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As stated at the hearing in New Britain on December 4, 2012, after the Connecticut Siting

Council {Council) issues its draft report, participants may identify errors or inconsistencies
between the Council's draft report and the record; however, no new information, evidence,
argument, or reply briefs will be considered by the Council.

Participants may file written comments with the Council on the Draft Report issued on this
docket on or before close of business on January 17, 2013.
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DOCKET NO. 432 — Feasibility study of back-up power o - Connecticut

requirements for telecommunications towers and antennas Siting
pursuant to Public Act 12-148. } Council
h January 4, 2013

DRAFT Feasibility Study

INTROBUCTION

In 2011, Connecticut experienced the wrath of two significant storgiEevents, Tropical Storm Irene and
Storm Alfred In response to those storms, Governor Malloy formﬁiEE Two=Storm Panel that was charged
with “a broad, objective evaluation reviewing how Trene was handl_d in the &"féTé‘;ﬂ:)oth in preparation and
recovery, identify areas that can be n:nproved upon and, mgs “ﬁmgortantly, madetecommendations for
future disaster preparedness and response.”’ One of the regemmendations of the Twa:Sterm Panel was for
state regulatory bodies to review telecommumcatlons es curreridly in place to veriBethatthe vendors

I eUPreparedness and<Response” (“the
o this recommendation of the Two

October 27, 2012, Super-storm Sandy. Thes-_
State to carefully examine planning, prepare
the State of Connecticut State Response Framewark.

Section S(a) of the Public Actz=establishes a rqugﬁ%ment for "@@eh provider of mobile radio service
(“CMRS provider™) to sul;mﬁ fmual report tothe Connectiéut Siting Council (“Council”) and the
Department of Emergengy. Servwes%ﬁﬂ Public Proteamn (“DESPP?) concerning each provider’s ability
to provide backup posvei o0

Leach provider’s plans congerping backup power. Section 8(a) states:

anmualaetieceafie?, cach provider of mobile radio service, as defined
Hesubmit a reporiio the Conteeticut Siting Council and the Department of Emergency
Services af afid Public Prétestion conceraing each such provider's ability to provide backup power during an
electﬂeéservme outage forame a%Eelecoaﬁlons tower or antenna owned, leased or operated by such
provﬁeﬁ ach such providees plans c@ncemmg such backup power. Any information provided in the

“On or before Qctaber 1, 2012535
in 47 CFR 2855 =shatksu

'if]|

! Final Report of taeEwo Storm Panel, January 9, 2012, available at

hitp://www.ct.sov/depd b/dep/foresﬁv/vmtf/two storm panel final report.pdf

? Id.; Connecticut Sitir: = 1L,_Bocket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for
telecommunications towergandantennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, Pre-Filed Testimony of Deputy
Commissioner William P. Shea, Division of Emergency Management and Homeland Security, Department of
Emergency Services and Public Protection, dated October 25, 2012, available at
http:/fwww.ct.gov/cse/cwp/view.asp?a=962&Q=511254& PM=1

 DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES AND PUBLIC PROTECTION, DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND
HOMELAND SECURITY, STATE OF CONNECTICUT STATE RESPONSE FRAMEWORK, VERSION 2.0, August 2011,
available at http://www.ct.gov/demhs/lib/dembs/ct srf aug 2011.pdf; DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY SERVICES AND
PUBLIC PROTECTION, DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND HOMELAND SECURITY, STATE OF CONNECTICUT
STATE RESPONSE FRAMEWORK, Draft Connecticut Emergency Support Function 12, All Hazards Energy and
Utilities Annex, July 2012, available at hitp://fwww.ct.gov/demhs/lib/demhs/eppi/esf 12 all-

hazards energy and wutilities annex final draft july 2012.pdf




report submitted pursuant to this section shall be considered confidential, not subject to disclosure under
the Freedom of Information Act, as defined in section 1-200 of the general statutes, and such information
shall not be transmitted to any person except as needed to comply with this section.”

This Feasibility Study was developed to comply with Section 8(b) of the Public Act which states, in part: -

“As the reliability of such mobile radio service is considered to be in the public interest and necessary for
public health and safety,... the Connecticut Siting Council, in consultation and in coordination with the
Department of Energy and Environmental Protection, the Department of Emergency Services and Public
Protection. and the Public Utilities Regulatory Authonty shall study the fe ieblhty of requiring backup
power for telecommunications towers and antennas.”

Pursuant to Section 8(c) of the Public Act the feasibility study<of bae
telecommunications towers and antennas shall consider: =

1. Federal, state and local jurisdictional issues oﬂsTBacl;up power r@qLelnents 1ncludmg,
but not limited to, siting issues;

2. Similar laws or 1n1t1at1ves m other states; %‘—:.
3.
4,
5.
PROCEDURE

coordination with the Dep_a_rﬁnenﬁ‘.nergy and Emiaronmental Protectlon (DEEP) DESPP and PURA,

opened this dooket anﬁsiabhshed%a%schedule to stﬁgly the fea51b111ty of requumg backup power for

rescheduled tozﬁacember 4 26t =

=4y auncil; DESER; DEEP tﬁough Commlssmner Daniel Esty’s designee on the
iewski;=ai ?ﬁﬁda PURA, through Chairman Arthur House’s designee on the
r. Larry Levesqie=E Seovider participants in the proceeding were as follows: Sprint
2 and Nextei G‘?ﬁnumcaﬁons of Mid-Atlantic, Inc. (Sprmt) Cellco Partnershlp, d/b/a

The Council issued mt_errogatones to the CMRS provider participants on October 12, 2012 and on
November 8, 2012 to which Sprint, T-Mobile and MetroPCS filed general objections on the basis that the
Council, DEEP, DESPP and PURA do not have jurisdiction over CMRS providers’ network reliability

* Connecticut Siting Council, Council Meeting Minutes, October 4, 2012, available at
http:/fwww.ct.gov/csce/ewp/view.asp?a=953&0Q=512672 &PM=1

* Connecticut Siting Council, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for
telecommunications towers and antennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, Council Memo to Participants dated
October 31, 2012, available at hitp://www.ct.gov/csc/lib/cse/pendingproceeds/docket 432/432cancelmemo.pdf
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and cannot require or mandate the deployment of backup power.® During a meeting held on November
15, 2012 and during the public hearing held on December 4, 2012, the Council overruled all of the CMRS
provider participants’ general objections to the extent that the objections frustrate the purpose and intent
of the Public Act to protect the public health and safety of the citizens of the state of Connecticut.’

