the industry, Fibertech is the main competitive company that has been establishing a statewide broadband network and adding new facilities.  However, some other companies such as Thames Valley Communications and several other CLECs have found the Connecticut process to be cumbersome from discussions I have had in recent years as well.  
Q.
CAN YOU GIVE AN EXAMPLE OF AN INDUSTRY RELATED ORGANIZATION THAT SUPPORTS FIBERTECH'S POSITION ON THIS ISSUE?

A.
The Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering issued a report in December 2011, after a considerable study entitled "A Strategic Plan for Accessibility to Broadband Services in Connecticut".  That plan, which was submitted to the Authority and the OCC and subjected to several public meetings, specifically looked at the pole attachment process in Connecticut.  The report found that companies wanting to enter or expand in the broadband market faced a substantial hurdle in the state's pole attachment process.  The report further found that "telecommunications providers continue to face obstacles in trying to deploy facilities and fiber on poles."  They made a number of recommendations to the state including developing a streamline process for pole access and establishing an authorized representative within the PURA to keep pole access schedules on track, allow for temporary pole attachments when warranted, and to impose penalties if timelines are not met.  Representatives of Fibertech were invited to make a presentation to the study committee, and we were pleased that some of our suggestions were included in their final report.

Q.
WITH REGARD TO STORM PLANNING, WHAT TYPES OF GENERAL PREPARATION DOES FIBERTECH HAVE IN PLACE FOR CATASTROPHIC EVENTS?

A.
Fibertech has a contingency plan in place known as the "Emergency Restoration Plan Following Catastrophic Event Affecting the State of Connecticut" to deal with problems such as the two storms which recently affected the State.  As required by statute, Fibertech files its plan periodically with the Authority. Just last spring, we filed our most recent version of that plan in Docket No. 06-02-06 with the Authority.

Q.
WAS THE PLAN SUCCESSFULLY IMPLEMENTED DURING THE TWO RECENT STORMS IN CONNECTICUT?

A.
Yes, it was.  Overall, we felt that we had a good plan in place.  Nevertheless, we are reevaluating that plan in light of both of these recent events which tested many of the assumptions underlying our plan.

Q.
SPECIFICALLY, CAN YOU DESCRIBE WHAT FIBERTECH AND ITS PERSONNEL DID TO PREPARE FOR THE AUGUST HURRICANE?

A.
Once we knew that the hurricane was likely to strike Connecticut as well as parts of New York, we took several steps to prepare ourselves and our facilities for potential disaster.  First, we prestaged materials including spare cable, and generator fuel for powering Fibertech's optical equipment.  We also fully staffed our networks operation center, and called up 16 line and splicing crews and placed additional crews available on call.  These efforts began late in the week and continued throughout the weekend.  The second thing we did is to closely monitor any fiber related outages.  Outages began to be detected starting on Sunday at 4:00 a.m.  There were no problems encountered with optical equipment.  Third, once the situation became more stable and safe for our workers, our crews began fiber repairs as directed by our network operations center personnel around 3:00 p.m. on Sunday.  
We encountered a total of 97 instances of service disruption to Fibertech's facilities and customers during the storm.  By early Monday in the morning, our "backbone routes" had been restored.  Within 48 hours thereafter, by Wednesday morning, only three service outages remained.  All of these service outages were the result of a loss of power at customers' locations, including cell phone towers that did not have working backup generators on their site or otherwise made available to them by the power company.  
Q.
WAS FIBERTECH IN TOUCH WITH THE AUTHORITY AT ALL DURING HURRICANE IRENE?
A.
Yes, we touched base with Mr. Pescasolido of the Telecommunications Unit during the week before the storm.  We had a concern about how to ensure that our workers and contractors would be able to get permission from fire, rescue, and police authorities to travel around in the storm and undertake repairs as soon as possible.  He was very helpful in providing us with the information that we needed to equip our personnel with proper identification to deal with that situation.

Q.
DID FIBERTECH EXPERIENCE MANY PROBLEMS WITH THE OCTOBER STORM?

A.
We made many of the same preparations in October that we did in August, although that storm was somewhat more unexpected than the hurricane.  There were fewer instances of direct damage to our facilities during that event. However, we ended up having more customer service outages in October than we did in August because many of our customers lost power.  Some of those power outages went on for several days before they were resolved.  I am currently gathering more information from our technical staff as to the exact number of service interruptions we experienced and the length of those interruptions, and hope to be able to provide that detail at the hearing if that would be helpful to the Authority.
Q.
DO YOU HAVE ANY SUGGESTIONS TO MAKE REGARDING POLE ADMINISTRATION IN STORM EVENTS THAT COULD BE USEFUL TO THE UTILITIES AND THE AUTHORITY?

