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I
INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to the procedural schedule set forth in Administrative Law Judge (ALJ)
Glegola’s September 9, 2021 email ruling (Ruling), Southern California Edison Company (SCE)
respectfully submits these comments on the questions raised in the Ruling. SCE has a Certificate
of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) to operate as a commercial telecommunications
carrier (i.e., Edison Carrier Solutions, or ECS) and providing telecommunication services, such
as building and leasing middle mile dark fiber and providing lit services. These comments relate
to Phase III of this proceeding whereby the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC or
Commission) is seeking input on the creation of a statewide open-access middle network, as set

forth in Senate Bill (SB) 156.1

1 The August 2, 2021 Second Amended Scoping Memo added Phase III to this proceeding, which
addresses implementation of SB 156, including the process for collecting location and other
information related to the statewide middle-mile network. Pursuant to the August 6, 2021 Assigned
Commissioner’s Ruling, parties submitted comments and reply comments on September 3 and 21,
respectively. The September 9, 2021 Ruling seeks further comments on issues relating to SB 156.



I1.
SCE’S RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS FROM ALJ RULING

A. Topic 1: Open Access

1. The CPUC’s inquiry on Topic 1

The Ruling seeks input on the following: “As described in more detail in the
Order Instituting Rulemaking that initiated this proceeding, the Commission has regulatory

authority telecommunications service providers.

e How can the Commission use its regulatory authority to assure durable and

enforceable open-access and affordability requirements in perpetuity?

e Should the Commission adopt a tariffing requirement for open-access

networks?

e In October 2020, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) eliminated
a number of network unbundling and resale requirements placed on
Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, including requirements for DS1 and DS3
loops, and dark fiber transport provisioned from wire centers within a half-
mile of competitive fiber networks. (See In the Matter of Modernizing
Unbundling and Resale Requirements in an Era of Next-Generation Networks
and Services, WC Docket No. 19-308, FCC 20-152.) How will this impact
Competitive Local Exchange Carriers in California that currently utilize these
services to provide telecommunications services, including last-mile

broadband Internet access service?”

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 1

SCE has reviewed the opening comments of California Internet, L.P. dba
Geolinks (Geolinks), which were filed early on September 29, 2021. For the reasons set forth in
Geolink’s comments, SCE agrees with Geolink that the state should rely primarily on the

concepts of contract law to make assurances of open access and affordability for middle mile



services (which SCE believes is highly competitive and where there are many market

participants), and thus tariffs are unnecessary.2 As to the FCC’s October 2020 Report and Order,

SCE does not know the impact of this order because ECS does not use the affected unbundled

network elements as part of its network and is not impacted by this order.

B. Topic 2: Additional Factors To Consider

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 2

The Ruling seeks input on the following: “What additional criteria should the

Staff Report take into consideration and to what extent, including, but not limited to:

Affordability;

Redlining;

Route redundancy;

Competition;

Hardening, undergrounding, deployment in high fire threat areas;
Cell coverage; and

Labor and economic development benefits.”

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 2

The factors listed represent appropriate criteria to develop a network plan.

In addition, SCE provided analysis in its September 3, 2021 comments on the importance of

taking into consideration the population of a city when identifying the unserved or underserved

communities that could benefit from additional middle mile infrastructure.3

SIS}

Geolink’s September 29, 2021 comments, pp. 1-2.
SCE’s September 3, 2021 Comments, pp. 9-11.



C. Topic 3: Middle-Mile Network Services for ISPs

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 3

The Ruling seeks input on the following: “The statute mandates that the State of
California take into consideration various aspects that will increase the attractiveness and
usefulness of the statewide open-access middle-mile broadband network for commercial internet
service providers.
e What specific locations, routes, interconnection points, regeneration points,
and tie-ins should the Commission consider in order to increase the

attractiveness and usefulness of the statewide open-access middle-mile

broadband network for commercial internet service providers?

e How can existing interconnection points or the creation of new

interconnection points improve access for communities?

e What technical performance characteristics will increase the attractiveness and
usefulness of the statewide open-access middle-mile broadband network for

commercial internet service providers?

e What network design and other design, technical, business, and operational
considerations will increase the attractiveness and usefulness of the statewide
open-access middle-mile broadband network for commercial Internet service

providers?

e What services should the network provide commercial providers (e.g., dark

fiber, lit fiber, colocation, wireless backhaul, etc.)?

o If the network offers dark fiber, how many strands of dark fiber should the

network make available on each route? What should the lease terms be?”