FEASIBILITY STUDY

1. Federal, state and local jurisdictional issues of such backup power requirements, including, but
not limited to, siting issues.

a. Federal Jurisdictional Essues

authority of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”%he FC&Hhas exclusive authority to
regulate communication stations, towers and other facilities with. regard to: coe i i
of radio frequenmes 1nterfe1 ence between users of the radxegﬁ?quency speetrum

painting/iflumination requirements in the interest of air navi _
Januvary 2006, the FCC established the Inde@pendent Panel Revigwing the Impact of Hurricane Katrma on

Comn_mmeaﬁons Networks (“Katrina Panel’s) ?_T he Katrina Panelagchar ged with rev1ewmg the nnpact

safety communications. The Katrina Panel Rep_m
of portions of the telecommunications system as:a 51gn
and baekhaul failure as two other primary contributor

disruptions."

In 2007 acting on the:

EISB-issued agrder adopting Section 12.2 of the FCC rules that
an emergeTg‘Eﬁkup power source for all assets that are normally
,, in response to six pet1t1o11s for reconsideration and/or
il d_Seetlon 12.2 to address issues ralsed in the petitions.”” On
: _ . CMRS providers...
ource (e.g. batteries, generators, fuel cells) for all assets

uncil, DockgENo. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for

telecommunications and an‘ﬁmas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, Record, avallable at
http://www.ct.pov/csc/c evEasp?a=9628&0=511254& PM=1
7

14

® Telecommunications Act0f 1996, 47 U.S.C. §§302 and 303 (1996).

® Netice of Establishment of the Commission’s Independent Panel Reviewing the Impact of Hurricane Katrina on
Communications Networks, 71 Fed. Reg. 933 (2000) (“Katrina Panel™).
¥ Independent Panel Reviewing Impact Of Hurricane Katrina On Communications Networks, Report And
Recommendations To The Federal Communications Commission (2006) (“Katrina Panel Report”), available at
llllttp://www.fcc.gov/pshs/docs/advisorv/hkiv/kam).Ddf.

Id
2 In the Matter of Recommendations of the Independent Panel Reviewing the Impact of Hwrricane Katvina on
Communications Networks, Order, 22 FCC Red. 10541, 10565 (2007) (“Katrina Panel Order™), on recon., 22 FCC
%cd 18013 (2007), vacated, CTIA v, FCC, Nos. 07-1475 et al. (Order dated July 31, 2009).

id




necessary to mainfain communications that are normally powered from local cotmercial power,
including those assets located inside central offices, cell sites, remote switches and digital loop carrier
system terminals. ...CMRS providers must maintain emergency backup power for a minimum of twenty-
four hours for assets that are normally powered from local commercial power and located inside central
offices, and eight hours for assets thai are normally powered from local commercial power at other
locations, including cell sites, remote switches and digital loop carrier system remote terminals. ol

These rules, which were the subject of a judicial challenge by several CMRS providers, never took effect
and were ultimately vacated by the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia after the
FCC communicated its intent to the court to revise the rules in furthegarulemaking proceedings.”
Thereafter, in 2011, the FCC issued a Notice of Inquiry that consolidatedsfhreesdockets broadly derived
from initiatives set forth in the National Broadband Plan (NBP) regardigizil Zihe rehabllaty and continuity of
the nation’s communications infrastructure.'® The NBP identified thé-madequacy of backup power and
" insufficient communications backhaul redundancy as key factmﬁhat con@bute to the congestion or
failure of commercial wireless data networks, particularly dun:‘aiemergenmes@ as large scale natural
and man-made disasters.”” In 2012, by public notice, the FCEfurther expanded figinguiry in response to
a June 29, 2012 “derecho” that had a significant adverse gffect on communications S&&ices generally and
9-1-1 facilities particularly "in the states of Ohio g Sentucky, Indiana, Virginia, WTj\éﬁfrg1311a and
Pennsylvania.'® Most recently, on November 21, 2012, CC has @ounced plans to €envene a series
of field hearings to examine new challenges to the nation™ gtanications networks in the wake of
Super-storm Sandy and will focus on the unique challenges fae communications service providers,

Sandy as well as other uatural disasters.”

In a presentation to the PSHSB, certain CMRE: provid
permitting flexible deployment of backup pow%asse___;-__ ik
markets, dynamic network m,

ent and particilaiSsite charas?jl tics represents the best approach to

1 See 47 CFR. §§ 12. 2:,«@(2007) (‘%”Edundancy of Commumoatlons Systems”).
15 The Commission had provided. that the rules would notitake effect until the agency had published notice of
approval from the U. S Ofﬁce ﬁmam@ﬁdﬁudget (“6MB”) under the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.

i the wireless petltloners filed their petitions for review

http://www.f@.gov/pubhc/do]EEAVmwﬁiR’Pref nbr=200802-3060-019, and the Commission decided not to
exercise its aufl under the Pap:;work Reduction Act to override the disapproval, see 44 U.S.C. § 3507(f(1).
Instead, the Com on filed a leffér with the court stating its intent to revise the subject rules and requesting that
the court dismiss the glldate_d__eases as moot. Letter from Nandan M. Joshi, Counsel for FCC to Mark Langer
Clerk of the U.S. Circui : Appeals for the District of Columbia (Dec. 3, 2008). In an unpublished opinion,
the court ordered the pet “for review to be dismissed as moot and vacated the challenged rules. C774 — The
Wireless Association v. FGE, No. 07-1475 (D.C. Cir. filed July 31, 2009).