A.
One thing that Hurricane Irene demonstrated, I believe, is the importance of allowing temporary attachments to be used with pole installations.  Temporary attachments enable the utilities to devote their crews to restoring electric and telephone services without delaying telecommunications customers’ access to broadband services.  That is because Fibertech or another attacher could go forward and make a necessary installation for new services by using a temporary attachment, while the Pole Owners proceed with repair and restoration work.  After the storm damage is dealt with, the Pole Owners can complete their make-ready work, and the temporary attachment can be converted to permanent.

Q.
DID FIBERTECH ENCOUNTER ANY PROBLEMS WITH SOME OF THE TEMPORARY ATTACHMENTS IT HAD IN PLACE PRIOR TO THE STORMS?

A.
No, we did not.  Between August and the end of October, we installed close to a dozen temporary attachments across the state, and we did not receive any reports about those installations causing unusual problems or additional work for the repair crews.
Q.
ARE YOU AWARE OF ANY OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS THAT HAVE RECENTLY BEEN MADE AS A RESULT OF THE STORM CONCERNING POLE ADMINISTRATION?

A.
I have reviewed portions of the Report of the Two Storm Panel which was presented to the Governor concerning these two disasters.  One of the recommendations of that report was for the Authority to “create a new position of pole administrator in order to manage utility poles rights-of-way, aging of utility pole infrastructure as reported by pole custodians, and other issues associated with the reliability of utility pole infrastructure."  Recommendation 74, at 35.  
Q.
IF THE AUTHORITY WERE TO CONSIDER PLAYING A MORE FORMAL AND ONGOING ROLE IN POLE ADMINISTRATION, WHAT FORM WOULD FIBERTECH LIKE THAT POSITION TO TAKE?
A.
As a private company, we would prefer in an ideal world to have the Pole Owners administer their own infrastructure in a responsible, equal, and orderly manner for the benefit of all affected parties including telecommunications service providers like Fibertech.  Unfortunately, in the real world, that has simply not happened in Connecticut.  More importantly, there are no incentives for AT&T, CL&P, or the other pole owners to make pole licensing, make-ready work, and smooth entry into the marketplace an important priority.  Consequently, Fibertech submitted comments in the Pole Administrator Docket supporting the appointment of an independent pole administrator.  There are many forms and methods that could be used to create such a position.  The approach most preferred by Fibertech would be for the pole administration office within the Authority to be empowered to serve as an ombudsman to facilitate attachments and licenses on a daily basis, and to solve problems through active engagement with the utilities, other attachers, municipalities, etc.  Fibertech's specific proposal is described on pages 12-16 of our comments, and pages 15-18 of our reply comments.  
Q.
WHAT WILL BE THE CONSEQUENCES FOR TELECOMMUNICATIONS COMPETITION IN CONNECTICUT IF THE EXISTING POLE ADMINISTRATION SYSTEM IS NOT IMPROVED?

A.
I am quite sure that Fibertech will maintain a presence in the State, although we may never reach the level of a full service, broadband provider.  If, however, we are eventually able to obtain equal access to poles in the State, anything is possible.  In addition, I expect that other facilities-based providers will decide not to enter the State or will limit their presence in the State if pole access is not improved.  The result is that the number of alternative providers available to the consumers in Connecticut will be reduced from where it otherwise would have been.  A consequence of such limited choice will be that prices will remain higher and there will be less innovation and improvement of services than would otherwise occur.
Q.
DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY TODAY?

A.
Yes, it does.
AFFIRMATION OF TESTIMONY OF CHARLES B. STOCKDALE
I, Charles B. Stockdale, being duly sworn, depose and say that the foregoing Prefiled Testimony of Charles B. Stockdale dated April 5, 2012, submitted to the Public Utility Regulatory Authority on behalf of Fiber Technologies Networks, L.L.C. in Docket No. 11-09-09, is a complete copy of my statement, and that said testimony is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.
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