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 3

As a general matter, SCE believes that the Commission should first identify those

communities that are unserved or underserved and that would be best served by a more robust



middle-mile network. In other words, a more robust middle-mile network is needed for
communities where the barrier to broadband is due to the lack of middle mile infrastructure but
probably not needed for communities where the lack of broadband is due to different barriers.
SCE expects that the Commission will find that rural and remote communities are the ones that
are most likely to need middle-mile infrastructure, as opposed to suburban and urban areas where
lack of broadband for the relatively small pockets of residents is likely not due to availability of
middle-mile infrastructure.

To design a middle mile infrastructure network, SCE recommends that the
Commission: (1) identify the Tiers 2 and 3 Internet Exchange Points# that are closest to the rural
and remote communities, (2) issue an RFI to determine if there is available capacity on existing
networks that can connect these Tiers 2 and 3 Internet Exchange Points to unserved and
underserved communities, and then (3) use the highway routes from the ArcGIS map to fill in
the gaps where the State will need to build additional middle-mile infrastructure. In summary,
the Commission should focus on the highway routes on the ArcGIS map that can back-haul
internet traffic from the rural and remote communities to the closest Internet Exchange Points.2

To make its middle-mile network attractive and useful to last-mile providers, the
statewide network should be far reaching, reliable, and affordable. The extent of services offered
by the state will depend on the network it designs and implements.

Regarding the state’s provision of services on its middle mile network and the
number of strands that the state should make available (which should depend on the location of
the network), SCE does not have a position on these questions. Regarding lease terms, SCE is
providing a copy of its confidential master service agreement to the Commission in response to

the Communication Division’s data request due October 6, 2021.

4 There are two major Internet Exchange Points (Tier 1) in California located in Los Angeles and Palo
Alto, as well as smaller Internet Exchange Points (Tiers 2 and 3) throughout the State except in rural
areas where there are no Internet Exchange Points.

There are two major Tier 1 Internet Exchange Points in California, which are in Los Angeles and Palo
Alto, as well as smaller Tiers 2 and 3 Internet Exchange Points throughout the State in urban and
suburban areas.

(93



D. Topic 4: Middle-Mile Network Services For Consumers

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 4

The Ruling seeks input on the following:

e “The middle mile network must prioritize connections to anchor institutions
that lack sufficient high-bandwidth connections. Should the statewide middle

mile network provide direct service to anchor institutions?

e Should the middle-mile network directly provide broadband Internet access

service, voice service, etc.?

e The Commission’s 72-hour backup power requirements apply to all facilities-
based wireline and wireless communications service providers that provide
service in Tier 2 and Tier 3 High Fire Threat Districts. Should the

Commission consider additional requirements?”’

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 4

Middle-mile is the high-capacity fiber optic network that connects last-mile
providers to Internet Exchange Points or to other providers. This implies that neither (1)
connections to directly serve anchor institutions nor (2) directly providing broadband Internet
access service, voice service, etc. is considered middle-mile and therefore not covered by this
portion of Phase 3.

The requirements for the existing 72-hour backup power are thoroughly addressed
in CPUC Rulemaking 18-03-011, and any additional requirements should be addressed in that

proceeding.

E. Topic 5: Last-Mile Providers

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 5

The Ruling seeks input on the following: “The middle-mile network must enable

last-mile connections.



e How can the middle-mile network enable last mile connections in unserved,

underserved and served areas of the state?

e How can the middle mile network assist the operation and development of
public broadband networks? Are there opportunities to aggregate network
monitoring, provide a managed voice service, security services, call center,

and other back-office services among public networks?”’

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 5

Open access middle-mile networks can provide more affordable service and
reduce the price of broadband internet service by encouraging construction of competitive last-
mile networks.

Developing and operating a carrier-grade telecommunications network is a
significant undertaking, and the state may be well-served by outsourcing, at a minimum, network
management and backroom services. There are vendors who supply the managed services

described above, however, SCE does not offer them.

F. Topic 6: Other States

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 6

The Ruling seeks input on the following: “Numerous other states operate open-
access networks, including but not limited to Illinois, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Missouri, North Carolina, Ohio, Virginia, and Washington.

e Are there any successes or pitfalls the State of California should take into

consideration from other statewide open-access networks or even from other

countries?”

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 6

SCE does not have any response on Topic 6 at this time.



G. Topic 7: Other Issues Not Covered

1. CPUC’s Inquiry on Topic 7

The Ruling seeks input on the following:

e “Are there any issues the State of California should take into consideration as

it develops the statewide middle mile network?”

2. SCE’s Input on Topic 7

SCE does not have any additional issues in response to Topic 7.

I1I.
CONCLUSION

SCE appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the Commission’s efforts to support

the State’s efforts to create a statewide, open access, middle-mile network.

Respectfully submitted,

CLAIRE TORCHIA
GLORIA M. ING

/s/ Gloria M. Ing.
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