16 PERERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 26 FCC Red 5614, Notice of Inquiry, Release Number FCC 11-55,
April 7, 2011, available at hitp://www.fce.gov/document/reliability-and-continuity-communications-networks-
including-broadband-technologies

17 1d. (citing to Chapter 12, “Energy and Environment” and Chapter 12.1, “Broadband and the Smart Grid” in the
National Broadband Plan); See FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMJSSION Connecting America: The National
Broadband Plan, March 2010, available ar http://www.broadband. gov/plan/

18 REDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, PS Docket No. 11-60, Public Notice, Release Number DA 12-1153,
July 18, 2012, available at http://www.fee.gov/document/pshsb-seeks-comment-effects-derecho-storm-
commumications

 FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION News Release, November 21, 2012,
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backup power requirements.”’ During the proceeding, the CMRS providers indicated that they adhere to
voluntary programs, such as the CTIA Business Continuity/Disaster Recovery Program (“CTIA
Program), which is a ten-step certification program designed to ensure network reliability during power
outages, and the Network Reliability and Interoperability Council (NRIC) Best Practices (now known as
the Communications Security, Reliability and Interoperability Council, “CSRIC™), which are
recommended standards focused on network reliability.”! Sprint and T-Mobile have been certified under
the CTIA program since its inception in 2006.” MetroPCS is not a member of CTIA.® All of the CMRS
provider participants acknowledged that the NRIC Best Practices provide helpful gnidance, but insist that
the CMRS p10v1ders themselves are the experts primarily responsible for the reliability and resiliency of
their networks.** Pursuant to the FCC Chairman’s announcement on Novembee 21, 2012 relative to field
hearings to examine new challenges to the nation’s communications netwefﬁlﬁﬂg,e wake of Super-storm
Sandy, the FCC may revisit the issue of backup power requirements instie near futore, Therefore, a new
federal rule for backup power may be on the horizon.

b. State Jurisdictional Isswes

During this proceeding, several of the CMRS providegspa
backup power requirements would be inconsistent with
332 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (“Telcom A
Relevant to the jurisdiction and authority of PURA, Sectio
or local government shall have any authority to regulate
commercial mobile serVICe ., except that th

provided in this paragraph, nothing in thls A_L shal
government or mstrumentahty thereof over decisi

&Etlon 337 ’7)(]3) further states “The regulation
ersonal witeless serv1ce facﬂltles by any state or

PURA has Junsdmtlon over and issues certificates of public convenience and necessity (CPCN) for
intrastate telecommunications services pursuant to C.G.S. §16-247a, ef seq. None of the CMRS provider
participants hold a CPCN from PURA.* On September 14, 2011, PURA opened a docket (Storm Docket)
on its own motion to investigate and examine preparedness, service response and comununications
concerns surroundmg Tropical Storm Irene and Storm . Alfred, including, but not limited to,

* PEDERAL COMMUN ONS:ESGMMISSION, WC Docket No. 06-63, Notice of Ex Parte, CTIA — the Wireless
Association, November 19 9, available at hitp://apps.fee.gov/ecfs//document/view.action?id=7020349599
! Connecticut Siting Coungil, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for
telecommunications towers and antennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, CTIA letter to Christopher B. Fisher, Esq.,
dated October 25, 2012.
* Id., Sprint Responses to Siting Council Interrogatories, Set I, Question 13, dated October 24, 2012; T-Mobile
Responses to Siting Council Interrogatories, Set I, Question 13, dated October 25, 2012.
‘Z’Z Id., MetroPCS Respouses to Siting Council Interrogatones Set I, Question 13, dated November 27, 2012.

Id.
¥ Connecticut Siting Council, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requlrements for
telecommunications towers and antennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, CTIA letter to Chairman Robin Stein dated
gctober 1, 2012 and citations thereto by CMRS provider participants in responses to interrogatories.

Id



telecommunications.”” In the final decision dated August 1, 2012, PURA indicated throughout the
proceedings held on the Storm Docket that the wireless carriers argued that PURA has no jurisdiction
over wireless mdustly relative to storm outages and restoral.®® PURA found that the delivery of the
wireless carriers’ services immediately following the two storms was affected by two key issues: (1) the
predominant loss of commercial power to the cell sites; and (2) the loss of commerclal power to the
backhau! facilities between carrier cell sites and their respective switching stations.” The wireless carriers
continually referred PURA to the FCC, citing their disaster reporting responsibilities pursuant to the
FCC’s Disaster Information Reporting System (DIRS), which treats information maintained by wireless
carriers as confidential pursuant to 47 C.F.R. §4.2. 3" After a technical meeting was held on May 18, 2012
to discuss the best means for the state of Connecticut to access data submitted to the FCC DIRS, the
wireless carriers submitted a proposal (“Wireless Proposal”} relative to the sharing of information limited
to efforts to stabilize, recover and restore operations to levels necessary to support the commumnications
needs of the carriers’ respective customers within Connecticut.”’ PURA found the Wireless Proposal to be
responsive and satisfactory to PURA’s needs in conveying outage/restoral information to other state
agencies and also found the information provided to PURA will eliminate duplicative requests for such
information from various state and local agencies.” Unfortuuately, not all of the CMRS provider
participants in this proceeding are participants to the Wireless Proposal

(CECPN) for the construction, maintenance and operatlon of:l%ieaemmuﬁlcatmns towers and associated
equlpment pursuant to the Public Utility Envuonmental Stareard Act C.G. S §16- 50g, et seq. This

pertinent part, “a structure, whether free stan&ﬁ_figaﬁaehed to a bu1IEl

height greater than its diameter and that is MgEelatlxﬁ@&eroundl g

F ] ference of a functlomng water tank,
for exam le, would not h@n et ouncil’s urISdlCtIOll the principal use of the structure is a water
p pr HeL J P P

wouldhayve Junsdmtlonﬁym th1s type of antenna installation.

telecommunications tower, as a matter of practice, or in

eggsubmlt plans for backup power at a proposed site.
PN_ condition for a permanent backup power source with the
@Fduration and to the extent the proposed site can tec]]mcally,

27 pyBLIC UTILITIES REGUEATORY AUTHORITY, Docket No. 11-09-09, PURA Investigation of Public Service
Companies® Response to 28EFStorms, Final Decision, August 1, 2012, available at
htip://www.dpuc.state.ct.usFINALDEC NSF/0d1e102026cb64d9852 5644800691 cfe/94379d4dcd71849f85257a4d0
05dbe3c?OpenDocument&Highlight=0.11-09-09

28 I d

257

30 I d

31 Id

32 Id

3 7d (“Wireless carriers include: AT&T Mobility, Sprint Nextel, T-Mobile and Verizon Wireless.”); Connecticut
Siting Council, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for telecommunications towers
and antennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, Metro PCS Responses to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 20,
dated November 27, 2012,




condition for backup power.** AT&T responded that it incorporates the capability for deployment of fixed
generators into its tower applications before the Siting Council, but indicated the Council does not have
specific legal authorlw to either compel an applicant or condition approval of an application on a specific
form of backup power.** MetroPCS responded that it generafly collocates on existing facilities rather than
applies to the Council for construction of new facilities, but indicated the imposition of such a condition
may have unintended consequences and may negatively impact the siting of facilities® T-Mobile
responded that it would be willing to comply with a Council condition for backup power at new cell sites
assuming jurisdictional, regulatory and financial limitations could be overcome.”’ Sprint responded that a
backup power mandate instituted in Connecticut would likely entail considerable expense to carriers and
such a circumstance might have a chilling effect on network developmenthetwork expansion and the
introduction of new technologies in Connecticut.”® Therefore, generally coffstdering federal limitations on
state jurisdiction and specifically considering not all CMRS providerpariicipants are signatories to the
Wireless Proposal, there is no all-encompassing jurisdictional hoolkfer wide mandate for backup
power.

c Looal Jurisdictional Issues

As indicated in Section 1(b) above, the Council does nigiEhave jurisa;i:-ction over'antenn’

are not associated with a tower. These types of anter

nd approved by
© not“lumted to, bmldmg rooftops
billboards, water tanks used principally for water purposes, or smskestacks used principally for emissions
purposes. The CMRS prov1der participants % ogatories to indicate whether the
provision of backup power is typically addr
Verizon responded in the affirmative.”” AT
typically incorporate broad tenant rights for th

facility components.” MetroPCS
ficient space to accommodate any
=T-Mobile responded that its standard
deploy th& necessary utilities to operate a cell site
nited apphcatlon or preclude the use of emergency

7 _-' or its backup Power systems.” AT&T indicated that it receives zoning approvals for its
backup power systema.that are ificorporated into permit and construction drawings submitted by AT&T.”

3’% Id, Verizon Wireless Respense to Council Interrogatories Set 1T, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012.
¥ Id, AT&T Response to £ouncil Interrogatories Set IT, Question 25, dated November 27, 2012.

3 Id, MetroPCS Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 25, dated November 27, 2012.

37 Id, T-Mobile Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 25, dated November 27, 2012.

B1d, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012.

* Id, Verizon Wireless Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012.
4 J1d, AT&T Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012,

*! 14, MetroPCS Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012,

2 14, T-Mobile Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 23, dated November 27,2012,

* Id,, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set 1T, Question 23, dated November 27, 2012,

* Jd,, Verizon Wireless Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 17, dated October 25, 2012.

8 1d, AT&T Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 17, dated October 23, 2012.
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MetroPCS indicated backup power is typically installed under an electrlcal building penmt 5 T-Mobile
indicated it complies with all necessary permits required for installing backup power."” Spirint indicated
the answer to the question varies from location to location and depends on factors including local zoning
issues, local construction perrmttmg processes, environmental issucs, issues regarding historic
preservation, noise ordinances, and issues related to site leases.®® Therefore, with 169 municipalities
within the state that have jurisdiction over antenna installations not associated with a tower, there would
be no uniformity relative to backup power requ1rements for antenna installations over which the Council
does not have jurisdiction.

2. Similar laws or initiatives in other states; : =

In 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger approved a bill with provisions (HaEdirected the California Public
Utilities Commission (“CPUC™) to open an investigative proceeding sultation with the Office of
Emergency Services and the Department of General Services, to lcﬁﬁlfy thesgerd for telecommunications
service systems to have installed backup power and to deteraine Whether recemmendaifons for backup
systems have been implemented by telecommunications sgg&ﬁmwders operatingzin California.*” The
CPUC opened an Order Instituting Rulemaking, e11g=ged in a thorough investigation of reliability
standards for telecommunications emergency backup patee systemstand emergency notiieation systems,
and issued a Final Analysis Report on May 9, 2008.” tj:&m the sfeehnical review a@id cost analysis
performed in the investigation, the CPUC generated conclusiois. i po%’lble options for several issues,
including backup power at network sites.” Recognlzmg currentls Iemented mdustry best practices for

reserve capacity at remote terminals w1th any
following conclusions:

L.

than 95% of Egzwer ou@
e sitdferity of C?t!xfomla customers, are served by providers who comply with NRIC

Erm power outage OF emergency;
¢ additional battery capacity being needed over the lifetime of the

4 1d, MetroPCS Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 17, dated November 27, 2012.

© ¥ 1d, T-Mobile Response to Council Inferrogatories Set I, Question 17, dated October 25, 2012.

14, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 17, dated October 24, 2012.

49 ({ALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, Reliability Standards for Telecommunications Emergency Backup
Power Systems and Emergency Notification Systems Pursuant to California Public Utilities Code §776, §2872.5 and
§2892, Final Analysis May 2008, available at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/3196E853-FOF8-4CCC-
%DBS—I C1870CFCCAS/0/Final AnalysisReporiMay92008.pdf -

-
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The recommended approach to backup power at network sites was to require minimum backup times with
flexibility to service providers to allow for software engineering and network reconfiguration as a
response to emergencies.” This would therefore allow for mitigating circumstances that may prevent
service providers from achieving the desired objectives that could be documented and allow service
provzders to show that an emergency plan is in place to augment the backup power capacity at network
sites.** Unfortunately, the CPUC did not promulgate a statewide backup power rule.

A similar rulemaking proceeding was initiated by the Texas Public Utility Commission (“TPUC”) in
2008 due to recommendations made in a hurricane report.” TPUC proposed new rules that would require
certificated telecommunications utilities to install emergency power in coastdl.areas capable of full and
complete normal operation for 72 hours after loss of commercial power 2Z6mtorunately, the TPUC did
not promulgate a backup power rule. However, a different approach waEtaken in a particular case where
Mid-Tex Cellular, Ltd. applied to the TPUC for designation as ai nd the TPUC stated in its
approval, “each cell site will also be equipped with a permanent @kup ge

hours of backup power ¥ ’

demgnatmn an eligible
oulations states, “fn the event of a
four hours of backup power or battery
reserve rated for peak traffic load requlremeut&from the provider'SsgBwer source to the network interface
in landline (coax1al fiber or copper) apphcatzer 51
a traditional ringer. A mobile power source sha
four hours. Additional battery reserve capacity be_syond [i
the consideration of local COIIdlthIlS »? In Alaska :
telecommunications carriers=appligants are requir &
ensure functionality w1th_i_§,— t loc

al east e1ght hours of backup power to
ernating currént (AC) cofimercial power. * In Towa, as part of
, carriers “shigll certify that the carrier is able to maintain backup
WBewithout an external power source.”

carrier's '_ erv1cq_w offered by another eligible telecommunications carrier) and
i ervices and the charges therefor using media of general distribution.”
esignation as an ETC by a state public utility commission, as follows:

33 Id
54 ]d.
35 Id
36 [d
ST TEX. PUBLIC UTIL. COMM’N, Docket No. 30666 (August 9, 2005).

8 ALASKA ADMIN. CODE, Title 3, §53.410 (a) (12) (2012); 4 COLO. CODE REGS. § 723.2 (2012); IOWA
ADMIN. CODE R.199-39.2 (2012); IOWA ADMIN. CODE R.199-39.6 (2012); TEX, PUBLIC UTIL. COMM"N,
Docket No. 30666 (August 9, 2003). '

* 4 COLO. CODE REGS. § 723.2 (2012).

% ALASKA ADMIN. CODE, Title 3, §53.410 (a) (12) (2012).

S JOWA ADMIN. CODE R.199-39.2 (2012).

247 U.8.C. §214 (2012).



“A State commission shall upon its own motion or upon request designate a
common carrier that meets the requirements of {an eligible telecommunications
carrier} for a service area designated by the State commission. Upon request
and consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity, the State
commission may, in the case of an area served by a rural telephone company,
and shall, in the case of all other areas, designate more than one common carrier
as an eligible telecommunications carrier for a service area designated by the
State commission, so long as each additional requesting carrier meets the
requirements of {ETC designation}. Before designating an additional eligible
telecommunications carrier for an area served by a rural telepliane company, the
State commission shall find that the designation is in the pul Rﬁﬁhe fiiterest.™®

The CMRS provxdel participants were requested through mterrog_%, E=re] mdmate Whether they are
certified as an ETC in any state. Verizon indicated it is not certifigdas an'E
Verizon, or one of its legacy compames retains ETC statufm Téwa New=¥ork, North Dakota and

Wlsconsm AT&T indicated it 1s not cert1ﬁed as an ET(‘;’m Coi &nectxcut but Tae 't is certified as an

Lifeline Purposes Only pursuant to an or der adopted by the
is not certified as an ETC in any state.® Therefore, given t
are ETCs in the state of Connecticut, an approach based on Pu
backup power mandate would not be Feasiblo

Public Act 12-148 was pror
sufficient backu

(or the Commission under graph (6)) for the purpose of determining universal service obligations and support
mechanisms. In the case offan area served by a rural telephone company, "service area” means such company's
"study area” unless and until the Commission and the States, after taking into account recommendations of a
Federal-State Joint Board instituted under section 410(c) [47 USCS § 410(c)], establish a different definition of
service area for such company.

# Connecticut Siting Council, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requirements for
telecommunications towers and antennas pursuant o Public Act 12-148; Verizon Responses to Council
Interrogatories Set I, Question 21, dated November 27, 2012.

8 Id ; AT&T Responses to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 21, dated November 27, 2012.

5 Id: MetroPCS Responses to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 21, dated November 27, 2012.

%7 Id- T-Mobile Responses to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 21, dated November 27, 2012.

% Jd- Sprint Responses to Council Interrogatories Set I1, Question 21, dated November 27, 2012.
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The examination for the need of backup power to telecommunication sites fails to first examine the failure
of commercial electric power. First and foremost CMRS providers are commercial electricity customers.
Loss of commercial power affects cellular network operations. Sprint contends further examination of
commercial electric power provisioned to telecommunications sites need to be improved through
hardening, restoration planning, and other means.”’ Access to commercial power, backhaul facilities and
limits imposed by landlords related to utilities are among some of those items a CMRS provider does not
exclusively control. However, it would be impractical to expect that CMRS networks could be 100
percent operational 100 percent of the time as a result of the inherent design of these networks and the
-practical [imitations of not having exclusive control of all inputs within the ma‘erg—network.7°

CTIA oversees a Business Continuity/Disaster Recovery Program Whit _provides a ten-point plan that

3) develop plans to
communicate with employees, management, other st k;holders and governmeir _;presentanves 1
AT&T, Sprint Nextel, T-Mobile, and Verizon certifiedifs:c it S yedissince 2006 2
MetroPCS is not a CTIA participant; however, MetroE

similarly to the other CMRS providers. Furthermore, CMRS.
operating center to assess its network needs and communic#

reports to PURA and the FCC its disaster iﬁfm

OVIders operate 1ts “own emergency
gtages to the appropriate utility and

only CMRS provider who is embedded at
i presence by ATERs paitly based on the predommant

golutions to promote network 1631hency and semce reliabil
su1ted or flexible enough fo e and unpredﬁabl— events

rovide recommendations to the FCC regarding
nsifte the security, reliability, and interoperability of

' . CMRS providers routinely consider and
owever, the CSRIC best practices do not supplant CMRS
:oT their own networks in an emergency situation.

CMRS ploVLﬁ‘as networks in annectlcut have significant overlapping continuous coverage. This alone
allows cell sitesta=fully or pEl.I'tlELy compensate an moperatlve neighboring site. As reported in the media,
25 percent of celfSites were down across selected counties in ten states as a result of Storm Sandy. As a
result of mdesplea‘- 1ag_tﬁ the electric grid and flooding in the hardest hit areas, AT&T and T-
Mobile took extraord sfforts to open each other’s respective networks, via a roaming arrangement,
that enabled customers taplace calls as they normally would at no extra cost. ™ :

Presently, each CMRS provider is upgrading their network to 4G technology that will support a greater
coverage footprint and a greater capacity to assume capacity in a mass calling event or an increase in

% 1d, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 5, dated October 24, 2012.

™ §d, T-Mobile Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 37, dated November 26, 2012.

L 1d, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 14, dated October 24, 2012.

" 1d, AT&T Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Question 13, dated October 25, 2012.

 1d, MetroPCS Response to Council Interrogatories Set I, Questions 5 and14, dated November 27, 2012.
" Id, T-Mobile Response to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 33, dated November 26, 2012.
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demand during outages. A question posed often: “Can.a carrier just turn up power to compensate for sites
out of service?” The limiting factor is the cell phone ability to “uplink” to an antenna. Increasing power
output from an antenna accomplishes little if the phone cannot ‘talk back® to the antenna located on a
building or tower., '

Cell phone battery capability is the power source for the end-use consumer and is the limiting factor
within the wireless network. Battery power is consumed at a higher rate when the cellphone is used in
voice mode compared to fext mode. Users of the cellphone network are reminded during times of eminent
network disruption to communicate in text mode not only for reserving battely power for the user’s .
cellphone but affect efficient network operations.”

CMRS providers continually educate the public on the distinction Jefween wireless voice and fext
" communications during times of high demand and congestion. Vol_ﬁé‘wc&— Ewill require more bandwidth
and direct connectivity compared to text messaging. Thus durmg%nes of ‘Hig
not be initiated or dropped versus a text message that is frg _Lm@ and heldeim queue until an open

channel becomes avaﬂable to complete the transmission.

damaged but loses commercial power thus sthchmg to bac—__kTJ soser, or?) site is damaged and loses all -

power capab1]1ty Based on the combmat;on of these scenariosthe CMRS provider needs to assess

‘A CMRS provider switching office is the firs

first priority to have backup power. Moreover, GMRS pF p
copper T1 lines to new ethernet ﬁber backhaul‘jf
CMRS providers have empk
connection to switching offfces.

¢ = hat presently have Ethemet fiber
Snet fiber has tf f llowing advantages over copper T-1:

Ethernet has 9.9
Equlpment 1s new;

demgnatlon Tier 1 site cmtexs crltlcaﬁocatlons such as hospitals, airports, stadiums, ports, major areas
that may be=designated as evEetiation areas, or other critical accounts, like the State of Connecticut
Emergency Opérations Center (EBIC), which are determined by CMRS provider public sector account teams,
local market knowledge, and public safety agencies. Tier 2 sites are considered coverage sites in populated
areas and primary trans 51 corridors and Tier 3 sites are capacity sites. In a recovery scenario CMRS
providers will restore coverage according to that pre-designated scheme based upon input from customers,

the public sector and pub#c safety agencies.

Lessons Learned

Last year’s storms in Connecticut resulted in widespread commercial power outages that provided post
response opportunitics for the CMRS providers to refine its in-state operational and situational
preparedness for storm impacts and wireless network restoration. CMRS providers pre-staged crews, fuel

™ Id, AT&T Response to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 36, dated November 26, 2012.
®Id, Sprint Response to Council Interrogatories Set II, Question 43, dated November 26, 2012.
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supply, and portable genefators in the market area. This allowed the CMRS providers to autonomously
respond and recover without relying on the retail market for its resources.

DESPP testified that the Make Safe Protocol, contained within the Connecticut Emergency Support
Function 12 All Hazards Energy and Utilities Annex,”’ is based on the lessons leamed from past storms,
which places at a minimum into each town a dedicated tree crew and a line crew from the utilities to clear
roadways of down trees and power lines. This effort proved fruitful during Storm Sandy. This also facilitated
the CMRS providers to gain access to its sites in an efficient manner.

Physical Backup Power Components

Backup power sources include batteries, internal combustion engine,auds
power needed at a fac111ty is determined upon facility constlamfs_”?: (sp
restrictions and zoning restrictions) environmental limitdtig
operating/maintenance costs, network functionality, and fuel a¥ai

iabilities, capital and

CMRS providers employ a bank of bafteries at eve
Connecticut These batteries prov1de on average four &

Fuel cell power generators publicize a greer
have deployed fuel cells all the CMRS providh

generators are fueled by die
in the unit andsinelides secon
fuel of chg"i‘?e—for_b_f Efin
further

For sites witls
backup power S6Hi
such shared systerir
airports, university
provider-owned antenna ese locations which are mtegrated into the onsite micro grid. Hence, backup
power is available. To séquire tower facilities with multiple users to share a backup power system raises
legal issues, and liability and maintenance issues respective to the tower/structure site owner. Moreover a
shared fixed generator is larger due to increased load demand requiring a larger engine and may not be

" DEPARTMENT OF BMERGENCY SERVICES AND PUBLIC PROTECTION, DIVISION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND
HOMELAND SECURITY, STATE OF CONNECTICUT STATE RESPONSE FRAMEWORK, Draft Connecticut Emergency
Support Function 12, All Hazards Energy and Utilities Annex, July 2012, available at
http://www.ct.gov/demhs/lib/demhs/eppifest 12 all-hazards energy and utilities anmex final draft july 2012.pdf
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appropriate in various wireless facility settings. Shared generators also present a limiting factor with
respect to each CMRS provider’s current and future planning given wireless technology is ever evolving.
Moreover these shared backup power systems are no more or less likely to fail than generators providing
backup power to a single CMRS provider. If a shared power system were to fail then each individual
CMRS provider would deploy a temporary/portable generator.”®

Costs

CMRS providers will need to allocate significani capital and operating costs for typical battery and
geneérator systems as follows: =
Batteries — varies from installed cost of $5,000 for a small sitegad up to $30,000 for larger sites
with additional operational costs associated a finite battery lifetime mﬁ@l costs. '
Generators — varies from $5,000 to $20,000 for typical:Site _teswmth som%he larger sites possibly
reaching $50,000 for installed cost. Installed first cost per W c ranges fronT800 to $1,400. ”

g State. Ajsuming a medlan‘@g expense of
$17,500 times 578 locations equals an initial capital~expense QE=l0.1 million dollars for battery
installations. Assuming a typical size generator with a powerEeutput ?‘50 000 Watts™(50kW) times a
median expense of $1,100 per KW times 578 locations equals=aiiinitial capital expense of 31.8 million

doltars for generator instaflations. Mamtenaire& and operatmg COStS i]i“?fm not been included.

By example, one CMRS provider has 578 tower sites if

b. Legal Feasibility

In addition to the jurisdictional issues related to ﬁackufpowe =rEETHE

First, CMRS provider particigitswould be rcquued?re—negoh”‘?—leases f01 existing cell sites to make
provision for any backup, ﬂgwer?m “ements as desalbed in Secfion 1(0) above. Nearly every cell s1te is
located on leased profice: .80 This®
jurisdiction, as well ds ahtenna i
requirements would result 1HESH
negotiate leases;ZEh

actlon caﬁ"smbemg incurred by the CMRS prov1ders o re-
Fbe passed on to consumers. In some instances, a

Second, CMR @der partlc1@nts would be confronted with regulatory comphance issues. Generators
are prohibited af™CEitain locatibns, such as rooftops, smokestacks, water tanks, or church steeples.
Furthermore, federal<l {%&ronmental Protection Agency rules, such as the Clean Air Act, DEEP rules,
such as the Noise ConitgERegulations, and local fire codes, building safety rules and other regulations
may conflict relative to fffe installation of backup power in certain locations. Backup power systems may
use backup batteries and generators that contain lead, sulfuric acid, oils, and other flammable liquids that

78 jd ; AT&T Responses to Council Interrogatories Set 11, Question 40, dated November 27, 2012.

7 Reliability Standards for Telecommunications Emergency Backup Power Systems and Emergency Notification
Systems, Final Analysis Report, May 9, 2008, California Public Utilties Commission, pp. 57 and 71

8 AT&T Testimony on HB 5544, March 20, 2012, available at http://'www.cga.ct.gov/2012/ETdata/Imy/20121B-
05544-R000320-AT&T%20-%620John%20Emra-TMY .PDIF
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may subject the equipment to environmental laws that restrict their placement and use.!’ Therefore, a
statewide backup power mandate may not comply with federal, state and local regulations.

Third, several CMRS provider participants have indicated that a backup power mandate in the state of
Connecticut would force carriers to take cell sites offline because they could not comply with the mandate
and would compromise competition in the telecommunications industry. CMRS providers have
significantly invested in backup power and a mandate would create less incentive for consumers to
choose a particular wireless carrier if all of the carriers are forced to provide more backup power.*
Furthermore, the costs associated with retrofitting existing cell sites with backup power to comply with
state requirements would be proh1b1t1ve and the use of backup power Iiements could minimize
availability of new cell sites.” Therefore, a statewide backup power mgndate may increase costs and
decrease the availability of service to consumers.

*! CTIA Testimony on HB 5544, March 20, 2012, available at http://www.cga.ct.2ov/2012/ETdata/Tiny/2012HB-
05544-R000320-CTIA%20-%20Gerard%20K eegan-TMY %20(2).PDF

82 I Verizon Testimony on HB 5544, March 20, 2012, available at
http:/fwww.cga.ct.gov/2012/ETdata/Tmy/2012HB-05544-R000320-Verizon-TMY .PDE

% PCIA Testimony on HB 5544, March 20, 2012, available at http://www.cga.ct.gov/2012/E Tdata/Tmy/2012HB-
05544-R000320-PCIA-TMY.PDF

# Connecticut Siting Council, Docket No. 432, Feasibility study of back-up power requ:rements for
telecommumications towers and antennas pursuant to Public Act 12-148, December 4, 2012 Transcript at page 143.
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The two most obvious environmental concerns related to operating internal combustion backup power
generators are noise and air emissions. Noise suppression methods include baffled enclosures, mufflers or
increased distance to noise receptor. Typically land use ordinances address allowable noise emission
levels and the CMRS providers review and comply as necessary with such regulations. State of
Connecticut noise regulations exempt the operations of emergency generators. Regulations of Connecticut
State Agencies §22a-69-1.8 exempts “noise created as a result of, or relating to, an emergency” and
“noise generated by transmission facilities, distribution facilities and substations of public utilities
providing electrical powers, telephone, cable television or other similar services and located on property
which is not owned by the public utility and which may or may not be within utility casements.”

Operation of internal combustion backup power generators creates airiel ?’Qns The manufacturer
typically specifies guldance to excrcising the generator on a weekly bagig.to monitor its reliability. Both
permanent and portable back-up generators are viewed as stationary of air emissions by DEEP.
DEEP requires a permit to operate if pollutant criteria threshéld of 155fens per year is exceeded.
Otherwise owners of stationary sources would only need to foiiaw rales estab"—ﬁied by DEEP to operate

its generators. =5,

In the amticipation of Hurricane Sandy DEEP releagé . authonzauon on October=26=2012 for the
temporary operation of emergency engines w1thout§regat“ﬁg lumtair gs on hours of o@eratlon sulfur
content of such fuel, or the quantity of fuel consumed. Thissauffforization included Operation of any
emergency engine on or about October 27, 2012 through Novenber, 14, 2012. The owners and operators
of emergency engines shall make and keepiecords of the fuel u@nd resulting emissions associated
with such operations, and shall identify theSgortion. of the fuel usage;jagd ﬂI;_BSlﬂi‘lng emissions allowed

under this temporary authorization in any arBualrepogs submitted to2fze Department of Energy and

Operation of back-up generat“‘:%ﬁ“as associated elEéJsl‘Ical safety afid occupational hazards. The National
Electric Code and Offices8t Saﬁd Health Admamstratmn riiles would govern personne!l activity in
proximity of these devites, Of partiefilar concern is Sater infiltration to such equipment either through
leaking enclosures of° £ 1lo i will cause equignent to fail and in some instances cause arcing
and/or fire potential. To praiE re outbrea]?s equ1p1nent could be turned—off in advance of
water penetratlon%slmﬂar to w. T

s of urgent need.

é‘i“

ower iiivolve Council application/petition/exempt modification filings
d a municipal building permit. To the extent that such backup power
e a diesel fuel unit, DEEP “permit by rule” would suffice.

As indicated in Sect1on l(b) above, after the two storms of 2011, PURA opened a Storm Docket on its
own motion to investigate and examine preparedness, service response and communications concerns.
During the proceeding, the CMRS providers submitted the Wireless Proposal and in its final decision,
PURA found the Wireless Proposal to be responsive and satisfactory to PURA’s needs in conveying
outage/restoral information to other state agencies. During Super-storm Sandy, the Wireless Proposal was
implemented and the results were favorable. Representatives from CMRS provider participants were
available and mterfacmg with the state in the EOC.”

® Jd,, December 4, 2012 Transcript at page 18.
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CONCLUSIONS .

Legal

e On November 21, 2012, the FCC announced the intention to examine new challenges to
resiliency .of communications networks during natural disasters and other times of crisis. This
may result in conflicting requirements if Connecticut decides to mandate backup power
requirements.

e CTIA suggests use of the PURA Wireless Proposal. Not all S p?’bvider participants are
members of CTIA. Not all CMRS provider participants are g’g*T‘aT ics to the Wireless Proposal.
CTIA further suggests use of an approach similar to T-I\/Le_ﬁe’s situational status report utilized
in New Jersey in response to Super-storm Sandy. Uniaﬁr?ﬁé—tgﬁly, the Sttugtional status report was
not attached to T-Mobile’s late-filed exhibit submi_%s Iiroceedingf

o  Anfenna installations not associated with a towdE are subject to local jurisdi and, restrictive
lease provisions. A statewide backup powef Tan may: ol

relative to these types of installations,
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Exhibit 1

CTIA-THE WIRELESS ASSOCIATION®
BUSINESS CONTINUITY/NETWORK RECOYERY PROGRAM

Requirement 1: Project Initiation and Management

Companies must demonstrate that they have done the following:
Defined objectives

Developed project plan and budget
Defined and recommended process structure and management
Obtained senior management commitment

Requirement 2: Risk Evaluation and Control

Companies must demonsirate that they have done the following:

Identified risks, events, and external surroundings that can adversely affect the company
Evaluated the damage that such risks and events could cause and probability of cccurrence
Identified confrols and safeguards to prevent or mitigate 1osses to company

Requirement 3: 'Business Impact Analysis

Companies must.demonsirate that they have done the following:
Identified the critical functions of the organization

Idenzified the impacts resulting from disruptions and disaster scenarios
Determined recovery priorities and timeline objectives

Requirement 4: Developing Business Continuity Strategies

- Companies must demonstrate that they have done the following:
Selected business recovery operating strategies

Assessed risk associated with each optional continuity strategy

Requirement 5: Emergency Response and Operations

Companies must demonstrate that they have done the following:

Developed and implemented procedures for responses to situations

Fstablished a process for activation of an Emergency Operations Center

Integrated Disaster Recovery/Business Continuity procedures with Emergency Response
precedures

Established Command and Control procedures

Requirement 6: Developing and Implementing Business Continuity Phase
Companies must demoniirate that they have done the following:

Hstablished and implemented Business Continuity and Crisis Management plans

Estabiished procedures to transition from emergency response to exisis management/busmess
continuity .
Estabiished a procedure to maintain and npdate Business Continuity plans

Requirement 7: Awareness and Training Programs

Companies must demonstrate that they have done the following:

Hstablished a process to educate the company regarding business continuity issues and
programs

Developed and presented training programs

8



Requirement 8: Exercise Business Continuity Program

Comparies must demonstrare that they have done the following:

Established a process to drill/exercise the Business Continuity/Disaster Recovery Program
Organized and completed exercises/drills

Developed and monitored after-action reports and results of exercises

Requirement 9: Public Relations and Crisis Communications
Comparties must demonsirate that they have done the following:
Developed plans to communicate with employees and management
Developed process to comnwunicate, if necessary, with other stakeholders

Requirement 10;: Coordination with External Agencies
Companies must demonsirate that they have done the following:
Established applicable procedures and policies for coordinating response with government

representatives,
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